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Abstract 

 

In this thesis, I study the effectiveness of governance in the intersection between public and private 

governance. To do this, I investigate the state of legitimacy in multi-stakeholder initiatives (MSIs) 

in the case of biofuel certification under the European Union’s Renewable Energy Directive (EU 

RED). I focus on dynamics internally and between the MSIs and examine what consequences these 

dynamics have for the effectiveness of governance. I choose MSIs in the case of the biofuel 

certification under the EU RED as MSIs represent the private part of governance and the EU 

RED represents the public part.  

 

I find that legitimacy can be used as a measure for the effectiveness of governance and that my case 

has considerable room for improvement. For the internal dynamics, I find that some MSIs focus 

on increased sustainability of biofuels while others work for increased market share. I also find that 

high or low legitimacy in a certain aspect affects the level of legitimacy in another aspect. I move 

on to discuss the dynamics between the MSIs and how external pressures can increase or decrease 

legitimacy. This results in a concrete recommendation to increase legitimacy and therefore the 

effectiveness of governance in my case. This builds on a holistic understanding and exact 

operationalization of legitimacy for benchmarking between MSIs.  

 

My thesis is unique because it creates a holistic and in-depth framework on legitimacy and 

compares MSIs in biofuel certification under the EU RED.  

 

I call for further research on developing and applying my analytical framework of legitimacy to 

other cases and to investigate how specific initiatives aimed at increasing legitimacy influence the 

level of legitimacy over time.  
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1 Introduction 

 

Earth is heating up faster than in the past (Crane & Landis, 2010). The worldwide average 

temperature has increased 0.6°C since the 1950s, compared to 0.1-0.2°C the previous 100 years 

(ibid). Human activity and green houses gas (GHG) emissions drive this development. If the 

development continues, the global mean surface temperature is likely to rise by between 2.6°C and 

4.8°C by 2100 (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), 2014). The two major GHGs 

driving climate change are carbon dioxide (CO2) and methane (CH4) (ibid.). Worldwide, according 

to the IPCC (2014) electricity and heat production account for the largest share of GHG emissions 

(25%), followed by emissions considering forestation (24%), industry (21%) and transportation 

(14%).  

 

The process of global warming, also known as the greenhouse effect, occurs because higher 

concentrations of GHGs in the earth’s atmosphere reduce the amount of solar radiation allowed to 

pass out through the atmosphere (Crane & Landis, 2010). This causes temperatures to rise, which 

accelerates melting of polar ice, glaciers, and snow. This produces the albedo effect, which reduces 

the amount of high-reflectance land cover and traps additional solar radiation in the atmosphere. 

Rising air and surface temperatures gradually cause ocean temperature to increase as well, reducing 

the ability of marine plants to absorb CO2 from the atmosphere (ibid.). 

 

The temperature increase is associated with a wide range of potential consequences. These count, 

among many others, acceleration of inland glacier and seasonal snow melting, magnifying spring 

runoff volumes and river flooding and reducing year-round freshwater supplies available for 

agriculture and urban populations, increased frequency of major droughts, rising sea levels and 

damage from more frequent and extreme storms (IPCC, 2007). These changes will affect a large 

part of the planet’s population. The important debate for this thesis relates to the regulatory 

challenge of mitigating this climate change.  

 

This thesis in International Business and Politics will be studying the effectiveness of governance 

and how it is shaped in the field between business and politics. I am puzzled by how governance 

functions in a globalized world where traditional governance tied to state authority is developing 
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toward governance shaped in conjunction between a multitude of public and private stakeholders. I 

am also particularly inspired by the current sustainability debate, as this is a pressing global issue 

that influences both public and private stakeholders. Therefore, I will investigate a case, which is 

present in the field between public and private governance and relates directly to sustainability. 

This case is the European Union Renewable Energy Directive (EU RED), which by 2020, seeks to 

have 10% of the transport fuel of every EU country come from renewable sources. I will look 

specifically at seven private certification schemes, which are assessing and certifying biofuel 

producers’ sustainability. This case exemplifies the tension between private and public stakeholders 

by the cooperation between seven private certification schemes and the public governing body of 

the EU. To examine the shaping and effectiveness of this governance I will use the theoretical tool 

of legitimacy. This literature focuses on how the effectiveness of governance depends on that the 

governed accept the rules of the governing. Therefore, to understand how governance is shaped I 

must understand the legitimacy tied to the governance. This results in the following research 

question: 

 

What is the state of legitimacy under the EU RED and what does this mean for effective 

governance?  

 

To answer this research question I will firstly, establish a holistic and in-depth measure of 

legitimacy. Such a measure can contribute with both a comparative overview of the legitimacy of 

the seven certification schemes and with detailed insights on each certification scheme. Secondly, I 

will present how the seven certification schemes perform under this measure and thirdly, seek to 

uncover and explain variances in their performance. These three objectives answer the first part of 

the above research question. To answer the second part I will investigate what consequences high 

and low legitimacy has empirically and thereby establish how legitimacy influences effective 

governance. Finally, I will seek to improve the state of legitimacy to improve the governance by 

proposing a concrete recommendation to the European Climate Change Programme (ECCP), 

which operates under the European Commission and is responsible for the EU RED. 

  

In sum, this results in the following research objectives: 

 

1. Establish a holistic and in-depth measurement of legitimacy 
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2. Describe the extend to which this measure has been met by the selected certification schemes 

under the EU RED 

 

3. Seek to explain the difference in legitimacy between certification schemes 

 

4. Investigate the consequences of the state of legitimacy on the effectiveness of governance 

 

5. Investigate how to improve the legitimacy of the EU RED 

 

This research is unique, as it will contribute with a holistic and in-depth measurement of legitimacy 

instead of assessing only a sub-part of legitimacy. It will further, as the first, use this measure to 

compare a holistic view of legitimacy of the 7 most relevant certification schemes instead of 

assessing them separately or comparing them on selected aspects of legitimacy. This will provide 

new insights on the dynamics of the certification schemes under the EU RED. Finally, from an 

empirical perspective, this thesis will result in a concrete recommendation for improving the 

legitimacy and thus the governance of the EU RED and provide general insights to improving 

legitimacy in governance. 

 

In the following, I will first, introduce the case of the seven certification schemes under the EU 

RED and a sub-case which I will use in the discussion to investigate which factors influence the 

level of legitimacy. Second, I will outline my theoretical foundation and my specific theoretical 

framework.  Third, I will present my methodology and subsequently, my analytical framework. 

Fifth, I will present my analysis and outline and seek to explain variances in the performance of the 

seven certification schemes before discussing which factors influence legitimacy and concluding by 

presenting a concrete recommendation to improving legitimacy and governance along with a brief 

sum up of my main findings. 

 

1.1 Case introduction 

 

1.1.1 From GHG to biofuels and the EU RED 
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To mitigate climate change GHG emissions need to be reduced. At the European level a 

comprehensive package of policy measures to reduce greenhouse gas emissions has been initiated 

through the European Climate Change Programme (ECCP) (ec.europa.eu, 2015). One of these 

initiatives is the EU RED. It sprung out of discussions on the control of European energy 

consumption where it was recognized that the increased use of energy from renewable sources, 

combined with energy savings and increased energy efficiency, is needed to reduce GHG 

(European Parliament, 2009). These factors can also play a part in promoting the security of energy 

supply, promoting technological development and innovation and providing opportunities for 

employment and regional development, especially in rural and isolated areas (ibid.).  

 

Biofuels is one major driver to reducing GHG emissions and thereby global warming (Union of 

Concerned Scientists, 2007). Biofuels are liquid or gaseous transport fuels such as biodiesel and 

bioethanol made from biomass and are part of the EU RED initiative. This makes it serve as a part 

of the renewable alternative to fossil fuels in the EU's transport sector and helps to reduce GHGs 

and improve the EU's security of supply (ec.europa.eu, 2015). By 2020, the EU aims to have 10% 

of the transport fuel of every EU country come from renewable sources such as biofuels. The 

progress towards this target has been slow with only 5.7% renewable energy in transport in 2014 

(Renewable energy progress report, 2015). One of the main reasons for the lack of progress stems 

from a lack of implementation of sustainable second generation biofuels (ibid.). Second generation 

biofuels differ from first generation in that they are not food crops or their function toward food 

has already been served (biofuel.org.uk, 2015). Fuel suppliers are also required to reduce the 

greenhouse gas intensity of the EU fuel mix by 6% by 2020 in comparison to 2010 (ec.europa.eu, 

2015). The directive does not prohibit the use of ‘non-sustainable’ biofuels, but in practice provides 

financial incentives that make them economically unviable unless they can be produced at a lower 

price than fossil fuels (Ponte & Daugbjerg, 2015).  

 

As will be explained in the theory section, the EU RED initiative has been examined from a 

multitude of different angles of which particularly the following have been an inspiration for this 

thesis. From a more theoretical point of view, it has been examined from a governance angle, 

which focuses on the EU RED as a public governance construct that interacts with private 

certification schemes. Through this interaction, an overlap appears between public governance and 

private authority, which can be termed transnational hybrid governance (THG) (Ponte et al., 2011). 
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Focus has also been on the use of voluntary standards as a tool to enforce this type of governance 

and multi-stakeholder initiatives (MSIs) as an organizational form of constructing, implementing 

and enforcing the standards (Ponte et al, 2011; Fransen, 2012; Mena & Palazzo, 2012). It has also 

been examined from a legitimacy perspective, which discusses whether these MSIs are legitimate in 

their claims of exercising authority (Quack, 2010; Mena & Palazzo, 2012; Ponte, 2014). The EU 

RED has also been examined from a more empirical point of view, which is relevant for, but 

disregards the legitimacy discussion (WWF, 2013; IUCN, 2013). Here focus has been on comparing 

the level of ambition in the variety of voluntary standards of the MSIs for giving recommendations 

on how these can be improved. My study is unique because I choose to combine a holistic 

legitimacy perspective with the empirical comparison of certification schemes.  

 

I will choose to focus on the 7 global and non-company specific certification schemes under the 

EU RED. As the EU RED also consists of national certification schemes and certification schemes 

which only certify the biofuels of a specific company, the 7 global and non-company specific 

schemes serve as a somewhat homogeneous group, which makes comparison more interesting. 

Further, they are some of the more influential certification schemes, as they are global in nature, 

relatively well developed and have a sufficient base of secondary data accessible online. 

 

1.1.2 Comparison of the EU RED with the sub-case of aviation biofuels 

I will briefly introduce the sub-case of aviation biofuels. This will serve to investigate whether 

salience and competitive pressures influence the level of legitimacy in the discussion part of this 

thesis.  

 

Within the transport sector, aviation has the highest CO2 emissions per unit transported, and is 

projected to have grow faster than other modes of transport. It has grown constantly for the last 

thirty years and this development is projected to continue because of lower ticket costs and 

increasing demand for flying to newer destinations in especially in emerging markets (Gossling & 

Upham, 2009 in Ponte & Henriksen, 2015). Air travel is responsible for 10% of total emissions 

from transport, with indications of a steady increase in the coming years (Ponte & Henriksen, 

2015). This has led to concerns that aviation by 2050 will take up almost all the emissions savings 

achieved by other sectors of the economy. This has resulted in considerable attention by politicians 

and the broader public (Gossling & Upham, 2009 in Ponte & Henriksen, 2015).  
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There is growing incentive to reduce CO2 emissions in the aviation industry. On the one hand, 

higher oil prices affect fuel costs which accounts for about a third of airline operating costs and on 

the other hand, increased salience of the issue, make it easier to facilitate the development of 

alternative fuels (ibid.). During the last ten years, companies have started developing production 

pathways for aviation biofuels. Over twenty major airlines have pledged to use biofuels with lower 

carbon impact than regular jetfuel and more than ten commercial airlines have been carrying flights 

using biofuel. The industry is more than ever focused on regulating and supporting the 

development of aviation biofuels (Ponte & Henriksen, 2015). 

 

1.1.3 Sum up and justification of case selection 

Global warming poses significant challenges to society at every level (Haines & Reichman, 2008) 

and the case of the 7 global and non-company specific certification schemes under the EU RED 

taps into the overall discussion of how to mitigate global warming and climate change through the 

reduction of GHG emissions by specifically drawing on the importance of biofuels to bring down 

GHG emissions in the transport sector. Several factors added up makes this case unique. From a 

theoretical standpoint, it is a possibility of shedding light on the dynamics of THG by using a 

holistic legitimacy perspective, not just through a single case study but through comparison 

between 7 different certification schemes, existing under the EU RED. Methodologically, as they 

all exist under the EU RED, this means that the data of these 7 certification schemes are uniform 

in nature, which allows for the development of an analytical framework providing detailed 

comparison of the certification schemes’ legitimacy. I have also had the chance of obtaining access 

to a considerable amount of interviews in the field, which adds another layer of understanding to 

the case. Further, the aviation biofuels sub-case also exists as part of the EU RED, but is different 

because it has significantly higher salience than the main case. This allows for discussing, on an 

informed basis, whether salience affects the legitimacy of certification schemes. Empirically, this 

will result in a concrete recommendation to ECCP. Such a recommendation will be of particular 

interest to politicians, the general public, NGOs and companies which all have nested interests in 

the governance of the EU RED and the interaction between public and private governance in 

general. It will also be relevant for the ECCP to push the relatively slow progress toward the 10% 

renewable fuel target in the transport sector. My specific recommendation will both serve to have a 

positive impact on the sustainability of biofuels and therefore the challenges global warming poses 
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to society at every level and at the same time produce input to the broader discussion of effective 

governance in the field between public and private governance. 
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2 Theory 

 

In the following, this thesis will attempt to give a thorough introduction to its theoretical 

foundation. It will seek to outline the major debates in the different strands of literature under 

examination and it will also seek to account for the origin of the different theories. It will focus on 

the cornerstones of the thesis, which are governance, legitimacy and multi-stakeholder initiatives 

(MSIs). The following section will 1) describe the fall of post-Westphalianism to 2) explain the rise 

of a new type of governance labeled private authority before 3) explaining how overlaps between 

private authority and public governance results in transnational hybrid governance (THG). It will 

then proceed to 4) explain how THG is embodied in MSIs as an organizational form utilizing 

voluntary standards as an instrument and 5) how the THG traits are seen specifically in this thesis’s 

case of the 7 global and non-company specific certification schemes under the EU RED. 

Thereafter it will focus on 6) why legitimacy is key to the proliferation of THG and MSIs and 7) 

present the thesis’ theoretical framework which incorporates legitimacy in MSIs before 8) briefly 

elaborating on how legitimacy in MSIs is affected by dynamics among MSIs and external pressures 

of salience and competitiveness. Finally, 9) it will provide a brief sum up of the theory section. 

After each of above sub points I will seek to briefly sum up the main point of the section and, 

when relevant, why I have adopted this theoretical stance. 

 

2.1 From post-Westphalianism to Transnational Hybrid Governance (THG)  

 

2.1.1 The fall of post-Westphalianism 

Governance became tied to the nation state in 1648 and was termed the Westphalian world order 

named after the treaty of Westphalia from 1648, which ended the Thirty Years’ War in Europe 

(Cutler, 2001). International lawyers consider this to mark the foundation of the modern state 

principles (Gross, 1948 in Scherer & Palazzo, 2011). The Westphalian world order is based on state 

authorities of sovereign countries with a monopoly on the use of force and more or less 

homogeneous national cultures. This has the result of clearer social roles and expectations. The 

emergence of sovereign countries was often grounded in common history, culture, and language 

inherited through generations (Scherer & Palazzo, 2011) but in some cases it was seen more in the 

face of a common opponent such as seen in the the American Revolutionary War against Great 



 12 

Britain (1775-83) (ibid.; Jensen, 2004). State sovereignty was the fundamental ordering principle of 

the system, placing the state at the center as the unambiguous locus of authority (Cutler, 2001).  

 

With the gradual rise of globalization, this world order changed (Scherer & Palazzo, 2011). 

According to Scherer & Palazzo (p. 901, 2011) globalization can be defined as ‘a process of 

intensification of cross-border social interactions due to declining costs of connecting distant 

locations through communication and the transfer of capital, goods, and people’. This leads to 

growing transnational interdependence of economic and social actors, increased opportunities and 

risks and intensified competition (ibid.). The globalization is supported by several factors, counting 

political decisions, such as reduction of trade barriers and other types of deregulation, changes in 

the political landscape, such as the dissolution of the iron curtain and increased abilities in 

technology such as communication and transportation (ibid.) This development has led to a post-

Westphalian world order.  

 

In the post-Westphalian world order the state is no longer unambiguously the locus of authority 

(Cutler, 2001; Scherer & Palazzo, 2011). Scherer & Palazzo (2011) argue that a weakening of 

democratic control and the rule of law can be seen as social and economic interactions expands 

beyond the reach of national authority to offshore locations where there sometimes is a lower 

degree of rule of law, democratic institutions and general government and regulation. As Barber 

(2000, p. 275 in Scherer & Palazzo, 2011) has noted, this means that markets in goods, labor, 

currencies and information have been globalized but that the civic and democratic institutions have 

not. This transfers responsibility to transnational institutions. These have difficulty in addressing 

transnational problems because of the principle of non-intervention in nation-state sovereignty, a 

lack of enforcement mechanisms and nationally tied special interests. In sum, this means that 

authority is fragmented because of the complexity of international agreement formation. It is time-

consuming and lacks efficiency when participation is broad and when participation is limited it 

suffers from a lack of legitimacy (Ponte et al., 2011). This thesis will return to the concept of 

legitimacy under part 2.6 in this theory section. 

 

This left the post-Westphalian world order in a governance gap, where nation-states’ nationally tied 

governance could no longer exercise adequate authority in the globalized world (Scherer & Palazzo, 

2011; Ponte, 2014). 
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2.1.2 The rise of private authority 

This governance gap is partially compensated by the emergence of new forms of global governance 

(Scherer & Palazzo, 2011). A variety of international organizations, civil society groups and private 

businesses, sometimes in cooperation with national organizations, have started to voluntarily 

contribute expertise and resources to fill gaps in global regulation. This also influences the practice 

of NGOs. NGOs that were once focused on putting pressure on governments have recognized the 

change in authority and begun to target businesses to make them more responsive to social and 

environmental concerns (ibid.). 

 

This change in authority also changes how businesses operate in the global environment (Scherer & 

Palazzo, 2011). As explained above, businesses operate in an environment with higher competition, 

increased opportunities and risks and a larger requirement of attention to environmental and socio-

economic issues. The increased competition calls for pressure to cut costs or increase revenues to 

increase profitability, which causes businesses to enter new markets or cut costs by splitting their 

value chain and shifting activities to low cost locations. Even though this is a possibility to increase 

profitability, the complex environments in which the businesses navigate also pose risks as the 

diversity of regulation between different nations forces businesses to walk on a knife’s edge to 

increase profitability while not being complicit in activities that could be considered unacceptable. 

Pressure from e.g. NGOs and the general public, therefore forces businesses to consider the 

dimension of social responsibility, even in cases where they are not directly responsible (Scherer & 

Palazzo, 2011). Examples of failed attempts to navigate in this environment include child labor at 

Nike’s suppliers or the human rights violations by the Burmese army around the pipelines of 

Unocal (ibid.). In this regard, Young (2008) in Scherer & Palazzo, 2011, proposes that actors also 

bear the responsibility for problems of structural injustice if they contribute to the problem, 

encourage it or tolerate it through their own actions. 

 

This leads to that issues which were once covered by nation-state governance, in the present post-

Westphalian regulatory gap are now partially also transferred to businesses through self-regulation 

to react to NGO pressure, to close gaps in regulation and reduce complexity with the overall 

intension of decreasing risk. This increased engagement has been termed as the rise of private 

authority (Scherer & Palazzo, 2007, 2011; Ponte, 2014) because corporations have moved into the 
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political sphere and now, to a larger extend, respond to economic, environmental and social 

challenges such as poverty alleviation, human rights, global warming, and deforestation (ibid.). 

Ponte et al. (2011) argue that what the literature on private authority has in common is an interest 

in the restructuring of governance and the legitimacy of different forms of governance. The 

literature has in common that authority exists ‘when an individual or organization has decision-

making power over particular issues and is regarded as exercising that power legitimately’ (p. 5 in 

Cutler et al., 1999b in Ponte, 2014). This directly ties effective governance and legitimacy together. 

I will expand on this in section 2.4 of this theory section. 

 

In sum, the regulatory gap, which emerged in the post-Westphalian world order, is now being filled 

by private authority through a multitude of different actors, which through new complex ways of 

interrelation and mutual dependence shape global governance (Ponte & Daugbjerg, 2015). The 

literature, which this thesis is inspired by, focuses on the restructuring of governance and the 

legitimacy of different forms of governance, which spring from this development (Ponte et al. 

2011).  

 

2.1.3 From private authority to transnational hybrid governance 

Ponte & Daugbjerg, 2015 argue that private authority has not led to a retreat of the nation-state but 

rather to a restructuring of governance between public and private spheres affecting areas that were 

not regulated by the state to begin with. This thesis, inspired by especially Ponte et al., (2011) 

therefore highlights the hybrid, rather than the private or public, features because business, civil 

society, and public actors interact at different levels, in parallel and intersecting arenas. As I will 

elaborate on in part 2.3 of this theory section, this is for example seen in the case of this thesis, 

where public governance plays a part in constructing the framework of the EU RED, but also relies 

on private authority seen in the voluntary commitment from businesses to adhering to the 

standards developed by the seven certification schemes. This type of governance will be termed 

transnational with inspiration from Ponte et al. (2011) and Quack (2010) as the governance does 

not reach truly global dimensions but rather, as with the case of this thesis, spans across a number 

of national boarders.  

 

In sum, this means that transnational hybrid governance is characterized by overlapping 

governance arenas, where interactions between a variety of mutually dependent private and public 
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actors give rise to hybrid features spanning over a variety of national boarders without reaching 

truly global dimensions (Ponte et al., 2011). This perspective gives me the ability to appreciate the 

complex nature of transnational hybrid governance instead of being limited by a public/private 

analytical distinction. 

 

2.2 Multi-stakeholder initiatives (MSIs) as an organizational form and voluntary standards 

as an instrument of transnational hybrid governance (THG) 

 

Initiatives under transnational hybrid governance have been discussed under a wide range of names 

such as non-state market-driven governance (NSMD), international certifiable standards, global 

public policy networks, transnational private regulation, global action networks, public-private 

partnerships and multi-stakeholder initiatives (MSIs) (Mena & Palazzo, 2012). This thesis will, 

inspired by especially Ponte et al., (2011), Mena & Palazzo (2012) Fransen (2012) and Ponte (2014) 

treat these under the term of MSIs because firstly, this definition highlights the importance of 

inclusion of a multitude of different actors, secondly, it is not tied to either private or public 

governance and thirdly, because the inspiration for the theoretical framework by Mena & Palazzo 

(2012) was created with this definition in mind.  

 

MSIs will, inspired by Mena & Palazzo (2012) and Ponte et al., (2011) be defined as THG 

mechanisms involving corporations, civil society organizations, and sometimes other actors, such 

as governments, academia or unions, to cope with social and environmental challenges across 

industries and on a transnational scale. MSIs work to fill regulatory gaps through voluntary 

commitment from businesses to non-binding standards, which are normally not enforced through 

governmental mechanisms (Ponte et al., 2011).  

 

Ponte et al. (2011) argue that while in the past standards were mainly developed to address 

technical, metrological and compatibility issues through simplification they now perform key 

functions in THG. Such standards provide a common language for addressing transnational 

challenges. Standards has been defined by Ponte et al., (2011) with inspiration from Henman & 

Dean (2010), Loconto & Busch (2010) & Vestergaard (2009) as ‘norms selected as a model by 

which people, objects or actions (including government regulation itself) can be judged and 
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compared, and which provide a common language to evaluators, the evaluated and their audiences, 

often through certification’ (p. 1, Ponte et al., 2011).  

 

Such standards are evident in the latter three of four levels of increasing MSI engagement as put 

forth by Palazzo & Scherer (2010) in Mena & Palazzo (2012). They argue that on the first level, 

MSIs provide learning platforms where organizations can exchange experiences, learn from each 

other and signal commitment. The UN Global Compact is an example of such a learning platform. 

On the second level, MSIs can develop standards regarding rule-targets' behavior. These rule-

targets are expected to enforce the standards. On the third level, MSIs develop mechanisms of 

auditing and compliance of the rules, optimally by accreditation by competent third-party 

organizations. On the fourth level, as seen in the case of this thesis, MSIs can issue labels and 

certifications for those organizations that comply with its standards. Examples of such MSIs 

include the Forest Stewardship Council, which is concerned with sustainable forest management or 

the Fair Labor Association, which works for better working conditions throughout the world 

(ibid.). Fransen (2012) describes initiatives, which are similar to MSIs but are developed by 

businesses and include a considerably narrower group of stakeholders. He terms these business-

driven voluntary programs (Fransen, 2012).  

 

Within THG, there has been growing interest to the study of MSIs and standards. From the view 

point of political economy there has been particular attention to the power dynamics internally and 

between MSIs as their governance features increase in complexity (Ponte, 2014; Palazzo & Scherer, 

2010). Ponte (2014) mentions that this literature has analyzed how standards arise from the 

restructured value chains as explained above, but also how they in turn affect the further 

development of value chains. Particular focus has been on inclusion and exclusion dynamics in 

these power dynamics and how sustainability certification affects weaker stakeholders in developing 

countries (ibid.). Others have a more discursive or normative approach, where they challenge the 

assumption that standards are meaningfully implemented locally (Ponte, 2014). Within this group, 

some have been specifically engaged in applying actor-network theory to understand how materials 

and techniques are used to extend the reach and optimize the translation of standards to local 

spheres (ibid.).  
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This thesis is especially inspired by the literature focusing on how MSIs interact with each other 

through competitive, cooperative and socializing processes (Ponte & Riisgaard, 2011; Fransen, 

2012; Ponte, 2014). Fransen (2012) highlights two strands of literature in this respect. One where 

these processes are presented as leading to higher standards through benchmarking and public 

comparison, and another where it is argued that they spur increased competition which leads to the 

opposite dynamic as multiple systems co-exist. Here business-driven voluntary programs put 

pressure on the more ambitious MSIs. The first strand of literature, which relates more to the 

ratcheting up of standards, focuses on increased similarities between MSIs, especially with regard to 

the institutional design of their governance systems (Fransen, 2012). Most studies apply a 

sociological and institutional reasoning to interpret the increasing similarity (e.g. Bernstein & 

Cashore, 2007). This reasoning draws on isomorphic pressures and argues for a development from 

a shared commitment to continuous improvement of MSI policy and governance through 

continuous learning about what works best across programs. This leads to the emergence of a 

common view of what constitutes legitimate governance (ibid.). In the final stage, MSIs no longer 

act with a narrow self-interest, but rather develop standards to address social and environmental 

problems (Bernstein & Cashore, 2007). One important consequence of this socialization is 

normative pressure on MSIs. The other stream of literature is less optimistic and focuses on 

participants as self-interested actors. This stream emphasizes business-driven voluntary programs 

as a competitor to MSIs (Fransen, 2012). These business-driven voluntary programs are developed 

by businesses and business associations and mostly promote standards that are less demanding 

than MSI standards. Fransen (2012) argues that this development can lead to a race to the bottom.  

 

In sum, this means that MSIs, which are THG mechanisms involving corporations, civil society 

organizations, and other actors use sustainability standards as an instrument to function as an 

organizational form of structuring cross-border rulemaking, implementation and enforcement in a 

transnational manner (Mena & Palazzo, 2012; Ponte et al., 2011). This thesis is especially inspired 

by power dynamics that unfold as MSIs develop their standards, how MSIs interact with each other 

and whether this leads to a race to the bottom or a ratcheting up of standards (Fransen, 2012; 

Ponte, 2014). Understanding how standards and MSIs are used in THG helps me to look deeper 

into the engine room of THG and understand the causes of some of the challenges of THG.  
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2.3 How the THG traits are seen in the case of the EU RED  

 

Over the last ten years, a growing attention has been paid to the development of biofuel industries 

(Ponte & Daugbjerg, 2015). The main producing and consuming countries, such as especially 

Brazil, Unites States and the EU, have been working for an increased use of biofuels to combat 

climate change while establishing increased energy security and rural development. Increasing food 

prices and the following food riots in 2007-08 changed the outlook for biofuel production as 

several civil society groups argued that biofuel production acts as a driver for the increasing prices. 

The argument is that it uses both land and water, which could have been used for food production 

instead. At the same time, biofuel’s positive influence on GHG emissions was also questioned.  

 

As mentioned, public governance bodies, including the EU, launched directives, such as the EU 

RED, to set sustainability standards for biofuels, to ensure its benefits and work around its 

challenges. In the private sphere, a number of MSIs emerged which specifically targeted biofuels. 

Even though, this could seem like two separate governance systems these systems interact closely 

and shape a hybrid system for the transnational regulation of biofuels (Ponte & Daugbjerg, 2015). 

The EU RED is dependent on MSIs and the MSIs are dependent on the EU RED. On the one 

hand the EU RED system has to rely partially on voluntary compliance with the help of MSIs as 

Article XI under the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) (1947) ‘does not allow one 

country to take trade action for the purpose of attempting to enforce its own domestic laws in 

another country’ (p. 17, GATT, 1947). Popularly, this is known as extraterritoriality. There are two 

exceptions to this, namely Article XX (b) focusing on ‘protection of human, animal or plant life or 

health’ (p. 37, GATT, 1947) and XX (g) ‘relating to the conservation of exhaustible natural 

resources…’ (p. 38, GATT, 1947). The first exception could be applicable to criteria relating to 

social concerns, such as land-use rights, food security or labor rights, but the WTO ruling in the 

Tuna/Dolphin case stated that the exception cannot be used to take action against the method 

used to produce the goods. It is only applicable in instances where the quality of the good is 

different. This is known as the product/process distinction (Ponte & Daugbjerg, 2015; WTO.org, 

2015). This means that social sustainability criteria are in a governance gap. On the other hand, the 

Tuna/Dolphin ruling stated that labeling could be used as an alternative and the EU RED 

therefore only implements these criteria as voluntary by depending on voluntary certification from 
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MSIs. The other exception is applicable under the WTO framework and the EU RED proceeded 

to implement environmental sustainability criteria such as e.g. GHG emissions as mandatory. 

 

Therefore, on the one hand, the EU depends on MSIs to fill the governance gap of social 

sustainability criteria in the governance of biofuels that the EU considers difficult to address 

without breaching WTO trade rules. On the other hand, MSIs are dependent on the set of 

incentives set up by EU RED to establish their legitimacy as a market-based instrument of 

sustainability governance (Ponte & Daugbjerg, 2015). This case therefore proves interesting for 

investigating the functioning of THG, MSIs and sustainability standards. The legitimacy discussion 

will be elaborated upon in the following. 

 

2.4 The cornerstones and the theoretical framework  

 

I will now proceed to introduce the connection between the three cornerstones of this thesis, 

namely THG, legitimacy and MSIs and thereafter I will outline my specific theoretical framework.  

 

2.4.1 Legitimacy in transnational hybrid governance and MSIs 

Because transnational hybrid governance is not based on the traditional rule-making mechanisms 

of the Westphalian state, it must be based on other forms of legitimacy (Ponte et al., 2011). New 

actors ‘claim to be, perform as, and are recognized as legitimate by some larger public (that often 

includes states themselves) as authors of policies, of practices, of rules, and of norms’ (p. 4, Hall 

and Biersteker, 2002, in Ponte et al., 2011). This means that the governed accept the legitimacy of 

the governing and legitimacy is therefore relational in nature. Those who claim authority therefore 

need to achieve support from a large group of actors, including the state. In the case of MSIs, 

effort is placed on mimicking democratic legitimacy (ibid.).  

 

Mena & Palazzo (2012) draws on Zum (2004) to emphasize that, in principle, THG initiatives are 

confronted with the same legitimacy demands as governmental regulation. But, democratic 

legitimacy of MSIs is more complex as the citizens, which the legitimacy is dependent upon are 

geographically and institutionally scattered. This makes it more challenging to include their 

interests. As Mena & Palazzo (2012) argue that no research has looked at a comprehensive 

conceptual framework, identifying MSI democratic legitimacy criteria based on democratic theory, 
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they are proposing such a framework. The framework has the aim of translating legitimacy 

demands aimed at national democratic regimes to the context of MSIs. They need to be translated 

rather than directly taken from democratic theory because they are originally tied to the nation state 

as the locus of power. However, the post-Westphalian world order and the rise of THG, as 

outlined above, means that democratic legitimacy has to be innovated and translated into this new 

world order (Mena & Palazzo, 2012).  

 

Mena & Palazzo (2012) present three basic understandings of the democratic process with a 

varying interest in different aspects of legitimacy, namely: liberal, republican, and deliberative 

(Mena & Palazzo, 2012). It is underlined that these models of democracy are ideal types and that 

real-world democracies are always a mix of elements from the ideal types. But, the ideal types give a 

framework for understanding real-world democratic processes and for evaluating them (ibid.). 

Mena & Palazzo’s framework (2012) is based on a Habermasian understanding of deliberative 

democracy, which proposes to understand participation in political deliberation not as a civic duty, 

but as a right. This makes it voluntary for citizens to engage in civil society organizations. With this 

view both input and output legitimacy is embraced in one model of democratic legitimacy (Mena & 

Palazzo, 2012). This will be elaborated upon in the following. 

 

Mena & Palazzo (2012), argue that the democratic legitimacy of a regulatory body can be 

understood as the ‘socially shared belief that the regulator has the capacity and the authority to 

impose rules on a community of citizens’ (p. 173, Scharpf, 2009 in Mena & Palazzo, 2012). This 

legitimacy is dependent on two aspects, namely input and output legitimacy. Input legitimacy 

relates to justification and output legitimacy relates to the ability to solve the issues at hand (ibid.). 

This means that the input legitimacy is tied to the design of the processes that shape regulation 

(ibid.). Input legitimacy builds on the idea that ‘political choices should be derived, directly or 

indirectly, from the authentic preferences of citizens and, that, for that reason, governments must 

be held accountable to the governed’ (p. 19, Scharpf, 1997 in Mena & Palazzo, 2012). This also 

implies that the input legitimacy stems from a reflection of the multitude of interests pertaining to 

the citizens. Output legitimacy, describes ‘the capacity to solve problems requiring collective 

solutions’ (p. 11, Scharpf, 1999 in Mena & Palazzo, 2012). This means that output legitimacy is 

dependent on the ability to effectively solve particular problems (Mena & Palazzo, 2012).  
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What Quack (2010) or Ponte (2014) terms as throughput or process legitimacy is included under 

the input dimension in this distinction. This thesis chooses the input/output distinction for the 

pragmatic reason that Mena & Palazzo’s theoretical framework is based on this distinction and 

because it simplifies the presentation of the subsequent analysis while not being detrimental to the 

theoretical complexity. 

 

Both input and output legitimacy has met criticism in relation to MSIs in THG as input legitimacy 

often includes private firms, which some believe should not be included in these regulatory 

activities, and a lack of output legitimacy has been evident in the enforcement of standards (Mena 

& Palazzo, 2012). Overall, MSI regulation is often criticized as mere window-dressing and 

perceived as closer to what Fransen (2012) terms as business-driven voluntary programs (Mena & 

Palazzo, 2012). Despite this critique, more and more MSIs are being created (ibid.). Although MSIs 

flourish, Mena & Palazzo (2012), argue that MSIs’ legitimacy have not been studied in a 

comprehensive manner, but rather focus has been on selected aspects of either input or output 

legitimacy.  Djama et al. (2011) for example focuses particularly on challenges to the input 

legitimacy in the Roundtable of Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO) and Ponte (2014) compared the input 

legitimacy of Roundtable on Sustainable Biofuels (now Roundtable on Sustainable Biomaterials) 

(RSB) and International Sustainability and Carbon Certification (ISCC). Other studies are more 

empirical in nature and focuses more on output legitimacy such as WWF (2013), which assessed 

how ambitious a number of different MSIs under the EU RED were with regards to their 

sustainability criteria to give recommendations on enhancing these. Another example is IUCN 

(2013), which also sought to create an overview of the certification schemes but with the aim of 

increasing the transparency of the EU RED to make it easier for businesses to choose a 

certification scheme suitable for their profile. These reports will be elaborated on under the 

methods section as it provides part of data foundation of this thesis. 

 

In sum, this means that THG is dependent on legitimacy to function and this legitimacy is tied to 

MSIs. Since THG lacks the traditional enforcement capacities associated with the state it is 

dependent on another type of legitimacy, which can be embodied in MSIs. This type of legitimacy 

has been proposed by Mena & Palazzo (2012) to be an adapted form of Habermas’ (1996) idea of 

deliberative democracy, which bases itself on input and output legitimacy. This gives me the 

opportunity to understand the playing field in which THG and the power struggles internally and 
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between MSIs in shaping standards take place. This is the basis of this thesis’ theoretical framework 

and will be outlined in further detail below. 

 

2.4.2 The theoretical framework – Incorporating legitimacy in MSIs 

While initiatives such as the UN Global Compact and the CSR guidance principles of ISO26000 

are also challenged with regard to their legitimacy (Mena & Palazzo, 2012), they do not create rules 

and therefore does not take on a state-like function. This means that the framework developed by 

Mena & Palazzo, refers to MSIs, which are in the second to fourth level of engagement as outlined 

above. This theoretical framework seeks to answer requests from authors who agree that MSIs are 

still not fully developed and need further refinement to be seen as legitimate mechanisms setting 

global rules (ibid.).  

 

MSIs need to be perceived as legitimate from the input perspective in two different contexts (ibid.). 

First, those governed by the initiative are the corporations abiding by the MSI rules. This is an 

internal accountability perspective.  Internal accountability refers to the fact that the participating 

firms must accept the MSI as having a rightful authority over them (ibid.). Second, external 

accountability must ensure that stakeholders who are not a part of the MSI's processes, which 

could be activist NGOs, governments and consumers targeted by labels and certifications, will also 

grant the MSI legitimacy on the basis of how they perceive the initiative as having a right to 

regulate (ibid.). This makes Mena & Palazzo imply that input legitimacy is influenced by (a) 

stakeholder inclusion, (b) procedural fairness of standard creation, (c) promotion of a consensual 

orientation, and (d) transparency of MSI structures and processes (ibid.). 

 

As explained, output legitimacy relates to solving the issues at hand. One challenge is to overcome 

the voluntary character of standards (ibid.). This is seen when corporations choose not to 

participate in MSI regulations. MSIs, however, can trigger isomorphic behavior across industries 

(Mena & Palazzo, 2012). Therefore, to enhance output legitimacy, MSIs have to ensure a high 

degree of (a) adoption of standards (coverage), (b) ambitious standards (efficacy) and (c) guarantee 

a good enforcement and monitoring of the standards (Mena & Palazzo, 2012). 

 

In the following, I will briefly outline my theoretical framework pertaining to input legitimacy by 

presenting the concepts of inclusion, procedural fairness, consensual orientation and transparency 
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and to output legitimacy by presenting the concepts of coverage, efficacy and enforcement and 

explain an adaption to the framework for it to fit the requirements of the subsequent analytical 

framework. An illustration of my theoretical framework can be found below: 

 

2.4.1.1 Input legitimacy 

Inclusion of stakeholders in political processes has the 

function of including ‘all those who will be affected by 

[the rules]’ (p. 11, Young, 2000 in Mena & Palazzo, 

2012). In the original Westphalian context of the 

nation-state, inclusion is guaranteed either by direct 

democracy or by representative democracy. In MSIs, 

democratic representation and elections are not 

possible, so inclusion is defined as the involvement of 

stakeholders who are affected by the issue. Here 

affected means ‘that decisions and policies significantly 

condition a person's options for action’ (p. 23, Young, 

2000 in Mena & Palazzo, 2012). The inclusion of 

stakeholders is important for the input legitimacy 

because ‘even if they disagree with an outcome, political actors must accept the legitimacy of a 

decision if it was arrived at through an inclusive process of public discussion’ (p. 53, ibid.). This 

means that the inclusion of an MSI can result in high input legitimacy if the relevant stakeholders 

are included but it also means that even if an MSI includes a large number of stakeholders, its 

legitimacy might be low, if it does not involve the relevant ones (Mena & Palazzo, 2012). 

 

Procedural fairness, under input legitimacy, is concerned with how the included stakeholders are able 

to influence the decision-making process. Legitimacy is present when the affected stakeholders 

have a voice in the creation of the standards they are affected by. So, while inclusion refers to the 

involvement of the relevant stakeholders in the decision-making process, procedural fairness relates 

to their ability to influence the process (Mena & Palazzo, 2012). This also means that the legitimacy 

can be low if the procedural fairness is not ensured, even though relevant stakeholders are included 

Simplified theoretical framework 
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in the decision-making process. Therefore, the decision-making process should be structured in a 

way to neutralize power differences (Mena & Palazzo, 2012).  

 

Consensual orientation, under input legitimacy, is inspired by the Habermasian idea of an ideal 

discourse, which should guide participants through the unforced ‘force of the better argument’ 

toward a consensus (p. 185, Habermas, 1990 in Mena & Palazzo, 2012). Such a consensus is 

important, because it signals the ability and willingness of the involved actors to change their 

position on the basis of convincing reasons. Consensual decisions are therefore considered to be 

more based on reason and therefore more legitimate (ibid.). I have chosen to merge procedural 

fairness and consensual orientation as they both revolve around the chance of included 

stakeholders to voice their opinion in the decision-making process.  For the sake of 

operationalizing the theoretical framework, consensual orientation can be assessed as the presence 

of veto rights, which this thesis assesses as merely a sub category of procedural fairness instead of a 

criterion in its own right.  

 

Transparency, under input legitimacy, is key to legitimacy because it gives external stakeholders a 

chance to evaluate the activities of the MSI and assess whether the procedures of the MSI are 

legitimate. According to Hale (2008) in Mena & Palazzo (2012) ‘an institution is transparent if it 

makes its behavior and motives readily knowable to interested parties’ (p. 75, Hale, 2008 in Mena & 

Palazzo, 2012).  

 

2.4.1.2 Output legitimacy 

Coverage, under output legitimacy, measures the amount of actors, which are influenced by the MSI 

standards. The more actors influenced, the higher the isomorphic pressures driving other actors to 

adopt the standards, as non-participation will be perceived as a competitive disadvantage. Bernstein 

& Cashore (2007) argue in Mena & Palazzo (2012) that firms follow a utilitarian logic and ‘must 

perceive the costs of [MSI] governance to be less than current or potential economic benefits’ (p. 

356, Bernstein & Cashore, 2007 in Mena & Palazzo, 2012). A high coverage is important for 

legitimacy, because standards have less impact if they are not adopted. Even though, coverage 

measures the number of influenced stakeholders, the salience of participating businesses is also 

deemed important as salient first-movers attract competitors to engage (Mena & Palazzo, 2012). 

The importance of salience will be elaborated upon under part 2.5 in this theory section. 
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Efficacy, under output legitimacy, is concerned with the fit and relevance of the standards to solving 

a particular problem. A standard might not show a high degree of efficacy if its requirements are 

too low, if it simply does not affect the problem it is aimed at or if it leads to negative 

consequences (Mena & Palazzo, 2012). 

 

Enforcement, under output legitimacy, is concerned with assessing whether the standards that are 

established are enforced. This means that even though a standard is ambitious and fits the problem 

at hand, it is not necessarily enforced. The effectiveness of MSIs ‘depends on the capacities of the 

association to control and sanction non-compliance’ (p. 179, Clausen et al., 2005 in Mena & 

Palazzo, 2012). Especially, independent auditing and high quality auditors are key to ensure the 

absence of window-dressing. The independence of the auditors relates to the separation of political 

powers, separating standard setting and standard enforcement (Mena & Palazzo, 2012). 

 

In sum, this means that my theoretical framework is built on an adapted version of Mena & 

Palazzo’s (2012) framework as presented above. The theoretical framework has the advantage of 

making the abstract concept of legitimacy tangible through the 6 dimensions under input and 

output legitimacy and it also makes the legitimacy discussion applicable, specifically to THG and 

MSIs. This theoretical framework will be operationalized under the analytical framework section 

after the theory section. Now this thesis will proceed to zoom out a bit and present thoughts on 

the dynamics among MSIs and the influence of their environment. I will particularly focus on 

salience and competitive pressures as two factors that can influence MSIs’ incentives to increase or 

decrease legitimacy and I will touch on the dynamics among MSIs. 

 

2.5 Dynamics among MSIs and the influence of their environment 

 

As mentioned earlier, THG differs from traditional governance tied to the nation state and 

legitimacy is relational and deriving from the perceptions of stakeholders or audiences (Mena & 

Palazzo, 2012). This means that if stakeholders are not critical or do not have a relational overview 

of the degree of legitimacy in a field the legitimacy loses importance. As also mentioned, if highly 

salient businesses participate, their suppliers and competitors will be more likely to engage (ibid.). 

This adds that focus on legitimacy leads to further adoption. Further, as already stated, firms follow 
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a utilitarian logic and ‘must perceive the costs of [MSI] governance to be less than current or 

potential economic benefits’ (p. 356, Bernstein & Cashore, 2007 in Mena & Palazzo, 2012). In sum, 

this means that audiences assess legitimacy and the salience and comparison of legitimacy is 

therefore relevant for companies’ efforts toward achieving legitimacy. If the salience is not 

adequate, businesses, with their utilitarian logic, will in many cases not engage in MSIs with high 

legitimacy. In the following, I will outline different views on the tension between drivers for 

increasing and decreasing sustainability standards. I will firstly outline how salience and issue 

adoption can lead to improved standards. I will further, briefly elaborate on how competitive 

pressures can result in lower standards. Finally, I will briefly include a temporal perspective on 

when to apply pressure for increased standards and account for insights on possible consequences 

of the tension between drivers for increasing and decreasing standards. 

 

2.5.1 Salience, issue adoption and benchmarking leading to increased standards 

Firstly, Keck & Sikkink (1998) in Carpenter (2007) focused on how problems may not yet have 

been defined as issues. They argue that issues are created when advocates name a problem and 

successfully puts it on the agenda. According to Carpenter (2007) there are three important aspects, 

which need to be present for an issue to be adopted and gain salience. Firstly, the attributes most 

helpful in terms of framing issues are ‘causes [that] can be assigned to the deliberate actions of 

identifiable individuals and especially issues involving bodily harm to vulnerable individuals, 

particularly when there is a short and clear causal chain assigning responsibility’ (p. 27, Keck & 

Sikkink, 1998 in Carpenter, 2007). Secondly, the issue is easy to understand if it can be linked to 

existing moral standards. Thirdly, public salience toward the immediate context of the problem 

generates pressure to appear to be addressing it. This is seen as ‘hot’ issues draw good media 

coverage and thus increased salience (Cooley & Ron, 2002; Carpenter, 2007). This means that, 

generally, companies’ efforts toward achieving legitimacy increases if the legitimacy is tied to an 

issue which has a short causal chain involving bodily harm to vulnerable individuals, if it is 

applicable to existing moral standards and if the issue applies to a ‘hot’ discussion.  

 

Overdevest (2010), compliments this view by stressing the role of public comparison and 

benchmarking as enabling pressures for improving standards. Her view relates specifically to public 

salience toward the context of the problem. She argues that continuous benchmarking can work as 

a tool because evaluation and re-evaluation will build stronger pressures for improvement and it 
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will increase both internal and external awareness of the certification scheme’s performance. She 

further underlines that the benchmarking should be relative in nature so stakeholders easily can 

spot differences between certification schemes and understand what these differences mean. 

Finally, she underlines the need for sufficient data for adequate comparison (Overdevest, 2010) 

 

2.5.2 Competitive pressures leading to decreased standards 

A more negative pressure on legitimacy is the competitive pressures among MSIs for market share, 

which this thesis argues, inspired by Cooley & Ron, 2002, can result in a decreased importance of 

legitimacy. Cooley & Ron (2002) argue on page 6 that many aspects of non-governmental 

organizational (NGO) behavior can be explained by ‘materialist analysis and an examination of the 

incentives and constraints produced by the transnational sector's institutional environment’. They 

propose firstly that a growing number of NGOs within a given transnational sector increases 

uncertainty, competition, and insecurity for all organizations in the sector. Secondly, they propose 

that the marketization of NGO activities and particularly the use of competitive tenders and 

renewable contracting generate incentives that produce dysfunctional outcomes. This disputes the 

popular liberal assumption that a market-based approach increases NGO efficiency and 

effectiveness (ibid.). Cooley and Ron (2002) argue that when placed in competitive, market-like 

settings, nonprofit groups are likely to behave like their for profit counterparts. The idea relates to 

Dimaggio & Powell’s (1983) idea of isomorphic pressures which, inspired by Hawley (1968), argues 

for a ‘constraining process that forces one unit in a population to resemble other units that face the 

same set of environmental conditions’ (p. 149, Dimaggio & Powell, 1983). This thesis will answer 

Cooley & Ron’s request of more studies across regions and sectors to test the generalizability of 

their propositions (Cooley & Ron, 2002).  

 

2.5.3 When to push for increased standards and possible consequences of the tension between 

business-driven voluntary initiatives and MSIs 

Cashore & Stone (2014) propose two phases of THG implementation, which relate to both 

increasing and decreasing standards. They argue that timing is key for driving up standards. They 

present that standards should be seen in two phases, one of broad dissemination of standards and 

one where standards are increased. They outline phase one as one that should aim at applying 

relatively low standards to ensure participation from a wide range of companies.  When a large 

amount of stakeholders are applying the relatively lenient standards, phase two will occur and 
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standards will increase. The reason for this mechanism should be found in that when the standards 

are widespread, the costs of raising standards will not result in lower competitive capabilities of 

participating companies, as costs will be transferred to the consumers (Cashore & Stone, 2014). 

 

Fransen (2012) also focuses on the tension between drivers for increasing and decreasing 

standards. He examines the effect of competitive pressures between business-driven voluntary 

programs and MSIs. He argues for three distinct possibilities of this competition. One possibility is 

that the presences of business-driven voluntary programs will lead to increased pressures for 

adoption of lower standards and these will force MSIs to lower their standards to remain 

competitive. A second possibility is that isomorphic pressures will force business-driven voluntary 

programs to improve standards but that these will only apply window-dressing. A third possibility 

is a slow but steady process that ensures higher standards as the global public uncovers the 

window-dressing of business-driven voluntary programs. This forces them to improve in order to 

maintain some form of legitimacy. Fransen (2012) argues that these mechanisms hold true for both 

certification schemes and certified companies. He also underlines the risk that partial compliance or 

window-dressing can relieve the normative pressures for improvement of standards. This will result 

in a scenario somewhere between possibility two and three. Ponte (2014) relates to Fransen’s 

(2012) argument of slow improvement. He states that the biggest possibility of establishing 

ambitious standards lie in the development of the minimum standards. After the widespread 

recognition of these standards as minimal, improvement is considerably harder to induce. Ponte 

(2014) also recognizes how normative pressures on the business-driven voluntary programs lead to 

slow and partial improvement of standards resembling Fransen’s (2012) window-dressing 

argument. 

 

In sum, this means that salience and issue adoption, with benchmarking as a specific tool, can lead 

to increased standards and that economic pressures seen in competition and marketization of MSIs 

have a distinct negative effect on standards (Overdevest, 2010; Carpenter, 2009; Cooley & Ron, 

2002). Further, attention should be given to when to apply pressure for increased standards and the 

consequences of the competition between business-driven voluntary programs (Cashore & Stone, 

2014; Ponte, 2014; Fransen, 2012). This theoretical add-on allows me to investigate whether 

salience and economic pressures affect the legitimacy of the 7 MSIs under investigation and to 

understand how dynamics among certification schemes and the influences of external pressure 
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affect legitimacy. I will return to the investigation of salience and economic pressures on legitimacy 

in the discussion and the insights from Cashore & Stone (2014), Ponte (2014), Fransen (2012) and 

Overdevest (2010) will guide my specific recommendation, which I will propose in the conclusion. 

 

2.6 Sum up 

 

In the theory section above I argued that the regulatory gap, which emerged in the post-

Westphalian world order, is now being filled by THG through a multitude of different actors, 

which through new complex ways of interrelation and mutual dependence shape transnational 

governance. The literature which I am inspired by focuses on the reconfiguration of governing and 

the legitimacy of different forms of governance, which spring from this development (Ponte et al. 

2011).  The governance is hybrid as it is characterized by overlapping governance arenas, with 

interactions between a variety of mutually dependent private and public actors in a transnational 

manner (ibid.). This perspective gives me the ability to appreciate the complex nature of 

transnational hybrid governance instead of being limited by a public/private analytical distinction. 

 

MSIs use sustainability standards as an instrument to function as an organizational form of 

structuring rulemaking, implementation and enforcement in a transnational manner (Mena & 

Palazzo, 2012; Ponte et al., 2011). This thesis is especially inspired by power dynamics that unfold 

as MSIs develop their standards, how MSIs interact with each other and whether this leads to a 

race to the bottom or a ratcheting up of standards (Fransen, 2012; Ponte, 2014). Understanding 

how standards and MSIs are used in THG helps me to look deeper into the engine room of THG 

and makes me able to understand the causes of some of the challenges of THG. The case of the 

EU RED is suitable as it is hybrid in nature. This is seen as the MSIs fill a gap in the governance of 

biofuels that the EU considers difficult to address without breaching WTO trade rules and as the 

MSIs lean on the set of incentives set up by EU RED to establish their legitimacy.  

 

As THG lacks the traditional enforcement capacities associated with the state and democratic 

representation it is dependent on another type of legitimacy. This type of legitimacy has been 

proposed by Mena & Palazzo (2012) to be an adapted form of Habermas’ (1996) idea of 

deliberative democracy, which bases itself on input and output legitimacy. Adding the legitimacy 

dimension, gives me the opportunity to understand the playing field in which THG and the power 
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struggles internally and between MSIs in shaping standards take place as well as the ability to judge 

the legitimacy performance of the MSIs in the EU RED. The theoretical framework has the 

advantage of making the abstract concept of legitimacy tangible through the 6 dimensions under 

input and output legitimacy and it also makes the legitimacy discussion applicable, specifically to 

THG and MSIs.  

 

Finally, the salience of the issue area in which the legitimacy is based has a direct effect on 

companies’ perceived importance of the legitimacy and can work to increase standards (Carpenter, 

2009). Benchmarking can be one tool to create salience (Overdevest, 2010). Economic pressures 

seen in competition and marketization of NGOs such as MSIs decrease standards (Cooley & Ron, 

2002). Further, attention should be given to when the time is right for standards to increase and 

that the tension between MSIs and business-driven programs can lead to several possible 

developments (Cashore & Stone, 2014; Fransen, 2012). This theoretical add-on allows me to 

investigate if salience and economic pressures affect the level of legitimacy in my case and to 

understand the complex interaction between normative pressures between certification schemes 

and from the global public and the interaction between MSIs and business-driven voluntary 

programs (Cashore & Stone, 2014; Ponte, 2014; Fransen, 2012). 

 

All in all, the use of a tangible framework to examine the legitimacy of the MSIs in this case of 

THG gives me the opportunity to theoretically, build on the existing base of literature which 

investigates the dynamics in THG, methodologically, it allows me to build an analytical framework 

with a solid theoretical base and empirically, it makes me able to provide concrete 

recommendations for the further development of THG.  
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3 Methods 

 

In the following, I will firstly, present my methodological considerations, secondly, proceed to 

outline considerations for the data gathering before thirdly, briefly mention selected limitations of 

its approach. 

 

3.1 Methodological foundations 

 

For the methodological foundations I am inspired by the structure proposed by Saunders et al., 

2009. It will therefore, 1) outline the epistemological considerations 2) the ontological standpoint, 

3) the axiological standpoint, 4) the type of study, 5) the inductive/deductive divide, 6) reliability 

and validity and 7) the case design. 

 

3.1.1 Epistemological considerations 

This thesis takes an interpretivist stance in its epistemological considerations. Legitimacy in my case 

cannot be measured through a positivist approach, as legitimacy is a concept based on 

interpretation of action. As described by Weber (Bryman and Bell, 2011), this demands a Verstehen 

approach, which is inspired by the interpretive understanding of action in order to arrive at a causal 

explanation of its course and effects. The challenge here is to enter the social world of the 

certification schemes and their stakeholders and understand their world from their point of view. 

Saunders et al., (2009), argue that this perspective is particularly suitable for understanding cases of 

organizational behavior, which also makes it relevant for the case in point. 

 

3.1.2 Ontological standpoint 

The ontological standpoint is inspired by subjectivism as I understand the sustainability standards 

under scrutiny as social phenomena that are created from the perceptions and consequent actions 

of the social actors of the certification schemes. This also means that the standards are in a 

continuous process of development and revision through the social interaction internally in the 

certification schemes (Saunders et al., 2009). I am also influenced by the pragmatic standpoint from 

time to time and the above stated positions are not carved in stone, but rather describe the general 

direction of the research process.  
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3.1.3 Axiological standpoint 

The axiological standpoint, which means my own values relating to the research, is in this case the 

aim of understanding the structures of the certification schemes to improve the interaction in this 

case of THG. I am aware of the possible bias of this standpoint. The research paradigm is closest 

to the regulatory perspective as mentioned by Saunders et al. (2009) of navigating in the current 

context but trying to improve how things are done. This means that this thesis does not seek to 

restructure governance as such, which would be a radical change perspective, but accepts the 

premise of THG and tries to optimize this. 

 

3.1.4 Type of study 

The thesis is influenced by aspects of descriptive, exploratory and explanatory studies. The 

influence from the descriptive study is signified by a portrayal of an accurate profile of the 

certification schemes. This underlying analysis is a necessity step to dig deeper in a more 

exploratory and then explanatory way. This leads to the exploratory study. Exploratory means 

investigating what is happening, to seek new insights and to assess phenomena in a new light. This 

is seen in this thesis, as an overview of the seven certification schemes in the light of legitimacy has 

not been conducted before. Here the focus is on generating new insights on the relationships 

between the certification schemes. Finally, it has parts of the explanatory study, where emphasis is 

on studying a situation or a problem in order to explain the relationships. This is seen in this thesis 

when it seeks to dig deeper and explain the variance across certification schemes and when it 

compares the main case with the sub-case of aviation biofuels (ibid.).  

 

3.1.5 Inductive/deductive divide 

This thesis applies an abductive process. Friedrichs & Kratochwil (2009) describe abduction as 

when a researcher becomes interested in phenomena but lacks theories to explain them. Here the 

researcher gathers observations while, at the same time, applying relevant theories to explain the 

phenomena. This means that abduction is present at an intermediary stage between induction, 

which moves strictly from observations to theory, and deduction, which moves from theory to 

observations. The abduction process is not as linear. In my case, I am interested in solving the 

puzzle of why some certification schemes apply high sustainability standards and some apply low 

and what this means for the effectiveness of governance. Thereafter I apply the theoretical frame 
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of legitimacy in MSIs, which are part of THG to solve the puzzle and reiteratively moves between 

theory and observations. This also means that I have the focus of both providing relevant empirical 

insights and a relevant input to the existing theory proposed by Mena & Palazzo (2012) as well as 

the broader legitimacy, MSI and THG literature in general.  

 

3.1.6 Reliability and validity 

The framework is sought to ensure reliability by creating fixed and detailed guidelines, which can 

be replicated in other cases of input and output legitimacy for MSIs. The measure stability, which 

signifies the strength of the reliability, (Bryman and Bell, 2011) is designed to be high in this 

framework. This is seen in that the majority of measures are stable over time such as GHG 

emissions or split of global north and global south actors. The internal reliability is also designed to 

be high through the high level of detail of each grade down to specific factors and attention to 

constructing an analytical framework where the difficulty in reaching a certain performance grade 

does not vary over criteria. The inter-observer consistency is also deemed high, as only I have 

interpreted the data.  

 

The validity of the thesis is also sought to be as high as possible. The internal validity, which is 

ensuring that my findings do not spring from a poorly constructed analytical framework, (Saunders 

et al., 2009) has been established by continuous discussions with a variety of stakeholders. For 

example, I gained insights on how the procedural fairness in certification schemes should be 

constructed by cross-referencing the theory proposed by Mena & Palazzo (2012) with reports such 

as the IUCN (2013) and WWF (2013) reports and input from attendees of the RSB general 

assembly along with personal databased insights on how the certification schemes included input 

from stakeholders. The combination of this information made me able to further break down 

procedural fairness in first, equal representation, quorum and complaint mechanism, and later into 

even finer parts. This should ensure that the causal relationships I find are not influenced by other 

factors. This process also relates to face validity, which evaluates whether the operationalization 

applies suitable indicators to measure the procedural fairness. This means that the concept of 

procedural fairness is operationalized to effectively measure the state of procedural fairness. Here, 

the above explanation of cross-referencing between literature, interviews and data is also relevant, 

but my face validity can be ever improved by fine-tuning my operationalization and further 

research on optimizing the analytical framework would be interesting. For a detailed explanation of 
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all aspects of the analytical framework, please refer to 9.1 – Appendix 1. The external validity, 

meaning if findings can be generalized across settings, is limited as the analytical framework is 

customized to the case in point.  

 

3.1.7 Case design 

The thesis is using a multiple case-study design to compare and contrast the seven cases. I could 

have chosen a more narrow comparative case study design between two cases, but as it seeks to 

have a more general approach of comparing and contrasting across certification schemes to give an 

overview of the seven global and non-company specific certification schemes of the EU RED, a 

larger sample is needed. On the other hand, the entirety of all the EU RED certification schemes 

would be too big of a sample, considering space and time limitations and the quality of accessible 

second-hand literature. Because of the nature of the secondary data, I use a pragmatic snapshot 

technique or what is termed a cross-sectional design (Saunders et al., 2009). This means that I am 

using data on all seven certification schemes that are fixed to specific points in time to ensure 

effective comparison between cases. The fixed points in time are 2013 for most criteria under 

efficacy and enforcement, as many of these insights stem from the IUCN and WWF reports, and 

2015 for criteria under input legitimacy and coverage.  

 

Further, I use the sub-case of aviation biofuel to investigate whether salience and economic 

pressures influence the level of legitimacy in my main case. Such comparison calls for further 

research than what has been possible in this thesis.  

 

The case design, using a small sample, fits well with the ontological and epistemological 

considerations outlined above (Saunders et al., 2009). It allows for relatively deep understanding of 

the case to understand how and why the seven certification schemes act as they do (ibid.). 

 

3.2 Data gathering  

 

In the following, I will touch upon primary and secondary qualitative data. Firstly, the primary data 

consists of participant observation in the Roundtable on Sustainable Biofuels (RSB) general 

assembly, attendance of a number of workshops and discussions tied to this assembly, and non-

standardized interviews with stakeholders of RSB and other experts in the field and secondly, the 
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secondary data consists of documentary and multiple-source data. An explanation of what RSB is 

and why this was chosen can be found below in 3.2.1 Primary data. 

 

3.2.1 Primary data 

Participant observation can be a valuable tool, especially in combination with other methods 

(Saunders et al., 2009). Delbridge and Kirkpatrick (p. 37, 1994 in Saunders et al., 2009) note that 

participant observation implies ‘immersion in the research setting, with the objective of sharing in 

peoples’ lives while attempting to learn their symbolic world’. I chose this approach as I deemed it 

necessary for building in depth qualitative data and because it fits well with my epistemological and 

ontological approach.  

 

The two-day RSB general assembly was chosen because of the timing, location, access, content of 

the assembly and profile of RSB. The timing of the beginning of June and location of Switzerland 

fit well with my presence in the country at that time. I gained access through prior engagement 

with the MSI through Professor Stefano Ponte. The content of the general assembly was 

specifically focused on how competitive pressures affect the work of RSB and of the future of 

aviation biofuel in the industry. This fit well with my insights from existing literature (e.g. Ponte, 

2014; Fransen, 2012) and with my preliminary data gathering which underlined a tension between 

certification schemes’ focus on ambitious sustainability standards and market coverage. The focus 

on aviation biofuel was an added benefit as this made me able to gain thorough knowledge on one 

of the hottest topics in the EU RED right now. Finally, RSB is portrayed in the literature by e.g. 

Ponte (2014) as one of the most ambitious certification schemes in the EU RED and my idea was 

therefore to gain insights from an MSI, which could show me where the bar is currently in terms of 

ambitious sustainability standards. 

 

Both the subjects and myself were aware of the fact that my presence was a fieldwork relationship 

(Saunders et al., 2009). My focus was particularly to gain the trust of the group to gain in-depth 

insights. Therefore, I both prepared interview questions and reflected upon how I should present 

myself, ask questions and adapt to their behavior, e.g. through my attire and body language. 

Because my identity as researcher was clear I could ask questions to enhance my understanding 

(ibid.). Robson (2002) in Saunders et al., 2009 argues that this leads to the advantage that 

interviewees take a step back and reflect upon their current situation when they are talking to a 
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researcher. My role as a researcher also allowed me to walk between groups in workshops and 

observe and record a multitude of discussions instead of being tied to one.  

 

I chose to use semi-structured and in-depth interviews, which are ‘non-standardized’ (Saunders et 

al., 2009). These are often referred to as ‘qualitative research interviews’ (ibid.). The semi-structured 

interviews were used both in the RSB general assembly and outside it to allow me to understand 

the motivations and behavior of the participants in the RSB general assembly and outside the 

general assembly to gain further insights from experts in the field. My focus on understanding the 

meanings that participants ascribe to various phenomena is also in line with my epistemological and 

ontological approach (ibid.). In the semi-structured interviews, I had a tentative list of themes and 

questions to be covered, although these varied from interview to interview. As proposed by 

Saunders et al., (2009) this means that I omitted or added several questions in particular interviews, 

given the specific context. The order of questions also varied depending on the flow of the 

conversation. Additional questions were added to the interviews to explore certain pressing topics 

or shed light on new insights. Comprehensive note taking were used to record the data.  

 

I also used a ‘non-directive’ approach to explore topics, which I did whether would be relevant to 

my thesis. Here, I did not dictate the direction of the conversation (ibid.). I posed open questions 

to allow for the interviewees to contribute with their reflection on an issue of interest. The 

interviewees were given the opportunity to talk freely about events, behavior and beliefs. Here 

there was no predetermined list of questions to work through, but I had a clear idea about the 

aspects, which would prove interesting to my thesis. This allowed me to gain the trust of the 

participants of the RSB general assembly and allowed me gather insights that I would have missed 

otherwise. 

 

The interviewees consisted of medium to high-level employees of organizations reflecting the 

different stakeholders of an MSI. 17 interviews were conducted and the interviewees represented 

mainly businesses, NGOs, government, research institutions, academia and network organizations. 

16 out of 17 interviews were conducted face-to-face and one was conducted using Skype. Due to 

the internal sensitive nature of some of the discussions, all interviewees were offered full 

confidentiality. 
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In sum, the immersion in the RSB general assembly gave me an in depth understanding of the 

dynamics and concerns of RSB in relation to the EU RED initiative. It also shed light on the power 

dynamics both between MSIs and internally in RSB and proved invaluable to understanding how 

standards are shaped in MSIs. Selected limitations of this approach will be elaborated upon under 

limitations section 3.3.4 Data gathering. 

 

3.2.2 Secondary data 

The secondary qualitative data gathered consisted of documentary secondary data and multiple 

source secondary data. 

 

My documentary secondary data was found in accessible documents online pertaining to the seven 

certification schemes under scrutiny. As a certain degree of information is mandatory under the EU 

RED, I was secured a minimum of information on the schemes, which made me able to compare 

their performance. Further, the seven certification schemes under scrutiny are relatively well 

developed, which adds to the level of information accessible. Especially, the documents published 

on the EU RED website and the statutes of each certification scheme proved useful. The 

limitations of this approach will be elaborated upon under data gathering in the limitations section. 

 

My multiple-source secondary data is evident in the International Union for Conservation of 

Nature (IUCN) and World Wildlife Foundation (WWF) reports. Multiple-source secondary data 

have been combined to form another data set prior to me accessing the data. This gave me the 

benefit of drawing on expert knowledge on the performance of the MSIs under the EU RED on 

aspects that I had no prior knowledge on, such as food security issues. The limitations of this will 

be elaborated upon in the limitations section. 

 

The IUCN report aims to provide insight in the quality and in the level of assurance of certification 

schemes for biomass, including soy and palm oil in order to help stakeholders “bet on best 

quality”. The report combines a thorough review by consultancy Proforest of eight existing 

benchmarking studies covering the ten most commonly used certification scehemes, with 

additional in-depth analysis and further interpretation by SQ Consult. The result is a comparison of 

the quality of the ten selected schemes, both in content as well as in their level of assurance. With 

this report IUCN provides companies and policy makers with practical information on how to 
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select a good quality system and how to improve the quality and effectiveness of sustainability 

certification (IUCN, 2013). The IUCN report, proves particularly strong as it is a collection of 8 

other reports on the topic.  

 

The WWF report is part of the IUCN report’s data and was used for further insights on certain 

aspects. This report analyses and compares all standards and certification schemes for biofuels 

production that were approved to comply with the EU RED requirements as of June 2013. The 

report resulted in an overview of each certification scheme’s level of ambition and areas of 

improvement (WWF, 2013).  

 

3.2.3 Sum up 

In sum, the qualitative data consists of participant observation, semi-structured and in-depth 

interviews as primary data and documentary and multiple source secondary data. The primary data 

combination has allowed me to obtain a deep understanding of power struggles between and inside 

an MSI and it laid the foundation for assessing how to structure the analytical framework. The 

secondary data allowed me to compare the certification schemes and use the previous work of 

experts in the field on aspects that my competences were not adequate to assess. This thesis will go 

more in-depth with how the data was used in the analytical framework and in 9.1 - Appendix 1 and 

9.2 – Appendix 2.   

 

3.3 Limitations 

 

In the following, this report will touch on selected limitations, which should be kept in mind when 

assessing the results. The report will touch upon 1) the sample size, 2) the grading, 3) the 

dependence on external reports for scoring, 4) the data gathering, 5) if the results are a result of 

correlation or causation, 6) the complexity of the analytical framework and 7) the case of aviation 

biofuel  

 

3.3.1 Sample size 

The results of this thesis build on a tendency in the legitimacy measurements of the seven 

certification schemes, but it should be kept in mind that the number of cases is too small for 

quantitative examining. Therefore, I have made sure to constantly refer to the findings as a 
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tendency and not as quantitatively proven. This is also part of the reason why I urge further 

research on this topic, preferably by making use of the same analytical construct, adapted to a 

specific case in question.  

 

3.3.2 Grading 

I will highlight three limitations pertaining to grading. For a more detailed discussion on this, please 

refer to 9.3 – Appendix 3. A possible bias is shown in variation in the GPA of the different criteria. 

This points toward that some certification schemes could be depicted as having a relatively higher 

legitimacy than others by scoring high on criteria, which are easy to obtain a high score in while not 

truly being more legitimate. This bias is to some degree limited as this thesis focuses on variations 

in the criteria to describe the focus of the schemes and the interdependence of criteria. Another 

limitation related to grading is tied to the choice of weighting of different criteria as important or 

very important. If the weighting scores had been different, this would have affected the results. 

Finally, a third limitation relating to grading is if the measures for a high score constructed for this 

thesis, really exemplifies what good performance is.  

 

3.3.3 Dependence on multiple source secondary data for scoring 

This thesis has to a large degree rested on the assessment of certain criteria under efficacy and 

enforcement by the IUCN report from 2013. The fact that the report is not written by me and the 

fact that the IUCN report was published in 2013 serve as limitations. This choice was made for 

pragmatic reasons as I am neither a trained biologist, which could have made it possible to assess 

which sustainability criteria are more or less ambitious, or a trained accountant, which could make 

it possible to discover irregularities in the compliance of certain criteria. This means that this thesis 

rests on the work of external experts.  

 

3.3.4 Data gathering 

Here I will briefly touch on primary and secondary data gathering limitations. For a more thorough 

discussion on this, please refer to 9.3 – Appendix 3. The RSB general assembly was chosen to 

gather the primary data. It would have been useful to contrast these insights with the ones of a 

market oriented certification scheme. Even though the RSB general assembly is a strength of my 

data gathering, as it gives me deep understanding of dynamics in and between MSIs, it can also 

prove to distort my analysis of the performance of all seven certification schemes. This is due to 
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the fact that I have far more data on RSB than on the other certification schemes and because RSB 

participants indirectly guided me in the construction of my analytical framework. For example, the 

RSB general assembly stated that a gold standard is the only way forward for aviation biofuel, 

which fits with the general perspective of the members of RSB. Here another point of view from 

other MSIs could have nuanced this picture. To prevent a distorted view of reality I crosschecked 

the input from the RSB general assembly with the existing literature and with the opinions of other 

experts. In the case of aviation biofuels I interviewed an aviation company outside the RSB general 

assembly, which confirmed the view. For the documentary secondary data, there is an inherent risk 

in the results that they do not represent reality as a lack of data online has been interpreted as this 

data is non-existent. This might not be the case. 

 

3.3.5 Correlation or causation 

I have been careful of describing criteria as correlating without arguing for a necessary causation. 

The results, compared to the theory, would speak for causation but there is always an inherent risk 

that the correlation is in fact not causation and the numbers match by chance.  

 

3.3.6 Complexity of the analytical framework 

The depth of the analytical framework can be ever expanded to adequately capture the complexity 

of the real world and I acknowledge that I will never reach full complexity. My aim is to have 

enough depth to have an informed discussion on the state of affairs in my case. 

 

3.3.7 Depth in the analysis of the case of aviation biofuel 

In the discussion, I draw on the sub-case of aviation biofuel to investigate whether salience and 

economic pressures affect legitimacy. A bias in this aspect is the depth of analysis in the aviation 

biofuel case. As this case is not part of the analysis, but used as perspective in the discussion, a 

thorough analytical framework and data gathering is beyond the scope of this thesis. This poses an 

inherent risk of a misrepresentation of the case. For example, the measure of visibility in the public 

debate as proposed by Carpenter (2007) could, if space allowed for it, have been operationalized 

further to accurately depict the difference in visibility between the two cases. To prevent erroneous 

representation, the information on the case has been based on expert conversations along with 

relevant articles and the lessons of the comparison have been used as suggestions rather than laws 
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of governance for the appropriate application of hybrid governance. Further, I hope that the 

comparison of cases can serve as inspiration for further research. 
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4 Analytical Framework 

 

Building on the theoretical framework outlined above, this section aims at outlining the 

operationalization of the theoretical framework and its transition to a sound analytical framework, 

which can compare the legitimacy of the seven certification schemes in question. This means that 

each of the criteria under input and output legitimacy outlined in the theory section will be 

elaborated upon and they will be operationalized with specific tools to effectively measure the 

theoretical construct empirically. In the following I will therefore 1) introduce the idea of the 

analytical framework and subsequently 2) the specific design.  

 

4.1 The idea  

 

I am inspired by Castro et al.’s framework on mixed methods research from 2010. This means that 

to adequately compare the legitimacy of the certifications schemes, the qualitative descriptions of 

different legitimacy criteria will be awarded with scores. Using the words of Castro et al., this 

approach benefits from both the qualitative and quantitative approaches. From the qualitative side 

the analysis gains the capacity for generating rich and detailed accounts of the sustainability criteria 

and the context in which these exist (Castro et al., 2010). This is important to ensure accuracy and 

relevance. At the same time the challenge with such a qualitative approach lies in comparing data 

across cases and in assessing links and associations that occur between them (ibid.). Here the 

strengths of the quantitative approach come in. These are characterized by the ability to accurately 

operationalize and measure a specific construct and the capacity to conduct precise comparisons 

(ibid.). The major limitation of the quantitative approach is that the data is detached from the 

original context. By combining these two approaches, it is my goal to both retrieve in depth 

qualitative information and to be able to accurately measure the performance of certification 

schemes and compare this performance across cases (ibid.). 

 

4.2 The design 

 

The design has seven steps, which count 1) creating an overall construct on legitimacy, 2) creating 

criteria from the overall construct, 3) creating variables for each criterion, 4) creating factors to selected 
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variables, 5) dimensionalizing the overall construct, thematic criteria, variables, and factors with 

grading, 6) carrying out the analysis and using the quantitative base to compare the cases and spot 

patterns 7) recontextualising the grading back to the original meaning and create story lines 

explaining the patterns. Please refer to the two following pages for an illustration of the analytical 

framework and please see 9.1 – Appendix 1 for justification and explanation of all parts of the 

analytical framework. 

 

4.2.1 Creating an overall construct on legitimacy 

Here, the aim is to operationalize the understanding of legitimacy from theory, inspired by Mena & 

Palazzo’s (2012) framework on MSIs. Therefore, this framework splits legitimacy in input and 

output legitimacy and is adapted to apply to the case in point.  

 

4.2.2 Creating criteria from the overall construct 

As outlined in the theory section Mena and Palazzo (2012) proceed to construct what I will call 

criteria from the overall construct. Please find a very simplified overview of these criteria and 

justification below and please find a simplified illustration of my analytical framework on input and 

output legitimacy in the following two pages. 

 

Overall construct Criterion Justification 

Legitimacy 

Input Legitimacy 

Inclusion Involvement of affected stakeholders  
Procedural 
Fairness Neutralization of power differences 
Transparency External accessibility of internal processes 

Output Legitimacy 
Coverage Adoption of standards 
Efficacy Ambitiousness of standards 
Enforcement Enforcement of standards 

 

The criteria are created from the overall construct and are market in read below. As outlined in the 

theory section, Mena and Palazzo (2012) identify inclusion, procedural fairness, consensual 

orientation and transparency to be sub-parts of input legitimacy and coverage, efficacy and 

enforcement to be sub-parts of output legitimacy. As explained in the theoretical section, I merged 

the procedural fairness and consensual orientation as consensual orientation in practical terms is 

seen as part of procedural fairness. I had various other considerations while creating the criteria.  
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Input legitimacy overview 
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Output legitimacy overview 
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Please refer to 9.3 – Appendix 3 for an example of other consideration while creating the criteria, 

which pertains to not adding a new criterion called accountability.  

 

4.2.3 Creating variables to each criterion 

To ensure an exact operationalization, each criterion was split further in a number of variables, 

which were deemed to affect the criterion. These variables are justified in 9.1 – Appendix 1 and 

market in green in the overview above. The creation of variables on each criterion was shaped from 

inspiration from the literature on legitimacy, standards and MSIs and on the primary and secondary 

data. The variables pertaining to efficacy and enforcement were particularly influenced by the 

IUCN report, as introduced in the methods section. Some aspects were adapted to complement 

this thesis’ framework while others were directly adopted. 

 

As an example of how the variables were created, I will turn to input legitimacy which depends on 

a number of criteria of which inclusion is one. Inclusion depends on a number of variables of 

which width is one. The idea of the width variable is that an adequate array of stakeholders with 

different backgrounds should be included for the width to be deemed high. Here, RSB was taken 

as an example of an MSI with a high width as it includes 3 basic types of members, namely industry 

members, NGOs and a catch all category. This relates directly to Mena & Palazzo’s view of MSIs 

involving corporations, civil society organizations, and sometimes other actors, such as 

governments, academia or unions (Mena & Palazzo, 2012). Under both the industry category and 

the NGO category RSB further specifies the types of members. I critically assessed this 

construction and discussed it with a number of stakeholders from industry, NGOs and a 

representative from a research institution and subsequently chose to deem this framework adequate 

in its inclusion of relevant members pertaining to the creation and implementation of sustainability 

standards. I deemed it adequate because the industry possesses knowledge on the production of 

biofuel, the NGOs are experts on the effects of this production on the environment and socio-

economic aspects and the catch all category ensures participation from experts on e.g. business 

who can advise on how to efficiently run the organization, on law who can advise on how to 

construct or adapt the standards to ensure impact, on auditing to advise on the adequate training of 

auditors or on academia to gain a more theoretical approach. For an elaborate walk-through of 

each variable, please refer to 9.1 – Appendix 1. 
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4.2.4 Creating factors to selected variables 

Before being able to adequately score the variables, factors were developed to assess the level of 

performance of the variables. Factors are market in orange in above overview. These were 

developed to decrease the level of chance and subjectivity in the scoring process.  

 

As an example, under input legitimacy, the criterion procedural fairness is included. Under 

procedural fairness I developed three variables, namely equal representation, quorum and 

complaint mechanism. To measure the performance of the complaint mechanism a number of 

factors had to be constructed. Research on the complaint mechanisms generally showed three 

different aspects (WWF, 2013; IUCN, 2013), and three mutually dependent factors were 

constructed: a) Organizational matters, b) certification matters and c) soundness. Factor a) focuses 

on a complaint mechanism on the certifications scheme’s own organizational matters and 

governance structure such as the possibility to complain on breach of the statutes pertaining to e.g. 

decision-making in the general assembly or an unfair organization of the voting procedure in this 

general assembly. Factor b) takes certification matters into account, such as an unfair audit or 

members’ breaching of criteria pertaining to the certification system. Factor c) takes the soundness 

of the complaint mechanism into account and looks into equal representation of the parties in 

question, the composition of the decision-making body of the complaint and the timeliness of the 

complaint procedure. 

 

4.2.5 Dimensionalizing the overall construct, criteria, variables, factors and sub-factors with grading 

I apply two types of grading. The first is a grading of importance of the criteria in question and the 

second is a grading of the level of performance of a certification scheme. This report has chosen to 

apply two weights to the criteria of the analytical framework, namely very important and important. 

This is done, as suggested by Mena & Palazzo (2012) to adapt to the case in point and give a better 

representation of the overall legitimacy. Under input legitimacy, the criteria inclusion and 

procedural fairness are deemed to be very important contributors to the legitimacy of an 

organization and the transparency is deemed important. This is done through the line of reasoning 

that it is more important that all relevant actors are included and that the procedures of the 

organization take all opinions into account than for the transparency to be high. If a certification 

scheme for example is transparent on the fact that the inclusion and procedural fairness of the 
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scheme is low it is clearly not legitimate, but if the inclusion and the procedural fairness is high, a 

lack of transparency is not detrimental. Concerning output legitimacy, the efficacy and enforcement 

of the certification scheme is deemed very important and the coverage is deemed important. This is 

done through the line of reasoning that a broad coverage of illegitimate procedures cannot 

compensate for this illegitimacy. In practical terms, the grade of the very important criterion has 

twice the weight of the important one.  

 

Regarding the grade of the overall construct, the criteria, variables and factors, this report has 

chosen to implement three different grading schemes with an increasing simplicity. A grading 

scheme ranging from 0 to 8 is used for the overall construct of legitimacy and input and output 

legitimacy, which is depicted as blue in above overview, and the criteria of inclusion, procedural 

fairness, transparency, coverage, efficacy and enforcement, which is depicted as red. This likert 

scale style grading has a balancing advantage of having a middle grade of 4/8 and four grades on 

each side and also of allowing for a somewhat nuanced score with nine different grades. This serves 

the purpose of allowing for a relatively wide spread of scores between the certification schemes 

where 0 is the lowest possible score, 4 is a medium score and 8 is a perfect score. This could also 

have been done with another scoring system of e.g. 7 different grades but I have found this level of 

detail to be adequate. For the sake of simplicity each of the variables, depicted in green in above 

overview, only have three grades, namely, low, medium and high. The factors, depicted as orange, 

are even simpler and are either absent or present.  

 

The criteria and further explanation for each individual grade can be found in 9.1 – Appendix 1 

while the application of the framework can be found in 9.2 – Appendix 2. Some grades, as the 

grade pertaining to coverage, is relational in nature, where the grading is adapted from the coverage 

of the existing certification schemes. Other grades, as the factor chain of custody, are absolute. 

Chain of custody is absolute as it relates to the current possibilities of audit as specified in the 

IUCN report (2013). When giving grades pertaining to variables elaborated on in the IUCN report, 

was critical toward the grading and made sure to adapt it to this specific case to the highest extend 

possible. This is further discussed under limitations. 

 

4.2.6 Analysis 
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The role of the analysis is firstly to sort the gathered data and determine the grades by using the 

framework described above. Subsequently the cases can be compared across the different grades. 

The idea here is to find interesting similarities and differences between the certification schemes. 

To ensure the quality of the analysis, it was pivotal to frequently consult the grading framework as 

shown in 9.1 - Appendix 1. When the preliminary analysis (see 9.2 – Appendix 2) and the grading 

was conducted, excel was used for easy overview and various diagrams and tests were used to 

assess the data, keeping in mind that with this small sample they would not be statistically 

significant.  

 

4.2.7 Story lines, recontextualization and main conclusions 

Finally, I compared the results of the certification schemes and constructed story lines and main 

conclusions, from the grading of the schemes. Here it was important to recontextualize the 

gradings. For example, when constructing sub-group 1: Market orientation and sub-group 2: 

Sustainability orientation, the grades had to be recontextualized to give meaning to the sub-groups. 

An example of such a recontextualization was to find out what relatively low scores in all criteria 

except for coverage could tell about an MSI. This insight was again used to further recontextualize 

and discuss the consequences of these insights. A low score in efficacy and a high score in coverage 

can for example mean that the MSI is more interested in reaching a broad array of stakeholders to 

optimize revenue than to apply strict standards. The consequence of this insight is that the 

standards implemented are not as ambitious concerning protection of environmental and socio-

economic aspects, but they have greater reach than an MSI with a low coverage. This means that I 

aim at finding patterns in the grading in a qualitative manner and these story lines are then 

recontextualized against the original context of the score to ensure the validity of the conclusions. 

 

4.3 Sum up  

 

The idea for the framework is to combine qualitative and quantitative approaches in a mixed 

methods framework. I am doing this to retrieve in depth qualitative information and to quantify the 

performance of certification schemes to compare across cases. The framework is built by 7 steps 

which 1) creates an overall construct on legitimacy, 2) creates criteria from the overall construct, 3) 

creates variables for each criterion, 4) creates factors to selected variables, 5) dimensionalizes the 

overall construct, thematic criteria, variables, and factors with grading, 6) carries out the analysis 
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and uses the quantitative base to compare the cases and spot patterns and 7) uses the quantitative 

base for recontextualising the grading back to original meaning and create story lines explaining the 

patterns. 
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5 Analysis 

 

In the following, this thesis will 1) shortly introduce each certification scheme and its performance, 

starting from the best and moving toward the worst, and present an overview of the performance 

of all schemes, 2) present the findings, the traits and the patterns across certification schemes, 3) 

zoom out and evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of the EU RED initiative, based on above 

analysis and 4) provide the reader with a brief sum up of the main take aways of the analysis. 

 

5.1 Introduction to each certification scheme and overview of their performance  

 

5.1.1 Roundtable on Sustainable Biomaterials (RSB) 

RSB is a top performer and has high legitimacy. It is characterized by performing particularly well 

in inclusion and efficacy but is not performing well in terms of coverage. The ambitious efficacy 

criteria may act as a barrier for easy certification of stakeholders and result in its low coverage 

score. RSB’s challenge is to keep to and improve on its overall strict standards but at the same time 

to increase its number of certificates by applying a better business sense.  

 

5.1.2 Roundtable on Responsible Soy (RTRS) 

RTRS has a medium-high legitimacy and is characterized by its high performance in procedural 

fairness and its medium-high performance in enforcement. It is also a curious case, which shows 

very strict requirements on some aspects such as procedural fairness, or labor rights under efficacy, 

but entirely lacks guidelines on other aspects such as food criteria. It does not show a strong 

business sense, signified in its medium-low coverage score and could improve this. It should also 

work on increasing its inclusion and efficacy efforts.  

 

5.1.3 Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO) 

RSPO is characterized by its high coverage and medium to medium-low performance on inclusion, 

procedural fairness, efficacy and enforcement. RSPO seems to balance between implementing 

ambitious sustainability criteria and ensuring a broad coverage of its standard. This analysis shows 

that this balance has tipped toward coverage, but RSPO is still not performing very poorly in the 
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other criteria. An example of this balancing act is seen in the transparency of RSPO where 

promotional material is plentiful but critical assessments of certificate holders are entirely absent.  

 

5.1.4 International Sustainability and Carbon Certification (ISCC) 

ISCC show the highest coverage in this thesis along with minimal enforcement and very low 

procedural fairness. It is similar in nature to RSPO as the analysis shows a trade-off between 

sustainability standards and coverage but the trade off is more extreme for ISCC. Similarly to 

RSPO, an example of this orientation is seen in the transparency of ISCC where the analysis shows 

that the transparency of ISCC mostly pertain to aspects that successfully acquires new members, 

such as information on successfully acquiring a certificate, while there is a lack of transparency in 

critically assessing and controlling these members. This means that ISCC has substantial legitimacy 

problems and has ample opportunity to raise the bar on a large number of criteria. This although, 

might have the risk of decreasing its coverage.  

 

5.1.5 Bonsucro 

Bonsucro is the most curious case of this thesis. Even though it is ambitious when it comes to 

inclusion, it is peculiar that it is very unambitious when it comes to the related aspect procedural 

fairness. Likewise, it is contradictory that even though it has the third highest efficacy in this thesis, 

the very low enforcement shows that it does not do much to enforce the standards. Finally, the 

coverage of Bonsucro is not high, as seen in the more market oriented schemes such as ISCC and 

RSPO, but it is neither low as seen in a sustainability oriented scheme such as RSB. 

 

5.1.6 REDcert 

REDcert’s input legitimacy is minimal and its output legitimacy is very low, but REDcert has a 

medium-high performance in coverage. This shows a picture of REDcert as a distinctly market 

oriented certification scheme that complies with mandatory criteria but in general abstains from 

anything more in order to obtain the broadest possible market coverage. As the inclusion of 

REDcert is almost non-existing this thesis cannot characterize it as an MSI, but rather what 

Fransen (2012) would term as a business-driven voluntary program.  

 

5.1.7 2BS voluntary scheme (2BSvs) 
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2BSvs' minimal input legitimacy and the very low output legitimacy give 2BSvs a very low 

legitimacy. 2BSvs has a strong focus on easy implementable standards with lenient requirements to 

reach a high coverage score. 2BSvs does not include the opinion of relevant stakeholders and does 

not apply measures to substantially improve sustainability, but rather seems to focus on improving 

revenue by providing a competitive advantage for its members with an EU RED approved 

certificate. This makes 2BSvs similar in nature to REDcert and this thesis can neither characterize 

2BSvs as an MSI, but rather a business-driven voluntary program. 

 

5.1.8 Overview 

The overview of the scores pertaining to the seven certification schemes under investigation are 

arranged from the highest score of total legitimacy, to the left, to the lowest total legitimacy score, 

to the right and can be found below. The blue color code pertains to the total legitimacy, the red 

color to input and output legitimacy, the green color to the criteria and the yellow color to the 

variables. For easy overview, the factors relevant for each variable are left out, but details on these 

along with a detailed explanation of the scores of each scheme can be found in 9.1 – Appendix 1 

and 9.2 - Appendix 2. The overview does not have to be studied in detail by the reader, but should 

merely act as the base for the forthcoming analysis. 
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Overview of total MSI scoring

 

MSI RSB RTRS RSPO ISCC Bonsucro REDcert 2BSvs
Total&legitimacy 6 5 4 3 3 1 1
Input&legitimacy 6 6 4 3 3 0 0
Inclusion 7 4 4 4 5 0 0
Width 2 1 0 1 1 0 0
Geography 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
Accessibility 2 1 1 2 2 0 0
Input&from&nonBmembers 2 1 2 1 2 0 0
Procedural&fairness 5 8 3 1 1 0 0
Equal&representation 1 2 0 0 1 0 0
Quorum 1 2 0 0 0 0 0
Complaint&mechanism 2 2 2 1 0 0 0
Transparency 6 6 5 5 3 2 2
The&standard&and&certification&process 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
DecisionBmaking&processes 2 2 2 2 2 0 1
Minutes&of&meetings 2 1 2 0 0 0 0
Certificates 1 1 0 1 0 0 0
Output&legitimacy 5 4 4 3 3 2 1
Coverage 2 3 6 8 3 5 4
Efficacy 7 3 4 3 5 1 0
GHG&emissions& 2 0 0 0 1 0 0
Biodiversity 2 1 1 0 1 0 0
Good&agricultural&practices&and&protection&of&soil,&water&and&air&1 1 1 1 1 1 0
Land&rights&and&community&engagement& 2 1 1 1 1 0 0
Labor&conditions 2 2 2 1 2 1 0
Food&security 2 0 1 2 1 0 0
Enforcement 5 5 3 0 1 1 1
Chain&of&custody 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rules&of&the&audit&system 1 2 1 0 0 0 0
Acceptance&of&certificates&from&other&certification&schemes& 2 2 1 0 1 1 1
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5.2 The findings, the traits and the patterns  

 

In the following, I will dig deeper into the characteristics of the seven different certification 

schemes to underline commonalities and differences and extrapolate patterns that will tell us more 

about the group of certification schemes as such. I will focus on a number of topics, starting with 

1) focusing on differences by defining and investigating subgroups to the overall sample of 

certification schemes, 2) investigating what all the schemes have in common, 3) present overall 

performance tendencies of the EU RED initiative, and 4) provide a brief sum up of the findings, 

the traits and the patterns. 

 

5.2.1 Tendencies and variations in sub groups 

As already suggested, there are a number of different tendencies across the seven certification 

schemes. In the following I will examine two main tendencies namely, 1) subgroup one: Market 

orientation, including the underlying reasons for and consequences of this tendency and 2) 

subgroup two: Sustainability orientation along with the underlying reasons for and consequences of 

this tendency before 3) providing a brief sum up of part 5.2.1 in this analysis. 

 

5.2.1.1 Sub-group one: Market orientation 

The market orientation tendency is characterized by a relatively higher focus on coverage than on 

the other legitimacy criteria. The coverage criterion is an image of how many certificates the 

certification scheme has issued and the other criteria show the orientation toward ambitious 

involvement of the affected stakeholders and transparency under input legitimacy and ambitious 

standards and enforcement of these under output legitimacy. This means that if the coverage 

criterion is higher than all other criteria, the certification scheme has, on purpose or unknowingly, 

designed a scheme that places higher emphasis on a high degree of adoption of the certification 

than on the strictness of this certification. Table 1 below shows the scores of ISCC, RSPO, 

REDcert and 2BSvs. The overall tendency for all of these certification schemes shows that the 

score on coverage is relatively higher for each scheme than the other scores. The tendency is 

clearest with ISCC as it scores maximum in coverage and considerably below in the other criteria. 

RSPO, on the other hand, has a less distinct profile, but the tendency of coverage being the highest 

score is still clear. For REDcert and 2BSvs coverage is not as high as with ISCC and RSPO, but the 
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other scores are also relatively lower. This tendency makes me argue for that these certification 

schemes belong to a sub-group with a market orientation.  

 

Even though the certification schemes listed above apply the minimum EU RED standard, they 

still have, to a varying degree, substantial shortcomings on a number of efficacy aspects, which are 

not included in the EU RED. Excamples of these count good agricultural practices and protection 

of soil, water and air, land rights and community engagement, labor conditions and food security. 

This means that the certificate is relatively unproblematic to obtain for industry stakeholders who 

are interested in acquiring an image of a sustainable company. For the environment and the socio-

economic stakeholders, such as the affected communities and workers, this orientation has the 

consequences of lowering the positive impact. This analysis therefore shows that these four 

certification schemes, to a varying degree, apply low standards to increase the certification schemes’ 

coverage instead of working for increasing a beneficial environmental and socio-economic impact.  

 

Overview of market orientation 
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The underlying reason for this prioritization has been suggested by e.g. Ponte (Ponte, 2014) to stem 

from a commercially oriented perspective. This analysis supports Ponte’s statement. Ponte suggests 

that in the case of ISCC, the founder, who is a German former management consultant, saw an 

opening for creating a prospering business and not of creating an organization to ensure a 

transition to a more sustainable planet. To ensure less ambitious standards, this tendency implies 

that the inclusion of relevant stakeholders and procedural fairness must be relatively low. If the 

inclusion and procedural fairness are high, it means that the relevant stakeholders for the issue are 

both represented and have a valid say in the decision-making process. As will be discussed later, 

this should theoretically also mean that the standards and the enforcement of the standards would 

be higher. On the other hand, if only industry actors, who are interested in acquiring a low cost 

certificate, have a power to affect the standards, the standards and the enforcement will be lower. 

This tendency is visible in sub-group one: Market orientation.  

 

The consequence of this orientation is a relatively high dissemination of standards, but a relatively 

low level of ambition of these standards. This means a lack of focus on a number of crucial factors 

such as working conditions or good agricultural practices and protection of soil, water and air, 

which ultimately makes the governance of these areas less effective. This means that when 

recontextualising the scores of the market oriented certification schemes, I find that the low 

legitimacy score means that they perform worse on both environmental and socio-economic 

sustainability criteria. I argue that this ultimately means less effective governance.  The higher focus 

on distribution of certificates results in an increased revenue for the certification scheme. On the 

other hand, the opposite tendency is apparent in sub-group two: Sustainability orientation.  

 

5.2.1.2 Sub-group two: Sustainability orientation 

There are two certification schemes, which have an almost opposite outline to sub-group one: 

Market orientation. These are RSB and RTRS, which are characterized by coverage being the 

lowest point in their legitimacy scores instead of the highest point as seen in the market orientation 

group. As shown above, this tendency is characterized by a higher focus on the other legitimacy 

criteria. The tendency is clearest with RSB but is also evident with RTRS. Especially for RSB, it is 

visible how the coverage score is lower than the other scores. This is also reflected in the strictness 

of the two certification schemes. RSB is seen as the most ambitious on a number of issues on both 

input and output legitimacy. It has the most ambitious standards in this thesis signified with the 



 58 

0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

Inclusion 

Procedural 
fairness 

Transparency 

Coverage 

Efficacy 

Enforcement 

RSB 

RTRS 

maximum score on width, accessibility and input-from non-members under inclusion, it has the 

most ambitious complaint mechanism under procedural fairness and it has the highest transparency 

in the standard and certification process, the decision-making processes and the minutes of 

meetings. Under output legitimacy, it is the single most ambitious scheme in GHG emissions, 

biodiversity, land rights and community engagement, and received the highest score under labor 

conditions and food security. Further, it shows the strictest requirements for acceptance of 

certificates from other certification schemes.  

 

RTRS has the highest procedural fairness score in this thesis and has the highest possible score in 

transparency on the standard and certification process and the decision-making processes. It also 

has the highest score in labor conditions, rules of the audit system and the acceptance of 

certificates from other certification schemes. The analysis shows that even though RSB and RTRS 

are both performing below medium on coverage, they are the schemes that rate highest on 

legitimacy overall.  

 

Overview of sustainability orientation 
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The underlying reason for this orientation has been implied by Ponte (Ponte, 2014) to stem from 

an ambition to increase the sustainability standards, rather than to achieve a high coverage. This 

analysis supports Ponte’s suggestion. The analysis shows that, on purpose or unknowingly, these 

two certification schemes and RSB in particular are considerably more effective in constructing an 

ambitious certification scheme than in selling the certificates. This makes this thesis argue for RSB 

in particular and RTRS to some degree are having a sustainability orientation.  

 

The consequences of this orientation are better protection of the environment and better 

protection of socio-economic stakeholders such as smallholders and workers, which ultimately 

means that the governance of these areas is more effective. On the other hand, the low coverage 

score also means that these standards are only implemented to a low degree. This is detrimental for 

the certification schemes because, as one participant in the RSB general assembly put it “What 

good is our gold standard if no one implements it?” This discussion will be elaborated on 

throughout this thesis. 

 

5.2.1.3 Sum up 

Overall, the graph below shows the average scores of sub-group one: Market orientation and sub-

group two: Sustainability orientation. It shows that ISCC, RSPO, REDcert and 2BSvs have a 

strong focus on coverage and lead their certification schemes in a more market oriented way. In 

contrast, RSB in particular and RTRS to some degree, drive the certification schemes in a way to 

increase the sustainability of biofuel production, rather than selling certificates.  

 

The market orientation’s main advantage, seen from a sustainability point of view, is that the EU 

RED minimum criteria, and in some cases an even higher standard, is broadly implemented. This 

means that some sort of protection of both environment and socio-economic stakeholders are 

guaranteed. The advantage of the sustainability oriented certification schemes is that the 

involvement of relevant stakeholders and the standards and enforcement of these are more 

ambitious. This means that both the environment and the socio-economic stakeholders are better 

protected through these standards. On the other hand, this also means that fewer companies 

acquire these certificates and the number of stakeholders affected is lower. So the market oriented 

scheme has a relatively low impact on a broad base of stakeholders, whereas the sustainability-
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oriented scheme has a deeper impact on a limited amount of stakeholders. In general, I find that 

high legitimacy scores result in more effective governance.  

 

Theoretically, this part of the analysis adds to Mena & Palazzo’s (2012) framework by suggesting 

that some legitimacy criteria affect each other, rather than all of them being autonomous. 

Empirically, this also makes sense, as low standards are easier to adhere to for stakeholders and 

coverage is therefore easier to obtain for the certification scheme. As mentioned in the previous 

section, Bonsucro is a curious case that neither shows significant market orientation or 

sustainability orientation traits. This is an interesting point for further analysis. 

 

5.2.2 Investigating commonalities  

Now, I have outlined two opposing tendencies, but in the following I will focus on similarities and 

patterns across all of the certification schemes to try and deepen the understanding of the whole 

group of schemes. I will 1) focus on the relation between input and output legitimacy, 2) zoom 

Overview of market and sustainability orientations 
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further in on the relation between the criterion inclusion under input legitimacy and the criterion 

efficacy under output legitimacy, 3) zoom out an present an analysis of the overall performance of 

the certification schemes and in which areas they perform relatively well and where they perform 

relatively poorly. 

 

5.2.2.1 Input and output legitimacy 

This analysis shows a tendency between input and output legitimacy across all the certification 

schemes. As seen below, RSB has the highest score on both input and output legitimacy, RTRS the 

second highest on both, etc., until ISCC, which ranks 5th in both. 2BSvs scores higher than 

REDcert in input legitimacy whereas REDcert scores higher in output legitimacy.  

Even though the sample size does not make this statistically significant, there is a clear tendency 

that the input and output legitimacy scores are related. This means, in practical terms, that if the 

certification scheme includes the right stakeholders, gives them a chance to speak and is 

transparent in this process, the standards it is setting and the enforcement rules will reflect this. As 

already shown, coverage shows a the opposite tendency of input legitimacy and the average 

between efficacy and enforcement, but, partially due to the weighting of scores, it does not greatly 

affect the relationship between input and output legitimacy.  
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Overview of relation between input and output legitimacy 
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Theoretically, this adds a layer to Mena & Palazzo’s (2012) theoretical framework, by showing that, 

in the case of the EU RED initiative, high input legitimacy also results in high output legitimacy. 

When recontextualizing, this makes sense when looking at the cases in question. For example, RSB 

has the highest input legitimacy, which means that it gives voice to a variety of stakeholders, 

including those who argue for an ambitious approach to standards. The analysis also shows that 

RSB has the highest output legitimacy and thus the most ambitious standards and enforcement, 

which mean that these stakeholders influence the output legitimacy toward being more ambitious. 

In the other end of the scale we find 2BSvs, which with a small consortium of industry actors from 

the global north, shape the certification scheme to reflect their interests. 2BSvs’ scores show that 

this entails low ambitions to construct standards and enforcement of high quality.  

 

5.2.2.2 Inclusion and efficacy 

This tendency is even clearer when we look at the relationship between inclusion under input 

legitimacy and efficacy under output legitimacy. The tendency is shown below. This graph shows 

that the level of ambition of the standards depends on the ambition in including the relevant 

stakeholders. If inclusion is high, efficacy is high, whereas if inclusion is low, efficacy is low. It is 

interesting that this tendency is seen clearer in the relationship between inclusion and efficacy than 

between input and output legitimacy. It is also interesting that RTRS, which has the second highest 

Overview of relation between inclusion and efficacy 
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input and output legitimacy scores, is not the leader in inclusion and efficacy, but ranks third 

together with ISCC but the inclusion and efficacy scores follow each other, also when they deviate 

from the overall tendency of a falling legitimacy from RSB through to 2BSvs. This suggests that, 

the procedural fairness and transparency is not as important for the performance in efficacy as 

inclusion. Further, it suggests that there is a strong focus from included stakeholders on efficacy. 

Theoretically, this also adds to the framework of Mena & Palazzo (2012) as it suggests that 

especially inclusion is important for efficacy. Further, this suggests that including relevant 

stakeholders in the standard setting process also results in standards benefitting these stakeholders. 

As the sample size of the thesis is relatively small, it would be interesting to see if this tendency 

holds when expanding the sample.  

 

5.2.3 Overall performance tendencies 

Strengths 

The only general strength I will touch upon is a common trait across both sub-group one: Market 

orientation and subgroup two: Sustainability orientation, which is a high score in transparency. 

Logically, this makes sense as the market oriented certification schemes can use transparency for 

marketing purposes and the sustainability oriented certification schemes can use it for external 

accountability.  

 

Weaknesses 

In general it is clear that all the certification schemes can significantly improve their legitimacy. 

Even the best performing certification scheme RSB is can still improve its legitimacy from 6 to 8 

based on my analytical framework. 

 

The certification schemes generally perform worst in procedural fairness and in enforcement. This 

means that the voices of relevant stakeholders are not adequately heard in the EU RED and that 

the standards of the EU RED are not sufficiently enforced. This is problematic for the legitimacy 

of the EU RED because inclusion of relevant stakeholders does not make a difference if their 

voices are not heard and ambitious standards make no difference unless they are implemented. 
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If we zoom further in, there are three sub-topics that I will focus on, which score significantly 

lower than the others. These are geography under inclusion and certificates under procedural 

fairness, and chain of custody under enforcement.  

 

The low scores on geography under inclusion, means that in general there is not enough focus 

across all certification schemes on including an adequate representation of stakeholders from the 

global south and the global north. This thesis shows that especially stakeholders from the global 

south are excluded. This is problematic as it will most likely lead to a lack of emphasis on problems 

pertaining to stakeholders from the global south as the nested interests of the global north and 

south tend to diverge (Ponte, 2014). This means that the stakeholders from the global south, who 

can be seen as the weakest, need a stronger voice in the EU RED initiative.  

 

Concerning the measure certificates under procedural fairness, the common weakness is a lack of 

information on 1) the details of each certificate concerning a specific stakeholder and 2) an 

overview of the progress of certification for stakeholders. For 1), this means that instances of 

possible non-compliance of stakeholders are not visible to the public unless the certificate is 

entirely revoked. This results in less pressure on stakeholders to perform well on all aspects of 

certification and ultimately has environmental and socio-economic consequences. For 2), this 

means that stakeholders who initiate the process of receiving certification are not under public 

scrutiny and pressure for completing such certification. This can possibly result in slower or even 

terminated certification, which also means that the standards of the certification scheme are not 

implemented.  

 

Regarding the chain of custody under enforcement, the certification schemes show a lack of 

presence in the full chain of custody, which means that some parts in practice does not have to 

follow the standards. This results in only partial implementation of the standards of the 

certification scheme.  

 

I suggest that these three are the most significant weaknesses of the EU RED and improvement on 

these would therefore significantly improve the overall legitimacy of the EU RED. 
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5.3 Sum up 

 

Overall this analysis firstly, shows that the certification schemes have two orientations, namely a 

market orientation and a sustainability orientation. RSB in particular and RTRS to some degree 

drive the certification schemes in a way to increase the sustainability of biofuel production. ISCC, 

RSPO, REDcert and 2BSvs have a strong focus on coverage and lead their certification schemes in 

a more market oriented way. The market oriented scheme has a relatively low impact on a broad 

base of stakeholders, whereas the sustainability-oriented scheme has a deeper impact on a limited 

amount of stakeholders. I also find that a general high score in legitimacy is a sign of more effective 

governance as sustainability standards are implemented to a higher degree. 

 

Secondly, there is a clear tendency that the input and output legitimacy scores are related and 

particularly inclusion under input legitimacy affects efficacy under output legitimacy. This suggests 

that, the procedural fairness and transparency is not as important for the performance in efficacy as 

inclusion. Further, it suggests that there is a strong focus from included stakeholders on efficacy. 

  

Thirdly, it is clear that all the certification schemes can significantly improve their legitimacy. 

Further, the certification schemes generally perform best in transparency and worst in procedural 

fairness and in enforcement. If we zoom further in the weakest performance is seen in geography 

under inclusion, certificates under procedural fairness and chain of custody under 

enforcement. These weaknesses would be good points to start to effectively increase the legitimacy 

of the seven certification schemes in general.  
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6 Discussion 

 

In the following, I will discuss what this thesis can contribute with methodologically, theoretically 

and empirically. I will 1) from a methodological perspective present how my analytical framework 

adds to research on input and output legitimacy, 2) from a theoretical perspective discuss whether 

high salience can act as an incentive for businesses to improve legitimacy and discuss the impact of 

competition and a lack of salience on MSI legitimacy, before 3) from a more empirical perspective 

discuss what my findings mean for the EU RED and more generally for the use of MSIs and 

sustainability standards in THG. 

 

6.1 Significance of my analytical framework 

 

In the following I will briefly discuss the theoretical and methodological value of my analytical 

framework and how it should be improved further.  

 

My analytical framework stems from the theoretical approach, which seeks not to be limited to 

assessing either input or output legitimacy, but rather the concept of legitimacy in a holistic view. It 

is constructed from the point of view that the 6 criteria pertaining to legitimacy are interconnected 

and an examination of one or several of them in isolation will give a misrepresentation of 

legitimacy. Further, methodologically the framework puts emphasis on an elaborate construct, 

which does not leave it to chance or to the mood of the researcher to assess the level of legitimacy. 

This is as important as covering all the relevant dimensions that influences the overall legitimacy. 

This means that I have tried to construct an analytical framework, which both embraces a broad 

view of legitimacy and has analytical depth. As legitimacy in MSIs is central for the functioning of 

THG it has to be understood in full to make it possible to construct strong THG initiatives. 

Hopefully my framework can act as a tool to increase understanding of the dynamics of MSIs and 

sustainability standards in legitimacy and thereby aid in the construction of successful THG 

initiatives. 

 

Considerable further work lies ahead. The six criteria that I, inspired by Mena & Palazzo (2012), 

have deemed relevant might not be exhaustive. This calls for further scrutiny of the relevance of 
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the framework. Further, the depth of the framework can also be improved. The myriad of criteria 

and factors affecting the criteria under scrutiny might not be the most relevant for measuring the 

legitimacy concept and further might have to be included, or existing might have to be altered or 

left out. This again, calls for further research and discussions. Finally, the framework is adapted 

specifically to the case of the seven global and non-company specific certification schemes under 

the EU RED and its relevance might be limited when applied to other contexts. This calls for a 

possibility of making the framework more adaptive and therefore applicable to numerous contexts.  

 

In sum, the value of my analytical framework lies in its holistic approach to legitimacy and its depth 

of analysis, but it can be improved considerably by discussing the relevance of the sub-parts of the 

construct and making it easier to adapt to different contexts. 

 

6.2 The impact of salience and market-based incentives on legitimacy in MSIs 

 

In the following I will 1) discuss the possible impact of salience and economic pressures on 

legitimacy in MSIs by drawing on Carpenter’s (2007) and Keck & Sikkink’s (1998) work on salience 

and issue adoption and comparing insights from the sub-case of aviation biofuels with my findings. 

Thereafter, I will 2) include the work of Cooley & Ron (2002) in the above discussion to discuss 

how economic pressures affect legitimacy in MSIs.  

 

6.2.1 Impact of salience on the legitimacy in MSIs 

The idea for this discussion stems from a panel discussion I attended at the RSB general assembly 

(2015). This panel discussion included leading aviation companies, a sustainable biofuel producer, a 

certification expert and a policy expert. The general discussion pertained to the future of 

sustainable biofuels in aviation and the conclusion was that global airlines were prepared to invest 

considerably in sustainable biofuels and could only accept the highest sustainability standards for 

two main reasons: Firstly, there is considerable focus from the global public and from media on the 

possibility of the aviation industry to use biofuels as a sustainable alternative to conventional jet 

fuels and critics argue that this transition could be detrimental to the world’s food supply. It was 

argued that the focus on aviation biofuel is higher than on biomaterials in general. Secondly, the 

aviation industry is largely dependent on brand value and the transition to biofuels demands 

considerable investment. Therefore, should it be concluded by the general public that the transition 
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to aviation biofuel is not sustainable, aviation industry players will suffer brand damage and lose 

their considerable investment in a transition to biofuels. This means that the aviation industry in 

general is extremely careful in their selection of certification scheme and their focus is on securing 

as high sustainability standards as possible.  

 

When comparing these insights with the general tendency of the seven global and non-company 

specific certification schemes under the EU RED, it is apparent that the two cases are 

fundamentally different. In my analysis, 98% of the certificates issued by the seven certification 

schemes under the EU RED pertain to market oriented certification schemes, which I concluded 

have considerably lower sustainability standards and legitimacy than the sustainability oriented 

certification schemes. Then, why is it the general tendency in aviation biofuels to prefer certificates 

with high legitimacy and strict sustainability criteria? The short answer is that the aviation biofuels 

discussion enjoys higher salience than the overall biofuels discussion, which increases the risk of 

using MSIs with low legitimacy and results in higher willingness to invest in sustainability. In the 

following, I will briefly explain how Keck & Sikkink’s (1998) framework of issue adoption relates 

to the aviation biofuel discussion and my main case to propose that high salience influences 

legitimacy in a positive manner. 

 

As explained by Carpenter (2007), Keck & Sikkink (1998) argue that issues are likely to be adopted 

if firstly, there is a short and clear causal chain assigning responsibility and the issue involves bodily 

harm, secondly, if it can be linked to existing moral standards, which makes it easy to understand 

and thirdly, if there is public salience toward the immediate context of the problem as this 

generates pressure to appear to be addressing it (Keck & Sikkink, 1998 in Carpenter, 2007). Firstly, 

the aviation biofuels discussion both has traits of a clear causal chain and bodily harm. The clear 

causal chain is evident in the use of agricultural land to the production of aviation biofuels resulting 

in a lack of food for vulnerable stakeholders, popularly referred to as the food vs. fuel debate (e.g. 

BBC, 2015). The bodily harm is seen in the subsequent risk of starvation of vulnerable 

stakeholders. Secondly, this can be linked to existing moral standards as it can be presented as 

immoral if multinational aviation companies let vulnerable stakeholders starve to produce aviation 

biofuel. Thirdly, as mentioned, the aviation biofuel case with especially the food vs. fuel aspect is 

salient in the public debate (RSB general assembly, 2015; BBC, 2015). Drawing on Keck & Sikkink 

(1998), this means that all three aspects of issue adoption are present and if the aviation biofuel 
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transition is not made in a sustainable way, there is an inherent risk that the issue will be adopted. 

This will in turn lead to damaging the implicated aviation companies’ brands and resulting in a lost 

investment in aviation biofuels. To work around this risk, the aviation companies have to secure 

their investment and brand with high sustainability standards. As stated by a senior aviation 

executive in a subsequent interview: ‘We cannot afford applying lower standards’. 

 

When applying the same logic to the case of the seven global and non-company certification 

schemes under the EU RED it is evident that the issue of low legitimacy and sustainability 

standards is less likely to be adopted by the global public and the media. Even though the moral 

aspect is clear, seen in that large companies should provide both environmental and socioeconomic 

sustainability when producing any sort of product, the two other dimensions are not as straight 

forward as with the aviation biofuels discussion. This means that the causal chain is not as clear and 

the salience of the issue is lower. For the causal chain, the certification schemes cover a variety of 

biomaterials, which are used in a number of different products and results in a number of different 

sustainability challenges. This means that there is a multitude of relevant causal chains to the 

general issue of sustainable production of biomaterials. For example, palm oil, as certified by 

RSPO, is used as an ingredient in a variety of products ranging from bio-fuels to consumer goods. 

It is used in approximately 50% of products in European supermarkets (Schouten and 

Glassbergen, 2011), but on the ingredient clarification on consumer products in the EU it usually 

only states ‘vegetable oils’, without specifying which oil and the level of sustainability. This makes 

the causal chain to understand and to solve the problem more complex. Further, as stated in the 

panel debate in the RBS general assembly (2015), the salience of the issue is also lower than in the 

case of aviation biofuel. This means that the possibility of this issue to be adopted is lower than 

with the case of aviation biofuel.  

 

I argue that especially salience is relevant for higher legitimacy in MSIs as depicted below. If the 

salience is increased, the causal chain relating to the issue receives more attention and can be 

explained in a concise manner. As sustainability issues mostly apply to existing moral standards, 

this makes all three aspects for issue adoption present and the issue is therefore likely to be 

adopted. As stated before, this will likely result in higher financial and brand risk for companies and 

therefore higher investment in sustainability. This will give MSIs with high legitimacy criteria a 

competitive advantage over market oriented certification schemes and likely therefore lead to 
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isomorphic pressures toward increased legitimacy among MSIs. According to the analysis, the 

increased legitimacy will result in more effective governance.  

This line of reasoning, although clear in theory, will not be so straightforward in real life. The chain 

can break in a number of places. For example, it is not carved in stone which issues are adopted by 

the global public. This also depends on a number of other factors, such as which other issues are 

on the table. The current issue of refugees from Syria, for example, might prove stronger and more 

pressing than a debate about the origin of biofuels. Further, there are a number of feedback loops 

between the different points of the causal chain. Salience, for example, has to increase to a certain 

level and a number of feedback loops with different initiatives to increase salience, such as 

benchmarking as proposed by Overdevest (2010), will likely be present before (and if at all) an 

adequate level of salience is achieved. My argument still stands though, that the legitimacy of the 

seven certification schemes under the EU RED could be improved if the salience of the issue and 

of EU RED is increased. In the following I will argue for how the absence of salience and high 

competition and uncertainty lead to lower legitimacy. For reflections on the limitations of the 

above line of reasoning, please refer to the limitation section parts 3.3.4 and 3.3.7.  

 

6.1.2 Impact of market-based incentives on the legitimacy in MSIs 

As presented before, Cooley & Ron (2002) argue that competition between international non-

governmental organizations (NGOs) such as MSIs increases uncertainty for all organizations in 

Causal chain: From salience to legitimacy 
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that sector. They also suggest that the marketization of NGO activities generate incentives that 

produce dysfunctional outcomes. They therefore oppose the assumption that market-based 

incentives increase the efficiency and effectiveness, because nonprofit NGOs respond to 

organizational pressures much like firms do in markets. If there is no risk for companies that the 

issue of sustainable biomaterials is adopted by the general public and the media, it is economically 

most viable to obtain easily implementable and cheap certificates. This means that, in the case of 

the EU RED initiative, the amount of certification schemes competing to sell certificates along 

with a demand from companies for certificates which are easy and inexpensive to obtain, leads to 

the proliferation of the market oriented certification schemes over the sustainability oriented 

schemes as these enjoy a competitive advantage. This leads to a larger market for less ambitious 

certification and, because of the competition between certification schemes, this means that the 

majority of the certification schemes will adapt their standards to serve the segment of companies 

seeking cheap certificates while only a minority will disregard this market and continue to promote 

ambitious standards. The result is a proliferation of the market based certification schemes and 

trouble for the sustainability oriented certification schemes such as RSB, which are pressured 

economically because of a lack of interest in their sustainability certificates (RSB general assembly, 

2015). This ultimately results in less effective governance of biofuels. This is based on the current 

point in time and I acknowledge that even though the current situation is closest to Fransen’s 

(2012) first possibility of pressure toward lower standards, this situation can change over time. I 

also recognize that effective dissemination of less ambitious standards can serve to improve 

standards at a later stage as costs shift from companies to consumers as proposed by Cashore & 

Stone (2014). I recognize these viewpoints but still argue that in the current dynamics the market 

oriented certification schemes pressure the more ambitious ones.  

 

6.2.3 Sum up 

In sum, the comparison between the sub-case of aviation biofuel and my main case suggests that 

high salience of an issue leads to higher legitimacy and ultimately more effective governance. It also 

suggests that the absence of salience along with market-based incentives for MSIs leads to lower 

legitimacy. This provides an insight for the broader literature on legitimacy. It shows that high 

legitimacy is dependent on issue adoption and thus high salience of the issue under regulation. For 

THG, this means that the model of using sustainability standards and MSIs as tools to regulate and 

ensure legitimate and effective governance is dependent on the salience of the issue under 
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regulation. Simply put: If legitimacy is not seen, THG is less effective. This calls for further 

research on cases with varying degrees of salience and legitimacy to investigate if this line of 

reasoning holds when put under further scrutiny and when seen in other contexts. It also calls for 

attention from regulators who, with this insight, should aim at increasing the salience of the issue 

under regulation to improve the legitimacy of the THG. 

 

6.3 What do my findings say about EU RED and THG in general? 

 

In the following I will take the starting point in my analysis and zoom out to discuss what this says 

about my case in general and finally what learning points this gives for the future construction of 

THG.  

 

The analysis shows that there is a proliferation of market oriented certification schemes, where 

some are closer to business-driven voluntary programs as defined by Fransen (2012) than to MSIs. 

This signifies that there is considerable work for improving the legitimacy of the MSIs under EU 

RED.  

 

The analysis shows that both the sustainability oriented certification schemes and in particular the 

market oriented certification schemes can considerably improve their legitimacy. The analysis has 

shown that input legitimacy affects output legitimacy and more specifically that the criterion 

inclusion affects efficacy. Therefore, to increase the legitimacy of the certification schemes under 

the EU RED and more specifically, to increase the ambition of the sustainability standards, the 

relevant stakeholders pertaining to these standards must be included in the certification schemes.  

 

The current consequence of the low legitimacy is that companies investing in certificates issued by 

the market oriented certification schemes and in particular the business-driven voluntary programs 

2BSvs and REDcert still benefit from the perceived legitimacy relating to the EU RED without 

delivering much impact. Even though I am aware that the EU RED is not constructed to facilitate 

a race to the top in terms of standards but rather to establish minimum standards, it is detrimental 

for the proliferation of ambitious sustainability standards and to the potential effectiveness of 

governance if companies investing in certification schemes with low legitimacy are perceived as 

legitimate as the companies investing in certificates from certification schemes with high legitimacy. 
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In one interview an executive explained that the comparative advantage of the extra monetary and 

time expenses related to the certification of a more legitimate certification scheme was not worth 

the effort from an economical perspective and his company chose to be certified by RSB for 

proactively driving forth the development of a more sustainable environment. Here it should be 

noted, that this strategy, in the long run, could be beneficial for the company in terms of 

establishing stricter regulation and gaining a competitive advantage. On the other hand, the 

argument still stands that it is problematic that it is not economically beneficial to be certified by a 

highly legitimate certification scheme. From an environmental and socio-economic perspective, this 

hinders the development and adoption of ambitious standards. This means that the current lack of 

salience on differentiation among certification schemes enforces a tendency of companies to 

choose the less legitimate schemes.  

 

I find it interesting to try and develop a framework which on the one hand instigates certification 

schemes to have high legitimacy and therefore applying ambitious sustainability standards and on 

the other hand serves as an economically beneficial business strategy for companies. This would 

result in more effective THG. As argued by e.g. Porter & Kramer (2011), if a framework can be 

constructed where it is economically beneficial to be sustainable it is truly viable that sustainability 

standards will increase on the one hand and that the amount of companies with certifications will 

escalate.  

 

In that case the EU RED will prove an excellent case of THG where the benefits count effective 

implementation of ambitious standards to a large amount of companies and being in touch with 

the affected stakeholders of the standards to continuously drive the development of better 

standards forward. 

 

From the perspective of THG in general, the case of the seven global and non-company specific 

certification schemes under the EU RED is relatively simple to understand and it could be used as 

a testing ground for investigating which tools to use to instigate effective THG. Further, it is 

evident from this discussion that the effectiveness of THG, which in this case is seen in the 

dissemination and ambition of sustainability standards, depends on level of legitimacy. The level of 

legitimacy in turn depends on the economic benefits tied to high legitimacy. 
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6.4 Sum up 

 

In sum, this discussion argues 1) that my analytical framework is both holistic and works to 

facilitate deep analysis, 2) that salience affects legitimacy and 3) that the lack of legitimacy under the 

EU RED has its root cause in the fact that it is not economically beneficial for companies to be 

certified by certification schemes with high legitimacy. This means that if the THG in the current 

case should be improved, companies should have an economic advantage in driving up legitimacy 

and thereby sustainability standards. If such a framework of THG is achieved, both the 

environment and the socioeconomic stakeholders on the on hand, and the companies on the other, 

will benefit. It will in other words be a win-win situation. In the following conclusion, I will capture 

the three takeaways of my discussion and briefly propose a specific recommendation to work 

toward establishing a win-win situation. 
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7 Conclusion 

 

In this thesis I have sought to investigate the state of legitimacy under the EU RED and what it 

means for effective governance. I have firstly, by establishing a holistic and in-depth measurement 

of legitimacy and analyzing the performance of the seven global and non-company specific 

certification schemes under the EU RED, found that the general state of legitimacy under the EU 

RED can be significantly improved. Secondly, I have found a variance between the certification 

schemes, which stems from different orientations. The sustainability oriented certification schemes 

have high focus on overall legitimacy and lower interest in reaching a broad market and the market-

oriented certification schemes show the opposite tendency. Thirdly, I found that the specific 

criterion of inclusion under input legitimacy affects the criterion efficacy under output legitimacy. 

This means that a lack of included stakeholders decrease the ambitiousness of sustainability 

standards. It also means that the ambitiousness of the sustainability standards can be improved if 

certification schemes to a greater extend include relevant stakeholders. Fourthly, I have found that 

low legitimacy empirically results in poorer involvement of affected stakeholders, neutralization of 

power differences, transparency and a lower degree of adoption, ambition and enforcement of 

standards. This means that the governance is less effective. Fifthly, in the discussion I argued that 

low salience and competitive pressures result in lower legitimacy by uncovering why the market 

oriented certification schemes are not interested in establishing high legitimacy. By comparing the 

case of the seven certification schemes under the EU RED with the sub-case of aviation biofuels I 

found that salience of the issue of biofuels under the EU RED is too low to provide an incentive 

for companies to choose to be certified by certification schemes with high legitimacy. This results 

in competitive pressures toward lower legitimacy between certification schemes.  

 

My recommendation is not to be seen as a silver bullet, but rather a first step out of many to 

improve the functioning of THG in my case. The recommendation zooms in on the fifth finding 

presented above. In the discussion I have found that in order to increase the legitimacy and thereby 

the effectiveness of the EU RED this recommendation will have to increase the salience of the 

issue to make it easily adoptable. This provides economic incentives for companies to choose 

certification schemes with high legitimacy.  
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The solution I propose is a yearly report with a grading overview where the certification schemes 

under the EU RED are assessed on a yearly basis in terms of their legitimacy. This corresponds 

with Overdevest’s (2010) argument that benchmarking can work to increase public pressure. The 

grading could be conducted based on the analytical framework proposed in this thesis as it allows 

for both a holistic approach to legitimacy and in-depth analysis of the relevant factors. The grading 

should be conducted by a party chosen by the EU, which have no interest or financial benefit in 

any companies or certification schemes that are part of the EU RED. The grading could be split in 

four categories as shown below and a yearly report could be published with the results to increase 

salience of the issue. Material explaining the causal chain and lists of companies certified under the 

certification schemes could be included in the report to increase the chance of issue adoption. 

Further, the criterion coverage as used in this thesis’ analysis could, in the beginning, be left out of 

the framework as I showed in my analysis that it has an inverse relationship with high legitimacy. It 

is important, as argued by Overdevest (2010), that this benchmarking is conducted on a yearly basis 

to allow for evaluation and re-evaluation both internally and externally. This can also work to 

decrease the risk brought forward by Fransen (2012) that pressures might decrease after partial 

adoption of higher standards by certification schemes. Even though I recognize, as brought forth 

by Ponte (2014), that this process of increasing standards will most likely be slow and only improve 

the standards partially, I still hold to my argument that this recommendation has a good chance of 

increasing standards. It might also be that the issue really catches public attention and the standards 

therefore increase rapidly.  

 

The goal is to attract salience from the global public by ‘turning the spotlight on’. As mentioned by 

a senior aviation official this will result in that ‘[companies] cannot afford applying lower 

standards’. It is feasible that companies involved in biofuels but not certified under the EU RED, 

or certified by a certification scheme with low legitimacy will attract negative attention and 

companies certified by ambitious certification schemes will attract positive attention. I recognize 

Stone & Cashore’s (2014) argument that broad dissemination of lower standards can serve as 

important for subsequent improvement of the standards. My recommendation does not go against 

their view but can help spur the development of increasing standards with the right timing. 

Therefore, more research should be conducted to specify when an effort to increase the standards 

has the highest impact. 
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In sum, this means that the solution will work as both a carrot and a stick for companies. The 

ambitious companies, certified by certification schemes with high legitimacy, gain public attention 

and the related economic benefits, whereas companies not certified under the EU RED or certified 

by an unambitious certification scheme have a risk of attracting negative attention. The solid 

framework for the grading and the endorsement of the grading by the EU will work to give the 

grading itself legitimacy and attention. If the grading was constructed with my data, the result 

would be as shown below: 

 

Grading category Grade requirement Certification scheme 

Diamond+ 8 - 

Diamond 7 - 

Gold+ 6 RSB 

Gold 5 RTRS 

Silver+ 4 - 

Silver 3 RSPO, Bonsucro 

Bronze+ 2 ISCC 

Bronze 1 REDcert, 2BSvs 

 

This means that my recommendation will work as a tool to increase the legitimacy and therefore 

the effectiveness of THG under the EU RED. This is relevant as it currently experiences relatively 

slow progress toward the 10% renewable fuel target in the transport sector. More generally for 

THG this means that salience in particular and issue adoption in general along with competitive 

pressures influence legitimacy. This also means that these can be used as tools to improve 

legitimacy and therefore governance. 

 

This insight in particular and my thesis in general open doors for further research on a number of 

related issues. I am particularly intrigued by the following four: Firstly, the analytical framework 

should be improved by further work on developing its depth and reassessing if it involves all 

relevant criteria to be truly holistic. Secondly, this framework should be applied to other cases and 

to the entirety of the certification schemes under the EU RED to investigate whether my findings 

are significant from a broader perspective or if they only relate to my case. Thirdly, it would be 

interesting to investigate how implementation of initiatives such as above recommendation affects 
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the state of legitimacy. This calls for a longitudinal study, which investigates how different 

initiatives with different timing change legitimacy over the years. Finally, research should be 

conducted to investigate whether it is more relevant to focus attention on improving governance in 

the case of the EU RED or if the effort could have greater impact elsewhere. Such research would 

provide further insights on improving the effectiveness of THG and thereby improving the 

capability to combat global externality challenges such as climate change.  
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9 Appendices 

 

9.1 Appendix 1 – Elaboration on the analytical framework 

 

In the following, the details of scores regarding the overall construct on legitimacy, the criteria, the 

variables, the factors and the sub-factors will be outlined.  

 

9.1.1 Scorecard 

The scorecard and the words to be used for these scores in the analysis for the overall construct on 

legitimacy and the criteria are as follows: 

 

8/8 - perfect 

7/8 - very high 

6/8 - high 

5/8 - medium-high 

4/8 - medium 

3/8 - medium-low  

2/8 - low 

1/8 - very low 

0/8 - lowest 

 

The scorecard and the words to be used for these scores in the analysis for the variables are as 

follows: 

 

2 - high  

1 - medium 

0 - low 

 

The factors and sub-factors are either present or absent.  
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The presence of certain factors will determine the score of the variables in a customized manner. 

The total score of all variables pertaining to one criterion will be added up, divided by the highest 

possible score and multiplied by 8. The scores of the criteria will be added up with the relevant 

weight of each score and divided by the number of scores. Finally, the overall legitimacy score is 

determined by an average of input and output legitimacy, rounded down.  

 

To explain the grading system, let us take the 

complaint mechanism under procedural fairness 

and input legitimacy as an example. The relevant 

part of the analytical framework is depicted to the 

left for easy overview. The presence of all three 

aspects pertaining to soundness of the complaint 

mechanism makes the mechanism sound. The 

presence of all three factors (organizational 

matters, certification matters and soundness) leads 

to a high score in the complaint mechanism 

variable. A high score receives the value 2, a 

medium score receives the value 1 and a low score 

receives the value 0. To determine the score of a 

criterion, all variables are added up, divided by the 

maximum score of all variables and multiplied by 

8. This means that if a variable receives four high 

scores (4*2) it receives the highest possible score 

of 8/8. To determine the overall construct of 

input and output legitimacy the grade of each variable is multiplied with its importance score (very 

important = 2 and important = 1) and the weighted average of the variables make up the input or 

output legitimacy score. Finally, the overall legitimacy of the certification scheme is the average of 

input and output legitimacy.  

 

In the following, I will explain the reasoning behind every score in the analysis. For easy overview 

of the analytical framework, see 9.4 – Appendix 4. 
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9.1.2 Total legitimacy score 

This is the average of the input legitimacy score and the output legitimacy score. 

 

9.1.2.1 Input legitimacy 

The input legitimacy score is the weighted average of the criteria 1) inclusion, 2) procedural fairness 

and 3) transparency. The inclusion and procedural fairness scores are weighted as very important 

and count with double weight, whereas the transparency score counts with single weight.  

 

9.1.2.1.1 Inclusion (x/8 – very important) 

Inclusion is deemed very important to reflect the involvement of stakeholders affected by the issue 

in the structures and processes of the MSI (Mena and Palazzo, 2012). The inclusion criterion is 

affected by the variables a) width of involved stakeholders, b) geography of involved stakeholders, 

c) accessibility of involved stakeholders and d) input from non-members. In the following the sub-

variables and factors of each variable will be outlined. The headline will show the name of the 

scoring system and a grading will be shown in brackets behind it. 

 

9.1.2.1.1.1 Width (high/medium/low) 

The width score relates to the requirement of inclusion of a variety of different stakeholders in the 

membership base and the board of directors. This is important to include because the nested 

interests of different stakeholders tend to diverge. This thesis will look at members with voting 

rights.  

 

High: A high width score comes from a requirement of inclusion of a complex representation of 

stakeholders with at least three different categories as follows: Industry/business (containing but 

not limited to growers, blenders, banks and investors) NGOs and others (containing but not 

limited to Intergovernmental organizations, governments, research/academic institutions, standard-

setters, specialist advisory agencies, certification agencies, and consultancy organizations, as well as 

any other applicants for membership who do not fulfill the characteristics of the two other groups). 

If any of these three categories are not represented a high score cannot be obtained. 
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Medium: A medium width score comes from a more simple representation of stakeholders as 

follows: Industry/business and NGOs/others. If any of these are not represented, a medium score 

cannot be granted. 

 

Low: A low score is awarded if there is no requirement for representation of certain stakeholders. 

 

9.1.2.1.1.2 Geography (high/medium/low) 

The geography score relates to the distribution of members between the global north and the 

global south. The global north includes North America, Western Europe and developed parts of 

East Asia. The global south covers Africa, Latin America, and developing Asia including the 

Middle East. (Include list of developed and developing Asia). This is deemed important as the 

nested interests of the global north and south tend to diverge. 

 

High: A high geography score comes from a global north/south split of maximum 60/40. 

Medium: A medium geography score comes from a global north/south split of maximum 75/25. 

Low: A low geography score comes from a global north/south split which is worse than 75/25. 

 

9.1.2.1.1.3 Accessibility (high/medium/low) 

Accessibility relates to the possibility of members to access meetings in the highest decision-making 

body without showing up in person. This is deemed important to make members participate 

and/or vote in meetings independent of time and place.  

 

High: The presence of following two factors: I) online or proxy attendance in meetings and II) 

online or proxy voting in meetings. 

 

Medium: The presence of either of above factors. 

 

Low: The non-presence of both of above factors. 

 

9.1.2.1.1.4 Input from non-members (high/medium/low) 
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This relates to the input of a variety of non-members such as experts on the standard creation and 

enforcement of standards and is important to include new angles and opinions on the work of the 

certification scheme.  

 

High: The presence of following three factors: I) input on standard creation, II) input on 

enforcement and III) active search for input. 

 

Medium: Any two of above factors. 

 

Low: Any one or none of above factors. 

 

9.1.2.1.2 Procedural fairness (x/8 – very important) 

Procedural fairness is deemed very important to neutralize power differences in decision-making 

structures. Some stakeholders are e.g. financial capable, large organizations, which generally have a 

higher possibility of voicing their opinions than less powerful organizations such as smallholders. 

Procedural fairness is influenced by a) equal representation, b) quorum and c) complaint 

mechanism. 

 

9.1.2.1.2.1 Equal representation (high/medium/low): 

Equal representation is important to neutralize the power differences between stakeholders. If a 

stakeholder cannot be heard, it is detrimental for the legitimacy of the certification scheme. This 

equal representation is important in both the highest decision-making body and the daily running 

of the organization. Further, it is best secured with providing veto rights to each member group as 

an exact equal representation in reality is almost impossible to achieve. 

 

High: The presence of following three factors: I) representation by all voting member groups in 

highest decision-making body, II) representation by all members groups in daily-running of the 

organization and III) veto rights for all member groups in both of above.  

 

Medium: The presence of two of above factors. 

 

Low: The presence of one or less of above factors.  
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9.1.2.1.2.2 Quorum in highest decision-making body (high/medium/low): 

It is important for the procedural fairness that a quorum is ambitious. If this is not the case, some 

member groups can take decisions with no possibility of other groups to interfere. 

 

High: If all member groups are adequately represented presented. 

 

Medium: If the quorum is above 50% of the members. 

 

Low: If the quorum is below 50% of the members. 

 

9.1.2.1.2.3 Complaint mechanism (high/medium/low): 

The complaint mechanism is important for the expressive accountability of the organization. If a 

sound complaint mechanism is not in place there the members of the organization cannot hold it 

or each other accountable. This relates to both organizational and certification matters.  

 

High: The presence of all three of following factors: I) organizational matters, II) certification 

matters and III) soundness. The sound mechanism depends on the presence of following three 

sub-factors: i) equal representation of the parties in question, ii) the composition of the decision-

making body of the complaint and iii) the timeliness of the complaint procedure.  

 

Medium: Presence of either I) organizational matters or II) certification matters and a mandatory 

presence of III) soundness. 

 

Low: The absence of both I) organizational matters and II) certification matters or of III) 

soundness 

 

9.1.2.1.3 Transparency (x/8 – important) 

Transparency on the structures, processes and results is important for the instrumental 

accountability of the organization but it is possible, in the case of MSIs to produce standards that 

adequately reflect the needs of the stakeholders without being completely transparent. It is on the 

other hand not possible to create standards that support the need of stakeholders if inclusion and 
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procedural fairness is low but transparency is high. The variables having the need to be transparent 

count a) the standard and certification process, b) the decision-making processes, c) minutes of 

meetings and d) certificates.  

 

9.1.2.1.3.1 The standard and certification process (high/medium/low):  

This involves an overview of the different aspects of the standard and information on the process 

and the aspects of the certification procedure. This is important for the instrumental accountability 

to make sure that the standard and certification process can be assessed by external stakeholders.  

 

High: The presence of following two factors: I) online overview of all aspects of the standard and 

II) online overview of all aspects of the certification process. 

 

Medium: The presence of any of above two factors. 

 

Low: The absence of above factors. 

 

9.1.2.1.3.2 Decision making processes (high/medium/low): 

This is again important for the accountability of the organization. If external stakeholders cannot 

access this information it negatively influences the transparency and subsequently the legitimacy of 

the certification scheme.  

 

High: Elaborate overview of the structure in e.g. statues, custom made documents or instructional 

videos.  

 

Medium: A weaker overview of only the main points of the decision-making processes. 

 

Low: Little to no information on the decision-making processes.  

 

9.1.2.1.3.3 Minutes of meetings (high/medium/low): 

This is again important for the accountability of the organization. If external stakeholders can 

access this information it is easier to hold the organization accountable for the content of the 

meetings of the highest decision-making body and the daily running of the organization. 
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High: The presence of both of following factors: I) elaborate access to minutes of meeting from 

highest decision-making body and II) elaborate access to minutes of meeting from daily running of 

the organization. 

 

Medium: The presence of either of above factors or partial access to both minutes of meeting from 

the highest decision-making body and the meetings of the daily running of the organization. 

 

Low: None of above 

 

9.1.2.1.3.4 Certificates (high/medium/low):  

Transparency on the certificates is especially important as this makes external stakeholders able to 

successfully assess the performance of certified stakeholders. It therefore counts with double 

weight. 

 

High: The presence of the following factors: I) access to certificate reports on the performance of 

certified stakeholders and II) and overview of stakeholders in the process of obtaining a certificate 

and/or of stakeholders who have failed to obtain and/or had a certificate withdrawn and 

specification of why this has happened. 

 

Medium: The presence of either of above factors.  

 

Low: The absence of above. 

 

9.1.2.2 Output legitimacy 

The output legitimacy score is the weighted average of the criteria 1) coverage, 2) efficacy and 3) 

enforcement. The efficacy and enforcement scores are weighted as very important and count with 

double weight, whereas the coverage score counts with single weight. 

 

9.1.2.2.1 Coverage (x/8 – important)  

Coverage is important because, if no stakeholders adhere to the standards these have no influence 

and carries no weight. 
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The coverage score is a curious one to measure as the information on the coverage of the 

certification schemes vary to a great degree. Some disclose information on certified companies and 

some disclose information on the number of total certificates as some companies control more 

than one certificate. This thesis has gained access to the number of certified companies and 

certificates of RSPO, which is one of the organizations with the largest amount of certificates (over 

2000), and from this it is clear that each company possesses on average 1.7 certificates. In lack of a 

better solution this thesis uses this as a conversion rate to rate the coverage of each certification 

scheme. The scores are derived from giving a maximum score to the MSI with the highest coverage 

and then dividing the number of certificates by 2 until reaching the score of 1/8. The coverage 

score is therefore relational in nature. (The limitations of this elaborated under limitations). The 

coverage criteria is scored as follows: 

 

More than 8000 certificates – 8/8 

Less than 8000 certificates – 7/8 

Less than 4000 certificates – 6/8 

Less than 2000 certificates – 5/8 

Less than 1000 certificates – 4/8 

Less than 500 certificates – 3/8 

Less than 250 certificates – 2/8 

Less than 125 certificates – 1/8 

No certificates – 0/8 

 

9.1.2.2.2 Efficacy (x/8 – very important) 

Efficacy is deemed very important as the standards are the very purpose of the certification 

scheme. The efficacy score is influenced by environmental issues and socio-economic issues. The 

environmental issues count a) green house gas (GHG) emissions, b) biodiversity and c) good 

agricultural practices and protection of soil, water and air and the socio-economic issues count d) 

land rights and community engagement, e) labor conditions and f) food security.  

 

9.1.2.2.2.1 GHG emissions (high/medium/low): 
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These are important as they are part of the mandatory EU RED criteria and part of the reason the 

EU RED was set up. The score in this variable depends on the level of ambition pertaining to the 

GHG emissions. 

 

High: The presence of the following two factors: I) reductions above the mandatory 35% target 

and II) clear requirements on further continuous monitoring and reductions. 

 

Medium: The presence of either of above factors. 

 

Low: The mandatory requirement of a 35% reductions target. 

  

9.1.2.2.2.2 Biodiversity (high/medium/low): 

The biodiversity is also part of the mandatory criteria of the EU RED and is therefore of vital 

importance to include in this thesis. The factors determining the scoring of the biodiversity variable 

pertains to the scoring of the 8 comparative studies in the UICN report. Here each comparative 

report is assessed and different factors relating to biodiversity is assessed before comprising a final 

score. This will be elaborated upon under limitations. 

 

High: A high score in the IUCN report equals a high score in this thesis. 

 

Medium: A good or medium score in the IUCN report equals a medium score in this thesis 

 

Low: A low score in the IUCN report equals a low score in this thesis. 

 

9.1.2.2.2.3 Good agricultural practices and protection of soil, water and air (high/medium/low): 

This is a catch all category of criteria that are regionally restricted or entirely non-mandatory under 

the EU RED but still considered important. The factors determining the scoring of this variable 

pertains to the scoring of the 8 comparative studies in the UICN report. Here each comparative 

report is assessed and different factors relating to the variable is assessed before comprising a final 

score. This will be elaborated upon under limitations. 

 

High: A high score in the IUCN report equals a high score in this thesis. 
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Medium: A good or medium score in the IUCN report equals a medium score in this thesis 

 

Low: A low score in the IUCN report equals a low score in this thesis. 

 

9.1.2.2.2.4 Land rights and community engagement (high/medium/low): 

There is a risk of abuse of land rights in some regions, especially where indigenous or local 

community rights have been constantly undermined by economic or political power. These land 

rights an important for the sustainability of the standards. Community engagement can effectively 

ensure the respect of land rights. The factors determining the scoring of this variable pertains to 

the scoring of the 8 comparative studies in the UICN report. Here each comparative report is 

assessed and different factors relating to the variable is assessed before comprising a final score. 

This will be elaborated upon under limitations. 

 

High: A high score in the IUCN report equals a high score in this thesis. 

 

Medium: A good or medium score in the IUCN report equals a medium score in this thesis 

 

Low: A low score in the IUCN report equals a low score in this thesis. 

 

9.1.2.2.2.5 Labor conditions (high/medium/low): 

The labor conditions are also important to ensure sustainability and subsequent legitimacy. If the 

labor conditions are not sustainable the entire idea of biofuels become unsustainable. The labor 

conditions depend on a number of factors including but not limited to forced labor, child labor, 

safe and healthy working conditions, grievance mechanisms, freedom of association, working hours 

and discrimination (IUCN, 2013). Among others, these factors are assessed in the 8 comparative 

reports before comprising a final score. This will be elaborated upon under limitations. 

 

High: A high score in the IUCN report equals a high score in this thesis. 

 

Medium: A good or medium score in the IUCN report equals a medium score in this thesis 
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Low: A low score in the IUCN report equals a low score in this thesis. 

 

9.1.2.2.2.6 Food security (high/medium/low): 

Food security is also vital for the sustainability of the standards. A common criticism of biofuels is 

that food is used for fuel instead of for starving people. The factors determining food security 

consists of but are not limited to food security baselines, proof of the effectiveness of impact 

mitigation efforts and efforts to enhance food security. Among others, these factors are assessed in 

the 8 comparative reports before comprising a final score. This will be elaborated upon under 

limitations. 

 

High: A high score in the IUCN report equals a high score in this thesis. 

 

Medium: A good or medium score in the IUCN report equals a medium score in this thesis 

 

Low: A low score in the IUCN report equals a low score in this thesis. 

 

9.1.2.2.3 Enforcement (x/8 – very important) 

Enforcement is very important for the legitimacy of the certification scheme because if the rules 

are not implemented and verified, all of the other criteria lose their effect. Enforcement is 

dependent on a) chain of custody, b) rules of the audit system and c) strictness of acceptance of 

certificates from other certification schemes.  

  

9.1.2.2.3.1 Chain of custody (high/medium/low): 

The chain of custody is important to trace the implementation of the standards. Here the control 

method (e.g. identity of product preserved, segregation, mass balance or book and claim) and the 

length of custody determine the chain of custody score. This is argued from a perspective that the 

longer the chain of custody, the better the traceability.  

 

High: The presence of all three of the following I) requirement of continuous balancing method 

under mass balance system, II) having the farmer as the start of the chain of custody and III) 

having re-blending as the last point of the chain of custody.  
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Medium: Presence of two out of three of above. 

 

Low: Presence of one or none of above.  

 

9.1.2.2.3.2 Rules of the audit system (high/medium/low): 

The rules of the audit system are important as this ensures that the standards are in fact enforced. 

The rules of the audit system depend on the audit and verification procedures, the sampling 

requirements for group certifications of smallholders and quality requirements for auditors.  

 

High: The presence of all three of the following factors: I) a high degree of field audits, II) strict 

sampling requirements and III) high quality requirements for auditors.  

 

Medium: The presence of two of above.  

 

Low: The presence of one or none of above. 

 

9.1.2.2.3.3 Certificates from other certification schemes (high/medium/low): 

This is important to ensure that companies cannot conduct green washing by showing a label of a 

certificate with more ambitious requirements than what the company actually adheres to. The level 

of strictness depends on clear and strict rules and guidelines for the acceptance of certificates from 

other certification schemes. Among others, these factors are assessed in the 8 comparative reports 

before comprising a final score. This will be elaborated upon under limitations. 

 

High: A high score in the IUCN report equals a high score in this thesis. 

 

Medium: A good or medium score in the IUCN report equals a medium score in this thesis 

 

Low: A low score in the IUCN report equals a low score in this thesis. 
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9.2 Appendix 2 – Details of scoring 

 

9.2.1 Roundtable on Sustainable Biomaterials (RSB)  

9.2.1.1 Introduction 

The Roundtable on Sustainable Biomaterials (RSB) was originally set up in 2007 to ensure the 

sustainability of liquid biofuels for transport and in 2013 the RSB expanded its scope to cover 

biomaterials. It is widely recognized as one of the more ambitious MSIs in the EU RED 

certification scheme (rsb.org, Ponte, 2014, WWF, 2013, IUCN, 2013).  

 

9.2.1.2 Strengths, weaknesses and overall score of (RSB)  

Strengths and weaknesses in input legitimacy 

RSB is among the strongest MSIs in this thesis when it comes to input legitimacy. It is especially 

strong in inclusion due to its impressive width of stakeholders split in 3 business chambers, 3 civil 

society chambers and 1 government and research chamber, its principles ensuring access to the 

decision-making process of all stakeholders by online participation and proxy voting and its active 

search for input from non-member experts in the field on both governance and certification issues. 

Concerning procedural fairness, it is also positive that RSB has a sound complaint mechanism for 

both governance and certification matters. Finally, the transparency of RSB is the highest of this 

study, with detailed information on the standard and certification process, the decision-making 

processes and extensive information on the content of conducted meetings.  

 

On the other hand RSB can still improve on certain aspects. Regarding inclusion, even though 

around 35% of its members are from the global south, RSB should actively try and increase this 

amount to better involve these actors. RSB’s biggest challenges lie in procedural fairness, where 

there are no requirements for the representation of all member groups in the board of directors or 

at the general assembly. With RSB’s principles of e-voting, proxy voting and representation of 

members by the elected chairs of each chamber, it is surprising that this is not already 

implemented. Finally, in terms of transparency, I recommend that RSB includes information on 

which stakeholders are in which parts of the certification process and of information on possible 

cases of withdrawal of certificates.  

 

Strengths and weaknesses in output legitimacy 
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It has comprehensive criteria relating to both efficacy and enforcement. In efficacy it is among the 

strictest in this thesis when it comes to GHG emissions reduction as it already requires reductions 

above 50% and includes continuous improvement criteria. It also has comprehensive standards in 

biodiversity under environmental issues and land rights and community engagement, labor 

conditions and food security under social issues. Further RSB also proves that it has 

comprehensive criteria pertaining to control method, sampling requirements and quality 

requirements for auditors. For example, RSB is among the MSIs with the strictest requirements for 

group certification. Sampling for group certifications is not a regular practice. This means that RSB 

conducts a larger number of verifications per group than most of its peers. Finally, it shows very 

strict acceptance requirements of certificates from other MSIs, which effectively prevents green 

washing.  

 

On the other hand, RSB has a major challenge in coverage seen in its lack of issued certificates. 

This means that even though RSB has strict criteria on a number of issues, there are not many 

stakeholders who adopt these criteria. RSB also has minor challenges on a number of issues under 

efficacy and enforcement. Regarding good agricultural practices and protection of soil, water and 

air it should be stricter in regulating agrochemical issues and restrictions of hazardous chemicals, 

regarding length of chain of custody and first certificate holders RSB should include auditing of re-

blending and regarding audit and verification procedures RSB should not make use of self-

declarations and place more emphasis on field audits. 

 

Overall performance  

All in all, RSB receives a high legitimacy score, which places it in the very top. RSB is characterized 

by especially ambitious inclusion and sustainability criteria but the latter may also act as a barrier for 

the successful certification of stakeholders and impact its low coverage score. RSB’s challenge is to 

keep to and improve on the strict criteria but at the same time to increase its number of certificates 

by applying a better business sense. This business sense could be seen in a number of initiatives 

such as increasing the visibility of RSB for relevant stakeholders, initiating an investigation of 

relevant criteria relating to the choice of certification scheme from stakeholders and identify RSB’s 

strengths, weaknesses and plan of action according to these. 

 

9.2.1.3 Detailed scoring of RSB (6/8) 



 99 

a) Input legitimacy (6/8) 

I) Inclusion (7/8) 

Width 

The inclusion of RSB is impressive with regards to the width criterion. RSB has a balanced mix of 

over 100 members split in 3 business chambers, 3 civil society chambers and 1 government and 

research chamber mentioned in the following with their relative membership share in brackets. The 

business chambers count biomass producers (e.g. farmers, plantation managers and other feedstock 

growers with a share of 11%), industrial biomaterial/bioenergy producers (25%), retailers/blenders, 

transportation industry, users of biomaterials and banks/investors (11%). The civil society 

chambers represent rights-based NGOs (including land, water, human, and labor rights) and trade 

unions (4%), rural development, food security, smallholder farmers, indigenous people, and 

community-based civil society organizations (9%) and environment, or conservation organizations 

and climate change, or policy organizations (15%). The last chamber consists of intergovernmental 

organizations (IGOs), governments, research/academic institutions, standard-setters, specialist 

advisory agencies, certification agencies, and consultancy organizations, as well as any other 

members who do not fulfill the characteristics of any other chamber (24%) (rsb.org). There is an 

overweight of members in the industrial biomaterial/bioenergy producers chamber and an 

underweight in the rights-based NGO and trade unions chamber but this thesis also acknowledges 

that a perfect split between organizations is almost impossible and no group is ten times larger than 

another group. The chambers appoint 2-3 delegates responsible for ensuring attendance and voting 

at the general assembly. 

 

Each chamber shall also nominate a candidate for election by the general assembly to the board of 

directors. Directors will be elected from among the persons nominated for that election by the 

chambers and by the board of directors by simple majority of votes cast by the delegates at the 

annual meeting of the general assembly each year. They will be elected on the basis of their 

individual abilities and will represent the interests of the association as a whole rather than the 

interests of their organization or their respective chamber (ibid.). This makes it possible to form a 

coherent organization with a multifaceted input. The board of directors comprises of between 5 

and 9 members including those nominated by the chambers of members, depending on the 

number of directors eligible. There are currently 8 members of the board of directors with a diverse 

background representing the three types of chambers explained above (rsb.org). The presence and 
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nuanced picture of both business and NGO stakeholders along with a catch-all category gives RSB 

a high score in width. 

 

Geography 

The membership of RSB counts the presence of more than 30 countries and is balanced between 

the global north and the global south but has a considerable overweight in favor of the global north 

which accounts for around 65% of the members (rsb.org). As the global south accounts for less 

than 40% of the members, this gives RSB a medium score in geography. 

 

Access 

To maximize inclusion and limit environmental impact, RSB relies on online and 

telecommunication to the greatest extend possible. Chamber meetings can be conducted online or 

via teleconference. In the general assembly, each elected representative of each of RSB’s seven 

chambers can represent any of the members in that chamber who are not present at the general 

assembly and can speak on their behalf. This gives RSB a high access score.  

 

Input from non-members 

Non-RSB members are invited to participate in discussions on complex issues requiring some 

specific expertise, such as greenhouse gas calculation methodology, indirect impacts of bioenergy 

or liabilities related to the use of GMOs. This open participation beyond the sole membership 

gives an opportunity for RSB to benefit from state-of-the-art knowledge and expertise while 

preserving some balance in opinion and extending the stakeholder involvement. These stakeholders 

are organized in expert groups, which address recommendations to the RSB chambers and steering 

board without financial compensation. Non-members can also participate in the RSB general 

assembly and submit comments and suggestions to the RSB secretariat at any time, which is 

subsequently used actively in revision (rsb.org).  The fact that RSB actively strives for including 

expert opinions, even though they are not members, on top of the possibility of members to 

submit suggestions and to participate in the general assembly gives RSB a high score in input from 

non-members. 

 

In sum, RSB scored high in width, access and input from non-members, while the geography score 

was medium. Added up, this gives RSB a very high total inclusion score of (7/8). 
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II) Procedural fairness (5/8) 

Equal representation 

As described, RSB has a chamber structure with the aim of neutralization of power differences. 

Each of these categories of stakeholders has a valid voice in decision-making processes, as both the 

chambers and the board of directors adopt a consensus-oriented structure (rsb.org). Decisions in 

chambers are taken by consensus with consensus being defined as the lack of sustained opposition. 

If consensus is not reached after two tries, a decision may be reached by a vote of 3/4 of all 

members of the chamber. This exemplifies a very high degree of procedural fairness, as all 

members have an equal voice in the decision making process. The RSB assembly of delegates is the 

highest decision-making body of the RSB. Elected delegates from all the chambers meet once a 

year in the highest decision making body which is the general assembly and their responsibilities 

include approval of standards, election of the RSB board of directors, appointment of auditors and 

approval of financial reports, changes to the articles of association and procedures that concern the 

membership including rights, obligations and dues (rsb.org). This means that all member groups 

are represented in the highest decision making body. The members can also run for and be elected 

to the board of directors where there is a goal but not a necessity for all member groups to be 

represented (rsb.org). Equal representation is further guaranteed through the fact that decisions on 

standards and related policies are to be taken by consensus with consensus being defined as the 

lack of sustained opposition. It was seen in the general assembly in 2015 that even though this 

orientation led to lengthy discussions, it was deemed of vital importance to reach decisions, also on 

process issues. An example of the equal representation of member came on day three of the 

general assembly in 2015. Day three was initially aimed at discussing and approving new initiatives 

regarding standards. Several members voiced that all input was already gathered concerning the 

standards and that there was no additional need to keep discussing these standards. This led to a 

consensus that day three should rather be spent on the development of a stronger business sense in 

RSB and especially focus on how to issue more certifications while maintaining an ambitious 

standard (general assembly, 2015). Finally, in the event that not all delegates are present or 

represented during a meeting, the chair shall circulate in writing decisions taken during that 

assembly meeting to all delegates and give the delegates 7 days to raise opposition against the 

decision taken. Even though RSB goes to great length for providing equal representation for 

members the weakness is that there is no requirement for equal representation by all member 
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groups in the board of directors. On the other hand, RSB fulfills the requirement with a chamber 

structure with veto rights in the highest decision making body and therefore receives a medium 

score in equal representation. 

 

Quorum 

The quorum in the highest decision making body is 50% of all members. This amounts to a 

medium score on quorum, as there is no requirement for the presence of all member groups. 

 

Complaint mechanism 

Members who believe that their opinions have not been sufficiently heeded may use a direct 

consultation process, where their concerns in the last instance are taken directly to the RSB board 

of directors to be resolved. There is also a mechanism in which organizations during or after 

certification can voice their concerns with the outcome of the certification (rsb.org, IUCN, 2013). 

The sound complaint mechanisms on both organizational and certification matters means that RSB 

receives a high score in complaint mechanism. 

 

As RSB scored medium in equal representation, quorum and high in complaint mechanism, the 

organization also gains a medium score in procedural fairness (5/8). 

 

III) Transparency (6/8) 

Standard 

The details of the standard publicly available and a detailed overview of the certification process is 

available to anyone on the RSB website. In addition, there are also a number of guides for how to 

comply with different aspects of the certification process. These count e.g. RSB principles and 

criteria, a glossary of terms and an RSB GHG calculation methodology guide. This gives RSB a 

high standard score. 

 

Decision-making processes 

There is detailed information on all aspects of the RSB decision-making process in the highest 

decision making body and the board of directors on the RSB website. This gives RSB a high 

decision-making processes score. 
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Meetings 

On the RSB website there are extensive summaries of the highest decision making body and of 

board of directors meetings. There are even minutes available from all chamber meetings. This 

gives RSB a high meetings score.  

 

Certificates 

Extensive audit summaries are available for all certificated operators but there is a lack of 

information on organizations which are in the process of acquiring a certificate or which have 

failed to obtain a certificate. This gives RSB a medium score on certificates.  

 

In sum, RSB scores high in standard, decision-making processes and meetings but has a medium 

score in certificates. This gives RSB a high transparency score of (6/8). 

 

b) Output legitimacy (5/8) 

I) Coverage (2/8) 

Regarding coverage RSB is not impressive. In May 2015 it had only certified 18 companies and is in 

the bottom in terms of coverage in this study. This means that the reach of RSB is also low. It was 

argued at this years’ general assembly that it makes little sense to spend a lot of time and energy on 

developing a gold standard if no one adopts it (general assembly, 2015). This will be touched on 

further in the discussion. RSB gains a low coverage score of (2/8). 

 

II) Efficacy (7/8) 

Environmental issues 

a) GHG emissions reduction  

Regarding the reduction of GHG emissions, RSB, shows the highest strictness of criteria as it 

includes clear requirements on the continuous monitoring and reduction of GHG emissions 

beyond the 35% reduction target of the EU RED. RSB is even stricter than the other MSIs as it 

already now requires 50% of emissions reduction compared to fossil fuels even though RED will 

not require this before 2017. This gives RSB a high score in GHG emissions reduction. 

 

b) Biodiversity – Habitat protection and conservation 
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According to the IUCN report from 2013, RSB also has the most comprehensive approach of the 

MSIs when it comes to biodiversity. RSB requires that companies implement active management 

and strengthening of biodiversity protection (IUCN, 2013). Biodiversity assessments and 

protection of ecological corridors and endangered species are also mandatory (WWF, 2013). 

Therefore RSB receives a high score in biodiversity – habitat protection and conservation. 

 

c) Good agricultural practices and protection of soil, water and air 

Even though good agricultural practices and protection of soil, water and air is not part of the 

mandatory RED criteria, RSB requires that companies continuously improve their measures to 

mitigate impacts on these (IUCN, 2013). RSB is especially strong in soil management where there 

is a strong focus on soil structure and fertility (WWF, 2013). RSB requires that buffer zones must 

be established between the operating site and surface or ground water sources. It also includes a 

water impact assessment. However, it does not require a binding plan or timetable for restoring 

riparian areas (WWF, 2013). Regarding regulating agrochemical issues and restrictions of hazardous 

chemicals, RSB is neither sufficiently strong. For this reason, RSB cannot obtain a high score in 

good agricultural practices and protection of soil, water and air but receives a medium score.  

 

Socio-economic issues 

d) Land rights and community engagement 

When it comes to land rights and community engagement RSB takes the strongest stance. It 

includes local stakeholder consultations and a consensual approach for reaching decisions with the 

affected stakeholders. Further, RSB has strong stakeholder identification tools and requires a 

stakeholder analysis as part of the impact assessment process (IUCN, 2013). It has comprehensive 

requirements on land availability and rights where it includes not only formal but also informal land 

rights. It also includes clear requirements on grievance procedures by providing detailed guidelines 

on how to conduct consultations with local communities (WWF, 2013). This gives RSB a high 

score in land rights and community engagement. 

 

e) Labor conditions 

RSB is also comprehensive when it comes to labor conditions. It shows thorough detail in the 

strictness of labor conditions criteria, e.g. when it comes to forced labor, child labor, safe and 

healthy working conditions, grievance mechanisms, freedom of association, working hours; and 
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discrimination (IUCN, 2013). It has one minor weak point in a lack of details with respect to 

criteria for safe and healthy working conditions as it only prohibits the exposure of workers to any 

occupational health or safety hazards without adequate protection and training as defined in 

national law and in international standards, but it does not explicitly specify which measures to 

take, especially if internationally recognized standards are not in place (WWF, 2013). In spite of 

this, RSB still scores high in labor conditions. 

 

f) Food security 

Regarding food security impacts RSB also applies the most comprehensive criteria. An example of 

this ambitious approach is seen where, in areas designated as ‘regions of food insecurity’, RSB 

requires food security baselines, proof of the effectiveness of impact mitigation efforts and efforts 

to enhance food security. This gives RSB a high score in food security. 

 

As RSB scores high in all criteria pertaining to social issues, scores high in two criteria pertaining to 

environmental issues and medium in one criteria, it receives a high score of 7/8 in efficacy. 

 

III) Enforcement (5/8) 

Chain of custody 

RSB offers the three most ambitious control methods of the chain of custody. RSB is the strictest 

MSI with respect to the mass balance system, as it requires the continuous balancing method, 

which does not allow deficits in the mass balance and demands for a day-to-day mass balance to be 

implemented in contrast to the fixed inventory method. RSB is also among the strictest when it 

comes to the length of the chain of custody as it certifies the first possible point, namely the 

farmers. On the other hand, the chain of custody ends with the biofuel blender, which is the 

second last point of the chain of custody before re-blending. There are discussions of expanding 

the chain of custody to include re-blending also. The presence of two out of three relevant factors 

gives RSB a medium score in chain of custody. 

 

Rules of the audit system 

Regarding level of assurance and the rules of the audit system and verification procedures, RSB 

makes use of self-declarations followed by selected field audits, which is not as legitimate as only 

using field audits. According to a member of a NGO present at the general assembly in 2015, this 
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is done to make implementation effort and costs reasonable for the certificate holders (general 

assembly, 2015). RSB are among the MSIs with the strictest requirements for group certification. 

Sampling for group certifications is not a regular practice. This means that RSB conducts a larger 

number of verifications per group than most of its peers. RSB provides training for auditors on a 

regular basis, which also targets consultants and biofuel industry representatives. In 2013, this 

training course lasted 2,5 days and also included practical exercises (WWF, 2013). Among other 

factors, this means that according to IUCN, the quality requirements, including training and 

assurance of competences, of the auditors in RSB is deemed among the top of the MSIs in this 

study (IUCN, 2013). The presence of two out of three relevant factors gives RSB a medium score.  

 

Strictness of acceptance of certificates from other MSIs 

RSB accepts the possibility of approval of certificates from other MSIs under very strict conditions. 

These strict conditions make the cases very rare. This means that green washing of sustainability 

criteria by being approved under another certificate but using the RSB logo is minimal. This gives 

RSB a high strictness of acceptance of certificates from other MSIs.  

 

In total, RSB receives a high score in strictness of acceptance of certificates from other MSIs and 

the medium scores in chain of custody and rules of the audit system. This gives RSB a medium-

high enforcement score of 5/8. 
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9.2.2 Roundtable on Responsible Soy (RTRS) 

9.2.2.1 Introduction 

RTRS was established in 2006 to enable soy producers, civil society organizations and industry to 

have a global dialogue on economically viable, socially equitable and environmentally sound soy 

production. The RTRS has enabled these parties to set up a voluntary certification system for 

global production and consumption of certified responsible soy. In June 2015, the member base 

counted 180 members from different parts of the world (responsiblesoy.org, 2015). 

 

9.2.2.2 Strengths, weaknesses and overall score of RTRS 

Strengths and weaknesses in input legitimacy 

RTRS is the strongest in this thesis on procedural fairness. The equal representation where all 

member groups are represented and have veto rights in both the general assembly and the 

executive board is impressive. Further, the quorum of 50% of members in each constituency for 

the general assembly and the comprehensive complaint mechanism are considered strong points. 

Concerning transparency there is comprehensive information on the standard and certification 

process and the decision-making processes.  

 

The width could be improved by including stakeholders from other groups than the 

industry/business segment and the civil society segment. The geographical split between members 

from the global south and the global north should also be improved. The accessibility can be 

improved by allowing for online attendance to meetings. RTRS should also actively seek input 

from non-members. Concerning transparency, RTRS can improve in sharing minutes of the 

meeting from the general assemblies and it can include e.g. an overview of stakeholders who have 

problems with their certificates or have had withdrawn a certificate. 

 

Strengths and weaknesses in output legitimacy 

Concerning efficacy, RTRS is particularly ambitious in labor conditions, where it includes a vast 

variety of criteria on different aspects. Under enforcement, RTRS is strong in the rules of the audit 

system with its high number of field audits, its strict sampling requirements and the comprehensive 

quality requirements for its auditors. It is also strong in the strictness of accepting certificates from 

other certification schemes.  
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On the other hand, RTRS has a medium-low coverage. Concerning efficacy, RTRS is weak in its 

requirements on GHG emissions as it only requires the mandatory 35% reductions with no focus 

on continuous improvement and it is critical that food security guidelines are entirely absent. It can 

also improve in biodiversity, good agricultural practices and protection of soil, water and air and 

land rights and community engagement. Under enforcement, RTRS's chain of custody shows 

problems in not making the continuous balancing method mandatory and in not including audits 

for re-blending.  

 

Overall performance  

All in all, RTRS has a medium-high legitimacy and is characterized by its high performance in 

procedural fairness under input legitimacy and its medium-high performance in enforcement under 

output legitimacy. It is also a curious case, which shows very strict requirements on some aspects 

such as procedural fairness under input legitimacy, or labor rights under efficacy, but entirely lacks 

guidelines on food criteria. It does not show a strong business sense, signified in its medium-low 

coverage score and should improve this by working on e.g. its value proposition, marketing, price 

and guidance in the certification process without compromising on its strictness on other aspects. 

It should also work on increasing its inclusion and efficacy efforts.  

 

9.2.2.3 Detailed scoring of RTRS (5/8) 

a) Input legitimacy (6/8) 

I) Inclusion (4/8) 

a) Width 

RTRS has a fairly high level of inclusion. The members are composed of two categories, namely 

participating members who have voting rights and observing members who have no voting rights. 

The participating members belong to one of three constituencies with their membership share in 

brackets: 1) producers (20%), 2) industry, trade and finance (66%) and 3) civil society organization 

(16%). The membership base covers the industry/business segment and even has a separate 

constituency for producers. NGOs are also represented but members not belonging to these 

categories do not have the right to vote. It is positive that any organization or person who is in 

agreement with the objectives of RTRS can become an observing member but it is not optimal that 

these do not have voting rights. The split of members in constituencies is a positive trait as it draws 

attention to the inclusion of a varied group of stakeholders, even though the split is not as 
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thorough as e.g. seen in RSB. There is a significant, but not overwhelming, majority in the industry, 

trade and finance constituency. The board of directors consists of an equal amount of members 

form the three constituencies, but no other members can gain access. This gives RTRS a medium 

score in width.  

 

b) Geography 

The member base of RTRS consists of 62% members from the global north and 38% from the 

global south which results in a medium score in geography. 

 

c) Accessibility 

Members can make use of proxy voting but not on online or proxy attendance. This gives RTRS a 

medium score.  

 

d) Input from non-members 

RTRS does not actively seek input from non-members but non-members can via the RTRS 

complaint mechanism send in complaints and/or suggestions  related to actions of the RTRS as an 

association or on standard creation. This results in a medium score.  

 

As RTRS received a medium score in width, geography, accessibility and input from non-members, 

it receives a medium inclusion score of 4/8.  

 

II) Procedural fairness (8/8) 

a) Equal representation 

All voting member groups are represented in the highest decision-making body and in the 

executive board, which takes care of the daily running of the organization. In the highest decision-

making body and in the executive board, each participating member has one vote within its 

constituency. Each constituency takes its decisions by a simple majority vote and has veto power. 

This means that it can decide with a simple majority vote of its members to exercise its veto right 

and prevent a resolution from being passed. This results in a high score in equal representation. 

 

b) Quorum 



 110 

A quorum is held if 50% of the participating members in each constituency are present or are 

represented by another member with written power of representation. This also means that all 

constituencies need to be present for a quorum to be in place. This results in a high score in 

quorum. 

 

c) Complaint mechanism 

RTRS has a complaint mechanism in place to facilitate the possibility for members and non-

members to send in complaints and/or suggestions  related to actions organizational or 

certification matters. The mechanism’s core members are its 3 Vice-Presidents, which represent 

each one constituency. Additional RTRS participating or observer members may be called-upon to 

participate in it, if deemed appropriate by the core members. All members involved in the 

complaint are also represented in the case and RTRS shows a timely procedure. This gives RTRS a 

high score in complaint mechanism. 

 

All in all, RTRS receives a high score in equal representation, in quorum and in complaint 

mechanism and therefore, as the only MSI in this thesis, receives a perfect score of 8/8 in 

procedural fairness. 

 

III) Transparency (6/8) 

a) The standard and certification process 

There is thorough information on both the standard and the certification process of RTRS 

including documents on different parts of the standard and an overview of the different parts of 

the certification process. This results in a high score.  

 

b) Decision-making processes 

In the statues of RTRS, there are thorough explanations on the decision-making processes of the 

highest decision-making body and the daily running of the organization. There is also extensive 

information on other aspects of the decision-making such as the complaint mechanism. This gives 

RTRS a high score.  

 

c) Minutes of meetings 
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RTRS is posting all minutes of meetings from the executive board online. On the other hand, there 

are no detailed reports from the general assemblies. This gives RTRS a medium score.  

 

d) Certificates 

A major strength of RTRS is the issuing of all certificates along with a detailed report on the 

certification procedure and outcome. On the other hand, there is no overview of stakeholders who 

have failed to obtain or had withdrawn a certificate. This gives RTRS a medium score.  

 

As RTRS has received a high score in the standard and certification process and in the decision-

making process and a medium score in minutes of meetings and certificates, it receives a medium-

high score of 6/8 in transparency.  

 

b) Output legitimacy (4/8) 

I) Coverage (3/8) 

RTRS is not impressive in terms of coverage. In May 2015, it had issued certificates to 48 

companies and covered 482.722 hectares. In comparison, RSPO covered almost 3,5 million 

hectares at the same point in time. This leads to a medium-low coverage of 3/8.  

 

II) Efficacy (3/8) 

a) GHG emissions 

RTRS does not require more than the mandatory 35% GHG emissions reduction target of RED 

and it does not include clear requirements on continuous monitoring and reduction. This leads to a 

low score.  

 

b) Biodiversity 

RTRS is neither impressive when it comes to biodiversity standards. For example, although it has 

specific requirement on the establishment of conservation zones or protection areas based on 

national level macro-scale maps, it does not explicitly outline that endangered species must not be 

exploited for commercial purposes and it does not prohibit the introduction of non-native species 

(WWF, 2013).  On the other hand, it is still considered of medium quality by the IUCN report and 

therefore it receives a medium score.  

 



 112 

c) Good agricultural practices and protection of soil, water and air 

Here RTRS goes beyond the mandatory RED criteria, as it requires that companies continuously 

improve their measures to mitigate impacts on soil, water and air and defines which agricultural 

practices that should be implemented by companies (IUCN, 2013). On the other hand the 

requirement on agrochemicals is not sufficiently detailed. It is stated that agrochemicals and 

fertilizers must be based on professional recommendations but the requirements are not very 

specific and it is not stated that pesticide use should generally be restricted or avoided (WWF, 

2013). This gives RTRS a medium score. 

 

d) Land rights and community engagement 

Concerning land rights and community engagement RTRS receives a medium score. A strong point 

is that it requires evidence of communication channels and dialogue with communities (IUCN, 

2013). RTRS also includes requirements for companies to be aware of social issues in the region 

and to promote social welfare programs, although this is not described in detail.  

 

e) Labor conditions 

RTRS includes thorough guidelines on labor conditions involving forced labor, child labor, safe 

and healthy working conditions, grievance mechanisms, freedom of association, working hours and 

discrimination. RTRS therefore receives a high score. 

 

f) Food security 

RTRS receives a low score in food security as these a completely absent. This is problematic 

because this means that there is no control of e.g. whether the land used for soy production is 

detrimental for securing adequate food supplies for the local population.  

 

Overall, RTRS has a mixed performance in efficacy, being in the very top in some aspects and in 

the very bottom in others. RTRS receives a high score in labor conditions, a medium score in 

biodiversity, good agricultural practices protection of soil, water and air, and land rights and 

community engagement and a low score in GHG emissions and food security. This leaves RTRS 

with a medium-low score of 3/8 in efficacy. 

 

III) Enforcement (5/8) 
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a) Chain of custody 

There is no requirement of using the continuous balancing method under the mass balance system 

in the RTRS system, even though this is possible. RTRS has the farmer as the first certificate 

holder in the chain of custody. It includes re-blending in the system but there is no audit needed 

for this. This means that the factors pertaining to a requirement of using the continuous balancing 

method and the factor of audits in the re-blending are absent. Therefore RTRS receives a low score 

in chain of custody. 

 

b) Rules of the audit system 

RTRS restricts its audits to mainly field audits, which gives them a high level of assurance. During 

the field audits, RTRS is comprehensive in its scope as it e.g. verifies directly with workers if their 

labor conditions are respected, such as if they are on the payroll and if their labor rights are in fact 

protected. RTRS also have the strictest sampling requirements for group certification on 

smallholders together with RSB in this thesis. Finally, RTRS has established the most 

comprehensive quality requirements for its auditors in this thesis (IUCN, 2013). RTRS states that it 

facilitates lead auditor training courses several times per year and in different locations, based on 

demand. These courses are also available for individuals who want to deepen their knowledge 

about the standard. The content of the courses are also outlined on the website (WWF, 2013). This 

means that RTRS scores high on the rules of the audit system.  

 

c) Acceptance of certificates from other certification schemes 

RTRS accepts the possibility of acceptance of certificates from other certification schemes, but 

these conditions are very strict and make the cases very rare or non-existent. This gives RTRS a 

high score. 

 

Overall, the scores of RTRS are again showing a large spread. It scored high in rules of the audit 

system and acceptance of certificates from other certification schemes but low on chain of custody. 

This gives RTRS a medium-high enforcement score of 5/8. 
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9.2.3 Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO) 

9.2.3.1 Introduction 

The Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO) is a global, multi-stakeholder initiative on 

sustainable palm oil formed in 2003. The RSPO vision is to “transform the markets by making 

sustainable palm oil the norm" and it counts over 2000 members (rspo.org). 

 

9.2.3.2 Strengths, weaknesses and overall performance of Roundtable on Sustainable Palm 

Oil (RSPO)  

Strengths and weaknesses in input legitimacy 

RSPO’s strong sides when it comes to input legitimacy lie in the mechanisms for gathering input 

from non-members under inclusion, the complaint mechanism under procedural fairness and the 

transparency. The mechanism for gathering input from non-members is impressive and among the 

top of this thesis as it has created four standing committees to aid RSPO in developing a) standards 

& certification, b) trade & traceability, c) communications & claims and d) finance. Each 

committee involves members from the board of governors and RSPO members. The committee 

can also invite non-RSPO member participation on terms and conditions it prefers. This means 

that RSPO covers the possibility of proactively reaching out to non-members on both the creation 

of standards and on enforcement of the standards, but this thesis has not been able to assess how 

much of the input is actually implemented. The RSPO complaint mechanism is also deemed 

effective, but it has not been possible to assess the influence of this complaint mechanism on the 

organizational structure of RSPO. It would seem plausible that if the complaint mechanism was 

truly designed to decrease power differences the lesser influential stakeholders could have used this 

mechanism to improve the inclusion and procedural fairness. Finally, RSPO also proves partially 

ambitious when it comes to transparency. This is seen in a large amount of information on the 

standard and certification process, the decision-making process and meetings.  

 

Adversely, RSPO has a number of problems concerning input legitimacy. Under inclusion, the 

width of RSPO is low as there is little representation from NGOs and no representation from 

other interested parties such as government or research institutions. There is also room for 

improvement in the geographical spread and the access to minutes of meetings. Here there is a 

need to include more stakeholders from the global south and to ensure online participation in 

meetings. Regarding procedural fairness, the equal representation and quorum received low scores 
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as decisions are taken by a majority rule with only 7% of members needing to be present to 

constitute a quorum. Finally, even though RSPO shows a high transparency in some aspects, the 

more critical aspect of an overview of details pertaining to valid certificates is non-existing. This 

significantly reduces the input legitimacy of RSPO. 

 

Strengths and weaknesses in output legitimacy 

RSPO is strong when it comes to coverage and is ambitious in its criteria on labor conditions under 

efficacy and the control method in chain of custody under enforcement, as it applies the 

continuous balancing method instead of the less ambitious fixed inventory period. The audit and 

verification procedures under rules of the audit system are also deemed strong. This is seen as 

RSPO offers a good quality level of its auditors and it has a clear procedure for adapting and 

developing the basic principles and criteria as a national standard and also publishes approved 

national interpretations of the principles and criteria on the its website 

 

On the hand, RSPO still has a number of challenges at hand. Under efficacy, the GHG emissions 

reduction criterion is particularly weak as it only applies to the EU red minimum requirements. 

There is also room for improvement concerning biodiversity, good agricultural practices and 

protection of soil, water and air, social issues and food security. Concerning enforcement, the 

length of chain of custody and first certificate holder is unambitious as farmers are not certified and 

auditing of re-blending is not required. There is also room for improvement in the sampling 

requirements for group certifications as it offers various sampling possibilities based on risk 

analysis instead of like e.g. RSB to seek to avoid sampling as a regular practice. Finally, the criteria 

for acceptance of certificates from other MSIs should be improved to avoid the risk of green 

washing. 

 

Overall performance 

In total RSPO is characterized by its high coverage and medium to medium-low performance on 

inclusion, procedural fairness, efficacy and enforcement. Similarly, to ISCC, RSPO seems to 

balance between implementing ambitious sustainability criteria and ensuring a broad coverage of its 

standard. This analysis shows that this balance has tipped toward coverage, but RSPO is still not 

performing very badly in the other criteria. An example of this balancing act is seen in the 
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transparency of RSPO where promotional material is plentiful but critical assessments of certificate 

holders are entirely absent.  

 

9.2.3.3 Detailed scoring of RSPO (4/8) 

a) Input legitimacy (4/8) 

I) Inclusion (4/8) 

Width 

RSPO splits its members in four categories, namely ordinary members, affiliate members, supply 

chain associates and honorary members. Ordinary members are organizations that have either 

direct involvement or activities around the palm oil supply chain. The affiliate members have 

indirect involvement, the supply chain associates are organizations that are active in the supply 

chain but purchase less than 500 metric tons of palm oil per year and honorary members are 

specifically selected by the board of governors. Only the ordinary members have voting rights in 

the highest decision-making body and are therefore the focus of this thesis. To qualify for the 

status of ordinary member, the stakeholder must pertain to one of seven categories with percentage 

of membership base as of June 2015 included in brackets: Oil palm growers (12%), palm oil 

processors or traders (35%), consumer goods manufacturers (44%), retailers (5%), banks and 

investors (1%), environmental NGOs (3%) and social and development NGOs (1%). Even though 

there are no empty categories it is clear to see that some categories have more members than 

others. This could be deemed problematic, but on the other hand, the total number of e.g. 

consumer goods manufacturers worldwide is higher than the number of environmental NGOs and 

this thesis acknowledges that a perfect split is almost impossible to achieve. Even with taking this 

into account, this thesis would appreciate a larger presence of NGOs. It is noteworthy that there 

are 24 times more industry members than non-industry members.  

 

The board of governors has the responsibility, along with the secretary general, of the general 

management of RSPO and does not exercise control over decisions pertaining to standards. It 

consists of members split in the same seven sectors as mentioned above to reflect the member 

base. It is required that one member of oil palm growers must be from Malaysia, one from 

Indonesia one from the smallholder group and one representative for the rest of the world.  
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Even though RSPO includes a breakdown of members it does not mean that the width is deemed 

adequate. There are for example 44 times more consumer goods manufacturers than social and 

development NGOs and the members consist mainly of industry actors. This unequal distribution 

of members and the absence of a catch all category for input from e.g. research, academic 

institutions, standard-setters, specialist advisory agencies or any other applicants with valid input in 

the field is problematic and RSPO therefore receives a low score on width. 

 

Geography  

69% of the members of RSPO are from the global north and it is clear that the global south is 

underrepresented, but the split still makes it possible for RSPO to obtain a medium score in 

geography. It is noted that especially Indonesia and Malaysia are represented from the global south.  

 

Access 

E-voting is accepted for the general assembly if it is given a minimum of 48 hours before the 

commencement of the general assembly, but online participation in the general assembly or in 

meetings is not conducted. This gives RSPO a medium score in access. 

 

Input from non-members 

RSPO has created four standing committees to aid RSPO in developing a) standards & 

certification, b) trade & traceability, c) communications & claims and d) finance. Each committee 

involves members from the board of governors and RSPO members. The committee can invite 

non-RSPO member participation on terms and conditions it prefers. This means that RSPO covers 

the possibility of proactively reaching out to non-members on both the creation of standards and 

of enforcement of the standards. This gives RSPO a high score. 

 

As RSPO has a low score in width, a medium score in geography and access and a high score in 

input from non-members it gains a medium score of 4/8 in inclusion.  

 

II) Procedural fairness (3/8) 

Equal representation 

The highest decision making body of the RSPO is the general assembly. Here all ordinary members 

are invited to participate. In almost all matters, including the revision of standards, a simple 
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majority vote is valid and there is no construction of a chamber structure or any veto privileges to 

reduce power differences (rspo.org). As the majority of RSPOs ordinary members are from the 

global north and from industry this dramatically limits the possibility of e.g. the smallholders to 

gain influence. The board consists of representatives from the different member groups of RSPO 

but has no chamber structure and takes decisions by majority vote. This means that RSPO gains a 

low score in equal representation. 

 

Quorum 

RSPO counted 1195 ordinary members as of June, 2015. Out of these, 80 need to be present at the 

general assembly to make a quorum. This means that less than 7% of the members is needed for 

discussions and decisions pertaining to the future of RSPO. As the quorum does not require the 

presence of certain member groups, it also means that one or more member groups has the 

possibility to force through their own decisions. Even though e-voting is possible this is a major 

problem which creates substantial power differences. As the quorum is under 50% of the 

members, RSPO receives a low score.  

 

Complaint mechanism 

RSPO has a comprehensive complaint mechanism in place, both on aspects pertaining to 

organizational aspects and to certificates or members of RSPO. The complaints mechanism can be 

used by all stakeholders, both RSPO members as well as non-members including affected 

communities workers or other interested parties. The RSPO secretariat receives and files the 

complaints and a complaints panel which consists of members representing the different member 

groups of RSPO takes a decision on the complaint by consensus. There is also a focus on timely 

processing on the complaint. RSPO therefore receives a high score on complaint mechanism. 

 

As RSPO received a low score on equal representation and on quorum but a high score on 

complaint mechanism, RSPO receives a medium low score on procedural fairness of 3/8. 

 

III) Transparency (5/8) 

Standard 

RSPO provides in depth information on the standard and the certification process. Online, it 

provides information on e.g. principles & criteria of the standard along with national 
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interpretations, local indicators, smallholders group certification, supply chain certification etc. 

Concerning the certification process it provides information on a vast array of aspects of how to 

obtain the certification relevant for different possible certificate holders. This gives RSPO a high 

score on standard.  

 

Decision-making processes 

RSPO also has thorough information on the decision-making processes in the general assembly 

and the board of directors. This gives RSPO a high score. A further strength of RSPO is its focus 

especially on the standard development process. RSPO has created a 19-page document with 

detailed descriptions of the standard development procedures, explaining each step from the 

review of existing standards to the confirmation and national adaptations of these standards. 

 

Meetings 

There is online access to minutes of all general assemblies, meetings of board of governors and 

various working group meetings. It is also possible to contact the RSPO secretariat for further 

information. This gives RSPO a high score. 

 

Certificates 

RSPO provides an overview of stakeholders with valid certificates along with selected information 

to these stakeholders. There is no access to the certification reports or access to information on 

organizations that have failed to receive a certificate, to complaints or criticisms regarding members 

or to information concerning withdrawal of certificates. Therefore RSPO receives a low score. 

 

In total, RSPO receives a high score on standard, decision-making process and meetings but a low 

score on certificates. This gives RSPO a medium-high transparency score of 5/8. 

 

b) Output legitimacy (4/8) 

I) Coverage (6/8) 

Concerning coverage, RSPO has issued around on fourth of the certificates of ISCC but it is still 

the MSI in this study with the second highest coverage. With 2182 certificates issued as of June 

2015 it places itself in the bracket of 2000-4000 certificates and receives a medium-high coverage of 

6/8.  
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II) Efficacy (4/8) 

Environmental issues 

a) GHG emissions reduction  

RSPO applies to the 35% minimum criterion required by RED for GHG emissions but does not 

go beyond this requirement (IUCN, 2013). Further, companies are not obliged to publish results or 

action plans before 2017, which hollows out the criteria. This gives RSPO a low score.  

 

b) Biodiversity – Habitat protection and conservation 

RSPO includes requirements for biodiversity and the protection and conservation of habitats and 

requires a sound biodiversity assessment using internationally recognized tools but is not as 

comprehensive as e.g. RSB as it does not include that companies implement active management 

and strengthening of biodiversity protection (WWF, 2013, IUCN, 2013). This gives RSPO a 

medium score. 

 

c) Good agricultural practices and protection of soil, water and air 

RSPO goes beyond the mandatory criteria when it partially includes requirements on good 

agricultural practices, and protection of soil, water and air (IUCN). According to WWF, there are 

especially comprehensive criteria on water and soil management even though there are minor 

weaknesses concerning riparian vegetation and water availability. It is a problem that hazardous 

chemicals are not explicitly prohibited and it does not directly state that pesticide use should be 

generally restricted or avoided (WWF, 2013). Therefore RSPO receives a medium score. 

 

Socio-economic issues 

d) Land rights and community engagement 

It is also positive that, concerning land rights and community engagement, RSPO includes 

stakeholder consultations. A further positive note is that contribution to local sustainable 

development is required as companies have to be aware of the impact of their operations on the 

community and identify local issues in dialogue with these communities (WWF, 2013). The 

standard is also ambitious when it states that if the land is not legitimately owned by the local 

communities a grievance procedure for the local communities must be established and an impact 

assessment on cultural heritage must be conducted (WWF, 2013). It is progressive that RSPO 
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focuses on the rights of indigenous people, but on the other hand it does not focus on strong 

community engagement to address conflicts around them. This gives RSPO a medium score. 

 

e) Labor conditions 

RSPO is strong in labor conditions and has thorough detail in e.g. Forced labour, child labour, safe 

and healthy working conditions, grievance mechanisms, freedom of association, working hours and 

discrimination. It could although improve in specifying a maximum number of weekly working 

hours for employees (WWF, 2013). In spite of this, RSPO receives a high score in labor conditions.  

 

f) Food security 

RSPO includes provisions for local food security but is not as comprehensive as RSB as it for 

example does not include food security baselines or proof of the effectiveness of efforts to enhance 

food security. This gives RSPO a medium score. 

 

RSPO receives a high score in labor conditions, a medium score in biodiversity, good agricultural 

practices and protection of soil, water and air, land rights and community engagement and food 

security but receives a low score in GHG emissions reduction. This gives RSPO a medium score of 

4/8 in efficacy. 

 

III) Enforcement (4/8) 

a) Chain of custody 

RSPO applies the three most ambitious control methods concerning chain of custody but does, 

like the other ambitious MSIs, only require the mass balance method, this is the third strictest 

(IUCN, 2013). On the other hand, it requires the use of the continuous balancing method instead 

of the less ambitious fixed inventory period. This factor is therefore deemed present. RSPO starts 

with the first gathering point instead of the farmer, which is not the optimal solution as it decreases 

the possibility to, in a detailed manner, verify compliance. For the same reason, it is also 

problematic that RSPO only issues one certificate to cover plantations, their first gathering point 

and the associated mill. Re-blending is included in the system but there is no audit needed for this 

system. Therefore two out of three factors are deemed absent and RSPO receives a low chain of 

custody score.   
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b) Rules of the audit system 

On the other hand, RSPO is the strictest when it comes to the level of assurance of the audit 

system and the verification procedures, as it requires mainly field audits instead of desk audits or 

self-declarations. This factor is therefore deemed present. Regarding sampling requirements for 

group certification of smallholders, RSPO is not seen as ambitious when it offers various sampling 

possibilities based on risk analysis is instead of like e.g. RSB to a large extent avoiding sampling as a 

regular practice (IUCN, 2013). This factor is therefore deemed absent. RSPO offers a good quality 

level of its auditors and it has a clear procedure for adapting and developing the basic principles 

and criteria as a national standard also publishes approved national interpretations of the principles 

and criteria on the its website (WWF, 2013). This means that two out of the three factors are 

deemed present and RSPO receives a medium score in rules of the audit system. 

 

Strictness of acceptance of certificates from other MSIs 

RSPO can consider accepting certificates from other schemes on a case-by-case basis, taking into 

consideration their specific requirements. RSPO is although not deemed as strict as e.g. RSB or 

RTRS. This gives RSPO a medium score.  

 

As RSPO receives a medium score in chain of custody, rules of the audit system and strictness of 

certificates from other MSIs it receives a medium-low score of 3/8 in enforcement.  
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9.2.4 International Sustainability and Carbon Certification (ISCC) (3/8) 

9.2.4.1 Introduction 

ISCC is a global initiative developed in 2008. The certification covers all types of biomass and has a 

global scope. It is the most widely used certification scheme for EU RED certification with more 

than 8500 certificates issued, users in 92 countries and 31 recognized certification bodies (iscc-

system.org). 

 

9.2.4.2 Strengths, weaknesses and characteristics of ISCC (International Sustainability and 

Carbon Certification) 

Strengths and weaknesses in input legitimacy 

ISCC shows a strong side in using modern communication methods and proxy voting to ensure 

access to the general assembly of its members. It also has a high degree of transparency regarding 

the specifications of the standards, the certification process and the decision-making process.  

 

On the other hand it shows a low of inclusion of relevant stakeholders. This is seen in the lack of 

requirement pertaining to the member base and the actual composition of this base where 91% of 

the members prove to be from the global north. ISCC shows some degree of inclusion as it seeks 

advise from non-members to improve the implementation of its standards but it could improve by 

also allowing for these non-members to give advise to standard creation and the internal 

organizational processes of ISCC. The procedural fairness also suffers from a lack of legitimacy. 

This is seen in the absence of a consensual orientation and the use of majority voting and the 

presence of a quorum irrespectively of the number of members present at the general assembly. 

ISCC has established an elaborate complaint mechanism, but this mechanism suffers from lack of 

legitimacy as it is constructed by the board where the voices of the global south and of weaker 

stakeholders are frail. Finally, the transparency of ISCC can be improved substantially by allowing 

the public to read minutes of meetings from the general assembly and the board of directors. It can 

also improve by allowing more thorough information on the performance of certified stakeholders. 

The analysis shows that the transparency of ISCC mostly pertain to aspects that successfully 

acquires new members, while there is a lack of transparency in critically assessing and controlling 

these members.  

 

Strengths and weaknesses in output legitimacy 
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With its 32 certification bodies and over 8500 certificates, ISCC shows the highest coverage in this 

thesis. It also shows some of the highest requirements of the investigated certification schemes in 

terms of food security as it has the  strongest commitment to mitigate food security impacts of the 

certification schemes in this survey.  

 

On the contrary, ISCC shows little ambition regarding GHG emissions and biodiversity criteria, 

which only pertain to the minimum requirements. It also has room for improvement in good 

agricultural practices and protection of soil, water and air, land rights and community engagement. 

Regarding chain of custody it should improve the mass balance system to embrace the continuous 

balancing method and expand the length of the chain of custody to include farmers. The rules of 

the audit system can also be improved by moving away from self declaration, by tightening up 

sampling requirements for group certification of smallholders and improving the quality 

requirements for the auditors. Finally the strictness of acceptance of certificates from other MSIs is 

very low which leads to a risk of green washing. 

 

Overall performance  

In sum ISCC is characterized by the highest coverage score in this thesis and by the minimal 

enforcement score and very low procedural fairness score. It is similar in nature to RSPO as the 

analysis shows a trade-off between strict sustainability requirements and a high coverage score but 

is more extreme in the performance differences between coverage and the other criteria. An 

example of this orientation is seen in the transparency of ISCC where the analysis shows that the 

transparency of ISCC mostly pertain to aspects that successfully acquires new members, such as 

information on successfully acquiring a certificate, while there is a lack of transparency in critically 

assessing and controlling these members. This means that ISCC has substantial legitimacy 

problems and has ample opportunity to raise the bar on a large number of criteria. This although, 

might have the risk of decreasing its coverage.  

9.2.4.3 Detailed scoring of ISCC (3/8) 

a) Input legitimacy (3/8) 

I) Inclusion (4/8) 

Width 

The width of ISCC is not impressive. There is no requirement for the inclusion of stakeholders 

with different backgrounds and no systematic partition of members in different groups. ISCC had 
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77 members as of May 2015 who are mostly industry actors (ibid.). There is a partition of members 

in different groups in the board of directors, but this partition does not adequately represent the 

different viewpoints pertaining to standard development. The board is composed of a chairperson, 

two vice-chairpersons and up to 3 other members. The members represent one of the following 

stakeholder groups equally (at most 2 members for each stakeholder group): a) Biomass producers 

and processors, b) Trade, logistics and users and c) NGOs, Social Sector, Science and Research, 

Public Sector (ibid.). Even though it is positive that there is a requirement in the board for 

representation of different stakeholder groups, stakeholder group a) and b), which are profit driven, 

will most likely have a less ambitious approach than stakeholder group c), who is in minority in the 

current board. The lack of inclusion of other than industry/business stakeholders and 

NGOs/others in both membership base and board of directors gives ISCC a medium width.  

 

Geography 

91% of the members of ISCC were from the global north as of June 2015 (ibid.). This means that 

members form the global south an immensely underrepresented and therefore it gives ISCC a low 

score in geography. 

 

Access 

For meetings of the general assembly, persons with voting power may assign their vote to another 

member by written authority. The authorized member cannot adopt the voting power of more than 

ten members and shall document the authorization in written form. Participation in the assembly 

by virtual media is also admitted, e.g. by videoconference, by telephone or by means of other 

electronic media, provided the chairman of the general assembly is convinced of the identity of the 

participant (ibid.). This gives ISCC a high score in access. 

 

Input from non-members 

If required, the board can establish technical committees to support constructive dialogue on the 

implementation of sustainability regulations. Membership in ISCC is no requirement for joining 

technical committees. Practical experiences will be discussed and if possible these should lead to 

improvements of the ISCC system (ibid.). This process is mostly downstream and not upstream as 

the committees serve to effectively implement the standards already in place instead of gathering 
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input for improving the standards. The input from non-members is active but only focuses on 

enforcement and not on standard creation. For this reason, ISCC receives a medium score.  

 

ISCC attains a low score in width and geography, a medium score in input from other members 

and a high score in access. This gives ISCC a medium score of 4/8 in inclusion.  

 

II) Procedural fairness (1/8) 

Equal representation 

Concerning equal representation, there is an absence of a chamber structure, which could hold the 

purpose of neutralizing power differences in the decision-making process in both the general 

assembly and the board of directors. It is stated that the general assembly shall aim to reach a 

consensus on decisions but in fact a decision can be taken by vote with a simple majority, unless 

the vote is on the statutes or the dissolution of the ISCC. As the members of ISCC are largely 

composed of industrial companies from the global north, these will always have the simple majority 

and can therefore force through decisions in their interest. This means that there is no equal 

representation between different stakeholders even though each member has a right to vote. This 

gives ISCC a low score in equal representation. 

 

Quorum 

The general assembly constitutes a quorum irrespective of the number of members present. This 

means that decision-making can be conducted by a very low number of members on behalf of the 

whole organization. This significantly limits the legitimacy of ISCC and results in a low score in 

quorum. 

 

Complaint mechanism 

There is a procedure for the handling of complaints and appeals pertaining to both organizational 

issues within the ISCC system and issues of interpretation of the standards of the ISCC 

certification system. The procedure aims at a timely handling of complaints and appeals and the 

conciliation through an independent body representing each of the different stakeholder groups of 

the general assembly (ibid.). An arbitration board is responsible for the management of the 

procedure. The arbitration board is implemented by the ISCC board and is formed by three 

persons. The members of the arbitration board cannot have vested or a conflict of interest in the 
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appeal and cannot be involved in the appealed decision if they are in conflict of the complaint or 

appeal. The different parties are represented with each one person. The presidency shall be elected 

again for each submitted complaint, and chosen amongst the individuals generating the arbitration 

board. The convening of the arbitration board is made within two months after receipt of the 

complaint or appeal. This process is thorough but the fact that the arbitration board is elected by 

the board of directors, which does not adequately represent relevant stakeholders, means that the 

equal representation in the arbitration board can also be questioned. If the equal representation in 

the arbitration board is not guaranteed, this does not serve as a sound complain mechanism. On 

this basis, this thesis cannot grant ISCC a high complaint score. On the other hand, there is an 

elaborate complaint mechanism in place for both organizational and certification matters. This 

leaves ISCC with a medium score in complaint mechanism.  

 

ISCC scored low on equal representation and quorum and medium on complaint mechanism. This 

gives ISCC a very low score of 1/8 on procedural fairness. 

 

III) Transparency (5/8) 

Standard 

There is a large amount of information on the different aspects of the standards online. There is 

also elaborate information on the certification process and guides with the purpose of effectively 

helping prospective clients through the certification procedure. This gives ISCC a high score in 

standard. 

 

Decision-making processes 

In the statutes of ISCC there is elaborate information on the general assembly and the board of 

directors and structure of the decision making process. This gives ISCC a high score in decision-

making process. 

 

Meetings 

There is no information on either the general assembly or on the meetings of boards of directors. 

It is therefore not possible to assess the grounds for the decisions taken on how each criteria of the 

certification procedure was developed, the thoughts and aims behind each measure or of any 
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objections to these decisions. It is neither possible to assess whether, in praxis, the decisions are 

based on consensus or not. ISCC therefore attains a low meetings score.  

 

Certificates 

There is voluntary disclosure from certified stakeholders on their performance of the standards. In 

reality this is rarely fulfilled, but there are a few cases present (ibid.). There is also a list of 

withdrawn certificates but not with a summary of the reason thereof. There is no information on 

failed attempts to obtain a certificate or of companies in the process of acquiring a certificate. The 

presence of superficial information on the members gives ISCC a medium score. 

 

ISCC scored high in standards and decision-making process, medium in certificates and low in 

meetings. This leaves ISCC with a medium-high score of 5/8 on transparency. 

 

b) Output legitimacy (3/8) 

I) Coverage (8/8) 

As per June 2015, ISCC successfully cooperated with 32 certification bodies. Among other things, 

this has resulted in that ISCC in May 2015 had issued 8534 certifications. This is by far has the 

highest coverage of the MSIs investigated in this study. In comparison, RSPO, who is second in 

terms of coverage in this study, had, at the same point in time, issued one fourth of this. This 

leaves ISCC with the highest possible coverage score of 8/8. 

 

II) Efficacy (3/8) 

Environmental issues 

GHG emissions reduction  

ISCC applies to the mandatory RED criteria concerning GHG emissions reduction as it requires 

that certified companies meet at least the RED 35% threshold for GHG emissions reduction, but it 

does not go beyond this mandatory requirement. This leaves ISCC with a low score on GHG 

emissions reductions.   

 

Biodiversity 

ISCC has a poor overall coverage of biodiversity criteria. For example, there is an absence of 

criteria preventing violation of habitats and the criteria on endangered species are not sufficiently 
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detailed (WWF, 2013). Further, ISCC does not include requirements for the identification and 

protection for High Conservation Value, which is a globally recognized system for the 

identification of biological, ecological, social or cultural values which are considered outstandingly 

significant or critically important to be protected (IUCN, 2013). ISCC therefore gains a low score 

on biodiversity. 

 

Good agricultural practices and protection of soil, water and air 

Concerning good agricultural practices and protection of soil, water and air, ISCC goes beyond the 

mandatory RED criteria and includes some provisions but still has room for improvement in 

especially agrochemical issues and restrictions of hazardous chemicals (IUCN, 2013). According to 

WWF, water management is extensively covered and it has precise requirements for soil 

management. This leaves ISCC with medium score. 

 

Socio-economic issues 

Land rights and community engagement 

On the more positive side, ISCC covers land rights and community engagement and requires 

awareness of social issues in the operating region and active commitment and involvement in 

promoting social welfare programs such as requiring the awareness of social issues in the operating 

region and active commitment and involvement in promoting social welfare programs. But ISCC is 

not as ambitious and structured when engaging with the local community as e.g. RSB, which 

includes strong stakeholder identification tools (WWF, 2013). This means that ISCC receives a 

medium score.  

 

Labor conditions 

ISCC exhibits a focus on labor conditions criteria, including forced labor, child labor, safe and 

healthy working conditions, grievance mechanisms, freedom of association, working hours and 

discrimination but is not as strict as other MSIs in this survey in the specifics of these criteria 

(IUCN, 2013). Therefore ISCC receives a medium score. 

 

Food security  
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Concerning food security  ISCC is not as ambitious as RSB but it has the  strongest commitment to 

mitigate food security impacts of the MSIs in this survey (IUCN, 2013). This means that ISCC still 

gains a high score in food security. 

 

In sum, ISCC received a high score in food security, a medium score in good agricultural practices 

and protection of soil, water and air, land rights and community engagement and labor conditions 

and a low score in GHG emissions reductions and biodiversity. This gives ISCC a medium-low 

efficacy score of 3/8. 

 

III) Enforcement (0/8) 

a) Chain of custody 

ISCC can apply the three most ambitious of the four control methods in chain of custody. The 

continuous balancing method, which is considered more accurate than the alternative fixed 

inventory period, is possible under ISCC but not mandatory as seen under e.g. RSB and RSPO 

(IUCN, 2013). Because the mass balance system is not deemed strict enough, the factor is deemed 

absent. Concerning the length of chain of custody, ISCC takes its starting point at the first 

gathering point or in rare instances at the farmers. The first gathering point has supply contracts 

with farmers. This means that many farms and even the first conversion unit associated to them 

(for example mills) might in this case be covered by only one certificate. This does not allow for a 

thorough enforcement of the standards. On the other hand, ISCC checks the last step of the chain 

of custody, namely re-blending. The presence of one out of three factors gives ISCC a low score in 

chain of custody. 

 

b) Rules of the audit system 

ISCC includes self-declaration followed by selected field audits, which is not as strong a solution as 

relying solely on field audits. The factor is therefore deemed absent. ISCC offers various sampling 

possibilities for group certification of smallholders, all of them based in risk analysis. The level of 

assurance then depends on the correct use of the sampling procedures and it is not as strict as 

relying to a lesser degree on sampling but more on field audits (IUCN, 2013). The factor is 

therefore deemed absent. According to IUCN, ISCC has a good level of quality requirements for 

the auditors but is not as ambitious as e.g. RTRS. Auditors are e.g. required to attend a 3-day 
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training session, but the content of this training is not publicly available. As two out of three 

factors are absent, ISCC scores low in rules of the audit system. 

 

c) Strictness of acceptance of certificates from other MSIs 

If the strictness of acceptance of certificates from other MSIs is too low, companies may be green 

washing sustainability criteria. This is potentially the case of ISCC, which accepts certificates from 

all other EC recognized MSIs under certain conditions. Turning a e.g. REDcert certificate into an 

ISCC certificate may lead to confusion related to e.g. social or environmental criteria which is 

covered by ISCC but not by e.g. REDcert (IUCN, 2013). Therefore ISCC receives a low score in 

strictness of acceptance of certificates from other MSIs. 

 

A low score in chain of custody, rules of the audit system and of strictness of acceptance of 

certificates from other MSIs result in the lowest possible score for ISCC of 0/8 in enforcement. 
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9.2.5 Bonsucro 

9.2.5.1 Introduction 

Bonsucro was born out of the Better Sugarcane Initiative, a global multi-stakeholder non-profit 

organization dedicated to reducing the environmental and social impacts of sugar cane production 

which links its name to a product, process or service that has been certified by an independent 

certification body as being in compliance with the Bonsucro standard. Its current membership list 

counts over 400 members from 32 countries (bonsucro.com, 2015). 

 

9.2.5.2 Strengths, weaknesses and overall performance of Bonsucro 

Strengths and weaknesses in input legitimacy 

For inclusion, Bonsucro shows good standards concerning accessibility and input from non-

members. Concerning accessibility, it makes use of both proxy voting and participation in the 

general assembly and concerning input from non-members, Bonsucro actively constructs expert 

working groups to advice a structure of three committees, namely the governance, communication 

and certification committee. It is also doing well on a number of aspects under transparency, where 

there is comprehensive information on the standard, certification and decision-making processes. 

 

Bonsucro shows room for improvement on a variety of factors under input legitimacy. Under 

inclusion, its width should be expanded to include a miscellaneous group of members from e.g. 

government, academic or other relevant institutions instead of only focusing on business and civil 

society. Concerning geography, as the only certification scheme in this thesis, there is a significant 

overweight of stakeholders from the global south. This still means that the balance is far from 

representing the affected stakeholders adequately. It can also improve in procedural fairness by 

including veto rights, increasing the requirements for quorum and increasing the soundness of the 

complaint mechanism. Under transparency, it is problematic that there is no information on 

minutes of meetings and especially problematic that there is no overview of members’ performance 

in relation to certificates.  

 

Strengths and weaknesses in output legitimacy 

The only strong point for Bonsucro under output legitimacy is that, concerning efficacy, it shows 

comprehensive requirements in labor conditions. 
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On the other hand, Bonsucro has a medium-low coverage. It also shows room for improvement in 

efficacy under GHG emissions, biodiversity, good agricultural practices and protection of soil, 

water and air, land rights and community engagement and food security. Under each of these 

categories, Bonsucro receives a medium score, which means that it has requirements but is not 

truly ambitious. Under enforcement, Bonsucro shows comprehensive weakness in its chain of 

custody, e.g. because the first point of certification is not the farmer, but the first point of 

gathering. This point is the mill when the mill and its plantations are under the direct control of 

one entity. This means that Bonsucro issues one single certificate to cover plantations and the 

associated mill. This is not optimal as it decreases the insights pertaining to the certificate. 

Bonsucro is also weak concerning the rules of its audit system where it e.g. only requires the less 

ambitious self-declarations followed by sampling field audits. Finally, it could improve by being 

even stricter in its requirements to accept certificates from other certification schemes. 

 

Overall performance 

All in all, Bonsucro is a curious case, which is characterized by having a medium-high ambition on 

inclusion and efficacy but not applying truly ambitious criteria. Even though it is ambitious when it 

comes to inclusion, it is strange that it is very unambitious when it comes to the related aspect 

procedural fairness. Likewise, it is contradictory that even though it has the third highest efficacy 

score in this thesis, the very low enforcement score shows that it does not do much to enforce the 

standards. Finally, the coverage of Bonsucro is not high, as seen in the more business-focused 

schemes such as ISCC, but it is neither low as seen in e.g. RSB. Bonsucro is thus a curious case, 

which seems unfocused on the purpose of the organization.  

 

9.2.5.3 Detailed scoring of Bonsucro (3/8) 

a) Input legitimacy (3/8) 

I) Inclusion (5/8) 

a) Width 

The members of Bonsucro shall pertain to one of following categories: Civil society (4%), end 

users (4%), intermediary (7%) (companies or other corporate entities that adds value to or 

transports sugarcane derivates as well as companies that are enablers to the sugarcane industry such 

as agrochemical companies and other equipment companies such as traders and independent 

refineries), industrial members (10%) or farmer members (75%). This means that government and 
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academia are not allowed as members. The board has the same composition as the member base 

and counts two members from each group except the industrial members, which count four. This 

means that Bonsucro gains a medium score in width. 

 

b) Geography 

Bonsucro is a curious example as it is the only MSI in this thesis which has an overweight of 

members from the global south. The overrepresentation is vast and as of June, 2015 out of 441 

members, 386 were from the global south. This gives Bonsucro a split of members between 

north/south of 12%/88% and puts it in the bottom bracket of geography. This gives Bonsucro a 

low score.  

 

c) Accessibility 

The accessibility of Bonsucro is high as it is possible in the general assembly both to vote and 

participate with assigning a representative.  

 

d) Input from non-members 

Bonsucro actively constructs expert working groups to advice a structure of three committees, 

namely the governance, communication and certification committee. This means that Bonsucro 

gains a high score in input from non-members.  

 

As RTRS scores high in accessibility and input from non-members, medium in inclusion and low in 

geography, it scores a medium-high 5/8 in inclusion. 

 

II) Procedural fairness (1/8) 

a) Equal representation 

All member groups are represented in both the general assembly and the executive board. 

Decisions are taken by a majority vote, not including veto rights to any of the different member 

categories. There is an immense overweight of farmers, who account for around 75% of the total 

membership base and industry is the second largest category with 10%. In comparison, only 4% of 

the membership base consists of civil society. With this governing structure in place this means that 

the power of NGOs at the general meeting is minimal. This is highly problematic as the power 

differences in the decision-making structure are then not adequately neutralized. In the board of 
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directors, a quorum is present if two directors are present and the seats in the board of directors 

favors industry, which holds double the amount of seats as each of the other groups. This is also 

questionable. As all member groups are represented at both the highest decision-making body and 

the daily running of the organization, Bonsucro receives a medium score. 

 

b) Quorum 

All member groups must be represented in the highest decision-making body to make a quorum. 

But there is only a need for one member to be present. This quorum can not be deemed adequate 

by this thesis as it means that e.g. a quorum can be present with one member from each member 

group and other than farmers, which can be represented by 331 members. With the decision-

making structure of majority voting this quorum does not neutralize power differences and the 

farmers would have the power to pass any vote. The quorum consists of at least 7 members or 

1,6% of the total member base. This gives Bonsucro a low score in quorum. 

 

c) Complaint mechanism 

Bonsucro’s complaint mechanism involves both organizational and certification matters but the 

soundness of the mechanism is deemed weak, except for a the timeliness of the complaint 

procedure. The complaints are handled by an unspecified complaint manager who assesses the 

complaint and delivers a report to the head of the board. This head of the board then proposes 

action to the board, which can comply or demand more information or another judgment. This 

process does not ensure that both parties in the complaint can speak on their behalf and the 

complaint manager is not guaranteed to be impartial on the issue. The proposal of action from the 

head of the board is also problematic even though the final ruling is taken by the board of directors 

where the quorum only consists of two stakeholders. On this bases, Bonsucro receives a low score. 

 

As Bonsucro receives a medium score in procedural fairness, a low score in quorum and a low 

score in complaint mechanism it receives a very low grade of 1/8 in procedural fairness. 

 

III) Transparency (3/8) 

a) The standard and certification process 
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There is elaborate information on both standards and the certification process. There are detailed 

overviews of the standards and a certification protocol for guidance to certification. This gives 

Bonsucro a high score. 

 

b) Decision-making processes 

The decision-making processes of Bonsucro are neatly outlined in the statutes, which gives 

Bonsucro a high score. 

 

c) Minutes of meetings 

There is no information pertaining to either meetings in the highest decision-making body or the 

daily running of the organization. Therefore Bonsucro scores low.  

 

d) Certificates 

Bonsucro provides an overview of all certified members and an overview of withdrawn certificates 

but there is no information on the individual certificates or on the reasons as to why certificates 

have been withdrawn. This gives Bonsucro a low score. 

 

In total, Bonsucro scores high in the standard and certification process and the decision-making 

processes but low in minutes of meetings and certificates. This gives Bonsucro a medium score of 

3/8.  

 

b) Output legitimacy (3/8) 

I) Coverage (3/8) 

Bonsucro has low market coverage. In June, 2015 it had issued certificates, to 70 companies 

compared over 1000 issued by RSPO at the same point in time. This gives Bonsucro a medium-low 

coverage score of 3/8.  

 

II) Efficacy (5/8) 

a) GHG emissions 

Bonsucro is ambitious as it includes clear requirements on the continuous monitoring and 

reduction of GHG emissions beyond the 35% reduction target of the RED. It has although not set 

a tangible standard other than the 35%. This gives Bonsucro a medium score. 
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b) Biodiversity 

Bonsucro is also doing well with regards to biodiversity where it requires that companies 

implement active management and strengthening of biodiversity protection but not all of criteria 

are detailed (IUCN, 2013). For example, in-depth information on the criteria regarding endangered 

species is not provided (WWF, 2013). It is although not as comprehensive as RSB. This gives 

Bonsucro a medium score.  

 

c) Good agricultural practices and protection of soil, water and air 

As several of the other MSIs, Bonsucro goes beyond the mandatory RED criteria and includes 

some provisions for the protection of soil, water and air. Bonsucro distinguishes itself from other 

MSIs as it requires that companies continuously improve their measures to mitigate impacts on soil, 

water and air (IUCN, 2013). It also contains detailed requirements for improving water quality as 

well as water use and efficiency (WWF, 2013). On the other hand, there is an absence of criteria 

protecting riparian vegetation and water availability (ibid.) Soil management is neither covered 

comprehensively. This is shown in a lack of focus on e.g. erosion prevention and soil structure 

(ibid.). This gives Bonsucro a medium score.  

 

d) Land rights and community engagement 

Bonsucro is ambitious concerning land rights and community engagement but is not the most 

ambitious in this study. It requires ‘transparent, consultative and participatory processes with all 

relevant stakeholders’ but does not specify a method for the identification of those stakeholders. 

This gives Bonsucro a medium score. 

 

e) Labor conditions 

Here, Bonsucro is ambitious as it has detailed provisions on forced labor labor, child labor, safe 

and healthy working conditions, grievance mechanisms, freedom of association, working hours and 

discrimination. Bonsucro is in the very top in this thesis concerning these requirements. This 

results in a high score. 

 

f) Food security 
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Limited criteria are included on security but these are not impressive. This gives Bonsucro a 

medium score.  

 

As Bonsucro scored medium in GHG emissions, biodiversity, good agricultural practices and 

protection of soil, water and air, land rights and community engagement and food security and 

scored high in labor conditions, it receives a medium-high score of 5/8. 

 

III) Enforcement (1/8) 

a) Chain of custody 

Concerning control of the chain of custody, Bonsucro only applies the minimum requirement of 

RED, which is the mass balance system. It is possible but not required to use the continuous 

balancing method and the first point of certification is not the farmer, but the first point of 

gathering. This is the mill when the mill and its plantations are under the direct control of one 

entity. This means that Bonsucro issues one single certificate to cover plantations, their first 

gathering point and the associated mill. This is not optimal as it decreases the insights pertaining to 

the certificate. On the other hand Bonsucro includes and audits re-blending the last point in the 

chain of custody, re-blending. This gives Bonsucro a low score. 

 

b) Rules of the audit system 

Bonsucro makes use of the less ambitious self-declarations followed by sampling field audits. It is 

also lenient on the sampling requirements in cases of group certification as it offers a variety of 

sampling possibilities. On the other hand, Bonsucro applies a good level of requirements to ensure 

the quality level of its auditors (IUCN, 2013). It e.g. provides training courses for producers and 

auditors on a regular basis (WWF, 2013). This means that Bonsucro receives a low score. 

 

c) Certificates from other certification schemes 

Bonsucro can recognize certificates from other certification schemes but this is determined on a 

case by case basis with a focus on ensuring a leveled playing field in the requirements. It is although 

not as strict as RSB and RTRS. This gives Bonsucro a medium score. 

 

As Bonsucro receives a low score in chain of custody and rules of the audit system and a medium 

score in certificates, it receives a very low score of 1/8 in enforcement. 
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9.2.6 REDcert 

9.2.6.1 Introduction 

REDcert was founded on 26 February 2010 by associations and organizations in the German 

agricultural and biofuel sector. It was approved as a local German certification scheme in 2010 and 

in 2012 it was approved for certification according to EU RED. At the end of 2013, the total 

number of companies participating in REDcert systems was 1,262 (redcert.org). 

 

9.2.6.2 Strengths, weaknesses and overall performance of REDcert  

Strengths and weaknesses in input legitimacy 

Under input legitimacy, the only strong side of REDcert is its multitude of what can be seen as 

mainly promotional documents on the standard and certification process.  

 

On the contrary, the weaknesses are plentiful. Concerning inclusion, width is minimal as there is no 

member base and the decisions concerning the further developments of the certification system are 

taken by the managing director. Concerning geography, the shareholders are all based in the global 

north, accessibility is not relevant as all decisions are taken solely by the managing director and 

input from non-members has been non-existent since 2012. Regarding procedural fairness, this 

means that there is no equal representation, no quorum, and a vague complaint mechanism. In 

terms of transparency, there is no information relating to the decision-making processes, meetings 

or certificates.  

 

Strengths and weaknesses in output legitimacy 

REDcert’s strength in output legitimacy is its coverage, which is by far the highest score of the 

certification scheme.  

 

On the other hand, when it comes to efficacy, REDcert is unambitious on a variety of issues. 

Regarding GHG emissions reductions, it only applies to the mandatory requirements. Concerning 

biodiversity, it does not explicitly require a biodiversity assessment. For land rights and community 

engagement only REDcert and 2BSvs do not include even a requirement of some proof of legal 

use of land. There is an absolute absence of food security criteria and REDcert can also improve in 

good agricultural practices and protection of soil, water and air and labor conditions. REDcert is 

also unambitious in its enforcement criteria. This is seen in far from adequate criteria on control 



 141 

methods, where it only applies the mass balancing system with a fixed inventory period of their 

operators instead of the continuous balancing method. This means that it does not apply the more 

ambitious segregation or identity of product preserved methods. This affects REDcert’s legitimacy 

negatively because it decreases the opportunity to find the true source and check the conditions of 

the initial product. REDcert also has problems pertaining to the length of chain of custody and 

first certificate holders, sampling requirements for group certification of smallholders and quality 

requirements for auditors. For example, there is a lack of details about training for auditors and 

users of the standard. Since the training system for auditors is based on a “train the trainer” system, 

there is no mandatory structured training for any of the auditors involved. It also has room for 

improvement regarding its audit and verification procedures, where it uses self-declarations of 

farmers, followed by selected field audits. Finally, the strictness of acceptance of certificates from 

other MSIs is very low.  

 

Overall performance 

With an input legitimacy score of 0/8 and output legitimacy score of 1/8 resulting in a total score 

of 1/8, this analysis shows a clear picture of REDcert as a business driven certification scheme that 

complies with mandatory criteria but in general abstains from anything more in order to obtain the 

broadest possible market coverage. The analysis shows that the scheme is uninterested in applying 

sustainability criteria if these hinder market coverage. As the inclusion of REDcert is almost non-

existing this thesis cannot characterize it as a multi-stakeholder initiative. 

 

9.2.6.2 Detailed scoring of REDcert (1/8) 

a) Input legitimacy (0/8) 

I) Inclusion (0/8) 

Width 

The width in REDcert is minimal. All decisions concerning the further developments of the 

certification system are taken by the managing director. There is an advisory committee in place, 

which has the role of “advising the executive management in the areas entrusted to it” 

(redcert.org). The members are appointed following a shareholder recommendation by the general 

meeting of shareholders for a term of two years. The current members of the board represent 

mainly industry actors such as the German bioethanol industry, the federal association of 

agricultural trade and industry, a petroleum industry association, an association of the German 
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biofuel industry and an association of the German oilseed processing industry. There is also a large 

German bank and a German farmers association on the board (redcert.org). There is no presence 

of NGOs, government, any actors from the global south or of any smallholders. It seems that 

width is neither included in the mind of the managing director. In the annual reports, it is possible 

to indirectly obtain information on the grounds for decision-making from the managing director, 

which is based explicitly on a logic of growing REDcert as a business. In the annual report of 2013, 

for example, there is no mention of the impact of the standard on sustainability or on a goal of 

increasing sustainability. The annual report focuses, on the contrary, on how REDcert as a business 

can keep on growing and on new market opportunities. This means that the possible concerns of 

the non-present NGOs, smallholders and other parties interested in sustainability are not 

represented in REDcert. This gives REDcert a low score in width.  

 

Geography 

100% of the shareholders of REDcert are based in the global north and the majority are based in 

Germany. This gives REDcert a low score in geography.  

 

Accessibility 

As all decisions are taken solely by the managing director, accessibility of members via online 

participation, telecommunication or proxy voting is not applicable to REDcert. 

 

Input from non-members 

Members for an advisory committee are appointed following a shareholder recommendation by the 

general meeting of shareholders for a term of two years and represent all process steps found in the 

REDcert system. The advisory committee holds the role of a body which, in principle, can 

influence the decisions of the managing director. At present, this body consists mostly of industry 

actors and associations from the global north and the managing director is in no way obliged to 

take the recommendations of the advisory committee into account. Finally, the advisory committee 

only meets when necessary and there is no account of any meetings held since 29th of March 2012. 

Therefore, input from non-members is deemed low. 

 

As all criteria relevant for REDcert under inclusion receives a low score, REDcert inclusion is the 

minimal of 0/8. 
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II) Procedural fairness (0/8) 

Equal representation 

The highest decision making body is the management, personified by the managing director. It is 

stated in the statutes of REDcert that shareholder assembly provides strategy controlling of the 

management but it is unclear who is part of the shareholder assembly, when they meet and what 

their power is. Therefore REDcert’s equal representation is deemed low.  

 

Quorum 

As the highest decision making body consists of one person, quorum is not relevant for REDcert. 

 

Complaint mechanism 

There is no complaint mechanism in place for REDcert for organizational matters. Complaints 

concerning certificates or actions by certification bodies are forwarded to the relevant certification 

body, which must have a complaint procedure due to its accreditation. Such complaint procedure is 

not made public. This complaint mechanism is so vague that this thesis cannot deem it sound. 

Therefore REDcert receives a low score.  

 

As all criteria relevant for REDcert under procedural fairness have received a low score, the 

procedural fairness score of REDcert is the lowest possible of 0/8. 

 

III) Transparency (2/8) 

Standard 

There is a large degree of information material pertaining to the specificities of the standard and 

how interested parties can gain certification on the REDcert website such as requirements for the 

production of biomass, bioliquids and biofuels, self-declaration for the supply of waste and residual 

materials for the biofuel production, requirements for GHG calculation, mass balancing and 

inspections and a fee schedule. This gives REDcert a high standard score. 

 

Decision-making processes 
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There is no information on the decision-making processes of REDcert other than an annual report 

last issued in 2013, which explains possible future prospects for how REDcert can adapt and 

expand its business. This gives REDcert a low score.  

 

Meetings 

There is no information available on meetings of any parts of the REDcert organization. This gives 

REDcert a low meetings score.  

 

Certificates 

There is a list of certified members but there is no access to certificate reports or information on 

organizations that failed to gain a certificate or have lost a certificate. This gives REDcert a low 

score on certificates. 

 

As REDcert scored high in standards and low in the other criteria pertaining to transparency, 

REDcert gains a low transparency score of 2/8. 

 

b) Output legitimacy (2/8) 

 

I) Coverage (5/8) 

REDcert has medium-high market coverage. In May 2015 it had issued certificates to 1262 

companies. This is 70 times more than e.g. RSB and it places REDcert in the bracket between 

resulting in a coverage score of 5/8. 

 

II) Efficacy (1/8) 

Environmental issues 

a) GHG emissions reduction  

REDcert has a medium strictness of criteria, as they all require that certified companies meet at 

least the RED 35% threshold for GHG emissions reduction, but there is no requirement for 

improvements. This gives REDcert a low GHG emissions reduction score.  

 

b) Biodiversity 
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REDcert has a poor overall coverage of biodiversity criteria. It does for example not include 

requirements for the identification and protection for high conservation value which is a globally 

recognized system for the identification of biological, ecological, social or cultural values which are 

considered outstandingly significant or critically important to be protected (IUCN, 2013). Further, 

it does not explicitly require a biodiversity assessment and it does not include any criteria on 

invasive species or GMOs (WWF, 2013). This gives REDcert a low biodiversity score. 

 

c) Good agricultural practices and protection of soil, water and air 

REDcert partially covers some criteria for water protection and soil management (IUCN, 2013). 

For example it has requirements to avoid run-off and leaching of chemicals, fertilizers or other 

hazardous substances into streams and groundwater but on the other hand it does not include 

criteria on water use and efficiency. It also has detailed requirements for implementing various soil 

erosion prevention methods and for regularly measuring soil loss, (WWF, 2013). This results in a 

medium score. 

 

Socio-economic issues 

d) Land rights and community engagement 

All other MSIs in this study with exception of REDcert and 2BSvs include the requirement of 

some proof of legal use of land (IUCN, 2013). Further, it does not cover criteria on surrounding 

communities such as social context and welfare, land availability and land rights, grievance 

mechanisms for local communities or cultural heritage. Therefore, REDcert receives a low score. 

 

e) Labor conditions 

REDcert has a lower coverage in labor conditions than most of the other MSIs in this study but 

according to IUCN, it still shows a good level of coverage. For example, it has good coverage of 

forced labor, child labor and freedom of association (WWF, 2013). This results in a medium score. 

 

f) Food security 

There are no food security criteria included in REDcert. This gives REDcert a low food security 

score.  
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REDcert received a medium score in good agricultural practices and protection of soil, water and 

air and in labor conditions. In all other criteria REDcert received a low score. This means that 

REDcert receives a low efficacy score of 1/8. 

 

III) Enforcement (1/8) 

a) Chain of custody 

REDcert’s control method only applies the mass balancing system. This means that it does not 

apply the more ambitious segregation or identity of product preserved methods. This affects 

REDcert’s legitimacy negatively because it decreases the opportunity to find the true source and 

check the conditions of the initial product. The factor is therefore deemed absent. REDcert’s first 

certificate holder is the first gathering entity instead of the farmer. Re-blending is included but no 

CoC audit is needed for it. The absence of all three factors means that REDcert receives a low 

score in chain of custody. 

 

b) Rules of the audit system 

REDcert has different audit and verification procedures and may make use of self-declarations of 

farmers, followed by selected field audits. This factor is therefore deemed absent. REDcert has the 

most lenient sampling requirements for group certification of smallholders. This factor is therefore 

also deemed absent. Other than 2BSvs, REDcert has the weakest quality requirements for its 

auditors (IUCN, 2013). For example, there is a lack of details about training for auditors and users 

of the standard. Since the training system for auditors is based on a “train the trainer” system, there 

is no mandatory training for any of the auditors involved.  This factor is therefore also absent. As 

all factors are absent, REDcert receives a low score in the rules of the audit system.  

 

c) Acceptance of certificates from other MSIs 

REDcert accepts certificates from other MSIs, especially mentioning ISCC, if these apply to the 

EU RED mandatory criteria, although implementation so far is limited (IUCN, 2013). This gives 

REDcert a medium score.  

 

REDcert received a low score chain of custody, rules of the audit system and a medium score in 

acceptance of certificates from other MSIs. This gives REDcert a very low enforcement score of 

1/8.  
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9.2.7 2BS voluntary scheme (2BSvs) 

9.2.7.1 Introduction 

French economic operators involved in grain production and biofuel supply chain joined in a 

consortium to develop 2BSvs, with the aim to demonstrate compliance of sustainability criteria set 

by the European Directive 2009/28/EC. This will allow sustainability claims, with respect to the 

directive, for biomass used as raw material and biofuels processed from biomass. The scheme had 

issued 588 certificates as of June 2015 (2bsvs.org, 2015). 

 

9.2.7.2 Strengths, weaknesses and overall performance of 2BS voluntary scheme (2BSvs)  

Strengths and weaknesses in input legitimacy 

The only strong point to mention for 2BSvs is the transparency of the standard and the 

certification process, which is elaborate. 

 

On the other hand, 2BSvs has extensive legitimacy problems in inclusion regarding width as it only 

consists of a seven industry actors, in geography as all members of the steering committee are from 

the global north and on input from non-members as this is de facto non-existing. In procedural 

fairness the equal representation is totally absent, the complaint mechanism is weak as it does not 

ensure an equal representation by the parties in question or showing a composition of the decision-

making body that is representative of the issue and the transparency of the decision-making 

process, the minutes of meetings and certificates are minimal. 

 

Strengths and weaknesses in output legitimacy 

Concerning output legitimacy, 2BSvs has a medium score in coverage, which is by far its highest 

overall score.  

 

On the other hand it shows extensive problems pertaining to both efficacy and enforcement. The 

GHG emissions do not go beyond the mandatory requirements, it has poor coverage of 

biodiversity criteria and it does not cover good agricultural practices and protection of soil, water 

and air or land rights and community engagement or labor conditions or food security at all. 

Regarding enforcement it receives a low score in chain of custody as, regarding the length of the 

chain of custody, 2BSvs starts with the first gathering point instead of at the farmer level and it is 

the only certification scheme in this thesis which neither includes re-blending nor blending in the 
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rules of the audit system. It can also improve in the requirements for accepting certificates from 

other certification schemes.  

 

Overall performance 

It is clear from above analysis that 2BSvs has a strong focus on easy implementable standards with 

lenient requirements to reach a high coverage score. 2BSvs is not interested in including the 

opinion of relevant stakeholders and does not seem to be genuinely interested in improving 

sustainability, but rather on improving revenue by providing a competitive advantage for its 

members of a EU RED approved certificate. This makes 2BSvs similar in nature to REDcert and 

this thesis can neither characterize 2BSvs as an MSI. 

 

9.2.7.3 Detailed scoring of 2BSvs (1/8) 

a) Input legitimacy (0/8) 

I) Inclusion (0/8) 

a) Width 

The width of 2BSvs is minimal. The MSI does not operate with a member base but with a steering 

committee which is the governing entity of the scheme, in charge of managing the scheme 

including all decisions. The steering committee is formed by members from the entities that 

founded the 2BSvs and of one technical advisor. The entities that founded the 2BSvs are all grower 

organizations. Confédération Générale des planteurs de Betteraves focuses on beets, Fédération du 

négoce agricole and Fédération des coopératives agricoles on agribusiness generally, Association 

Générale des Producteurs de Maïs focuses on corn, Organisation nationale interprofessionnelle des 

oléagineux focuses on oilseeds, Syndicat National des Producteurs d’Alcool Agricole focuses on 

agricultural alcohol and Association générale des producteurs de blé et autres cereals focuses on 

wheat and other cereal. In total, all power in 2BSvs lies within these organizations only consisting 

of industry actors. There is no inclusion, of local smallholders, academia, NGOs, government or 

any other entities to give a balanced approach. This gives 2BSvs a low score. 

 

b) Geography 

All actors are from the global north and more specifically from France. This gives 2BSvs a low 

score on geography. 
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c) Accessibility 

As 2BSvs does not operate with a member base as such, accessibility is not relevant. 

 

d) Input from non-members 

2BSvs engages with a technical advisor whose task is the daily running of the organization, 

including but not limited to addressing technical questions about the scheme from verification 

bodies or certified economic operators or on the way to certification and management of appeals 

and complaints such as propositions of responses to the steering committee. Even though the 

technical advisor is not officially a member this process is not deemed adequate for the fulfillment 

of including input from a variety of non-members. The steering committee can choose to consult 

with external parties at their discretion but these parties have no power. 2BSvs therefore receives a 

low score. 

 

The low scores on all variables relevant to inclusion means that 2BSvs receives the lowest possible 

inclusion score of 0/8.  

 

II) Procedural fairness (0/8) 

Equal representation 

As 2BSvs does not operate with a member structure but only a steering committee consisting of 

industry actors and a technical advisor, equal representation is not relevant. The agenda is entirely 

driven by the founding organizations, whose members have an interest in non-ambitious standards 

but can benefit from a certification. In theory the technical advisor, even though this person is 

selected by the consortium, could provide a diverging opinion in the steering committee but this 

technical advisor can be replaced if the steering committee wishes to. Further, decisions in the 

steering committee is taken by majority vote. This means that the industry actors listed above have 

absolute control over the internal processes of the MSI. There is a lack of a chamber structure and 

a lack of input from members or other interested parties. This means that 2BSvs earns low score. 

 

b) Quorum 

There is no information pertaining to quorum in the steering committee and 2BSvs has chosen not 

to comment on this when approached, so quorum cannot be judged by this thesis.  

 



 151 

c) Complaint mechanism 

There is a complaint mechanism in place. Any interested stakeholder can raise a formal complaint 

to the steering committee regarding the performance of a certified entity or independent 

verification body. A complaint will be addressed within a reasonable time, not exceeding 30 days. 

The complaint is formally decided upon by the steering committee after a recommendation from 

the technical advisor. As this complaint system does not ensure an equal representation by the 

parties in question or showing a composition of the decision-making body that is representative of 

the issue, the complaint procedure cannot be deemed sound and 2BSvs receives a low score on 

complaint mechanism. 

 

As 2BSvs scores low on all applicable variables concerning procedural fairness, it also scores the 

lowest possible score of 0/8 on procedural fairness. 

 

III) Transparency (2/8) 

a) Standard and certification process 

2BSvs shows a good degree of overview of documents pertaining to the standard and the 

certification procedures. This gives 2BSvs a high score. 

 

b) Decision-making processes 

Even though there is information on the statutes of 2BSvs, it is unclear how the decision-making 

process unfolds. There is e.g. no information on the quorum of the steering committee, how often 

it meets or of the influence of the steering committee on standard creation. This gives 2BSvs a 

medium score. 

 

c) Minutes of meetings 

There is no information pertaining to minutes of meetings of any kind. This gives 2BSvs a low 

score. 

 

d) Certificates 

There is an overview of certified stakeholders and of withdrawn certificates but no information on 

the performance in relation to these certificates. This gives 2BSvs a low score. 
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As 2BSvs scores high on standard and certificates, medium on decision-making procedures and low 

on minutes of meetings and certificates it receives a low score of 2/8. 

 

b) Output legitimacy (1/8) 

I) Coverage (4/8) 

2BSvs has medium coverage. In June 2015, it had issued 588 certificates. This puts it between the 

global market leader ISCC, which had issued 8.534 certificates at the same point in time and MSIs 

such as Bonsucro and NTA8080 who had issued less than 100 certificates at this point. 2BSvs 

receives a medium score of 4/8. 

 

II) Efficacy (0/8) 

a) GHG emissions 

2BSvs does not go beyond the mandatory requirements of 35% for GHG emissions reductions. 

This results in a low score 

 

b) Biodiversity 

2BSvs shows poor overall coverage of biodiversity criteria, not even including requirements for the 

identification and protection for high conservation value areas. The HCV is a globally recognized 

system for the identification of biological, ecological, social or cultural values, which are considered 

critically important to be protected. (IUCN, 2013). It only requires operators to prove that a system 

has been implemented which informs biomass producers who claim sustainability that the raw 

materials used for the production of sustainable biofuels did not originate from land with high 

biodiversity status (WWF, 2013). This gives 2BSvs a low score. 

 

c) Good agricultural practices and protection of soil, water and air 

2BSvs covers no aspects pertaining to good agricultural practices and protection of soil, water and 

air. This gives 2BSvs a low score. 

 

d) Land rights and community engagement 

2BSvs neither covers any land rights and community engagement aspects. This gives 2BSvs a low 

score. 
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e) Labor conditions 

Labor conditions are neither included in 2BSvs. This means that e.g. forced labor, child labor, safe 

working conditions, working hours, disciplinary practices and discrimination are not covered 

(IUCN, 2013; WWF, 2013). 2BSvs is the only certification scheme that does not include any of 

these provisions. This results in a low score. 

 

f) Food security 

2BSvs also chooses to disregard any food security aspects. This gives a low score. 

 

2BSvs is the only certification scheme in this thesis, which receives a low score in all efficacy 

variables. This gives it the lowest possible score of 0/8. 

 

III) Enforcement (1/8) 

a) Chain of custody 

2BSvs only applies to the mass balance method, which is the minimum requirement of RED 

regarding control of the chain of custody and it only requires the fixed inventory period instead of 

the more ambitious continuous balance method. Concerning the length of the chain of custody, 

2BSvs starts with the first gathering point instead of at the farmer level and it is the only 

certification scheme in this thesis which neither includes re-blending nor blending in the audit. This 

gives it a low score in chain of custody.  

 

b) Rules of the audit system 

2BSvs has the lowest level of rules of the audit systems of all the MSIs in this thesis. This is seen as 

a field audits are not deemed necessary when documentation is provided by the farm. The auditor 

decides whether or not it is necessary to perform a field audit afterwards. It also has the most 

lenient sampling requirements together with REDcert concerning group certification of 

smallholders in this study. Finally, 2BSvs has the weakest quality requirements for its auditors, as 

not even ISO accreditation requirements are made explicit. This gives 2BSvs a low score. 

 

c) Certificates from other certification schemes 



 154 

2BSvs accepts certificates from other certification schemes although implementation so far is 

limited. It requires a ‘Multi-Lateral Agreement’ and a gap analysis as condition for the recognition 

of such certificates (IUCN, 2013). This gives 2BSvs a medium score. 

 

All in all, a low score in chain of custody and rules of the audit system and a medium score in 

certificates from other certification schemes gives 2BSvs a very low enforcement score of 1/8. 
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9.3 Appendix 3 – Further considerations and limitations  

 

9.3.1 Considerations on adding an extra criterion 

I considered including a new criterion called accountability. I chose not to do so, as I deemed that 

it was already part of the existing framework. This choice was inspired by Wenjue Lu Knutsen and 

Ralph S. Brower’s (2010) description of different types of accountability. They identify two types of 

accountability, namely instrumental and expressive accountability. The instrumental accountability 

is characterized as external and uses control mechanisms such as reporting, supervising and 

monitoring on specific indicators and measures. It is aimed at external stakeholders and provided 

by internal stakeholders. Knutsen and Brower (2010) characterize it as follows: “Implementing 

instrumental accountability relies on external supervision, submitting reports, and outcome 

measures” (p. 596, Knutsen and Brower, 2010). On the other hand, expressive accountability is 

characterized as internal and consist of control mechanisms such as a shared missions, shared 

ownership and values and beliefs. The beneficiary is the community and the organizational mission 

and it is process oriented. In the words of Knutsen and Brower (2010) this can be described as 

follows: “In summary, expressive accountabilities include organizations’ accountabilities to the 

community, to mission, and to patrons; they are not always explicitly stated in the mission, but they 

are perceived and expressed mostly through organizational activities” (p. 600, ibid.) I deemed that 

these two types of accountability were already covered in the analytical framework. The 

instrumental accountability is similar in nature to the transparency criterion as they are both 

focused on reporting on certain indicators to external stakeholders. Expressive accountability is 

similar to procedural fairness and inclusion as the focus is on internal accountability to the 

community and the organizational mission and is expressed through organizational activities. 

 

9.3.2 Elaboration on limitations relating to grading 

Here I will elaborate on the three limitations pertaining to grading, namely variation in grade point 

averages (GPAs), the weighting of the importance of criteria and an accurate assessment of what 

good performance is.  

 

A challenge this thesis has faced is the measurement of the theoretical approach in the analytical 

construct by the use of grading. There is some variation in the GPA of the different criteria. 

Transparency and coverage have the highest GPAs of 4.1 and 4.4 and the average for the other 
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criteria lie on 3.0 with variation between 2.4 and 3.4. This puts forward the question if it is equally 

hard or easy to score a certain grade in different criteria. If not, some certification schemes could 

be depicted as having a relatively higher legitimacy than others by scoring high on criteria, which 

are easy to obtain a high score in while not truly being more legitimate. Theoretically, as presented 

under methodology, transparency and coverage are not as important drivers for legitimacy as the 

other four criteria. Therefore, these criteria only have half the weight of the other criteria. This 

limits the bias described here. Finally, this thesis has not only looked at the total legitimacy score of 

the certification schemes, but rather it has focused on variations in the criteria to describe the focus 

of the schemes and the interdependence of criteria. This further limits the bias in easiness of 

obtaining certain grades.  

 

Another limitation of this thesis relating to grading is tied to the choice of weighting of different 

criteria as important or very important. As explained under methodology, the weighting is 

important and very important with the relating scores 1 and 2. If the weighting scores had been 

different, this would have affected the results. If important had for example only had a tenth of the 

weight as very important, the legitimacy of all the market oriented certification schemes had been 

considerably lower. This thesis acknowledges the consequences of the choice of weighting and 

finds further research on an adequate weighting of the criteria interesting. 

 

Finally, a third limitation relating to grading is if the measures for a high score do not exemplify 

what really is good performance. This is touched upon under methodology, but an example of a 

possible bias will briefly be explained here. The measure of geography under inclusion aims at 

having a 50/50 distribution between the global north and the global south, but in reality a more 

precise measure would be customized for each certification scheme depending on where its 

influence is seen geographically. If the certification scheme for example has members producing in 

mostly three Asian countries and buyers in one European country, the geographical split should 

reflect this. This thesis acknowledges this bias but argues for a pragmatic approach, which covers 

the entirety of the certification schemes. This thesis also finds further research in the development 

of an accurate and flexible measure interesting. 

 

9.3.3 Elaboration on limitations relating to dependence on multiple source secondary data 

for scoring 
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This thesis has to a large degree rested on the assessment of certain criteria under efficacy and 

enforcement by the IUCN report from 2013. The fact that the report is not written by me and the 

fact that the IUCN report was published in 2013 serve as limitations. This choice was made for 

pragmatic reasons as I am neither a trained biologist, which could have made it possible to assess 

which sustainability criteria are more or less ambitious, or a trained accountant, which could make 

it possible to discover irregularities in the compliance of certain criteria. Even though this choice 

was made, this also means that this thesis rests on the work of external experts. As described under 

methodology, the IUCN report builds on a multitude of other reports and it comes from a 

recognized body. This limits the risk that the judgment is flawed. Further, as all the certification 

schemes in this thesis are part of the IUCN report, cases of irregularities in the scoring would most 

likely be the same across all certification schemes, which means that when compared, the measure 

would still indicate a valid difference in performance. Further, the strictness of the IUCN scoring 

was adapted to fit with this thesis, which arguably is effective as the GPA of efficacy and 

enforcement, which are influenced by the IUCN report, correspond with the criteria constructed 

by this thesis under input legitimacy. This means that relying on this external source has arguably 

improved the quality of this thesis while the risk of bias has been limited as far as possible. Finally, 

I acknowledge that part of the data from the IUCN might be outdated as the report was published 

in 2013, but the relevance, width and depth of the data in the IUCN report were deemed more 

important than the fact that it is 2 years old. 

 

9.3.4 Elaboration on limitations relating to data gathering 

Here I will briefly touch on primary and secondary data gathering limitations.  

 

The RSB general assembly was chosen to gather the primary data. Even though this assembly 

proved to be the best to attend to build an impression of the dynamics as seen from the most 

ambitious certification scheme it would have been useful to contrast these insights with the ones of 

e.g. ISCC which has a more market oriented perspective. Even though the RSB general assembly is 

a strength of my data gathering, as it gives me deep understanding of dynamics in and between 

MSIs, it can also prove to distort my analysis of the performance of all seven certification schemes. 

This is due to the fact that I have far more data on RSB than on the other certification schemes 

and because RSB participants indirectly guided me in the construction of my analytical framework. 

For example, the input from the experts provided a good basis for describing aviation biofuel case, 
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but the conclusion of this case, stating that a gold standard is the only way forward for aviation 

biofuel, did fit with the general perspective of the members of RSB. Here a possible limitation is 

that if other stakeholders, from e.g. ISCC were interviewed, this thesis would have obtained a 

different picture on the matter. On the other hand, an interview with a global airline, which was 

conducted outside of the RSB assembly supported this view. This means that the data gathered 

from experts in the RSB general assembly was on an ongoing basis crosschecked with the existing 

literature and with the opinions of other experts to prevent bias.  

 

For the documentary secondary data, there is an inherent risk in the results that they do not 

represent reality. One example to illustrate this could be found in the fictive case of a certification 

scheme with ambitious standards pertaining to the procedural fairness of the organization, but a 

negligence of making these procedures public. This would result in a low score on procedural 

fairness even though the certification scheme would be ambitious on the matter. In reality, the 

certification schemes have their statutes posted publicly, in which aspects on e.g. procedural 

fairness are also included. Further, this thesis contacted certification schemes where I deemed that 

there could be information not posted publicly, but this offer was not answered by the schemes in 

question. This limits the risk of a lack of data, leading to a faulty image of reality. If time and 

finance had allowed, this thesis could have further prevented this bias by attending every general 

assembly of the seven certification schemes to cross check if the data presented in the statutes and 

on the website would fit with the picture given at the assembly.  

 

9.3.5 Elaboration on limitations relating to correlation or causation 

In this thesis, I argued that some criteria correlate and I have used theory to argue for causation. 
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The results, compared to the theory, would speak for causation but there is always an inherent risk 

that the correlation is in fact not causation and the numbers match by chance. This is depicted in 

the graph above, which shows the correlation, but most likely, not the causation between the US 

spending on science, space and technology and the amount of suicides by hanging, strangulation 

and suffocation (tylervigen.com, 2015). To avoid this bias I have firstly, taken the precautionary 

measure of not treating the results as carved in stone and secondly, checked the result with 

literature and my primary data.  

 

 

 

 

 


