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Executive summary

The objective of this report is to develop knowledm aspects of implementing organic action
plans to be used as the basis of assessing impiatoenproblems in an evaluation tool box on the
European Organic Action Plan (EUOAP) of Decemb&42(’he main result is a catalogue of
implementation problems and coping strategies pteddan Chapter five.

The theoretical background for the study is impletagon research and its focus on conflicts
between various actors as the main explanatiomfplementation success or failure. Conflicts are
expected to influence implementation success thratakeholders’ willingness, capability and
comprehension in relation to the policy to be impéaited. Conflicts are expected in both policy
formulation and implementation processes invohantprs at various levels ranging from policy
makers to target groups. The main conflict witharelgto organic food and farming is the conflict
between the organic sector and the non-organioiseédticcessful implementation is then supposed
to relate to a low level of conflict - for instanlbeought about by coalitions. One type of confisct
conflict over policy goals, which is a main partpafiitical dynamics. Hence, clear and
unambiguous goals are seldom in politics, andishegrtainly the case of the European Organic
Action Plan with its two overarching drivers of @ann for the consumers/the market and for public
goods such as the environment.

The EUOAP includes recommendations only — andehésation of recommendations is still in its
initial phase. Implementation is thus a rather lilgptical issue and can only be assessed in
gualitative terms. Therefore the methodology usedHis study is focus group discussions in the
eight EU member states with an organic action glaaCzech Republic (CZ), Germany (DE),
Denmark (DK), England (EN), Spain (ES), Italy (IThe Netherlands (NL) and Slovenia (Sl). The
selection of member states implies that particpanfocus groups had some knowledge on the
problems associated with implementing organic agblans, but that they on the other hand should
have a systematically more positive attitude toitiq@ementation of the EUOAP than expected in
all EU member states. The focus group discussiars ¥ produce data on central stakeholders’
willingness, capability and comprehension with relga the implementation of the EUOAP in
member states.

All focus groups discussed implementation problems coping strategies in relation to the EU
Commission’s proposal for a new regulation on org@noduction. It is an output of the EUOAP
and it is expected to be implemented by all merskates by 2009. Two focus groups discussed
implementation problems and coping strategieslation to the recommendations on using the
Rural Development Plans as basis for financinghtiteonal implementation of the EUOAP. This is
also a rather concrete discussion topic since athber states had to specify the distribution of
subsidies for Rural Development Plans for 2007 falidwing years about the time when the focus
groups were held (November 2006 to February 20079.second discussion topic in six focus
groups was the recommendations on a more trangpasgket development included in the
EUOAP, which partly overlapped the new regulatiod partly included many specific
recommendations on ways to obtain market transpgré&fhen the results of the discussions of the
three topics were combined, it appeared that foglimere complementary and that they seem
representative for discussions of the full EUOAR ahnational organic action plans.



With regard to willingness, the focus groups fornaegtale ranging from positive to negative in
terms of expectations to the EUOAP and importasseacated with it. The CZ and Sl focus groups
were positive in both respects while the DK focusug had positive expectation but found the
EUOAP insignificant, the DE, EN and IT focus growpsre neutral in expectations but found the
EUOAP insufficient, and the ES focus group was tiggaegarding expectation and found the
EUOAP insufficient. Across the eight member statéh highest ambitions regarding organic
action plans, we thus only found half hearted hgzkf the European Organic Action Plan.

Regarding capability, the focus groups ranged fo@ng predominantly policy oriented (EN and
NL) to being predominantly target group orientetl #hd Sl) although the main group of
participants across the eight focus groups belotgéue stakeholder type that combined interests
in political and practical issues. It was commomlftdocus groups that no participant had a purely
non-organic background and only few that gave jpegiee to non-organic activities. This
composition of focus groups implies that findingsrt reflect interaction between organic
farming and the general food and farming sector.

Stakeholder comprehension was transformed fronrémscriptions of the eight focus group
discussions into the catalogue of implementatiabl@ms and coping strategies through a
systematic condensation of stakeholder statemien@hapter three, the various types of statements
made within the very specific context of a naticiogius group were condensed into subtopics on
implementation problems and coping strategies ipdor each focus group. Only few and
unsystematic conflicts appeared within the focusigs and therefore the unit of analysis was each
focus group rather than each participant. In Chiepte, the subtopics were decontextualised in

two ways. First, the subtopics mentioned in alufogroups were compared. The comparison
showed that only few and rather specific subtopiese covered in all focus groups, and that only
little clear opposition between focus groups appéaince variation between focus groups rather
was a matter of different national perspectivesds thus relevant to make a combined list of
implementation problems and coping strategies. iMais done in two steps. The first step was to
cluster all subtopics mentioned under each maiit tagcording to theme and irrespective of focus
group. The second step was to rearrange the theotasters of subtopics in accordance with a
model that integrates and summarises implementegsearch. From the second step it appeared
that the clusters of subtopics covered all fourmaapects of the implementation model and that the
combined findings thereby served the purpose adtilhting all main aspects of barriers to
successful implementation.

In Chapter five, the catalogue of implementatioolbems and coping strategies is presented within
the framework of the implementation model. Regagdire socio-economic context of
implementing the EUOAP, the three clusters of pgotd mentioned included the perception of
organic farming, the context of market developmant] more specific contextual issues. Problems
relating to policy formulation and policy designneecovered by four clusters on procedural issues,
the general view on market institutionalisatiosuiss of political aims and scope (including
funding), and the content of the EUOAP. Seven ehgsivere about problems in the implementation
process, four of them were about organisationalistedorganisational behaviour and included
clusters on structural issues, general adminiggasisues, specific issues on content, and funding
issues; three additional clusters covered intevadatiith target group and included market
development, content of the EUOAP to which was dddteraction with agri-business, food
businesses and with consumers although this wasi@etioned in any focus group. Finally,
problems relating to implementation results wengeced by two clusters: one on impact issues,



focusing on unintended results, and one on intemdptementation results although they were not
mentioned in any focus group. The main purposéetatalogue is to typify all main problems and
coping strategies that may be expected in EU mesth&s implementing the EUOAP or other
organic action plans. Evaluations of the EUOAPtheoorganic action plans should therefore take
a stand on dealing with all these types of problems

Stakeholders’ comprehension may also be summarnsedore pragmatic way. The main
impression from the comparative analysis is thk tfacommon understandings across focus
groups since subtopics varied much and the viewsessed were very specific to the national
context. Only three problems appeared in most fgcosps. Both related to the EU regulation.
Seven focus groups discussed the scope of the biesgdtilation, some preferring a narrow and
others a broad scope. Six groups discussed a sadgbseshold of GMO content in organic
produce and all agreed that a threshold shouldebelaw if it was to be allowed at all. Lack of
relevant statistical data as basis for realisimgatim of market transparency was mentioned in
several groups too. The clustering of subtopiceatad that beyond the scattered subtopics of
relatively simple problems found in all implemeiatstudies, it was possible to identify several
expressions of a rather sceptical approach tadmesi behind the EUOAP. A few but rather
fundamental implementation problems appeared flosanalysis concerning the perceptions of a
socio-economic context negative to organic foodfanching, a negative attitude towards the idea
of market transparency, and a focus on unintenugtementation results with potentially major
negative impacts on organic food and farming rathan on problems related to reaching intended
implementation results. Although the focus grougsaeato discuss implementation problems these
subtopics seem to reflect negative comprehensiarather fundamental level.

In sum, this analysis suggests rather ambiguousibations to the implementation of the EUOAP
from willingness, capability and comprehension. Tdmus groups’ expressed willingness to
implement the EUOAP is half-hearted even in the imemstates with existing organic action plans
and thus characterised by an attitudinal matchy @nthe focus groups of CZ and Sl did
participants find the EUOAP important and had pesiexpectations to it; in the Danish group,
expectations to the EUOAP were positive but the BB@vas considered insignificant; in the
discussions held in DE, EN and IT, expectationsewegutral and the EUOAP was considered
insufficient; in the Spanish focus group the EUO#&S considered insufficient and expectations
negative. Capability is also ambiguous as measuardee way done here. The focus groups are
composed of the main stakeholders of the orgamid &md farming sector representing a broad
coverage of the policy, intermediate and targetlewof the implementation process, and theses
capabilities were available in all focus groups.tihs EUOAP aims at expanding organic food and
farming within a predominantly non-organic food kety implementation also demands
capabilities of actors with only few organic adiie$, but nearly no stakeholder of this type
appeared in the focus groups. It indicates thaesoihthe capabilities necessary for realising the
market orientated aspects of the EUOAP may not barad. Finally, even comprehension is
ambiguous. On the one hand the focus groups corapdethe implementation problems and coping
strategies in relatively pragmatic terms aboutisglwery country specific problems regarding the
three main topics discussed. On the other handrthlysis revealed a deep and rather general
scepticism about the market orientated basis oEtW®AP in all focus groups. It may in itself
cause implementation problems since it countersobtiee main ideas of the EUOAP.

The main conclusion from the analysis done hetleus that the level of implementation success in
any member state is a matter of balances betwestiveoand negative aspects of all three main



dimensions of implementation: willingness, cap&p@éind comprehension of all stakeholders
involved. These balances are unique to each mestdterand within each dimension. The main
expectation is that more weight on positive aspestall three dimensions will lead to more
successful implementation, while there are no aegectations with regard to the interplay
between the balances of the three dimensions.

The study reported here is characterised by aehieally unexpected lack of conflict within each
focus group. In Chapter three it appeared that favlystatements were opposed and that a broad
consensus appeared in spite of all attempts twaipressions of conflict through group
facilitation. In Chapter four it even appeared thl#ttough focus groups varied from positive to
negative on the willingness scale only few disagrests — not to say conflicts — over the
comprehension of the EUOAP appeared when comp#rengutcomes of their discussions.
Conflict was thus not an issue in the direct da&lysis. However, the theoretically informed, final
analysis showed the major importance of the cdrflietween the organic food and farming sector
on the one hand and various threats against it thensocio-economic context, from the ideas
behind the EUOAP and from the focus on its uninéghidnpacts on the other hand. This
demonstrates that a certain level of conflict iimed in the organic sector’s comprehension of the
socio-economic context that includes the mainstraachnon-organic part of the food sector and
agricultural policy.



1 Introduction — implementation, conflicts and synegy

In June 2004 the European Commission releasedutwp&an Action Plan for Organic Food and
Farming (EU Commission 2004) (called the Europeegafic Action Plan or EUOAP hereatfter).
With this action plan the Commission intended teeas the situation of organic farming and to lay
down the basis for policy development in the yearf®llow. The plan aimed at promoting two
aspects of organic food and farming:

- adevelopment based on market rules in resporsangumer demand, and

- adevelopment driven by society as recognitiorhefgublic goods regarding the

environment, rural development and animal welfakvdred by organic farming.

The general objective of this report is to make squgments on how the European action plan is
expected to be implemented in the member states.

The specific objective of this report is to helvelep knowledge on aspects of implementing
organic action plans to be used as the basis efsisg implementation problems in an evaluation
tool box on organic action plans. This is donedsntifying empirical areas of conflict and/or
synergy between objectives of national and EU amgaction plans and their significance for the
implementation of the EU Organic Action Plan atorl level. The main basis for the analysis is
to identify how national stakeholders perceiveEWOAP and its interplay with national policies in
terms of conflict and synergy, and which strategiey suggest in coping with implementation
problems. On the basis of focus group discussieftsih eight member states with national action
plans, the initial intention was to develop a cagalk of types of conflicts and synergies together
with an initial analysis of stakeholder stratecaesl contributions to national implementation of the
European Organic Action Plan.

During the project it appeared that only few andystematic conflicts surfaced in the group
discussions. Therefore, the main effort has beeletelop a catalogue of implementation problems
and suggested strategies to cope with them inoel&t a national implementation of three aspects
of the European Organic Action Plan: the propo$al mew regulation on organic production (all
eight focus groups), the suggested actions on a mamsparent market development (six focus
groups) and the suggested action on using the Renadlopment Plans as basis for financing the
national implementation of the EUOAP (2 focus gr&up

1.1 Problem specification and outline

The EUOAP includes 21 actions concentrating onetinnain issues that address separate types of
actors involved in agricultural policy and the fomérket (EU Commission 2004: 3). The first main
Issue addresses consumers and operators on theneokdt and includes an information-led
development of the organic food market. The seeoanh issue encourages member states to make
public support for organic farming more effectiveddo make a more coherent and greater support
of organic farmers and research on organic farntingally, the third main group of actions
addresses actors involved in defining and enfordeifgnitions of organic food production in terms

of encouraging improved and reinforced organic faghstandards, import and inspection
requirements. The EUOAP thus addresses many diffeypes of actors with various types of
stakes in developing organic food and farming.



The primary basis for all the stakeholders is tleenioer states, and the realisation of the European
action plan thus presupposes an interplay betweeat@ stakeholders working at the domestic
level of member states, the public authoritieshefinember states and the various public and
private actors working at the European level. Whieparing for an evaluation of the European
action plan, it is thus relevant to consider thg wawhich the action plan is or can be expected to
be implemented in the member states.

The EUOARP is the first on organic food and farmaighe European level. The 21 actions are
recommendations and thus not obligatory for merstaes to implement. Other parts of European
policies on organic food and farming are obligatdny1991 and 1992 the first two EU regulations
on organic food and farming were passed: EC Re22/2Q defining organic food and farming, and
EC Reg. 2078/92 allowing financial support for angaarming. All member states have
implemented these regulations and all other reguiston organic food and farming (Lampkin et
al. 1999; Hrabalova et al. 2005). Some membersstatoduced additional domestic support or
other types of regulation and a few member states sntroduced action plans in support of
organic food and farming before the European agilan was introduced in 2004 (Stolze et al.
2007). Hence, across member states the implemamiaitthe European action plan is to take place
in national political and administrative environreethat differ substantially with regard to the
content and extent of national policies and agilams available.

An analysis of the conditions for implementing theropean action plan must thus recognise that
the conditions may vary much between member sthiteslear expectations could be formulated
in advance, however, with regard to which impleragah problems would appear in various types
of member states. In some member states, the Eama@aion plan reflects some of the existing
policies and implementation should therefore beeetgd to be quite unproblematic. In other
member states, the European action plan introduewsdeas and policy measures and therefore
implementation will involve decisions on whetheesk ideas should be accepted or not in the
national political context. Hence, when assesdiegrmplementation of the European action plan in
the member states, the methodology used must betopeajor variation in the member states’
implementation behaviour.

The remainder of this chapter includes a presemtati the theoretical and methodological
considerations behind the analysis. The basif®analysis is three main concepts originating in
implementation theory: stakeholders’ comprehenstapability and willingness regarding the
implementation of the European action plan. Theseepts are strongly related to the more
specific issue of conflict over organic agricultaesome stakeholders may be in opposition to any
further development of organic food and farminglevloithers may be either neutral or very
sympathetic to it.

The methodology used is focus group discussionsdet representatives of national stakeholders
in eight member states. All eight member state® lexperiences with either national or regional
organic action plans, while they differ much regagdpolitical and agricultural backgrounds.
Northern member states with relatively long EU mermship and intensive types of agriculture are
represented by Denmark, England, Germany and thieeNands (Denmark and Germany
combining relatively large organic agricultural ®ee with well-developed organic food markets)
while Italy and Spain represent old, southern mermstages with vast regional variation (Italy with
a large organic sector) and the Czech RepublicShonknia represent new member states with a
socialist past (the Czech Republic with a relatitatge organic sector). This broad selection of
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member states is to help including a broad seledfossues with regard to the national
implementation of the European Organic Action Plan.

The focus group discussions are reported sepanatelg this report only refers to the findings
regarding participants’ capability, willingness asamprehension. Chapter 2 describes the focus
group discussions and the capabilities and willesgrepresented in them. Comprehension is
described in chapters 3 and 4. Chapter 3 summahsgserceptions of implementation problems
and coping strategies in each focus group by upgtatements on each of the three main topics
under common subtopics suitable for comparativdyaisza On this basis chapter 4 defines two
types of lists connecting implementation problemd eoping strategies: one compares the
subtopics mentioned in the eight focus groups aadh&r summarises subtopics into themes that
may fit into the theoretical categories of implertadion theory and hence combine the concrete
reference to the national implementation of the BIPQvith more general issues of
implementation. Chapter 5 includes the conclusionerms of a final catalogue of implementation
problems and coping strategies, the findings camncgrstakeholders’ capability, willingness and
comprehension — and some considerations over cbafid synergy, and on the experiences with
the focus group methodology.

1.2 Implementation theory

It is common to describe the policy process asluing a number of different stages among which
implementation is a separate stage that analyti@albws the stage of decision making and is
followed by the stage of evaluation (Parsons 1898mfors 1989; Michelsen 2004). The
background for developing implementation theory tesdiscovery that policy decisions were not
carried out in exactly the way expected by decisi@kers and not with the results expected. The
problem was analysed by looking at the decisior@ginchy starting with the decisions made by the
top politicians and public administrators and tngdimplementation down to the day-to-day
practices of the front personnel of the public adstration facing the target groups. Several
approaches to implementation have developed asdigual to distinguish between top-down
approaches, bottom-up approaches and approachkgsating the two (Winter 2003; Hill & Hupe
2002).

The top-down approach focuses on the disturbahegsrtay occur when information passes from
top decision makers through a number of decisiontpan the administrative hierarchy until they
reach the public servants who are to carry outlfeésions when facing the target groups. Some of
the decision points are considered veto pointsusecthe original decision can be stopped or
modified at this point. Hence, the expectatiorhat & high number of veto points will imply so
many modifications of the original decision thagvientually fails to be implemented.
Implementation failure may thus imply that noneooly few aspects of the original decision are
implemented.

The bottom-up approach, on the other hand, focoisd®w public servants service target groups

on the basis of the public regulations availablee ®pe of authors focuses on the strategies used
by street-level bureaucrats (Lipsky 1980) to comtleemselves when coping with their daily work.
Other authors (Hjern & Hull 1982) focus on the @pibf the front personnel to assist citizens in
solving their problems by exerting their professibgiscretion in a way that follows professional or
political intentions rather than following the kettof the political decisions. Recent works (Winter
2003 and Hill & Hupe 2002) realise that empiricaalyses need to combine the two approaches. In
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his integrative approach, Winter (2003) emphadisasimplementation output — and hence
implementation success or failure - depends omaamation of on the one hand positions held and
the interrelations between actors at all levelghefpublic administration and on the other hand the
attitudes of the target groups and their interplith the public administration. Winter's model is
illustrated in Figure 1.1. According to the defioit of the MEANS collection (EC 1999 vol. 6: 37),
the term stakeholder is used here to include dlipagencies administering organic food and
farming policies as well as the target groups alr@sksees of the policy — whether individuals,
firms, interest groups or organisations of the gievor non-profit sector.

Figure 1.1 Winter's integrated implementation model

SOCIO-ECONOMIC CONTEXT

|

Implementation process

Policy
formulation Organizational and Implementation
Policy interorganizational el
- conflict design implementation
- symbolic behavior
policy 3

Street-level
bureaucratic
behavior

e
-y L /T

| Target group
| behavior

Feedback
Source: Winter 2003.

Winter's approach is clearlgx postas it presupposes a given policy decision withvargcontext

and policy design and a given implementation imteof interrelations between all actors and
administrative levels involved. In the case of Eveopean Organic Action Plan there need not be a
national policy decision at the time of the anayddne here, however, and hence there is a need for
analysing the implementation processante- i.e. in rather hypothetical terms. Hence, while
acknowledging that implementation analysis involadsgh level of complexity, the approach
followed here is to judge about future implemeitaprocesses on the basis of a recurrence to the
concepts introduced by Lundquist (1987) and Vedd®§7). To them, successful implementation
presupposes that stakeholders at all levels penpasitively on three types of properties (Vedung
1997 226f; Vedung 1998: 180f):
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- Comprehension in terms of knowledge about and wtaleding of the consequences of the
political decision to be implemented.

- Capability in terms of financial, educational aridey resources relevant to the
implementation available to the various stakehalderd

- Willingness in terms of the actors’ self-regardbehaviour, attitudinal match and level of
regulatory capture.

Within a top-down approach, focus would be on trgdiow variation in comprehension, capability
and willingness caused erroneous communicationmitie hierarchy of public administration

from top to street-level bureaucracy. Within a bottup approach, focus would be on street-level
bureaucrats’ comprehension, capability and willeggito assist target groups in solving their
problems. Using Winter’s integrative approach foea anteanalysis implies that it is relevant to
collect information on comprehension, capabilitg avillingness in a way that combine the three
properties at the various hierarchical levelss thius relevant to base the analysis of membearsstat
implementation of the European Organic Action Rlaran open discussion between all the main
types of stakeholders expected to be involvedalisiag the objectives of the EUOAP.

In this way the analysis will be based on how soifrie main stakeholders involved in the
implementatiorperceivedhe problems to be faced in the implementation ggsec\When lacking
the capacity to map actual actions relevant to é@mgntation, we try to map the perceptions of
problems that may lead to actions — and in additieven get an impression of stakeholders’
intentions behind actions, which is a type of infation that is lacking when just looking at action
itself.

1.2.1 Conflict, synergy - and ambiguity

A main idea behind implementation theory is thatlementation failure originates in conflicts on
interests and values between (or within) politalties, various interest groups, experts and other
types of actors participating in the policy processy policy decision thus balances interests and
viewpoints that are in conflict at some level. Banflict does not end with decision making. As
indicated in Figure 1.1, implementation involves ttontinuation of the policy conflict with new
actors, and new conflicts may evolve between vargroups within the public administration and
between the public administration and target grqugisiter 2003).

Another important idea in implementation reseascalout the content of the policy decision. It is
common to implementation analyses based on thedap approach to recommend that policy
decisions are unambiguous in the sense that thegiaiealising one or very few closely
interrelated objectives. However, other analystaakoshare this recommendation and in reality
policy decisions are often characterised by ambyguoiterms of being based on the pursuance of
two or more goals or in terms of lack of claritytive goals pursued (Matland 1995). Action plans,
such as the EUOAP, are a good case regarding aityoimpcause they deliberately combine several
actions to reach a series of overarching goalse Hanbiguity is almost given by definition.
Regarding the EUOAP there is an obvious risk thatttvo overarching drivers will lead to
contradicting implementation behaviour becauserswmer driven development may prompt a
production incompatible with concerns for publiege such as environmental protection for
instance in terms of crop rotation. On the otherdha might be that the combination of goals may
promote implementation based on iterative learaing experimenting processes that would
otherwise not have taken place (Matland 1995) —thisdnay count as synergy.
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Hence, conflict and ambiguity are separate asmddtsplementation problems (Matland 1995).
But conflict and ambiguity are even closely inte&ated. An ambiguous decision may be caused by
lack of knowledge on how to solve the problem thaly or may not release conflict in the
implementation process — either between main opgera@ along new lines of conflict. Likewise,
an ambiguous decision may be found as the resalinadijor policy conflict and the conflict may or
may not reappear in the implementation process.iguity, such as the one of an action plan, may
thus help solve known conflicts between actorsaodnote successful implementation, but it may
also release new or additional conflicts and héraeper the implementation process.

While implementation failure has attracted muclotk&cal effort, successful implementation is
undertheorised. Sabatier (1986) points at the poesef a common belief system and hence a low
level or indeed absence of conflict among the adtorolved. This corresponds to the reversed
implication of the conflict basis of implementatitireory. Similar to implementation success,
synergy is undertheorised, but Dahler-Larsen (2p0ints at the fact that policy programs may
appear unexpectedly successful if they interadt wintextual factors including other policy
programs in a way that increases the effects opdtiey program in question. When analysing the
implementation of an action plan — synergy migtdrefse an issue within the plan.

There is a special reason for focusing on cordiiet synergy with regard to an action plan for
organic food and farming. It is that the basic ealof organic farming overtly contradict the basic
values of modern agriculture (Dabbert et al. 2Q@npkin et al. 1999; Michelsen 2008a). Given
agriculture’s strong political influence in the Edd in the member states, it seems inevitable that
any support for organic food and farming is in dichfvith the mainstream interests of agricultural
policy. On the other hand, EU support for orgagjaaulture developed as part of the attempts to
reform the Common Agricultural Policy, and henceesgies might be expected between organic
food and farming and other aspects of the CAP nefattempts.

The historical reality of the conflict over orgarmgriculture and its political implications are
demonstrated in comparative studies of the impléatiem of the EU regulations on organic
agriculture in the member states (Michelsen e2@01; Moschitz et al. 2004). Michelsen
summarises these findings by showing that acrosk3ldifferent member states, a distinction
between four levels of conflict over organic agltiere contributed much to explaining variation in
the content of member states’ transposition of pecy aspects of EU regulations (Michelsen
2008b) and in the policy impact of the EU regulasian terms of the share of organic farms
(Michelsen 2008a). These results are emphasisdtelynding that institutional changes that
involved some kind of cooperation between organtt mainstream institutions in the food sector
served as an additional explanation for policy ioipa member states. In terms of the theoretical
framework presented here, this signifies that mby did the level of conflict contribute to the
explanation, but so did the existence of coalitiand the exploitation of synergies regarding policy
programs and other contextual factors.

To sum up the reasoning so far, the aim of thidystsi anex anteanalysis of potential problems
when EU member states implement the European Qrdantion Plan. The theoretical basis is an
approach to implementation that integrates top-damehbottom-up aspects by focusing on
stakeholders’ comprehension, capability and williegs with regard to implementing the EUOAP.
Hereby, stakeholder perceptions move into the forgfof the analysis. They are expected to reflect
levels of conflict, potential alliances and potahsiynergies with regard to the implementation of
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the EU regulations on organic agriculture. Howeitds, important to the analysis that compliance
with the EU regulations are obligatory to membatest while member states are free to act or not
in accordance with those parts of the EU action ghat are not implemented through binding
rules. This fact should be expected to increaseerdhan decrease the level of variation in the
stakeholders’ perceptions of the member statedementation behaviour.

1.3 Methodology

Dealing with stakeholder perceptions of potentigblementation problems in eight EU member
states that vary significantly on all other aspéaés having introduced national action plans on
organic food and farming clearly calls for qualitatmethodologies. The problem area was dealt
with in two steps involving the above-mentioned¢iBU member states.

The first step was to find out how national stakears found that the EUOAP fitted the national
organic action plans or national policies on orgdaod and farming. This was done aiming at
getting a first impression on how conflicts andexgies were perceived in the various national
contexts. The methodology used was a workshop sksmu among national experts involved in or
with knowledge relevant for developing and evahmction plans on organic food and farming
during April 2006. The workshops are reported ishdilas et al. (2006). As basis for the
discussion, the 21 actions of the EUOAP were sunsaginto eight broad topics, expected to be
relevant to or included in most national policiése workshop facilitators were instructed to ask
for diverseviews among the participants and specificathyto seek any form of unanimity or
consensus among the participants in any of the shaghs. Hereby it was attempted to provoke as
much information on national conflicts as possameconflict is often seen as a much more
controversial issue than consensus or synergy.

In spite of the efforts done in getting knowledgeconflicts in the national contexts, nearly no
conflicts on the compatibility between the EUOARI arational policies appeared in any workshop.
On the contrary, it was reported from most workshibyat nearly all participants agreed on how to
assess the compatibility. The main variation foumthe material thus concerns variatiogtween
the national workshops rather than variation ingtaé&eholders’ assessmenishin the national
workshops. Only on few occasions and rather unsatieally did a type of stakeholder share
views across workshops. Hence, the EUOAP did nease conflicts between various types of
stakeholders directly involved in formulating andkiation action plans in the national context.
The perceived compatibility between the EUOAP aatiomal policies appeared an issue of
national consensus. This finding had major impiaret for the next step since conflict/synergy
could no longer be the main focus of the analy$esice, the stakeholder perceptions of
implementation problems and coping strategies ggmmeminence in the analysis.

The second step in dealing with stakeholder peimepbdf potential implementation problems is
reported here. The basis is focus group discussielasin the above-mentioned eight member
states. The focus group methodology was used begauscipants were not expected to be much
aware of the European Organic Action Plan norintplementation aspects. Hence, the
discussion was used as a means to provoke quaidflttions among the participants by making
them listen to how other stakeholders looked at#rae issues. The focus group discussions were
arranged by the national partners mentioned itishef contributors on the basis of guidelinese(se
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Annex 2) dealing with the selection of participaatsl discussion themes along with detailed rules
of facilitation and reporting.

The focus group meetings were held between Nove&@s and February 2007. Each meeting
was scheduled to last 3 hours and 15 minutes. téacis group was to include representatives of
stakeholders that perform functions important mithplementation of national policy programs
relating to the EU organic action plan. The pgpagits could include representatives of

- national or regional public administration in cheuaf the policy program

- farmers’ organisations

- food processing companies

- distribution and retailing firms

- research and development institutions

- information and extension services

- consumer organisations
and still other groups targeted by the policy paogor involved in communication with target
groups. It was emphasised that national expertsighbus focus on thieinctionin relation to
implementation when they selected participants.ddwer, it was emphasised that all focus groups
should combine representatives of organisatiomghtam organic food and farming play a minor
role with representatives of organisations worlexglusively with organic food and farming along
with participants from both the political implemation of the EU initiative in the country and of
representatives that handle the ‘real life’ implaetagon process. A full list of participants in the
focus groups is printed in Annex 1 — inasmuch ay #ilowed us to print their names and
affiliations.

The topics for discussion were selected on thesldghe analysis of the national workshops of the
first step (Nicolas et al. 2006). The time onlyoaled for the discussion of two main topics in each
focus group. One was obligatory to all focus groumpsrder to be able to specify similarities and
differences within a single, important area. Thepmsal for a revised regulation on organic
production prepared by the EU Commission servesighrpose. At the time of the focus group
discussions the draft proposal was subject toipalitliscussions aiming at a quick and final
decision and hence high on the political agendaaniy stakeholders with a primary interest in
organic production. Some of the problems mentiandte discussions of this topic found political
solutions during or after the period of the meetingence the concrete content of statements may
not correspond to the final decision but only retehow the situation was seen by those specific
participants at that time and hereby contributes general impression of the perceived
implementation problems. The second topic was tedbected by the organisers in order to promote
participants’ interest and to introduce as muclonat controversy as possible into the focus group
discussion. Organisers were to make a choice batdiseussing the implementation of the
EUOAP recommendations on market transparency éinancing initiatives on the basis of rural
development plans, which were about to be deciged by the time of the focus group
discussions.

The focus groups were subject to professionalifattdn and facilitators were asked to provoke
diversity of views as the intention was still notreach any kind of common agreement or
consensus regarding implementation problems andgarategies. The meetings were structured
in such a way that the participants first introditteemselves in order to define theapabilitiesin
relation to implementing the EUOAP in the natiooahtext, and then had a short general
discussion on their general view on the implemémtatf the EU Organic Action Plan in the
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national context to be used as basis for identifyireirwillingnesswith regard to implementation.
Each of the two topics for discussion were theoudised in three steps asking for the participants’
opinion on i) implementation problems; and ii) thewn strategies for coping with the
implementation problems and iii) their expectatiémsthe impact of implementing the EU Organic
Action Plan in the national context. The two fidstcussion points illustrated participants’
comprehensioonf the implementation process, while the third gage an additional view with
regard to theiwillingness

The organisers of the focus group discussion madpa@t on the discussion for further analysis
including data from all parts of the discussioncleatatement from the discussion was thoroughly
summarised and coded on the basis of a commonhbmmdebefore it was translated into English.
These pre-coded reports form the basis for theyaisatione here while the participants in the focus
group discussions received a brief, general sumwfatye meeting in their national language.

To sum up the choice of methodology, the aim ofecting the stakeholder perceptions of potential
—ex ante- implementation problems with regard to implenmenthe EUOAP in EU member states
clearly called for qualitative methodology. Thestistep was to achieve an overview of conflicts
and synergies in the national settings. This wasrmaplished by a workshop discussion among
national experts on organic action plans and gaetuation in eight different member states.
Against all expectations neither conflicts nor sgies appeared clear and systematic because the
discussions were characterised by consensus. €hadstep included focus group discussions
with stakeholders involved in both political anégtical aspects of the implementation — in the
same eight member states. Although conflict wagreduced as an issue by including stakeholders
to whom organic food only played a minor role ie tliscussions, the analytical interest in the
stakeholders’ perceptions of implementation prolslemd coping strategies was strengthened. The
focus group discussions aimed at briefly identifythe stakeholders’ capabilities and willingness
while the main part of the discussion was abousthkeholders’ comprehension in terms of
perceived implementation problems and coping sirase
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2. A general view of the focus group discussionsand participants’
capabilities and willingness

The aim of the focus group discussions is to deedtie stakeholders’ perceptions of conflict and
synergy and their perception of implementation f@ots and strategies for coping with them. The
choice of methodology, the timing of the focus graliscussions and other contextual
circumstances of the discussions imply that thelt@$ound should not be taken as a complete and
proper description of issues relating to the menskates’ implementation of the EUOAP by which
it is possible to anticipate the main implementaigsues and their extent. The findings do,
however, include a broad coverage of issues retdoathe implementation even before the
implementation has really begun. The coveragedadin terms of the number and types of
member statemcluded and in terms of the number and typestadfeholdersncluded in each focus
group as in all focus groups taken together. Howetie findings are strongly influenced by the
timing of the discussions and by the concrete caitipo of stakeholders in each focus group.
These issues are specified here along with a psmEnof the capabilities of the participants o t
focus group discussions and the willingness thgyessed with regard to implementing the
EUOAP.

2.1. Characteristics of the focus group discussions

Focus group discussions are qualitative researthanelogy by which it is possible to obtain in-
depth knowledge of the participants’ understanditpe phenomena on which the discussion is
focused (EC 1999; Fern 2001, Krueger 1998; KruagdrCasey 2001). It is distinguished from
guantitative methodology by the fact that it canclatm to be representative for others than the
participants. The choice between qualitative arehtjtative methodology thus involves a trade-off
between in-depth understanding and representatgene

The reason for choosing the focus group discusssamethodology for the issue of implementing
the EUOAP is that at the time of the analysis fisei@ was highly hypothetical as implementation
was only in the making and mainly involved a fewtcal actors. Neither of these characteristics
corresponds to the quantitative analysis. The ehoidocus groups was thus made on the grounds
that it was expected i) that anyone involved witipiementing the EUOAP would need an
introduction to the topics discussed as implemeantassues are seldom in the centre of the
stakeholders’ attention, and ii) that it would lsgible to obtain representativeness in terms of
coverage of the main actors involved in the impletaton through the composition of participants
in the focus groups because organic food and faystifl involves a rather limited number of
central actors. Hence, the material is expectdxt teepresentative in terms of the views held by
stakeholders with a central position in the mengbates’ future implementation of the EUOAP.

The aim of obtaining in-depth knowledge presuppe@selear focus of focus group discussions. On
the basis of the initial discussion in workshopsegforted in Nicholas et al. (2006), earlier
experiences with group discussions, and takinginhe available into account, the focus group
discussions were designed to include a brief dgonson the general views on implementing the
EUOAP and a deep discussion of two of three toglzing to the EUOAP: one topic common to
all focus groups regarding a recent proposal foews regulation on organic production and one
topic covering either the EUOAP proposals on higharket transparency or the proposal to
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integrate support for organic food and farminghe member states’ rural development plans.
Hereby, the material includes perceptions fronficalis groups on a common topic — enabling a

full comparison - and perceptions on a second tih@itappeared able to trigger discussion and
controversy among national stakeholders in ordemdgimise information on conflict and synergy.
However, when focusing the discussions, importssues might have been left out and may thus be
missing in the discussion. It appeared from théuastin schemes that no one found that important
aspects were left out of the discussion. The imatusf eight focus groups and the fact that attleas
two focus groups discussed similar topics sugdpgtthe most important issues have been covered.

Another issue — common to both quantitative sunaxyg qualitative focus groups - is that the
findings are strongly influenced by the timing bétanalysis. It is difficult to determine the
implementation of any plan with many actions — #nd is indeed so with regard to the European
Organic Action Plan where the main decisions tanigdemented were still in the making by the
time of the focus group discussions — i.e. from &ober 2006 to February 2007.

The implementation of the European Organic Actitan®s based on decisions made at EU level,
for instance regarding amendments to the regulatmarganic production - and at the member
state level, for instance regarding the integratibsupport for organic food and farming into rural
development plans. Although the EU Commission gh#fse action plan in June 2004 nearly all
decisions regarding the implementation of the agpilan are still in the making. This implies that
the focus group discussions @aeanteand that the views expressed must be characterssed
hypothetical rather than a clear reflection of atactions relating to the implementation of the
EUOAP. The state of affairs on the three topicsecet by the focus groups discussions illustrates
this.

The proposal for a new regulation on organic prtidnacovers many aspects of the EUOAP. The
first draft proposal was published in December 2@0fl after a hearing procedure the Council of
Ministers sent a revised proposal to the Europeatiaent in December 2006, which in June
2007 returned a revised proposal to the CoundWliofsters. The new regulation is expected to
function from 2009 at the earliest (www.orgap.okdgg¢nce, proper implementation will not take
place until then although many preparations forit@ementation will be made. Therefore, all
focus groups had to discuss the issue on the basasher uncertain information. Regarding the
action plan proposal that member states shouldrate support for organic food and farming into
rural development plans, the member states hagke miecisions for the next four years by the end
of 2006 and the beginning of 2007 and implememntaisdo start in 2007. Hence, decisions were
about to be made or had just been made at theathrea focus group discussions were held —
although the information was clearer, the impleragoh had hardly begun and was thus still far
from fully known. Regarding the actions made alibatissue of market transparency and
distribution of market relevant information, onw and unsystematic decisions had been made on
the EU level by the beginning of 2007, while somammber states had made decisions more or less
compatible with the EUOAP (source: information fréme focus group discussions). Here, the
suggested regulations on a common logo includédeiproposal for a new regulation attracted
much attention — although the decisions to be implated were still not final.

A third issue is the selection of participants.sThas two aspects in this case: which member states
to include and which participants to include inkeémcus group. Regarding both aspects, the
expected low level of attention caused by the noligatory status of the action plan led to focusing
on member states and participants with a knowmesten the field. Hence, member states with
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national or regional action plans were selecte@falysis. Thereby issues of implementation found
in member states that do not implement the EUOAR@vith a national or regional action plan

are left out. It seems unlikely, however, thatithplementation issues found there should differ
fundamentally from those found in member stateh aftion plans — save the issue of low attention
to organic food and farming. The focus on membaestwith action plans implies, however, that
issues of conflict between national/regional anddetion plans are overestimated. The selection of
member states and the characteristics of themraglians are described in Stolze et al. (20063. It
fortunate for the representativeness of the armthsit the member states included represent broad
variation in terms of geography, climate, size igfamic sector and experience with EU
membership.

Regarding the selection of participants for eadusogroup, the guidelines for the focus group
included many criteria for selection as the aim waisto make the various focus groups as similar
as possible but to be sure to include a broad ts&heaf stakeholders important in each national
context. The actual composition of the participantthe eight focus groups will be discussed
below as part of the characterisation of the cdip@iiincluded in the focus groups.

In sum, the methodology of focus group discussieas used because the aim of the analysis is to
get an in-depth impression of the main issues wreain the member states’ implementation of the
EUOAP before the implementation actually took plag¢ence, in general, the issue of the
implementation of the EUOAP was still highly hypetical at the time of analysis and this even
characterised the three issues selected as foctlefdiscussion: the new regulation on organic
production, which was still not decided upon; theat development plans, which were decided by
member states just about the time of the focusmdiscussions; and the broad issue of market
transparency to which many actions of the EUOAPa#imzhed among which only few were about
to materialise. Participants were selected to mese@mational or regional attention to organic
action plans and to have a broad representatistakéholders.

2.2 Participants and their capabilities

Participants of the focus groups were selectedvercthe central stakeholders of the
implementation of organic action plans in the nadiccontexts of the eight member states in which
focus groups took place. The focus on the centaliefiolders implies that focus groups are
presupposed to include participants with the bessible access to various parts of the
implementation process caused by their control cesources of importance to the implementation.
Moreover, the participants were to include stakeéid with various types of capability in relation
to the national implementation of EU organic p@gin general and the EUOAP more specifically.
One issue is capability in relation to the impleaéion process representing the potential conflicts
either between various public agencies involvethaimplementation or between public agencies
and target groups. Another issue is capabiliterms of the potential national conflicts over
organic agriculture.

The number of participants varied in the eight fogwoups between 7 in the Netherlands and 20 in
Spain. The number of participants in Denmark am¥&iia was 8, in the Czech Republic and
England 9 patrticipated, while in Italy the number participants was 11 and in Germany 12. The
number of participants made it possible to comhimkversity of views with the possibility for
keeping a discussion going.
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The participants were selected on the basis of gusitions in public or private organisations that
appeared relevant for the topics discussed. Itstrassed that each participant was expected to
express his/hgrversonal viewas a representative of the organisation and nosart of official

views on the rather hypothetical topics discuskkhce, the capabilities of each participant may be
associated with the organisation they represerg.i€sue is the balance within each focus group
between public agencies involved directly in impéeation processes and representatives of the
private sector and NGOs representing target graigbsusually only indirect access to
implementation processes. In all focus groupsdted umber of participants from the private
sector and NGOs exceeded the number of participaortsthe public sector — and in the Italian
focus group with eleven participants only one repntéed a public agency. Another distinction is
betweemolicy makersnvolved in public policy making as a public aggme interest organization
andpolicy takerswhich primarily includes the target groups of tirganic action plans. Here, the
composition of focus groups varied significantlgrd once again Italy stands out with a rather low
capability in policy making. In Italy, the publigancy included in the focus group was not
involved in policy making and only some of the argaagriculture associations had capability in
policy making in terms of lobbying.

The participants’ capabilities regarding impleméintacan be described in a more structured way
by distinguishing between three main levels ofithplementation process. One levethsg policy
levelwhere policy discussions and policy formulatioketplace. This level is mainly populated
with top-levelpublic administratiorunitssuch as offices in ministries and top-level lobts/fsom
associationsvith privileged accest® the political systenThe intermediate levés the level where
implementation of the policy decisions is plannszhrdinated and exerted. The main actors at this
level are public agencies such as directoratesatmhomous administrative units, but many
interest organizations and advisors, such as r@se@ and consultants, are even active at thi$ leve
attempting to gain some general influence on adstrative decisions. Finally, tharget levelis

the level where the implementation of rules andgieas is concretised in terms of individual
decisions made by street-level bureaucrats fadiagts and target groups. The three levels are
illustrated in figure 2.1. A main difference betwedde three levels is the issues of interest. @n th
regard, figure 2.1 suggests that the issues afeistat the policy level are political issues wihiie
issues of interest at the target level are prdadssaes — while the issues of interest to the
intermediate level are linking political and praeliissues.

As suggested above, it is possible to associate @ganisation involved in the implementation
process with a primary position at the levels efithplementation process. However, it appeared
important to understanding the dynamics of the $agnoup discussions on implementation that
participants had various orientations with regarthe three levels. When assessing the capabilities
of the participants it became relevant to consadavhich links of the implementation process the
participants were oriented. In figure 2.1 the thoeals signify three types of stakeholder orieotati
that appeared from the analysis.

One oval signifies thpolicy-orientedtype of stakeholders. They may be positionedapttiicy or

the intermediate level, but they have a commomtaiten towards linking policy decisions and
implementation i.e. an orientation towards polieyues. The policy-oriented type of stakeholders
include policy-oriented public administrative of, lobbyists from private associations such as
federations, umbrella associations or associatibnsganic food and farming or food and farming
in general, and organisations with a broader jgalitinterest in food and farming such as consumer
and environmental associations. Tagyet group-orientedype of stakeholders is the opposite of
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the policy-oriented type. Target-oriented stakebddnay be positioned on the intermediate or the
target group level but they share a common oriemtabwards the linkage of implementation and
target group behaviour i.e. practical issues. Typs includes private business firms such as
producers, distributors and traders of (organiofifalong with private certification agencies and
some public agencies with clearly delimited andlengentation-oriented objectives.

Figure 2.1: Categorisation of Stakeholders

Implementation process

Policy level Political i
Policy- olitical issues
oriented

type
4 Com-
Intermediate level prehen- Target
f've group-
ype oriented
type
Target level Practical issues

Source: Reports on focus group discussions.

Finally, thecomprehensivg/pe ofstakeholders may be positioned at any of the tlenesds of the
implementation process but they share an intemdsiking the three levels i.e. to obtain some sort
of consistency between political and practical éssi'he comprehensive type of stakeholders
includes most of the organic interest associataamsng at taking care of producer and consumer
interest through policy, but even public agencéesh as public certification agencies and
directorates with special duties on (organic) faad farming may be found in this type.

The participants in each of the eight focus groupee put into the categories of figure 2.1 on the
basis of consultations with the organizers of thau$ groups. The results are shown in Table 2.1.
The table is ordered according to emphasis onttgrgeip oriented vs. policy-oriented
stakeholders. It shows that the focus groups Iy #ad Slovenia included only one participant of
the policy-oriented type, while the focus group&imgland and the Netherlands had no participants
of the target group-oriented type. The number ofigipants of the comprehensive type is
substantial in most focus groups — especially tieein Spain with 15 participants of the
comprehensive type — but the focus groups of treciERepublic and Denmark only included two
participants of the comprehensive type.
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Table 2.1 Capability: Distribution of stakeholdeypes in focus groups

Stakeholder type Policy | Comprehensive Target groug  No. of
oriented Oriented | participants

Focus group
IT (Italy) 1 6 4 11
Sl (Slovenia) 1 4 3 8
DE (Germany) 2 6 4 12
ES (Spain) 4 15 1 20
CZ (Czech Rep.) 4 2 3 9
DK (Denmark) 4 2 2 8
NL (Netherlands) 3 4 0 7
EN (England) 5 4 0 9
Total 24 43 17 84

Source: Reports on focus group discussions.

The findings in Table 2.1 demonstrate considerahteation between the focus groups with regard
to the participants’ capabilities. The English @hdch focus groups included no participants with
capabilities associated with purely practical isswhile the Italian and Slovenian focus groups
included only one participant with capability asated with purely political issues. It is not
possible to decide whether this is a reflectiomafations in the currents of the national settiags

it is merely incidental. However, it shows thatigéion in the participants’ orientation and
capabilities with regard to implementation may hassue when analysing the data from each of
the focus groups. Finally, the total line in TaBl& demonstrates that as a whole the eight focus
groups represent information from a considerablaber of participants categorised within each of
the three main types of stakeholders involved énithplementation.

The second important issue of the participantsabdipies relevant for the analysis of potential
implementation problems regarding the EUOAP iscateflict over organic agriculture. This issue
is important in terms of capability because noraoig stakeholders of the food and farming sector
might dispose over capabilities that make them ab&trongly promote or strongly hamper the
implementation of policies in favour of organic tband farming. With regard to this issue, it is
common to all focus groups that they did not inelaahy actor based exclusively on non-organic
production or food products. Moreover, although sgrarticipants in each focus group represented
stakeholders that combine organic and non-organticiiées only few had a clear emphasis on non-
organic activities. In many of the focus groups (fstance Denmark) stakeholders emphasising
non-organic activities had actually accepted thé@ation for the focus group but did not appear at
the meeting. As a result, the majority of particifzain the focus groups of the Czech Republic,
Germany, Spain, Italy and Slovenia worked exclugiwath organic food and farming, while in
Denmark, England and the Netherlands the majofipadicipants represented stakeholders with
mixed activities on organic and non-organic food garming. While all focus groups included
many participants with important capabilities imte of influence on the development of organic
food and farming only the German, the Danish, thgli&h and the Dutch focus groups included
participants from organisations with major capaieti to influence the development of national
food and farming in general.

In sum, the focus groups vary much with regardhedapabilities included. Many different groups
of stakeholders were invited to a limited numbesests, so preference was given to including the
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central stakeholders involved in the implementatidhen distinguishing the participants with
regard to implementation capabilities, it appedhed some focus groups had only few or no
participants with either a pure policy or a pumrgéh group orientation while most groups included
many participants that represented stakeholdetsavitomprehensive orientation. Combining all
the focus groups, they include many participantsagenting the capabilities of all three main types
of stakeholders with regard to implementation. Wégard to the conflict over organic farming, no
focus group included any participant with a pumiy-organic background and only few among all
focus group participants gave preference to noasoogproduction and products. Hence the
capabilities represented in the focus groups vagard to the interaction between organic food and
farming and the general food and farming sectosarscarce that the findings from the focus
groups cannot be seen as reflecting this problemati

It was beyond the scope of this report to collectidonal data regarding the issue of organic-non-
organic interaction. A lesson learnt from the eigraze done with organising these focus group
discussions is that stakeholders from the purelypanly non-organic part of the food and farming
sector have very little interest in participatimghis type of focus groups. One way of adoptirey th
methodology to this fact would be to make individugerviews with key persons of the non-
organic sector on the basis of the focus grougrfom

2.3 Willingness within the focus groups

According to implementation theory, willingnesswregard to implementation is about actors’
self-regarding behaviour, attitudinal match anclef regulatory capture. No clear information is
available neither on the self-regarding behavidwany of the participants in the focus groups nor
on the level of regulatory capture with regard tgamic food and farming. The only information
available is about attitudinal match. In the fogusups the discussions started by asking
participants about their views on implementing BW&OAP in the national context and this may be
seen as an indication of willingness together withre concrete statements on expectations for the
future of organic food and farming within the twapics discussed. Moreover, participants were
asked about their perceived experiences with impteémg EU regulations earlier.

The findings are summarised in Table 2.2. It iseoed with the most positive statements in the top.
It needs mention that although facilitation in fbeus groups endeavoured expression of a diversity
of views, the real feature of all focus group dssians is a high level of consensus. This holds wit
regard to the indicators of willingness too. Thaléathus shows that the EUOAP was considered in
the most positive terms in the focus groups of@hech Republic and Slovenia. The general
expectations were positive and the EUOAP was ergeactwork in synergy with the national

action plans. When asking for the basis of posigixpectations in implementation experiences, the
response was mixed in both cases, however. In #mesb focus group positive implementation
experiences with EU policies were combined withifpgs expectations for the European Organic
Action Plan although its content and level of amolnis were considered insignificant to the
development of Danish organic food and farminghifocus groups of Italy, England and
Germany, the EUOAP was assessed in rather neetnas tnot least because it was seen as
insufficient with regard to the developmental neefithe organic food and farming sector.
Similarly, negative implementation experiences wexgressed in all three focus groups although
some positive experiences were mentioned in thiartgroup. In the Spanish group the
insufficiency of the EUOAP even led to negative extations while the issue of implementation
experiences was not covered — as were all thraesss the Dutch case.
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Table 2.2 Focus group willingness to implement tharopean Organic Action Plan:
expectations, importance and implementation expades.

Willingness Expectations for | Importance of EUOAR Implementation

EUOAP experiences

Focus group

CZ (Czech Rep.) Positive synergy mixed

Sl (Slovenia) Positive synergy mixed

DK (Denmark) Positive insignificant positive

IT (Italy) Neutral insufficient mixed

EN (England) Neutral insufficient negative/mixed

DE (Germany) Neutral insufficient negative

ES (Spain) Negative insufficient -

NL (Netherlands) - - -

Source: Reports on focus group discussions.

In sum, the focus groups reached internal conseegasding the willingness but arrived at
different levels of willingness. The highest leweélpositive willingness is found in the focus grsup
of the two new member states that combine posgtiyectations with expectation of synergies
between the European and national organic actemspNegative willingness or indifference
prevails in the focus groups in four of the fivel ohember states for whom indications of
willingness are available. This is because the geaa action plan is found insufficient to cover
national demands. Although the position of the Blariocus group is positive it is also
characterised by indifference because the EUOA®UIsd insignificant in the current situation of
organic food and farming in Denmark.

2.4. Capability, willingness — and comprehension

The theoretical basis for the study done hereasgtccessful implementation presupposes that the
main stakeholders involved in implementing the pean Organic Action Plan in the member
states are positive to implementation in termsaglability, willingness and comprehension. Before
moving to the analysis of stakeholders’ compretamst is relevant to sum up the findings so far
because they constitute a framework for expectationcomprehension in the focus groups.

The first element is that implementation of thedp@an Organic Action Plan is still in preparation.
Important decisions on for instance the new regradre still lacking while decisions on other
iIssues such as national rural development plangusatieen made at the time of the focus group
discussions but were still waiting for implemeraati The focus group discussions of
implementation were thuex anteand on rather hypothetical issues. Therefore, wst xpect that
stakeholders express rather vague comprehensidhe ohplementation issues — and perhaps more
directed towards the still unknown political isstiean towards practical issues that might have
been derived from political decisions.

Secondly, the focus group discussions were hedigint member states with national organic action
plans. Participants were recruited among the cestakeholders involved in the implementation of
policies on organic food and farming. They représapabilities and orientations covering the
three levels of the implementation process: theppothe intermediate and the target group level
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and thereby interest in both political and pradtissues. But the composition of the focus groups
varies much. With regard to the conflict over oligdnod and farming, the capabilities of the non-
organic food and farming sector are missing inahalysis while a broad variety of stakeholders
with full or main emphasis on organic food and feagnis included. Hence, the main capabilities
relevant for expanding organic food and farmingiackuded. This leads to expecting many
different types of comprehension included in theubgroups which might not be in overt conflict,
but may aim at consolidating or defending establispositions of the organic food and farming
sector within the current national political franmws.

Thirdly, regarding willingness, two focus groupgeapred very positive while the others appeared
more or less half-hearted if not overtly negativéhieir support of the European Organic Action
Plan. Against this background it seems reasonaldepect some differences between
comprehension in focus groups characterised byipesvillingness and comprehension on focus
groups where willingness is negative - with theugrof focus groups in-between focusing more on
political problems than on practical coping strégeg

Finally, the issues of conflicts and synergy, whiostituted an important starting point for the
analysis, have been toned down as a consequetive ciaracteristics of the focus groups.
Systematic conflicts were not identified within tleeus groups and hence variation is expected
betweerfocus groups, but variation need not involve dohfir synergy. Moreover, conflict and
synergy are not easy to detect when precise pdécisions are still in the making. Hence,
ambiguity in terms of unclear expectations may ludeflicts among stakeholders and may even
hide options for establishing alliances and synefdne focus group participants represent various
stakeholders but the main issue regarding the icooffer organic agriculture is not really
represented. Only two focus groups expected syeelgptween the European and national action
plans while the remaining groups expressed halftbéaess rather than conflict.

Comprehension is assessed on the basis of the dooup discussions on two different aspects of
implementation: implementation problems and howdpe with the problems. This reflects that the
integrated approach to implementation considerseamentation as based on interaction between
various stakeholders and actors. Each stakehotteepes implementation specifically and this
serves as basis for action. Hence, a focus graqussion on implementation problems only covers
the perception but not the action it releases —fiamd a practical point of view actions are even
more important to implementation than perceptidmareover, discussions become more binding
when it is considered in advance that discussiath€@wver not only problems but even strategies
that eventually may develop into solutions.

In sum, although variation in the material doesinolude clear internal conflicts on

implementation or the perceptions of organic fond tarming, there are clear differences between
focus groups regarding the composition and assegsrhéhe contribution from the EUOAP to
organic food and farming development. The analyssakeholders’ comprehension in chapters 3
and 4 is therefore based on statements from thes fgoups rather than on statements from the
various types of participants. Chapter 3 descrifoesprehension in terms of the problems and
coping strategies mentioned within each focus gangbon this basis chapter 4 attempts to make a
combined list of implementation problems and cogstrgtegies mentioned, in order to establish an
overview of the various aspects mentioned as basiwore general considerations on issues
relevant to analyses of the implementation of theogean Organic Action Plan.
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3. Comprehension in focus groups: implementation problems and
coping strategies

The aim of this chapter is to summarise stakehsldemprehension of implementation issues with
regard to the national implementation of the Euamp@rganic Action Plan in eight member states.
Data on the stakeholders’ comprehension were detlda focus groups consisting of participants
representing stakeholders who are central to tipdeimentation in the eight member states. A
report on each focus group discussion has been aratlm this chapter we extract findings from
each of the focus group reports and present theerims of a systematic order of a) the
implementation problems mentioned within each faguagip and b) the strategies mentioned on
how to cope with the implementation problems. Tine @f this chapter is only to report the
discussions in the focus groups and hence the mei&ation problems and coping strategies
mentioned need not correspond. In chapter 4, wiecanhpare the results of the focus group
discussions, and there we will attempt to estalbiidts between implementation problems and
coping strategies. After an introduction to the moetblogy used in this chapter, the chapter
continues by summarising the lists of the impleragon problems and coping strategies mentioned
in each focus group.

3.1 Methodology

The objective of the empirical analysis is to idigréreas of implementation problems and coping
strategies when implementing the European OrgaoimA Plan in member states as perceived by
national stakeholders. The basis is eight focusggdeld in eight national settings. All focus

groups discussed two topics relating to the Eunoayanic Action Plan: the proposal for a new
regulation on organic production (all eight focusups), and either the suggested actions on a more
transparent market development (focus groups ilCitexh Republic (CZ), Germany (DE),

Denmark (DK), Spain (ES), the Netherlands (NL) &halvenia (Sl)) or the suggested action on

using the Rural Development Plans as basis fon6img the national implementation of the

EUOAP (focus groups in England (EN) and Italy (IT))

The aim here is to list statements only regardmggdomprehension of implementation problems
and coping strategies mentioned. The basis folidgteepresented here is the English transcriptions
of each focus group discussion on the basis of mgaiondensation. Each statement from a
participant was divided into separate unambiguoeanimgs which were coded according to a
common code book. Hence, from each focus groug@ded transcription reports were available.
In addition, remarks were made on agreements aadjdiements between participants, on the
general atmosphere in the focus group sessionhaneixtent to which certain types of
implementation problems were considered seriousdocessful implementation.

The pre-coded reports of the focus group discussiamre used as basis for reports on each focus
group which were approved by the organisers ofdghas groups. The basis for this analysis is a
further analysis of the pre-coded statements wimcluded the omission of statements that
appeared to be comments rather than implementptabsiems or coping strategies.

The next level of analysis was to organise andgcaitee statements into subtopics (marked as
[subtopic]). In general, the pre-coded material was orgarsseidhportant subtopics appeared
distinctly and were given priority. The processdating subtopics from statements was facilitated
by the pre-coded material and patterns arose ifuttiger empirical analysis when categorising
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statements and affiliating those with subtopicse $tatements were transposed into subtopics by
gualitative measures. If a statement referred taraa of implementation problems or an area of
coping strategies then it was transformed intoegitin existing subtopic or served as basis for a
new subtopic. The process was helped by the fattlle focus groups often clustered their
statements on implementation strategies and carategies around largely the same subtopics.
Therefore the same subtopic may appear as botblbéepn and a coping strategy. In some focus
groups this was due to facilitators’ use of a blbokrd, facilitation cards, mind mapping or other
devices for structuring discussions. Still, howevtee links between implementation problems and
coping strategies were not unambiguous since artdgm may link to more coping strategies or
vice versaFinally, the contextual notes supported and a#did the statements’ scope and
importance.

Subtopics were then classified as either ‘politioafpractical’ implementation problems/coping
strategies. Aoolitical problem/coping strategy addresses political degisiaking at the EU or
national level while @ractical problem/coping strategy addresses problems/stesteg)the
intermediate or target group level of implementatid subtopic e.g. the GMO threshold issue may
include both political and practical aspects anthésefore organised as a subtopic in both sections

For each focus group, the presentation of the impfgation problems and coping strategies
mentioned is introduced by a brief overview of toatext of the focus group discussion and
information on the focus group composition (capghiand willingness in terms of the general
view on the implementation of the EU Organic Actllan in the national context. Moreover, the
tables of implementation problems and coping Sgiateare described briefly by mentioning the
number of problems and coping strategies relatedob topic together with a general assessment
on possible links between implementation problents@ping strategies - and specific
implementation problems and coping strategies amtioned when possible. The overall focus is
on how to tentatively connect the implementationbpems mentioned with the coping strategies
mentioned. Subtopics are mentioned in [bracketgnekier they are mentioned in the text or in the
summary table for each focus group.

The main part of the chapter is made up of tabhesnplementation problems and coping strategies
relating to each of the topics discussed in eacadg@roup. The tables illustrate the total numlber o
implementation problems and coping strategies raeatl. The left side columns include the
subtopics of implementation problems and the statgsnattached to it while the right side columns
include coping strategies, described similarly.rBiotplementation problems and coping strategies
are ranked in accordance to the indications giwetine focus groups. Conflicts within the focus
groups are indicated with (-1) after a statemef).thus indicates disagreement on this specific
statement. It will appear from this code that diely disagreements were actually identified within
the focus groups and this reflects the unexpeciwddvel of conflict within the focus groups.
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3.2. The Czech Republic *

3.2.1 Stakeholder group composition

The focus group meeting took place th& »4 January 2007 in Prague at the VUZE Institute.

Nine stakeholders participated in the focus graspussion. The participants represented organic
associations, the political administrative leveddie and certification. Six participants were publi
sector representatives and three participantssepted the private sector. The participants include
an equal number of policy makers and policy tak&fs) as one participant covered both functions.
Five participants worked exclusively with organiofl and farming while four worked with both
conventional and organic farming. In sum all pgpaats had close relations to the organic sector.
Three invited participants including a represeutatf the conventional sector did not arrive due to
bad weather conditions. Six participants had a maje in the organic sector and one had a minor
role. Two participants had minor roles in both sextThe role of the participants in the
implementation of policies on organic food and feagnshows large variation in both policy
influence and implementation influence and thegyetiriented type, the comprehensive type and
the target group type are represented in a ratdanbed way. Most of the participants knew each
other before the focus group meeting took placetduegular meetings (1-2 times a year)
including these stakeholders, and several partitgpare related to PRO BIO, the central network
group in CZ. There was a good and relaxed atmosphehe focus group session. In general, the
stakeholders did not have many expectations fexperiences with the EUOAP. Instead, the CZ
AP was in focus for most of the participants. Extpgons for the EUOAP were positive and
participants had mixed experiences with implemenEaropean organic policies.

3.2.2 Implementation problems and coping strategies

The optional topic chosen was expectations fofuh&e implementations of the recommendations
aiming for a more transparent European marketrgarmic food and farming.

The number of implementation problems and copirgtesjies mentioned in relation to the topic of
therevised regulations 4 and 5 respectively while the number of protdend strategies in
relation to the topic afarket transparencis 5 and 8.

On the topic of theevised regulatiorthe number opolitical implementation problems and coping
strategies mentioned (3/4) is higher than the nurabgractical problems and coping strategies
mentioned (1/1). Two of the political problems re¢el to; [EU logo] and [National derogations]
are linked to political coping strategies. The spit of the [EU logo] may tentatively be linked to
two strategies; [EU logo] and [Logos] to promotiha/national logo only for products of Czech
origin and additional the use of private logos. rEhs no link between the practical problem;
[Logos] and the practical strategy [Consultandyje practical problems of the subtopic [Logos]
with labelling can be connected with the politisithtegy; to promote a national logo only for
products of CZ origin.

On the topic oMmarket transparencthe number opractical implementation problems and coping
strategies (5/6) is far higher than the numbegyaditical problems and strategies mentioned (/2).

! Country Report. The Czech Republic. National Fd8usup Discussion on the Implementation of the EaampOrganic Action Plan: Czech
Republic.
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The political coping strategies [EU logo] and [Aalising the EUOAP] are not connected to any
political problem. Though the problems in relattorthe subtopic of the EU logo are mentioned in
relation to the obligatory issue on the new regoiaaind a tentative link can be created here.
[Actualising the EUOAP] as the second political icgpstrategy may be linked to the problem of
the [CZ AP] mentioned in relation to the topic bétrevised regulation. In general, the practical
problems and coping strategies are linked, thohglptactical problem on financing the EU logo is
not coped with and [Cooperation] and [Reseawdtijin the sector are not linked to any problem.

Table 3.1 (CZ) Implementation problems and copingtsategies — new requlation

New Reg

ulation

Political problems

Political strategies

No. of problems and coping strategies

4/5

[EU Logo]
The promotion and reliability of the national
logo would be lost and more logos would
separate resources for promotion
EU logo not enough to trust products from
third countries

[EU logo]
- Lobby to convince EU politicians not to make EU
logo obligatory

[Logos] To promote a national logo only for
products of Czech origin and additional use of
private logos

- Czech organic logo should be developed into a lo
reserved for purely Czech made produely

- Just one foreign crop in a product will result in
minimal use of a Czech logo

- Private logos with a higher standard than the
common logo

[National derogations] Fear of maximum

standards instead of minimum standards
Problem if countries can negotiate exemptio
from the EU regulation = organic food in a
lower quality
A problem that production will be more
restrictive and processing will not
The list of accepted additives not present
Problem that nitrite salt will be allowed

ns

[National derogations] Coping with regional
differences

- Lobby to make national exemptions possible in
order to cope with regional differences when
implementing the new regulation

[Cz AP] Problems not coped with in the

EUOAP
- Separation of conventional and organic land

can be a problem

Rules for manure handling is needed

Czech out of date techniques have to be

improved

[CZ AP] Need for improved CZ AP
- A need for improving the CZ AP with regard to
problems mentioned

Table continues.
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Table 3.1 (CZ) (continued)

Practical problems

Practical strategies

[Logos] Practical problems with labelling

1)
- Practical problems with the labelling of all

because labelling concerns land of origin

Confusing consumers with too many labels (f

products and this is not confusing consumers

[Consultancy] Prepare and support farmers to
adapt to the new regulation
Education and consultation for farmers, helping
them to prepare for changes in due time
- Approving the regulation before communicated to
farmers
- Longer implementation period (more than a year)

make it possible for farmers to handle

Source: Own data.

to
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Table 3.2 (CZ) Implementation problems and copingtsategies — market transparency

Market transparency

Political problems

Political strategies

though not in general

No. of problems and coping strategies 5/8
[EU Logo]
- Graphical improvement of the logo (-1)
[Actualising the EUOAP]
- Actualising the AP — all CZ development originate
from EUOAP and the regulation
Practical problems Practical strategies
[EU logo] Financing the EU logo
- Financing the EU logo — farmers do not want
to spend money on promotion
[Statistical data] [Statistical data]
- CZ Statistical Office is not providing relevant - The Ministries of Agriculture and Environment
data on the organic market could work more closely to improve cooperation
with the Czech Statistical Office
[Information] Lack of information [Information] More information and promotion
- Information and transparency is missing in the needed
CZ market - More information about the benefits of organic fog
- More promotion needed
- The Internet is a relevant tool
[Institutions] Lack of institutional [Institutions] The creation of a strong
structures marketing board in CZ
R Lack of structural settings and capacity - Joint r_narketing bo_ard with the Gerr_nans (-1)_
building in the public administration for - Refusing cooperation because of different price
solving transparency problems settings that would stop CZ production and
- Lack of structural settings directed towards the encourage import (-1)
market because of problems with centralised - Working group established working on lobbying,
buy-out that could secure a correct pricing apd promotion and research
sale for organic products
[Research] Initiation of new funded research
projects
- Initiation of new funded research projects
- National Agency for Agricultural Research
established to cope with problems
[Cooperation] Support more cooperation within
the sector
- The need of cooperation from the sector to gathe
market information
- Determined by the willingness of other private
companies to be open and provide information
[Imports and security] [Imports and security]
- Import as a problem concerning transparengy —

- Food miles could be reduced by imports from
neighbouring countries

Source: Own data.

o
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3.3 Germany ?

3.3.1 Stakeholder group composition

The German focus group discussion was held in Bété 11" of January 2007 at the

Umweltforum. Twelve stakeholders participated ia tbhcus group meeting. The participants
represented groups of associations, traders, peosiube political administrative level,
certification, research and consulting. Nine pgtiots represented the private sector while three
represented the public sector. The focus groupdedd more policy makers than policy takers
(7/5). Nine participants worked exclusively witlganic food and farming while three worked with
both conventional and organic farming. The invitepgresentative from the conventional sector did
not participate in the meeting. Three participdrad a major role and two had a minor role in the
organic sector. One participant had a minor roleath sectors and one participant had a major role
in both sectors. Five participants had no rolestimer sector. The role of the participants in the
implementation of policies regarding organic food darming shows variation in both policy
influence and implementation influence. Particigaarte predominantly representing the policy-
oriented type and the target group type. The athmgpin the focus group was constructive and all
participants contributed actively. The central reségroup in Germany is BOLW. Expectations
for the EUOAP were neutral and it was perceivethagfficient and by some even as outdated.
Moreover, the participants had negative experiemgtsimplementing European organic policies.

3.3.2 Implementation problems and coping strategies

The optional topic chosen was expectations fofuhe&e implementations of the recommendations
aiming for a more transparent European marketrgarmc food and farming.

The number of implementation problems and copirgtesjies mentioned in relation to the topic of
therevised regulations 10 and 8 while the number of problems andesgias in relation to the
topic of market transparencis 7 and 3.

On the topic of theevised regulatiorthe number opolitical implementation problems and coping
strategies mentioned (6/6) is higher than the nurabgractical problems and coping strategies
mentioned (4/2). In general there is coherence éx@tvthe political implementation problems
mentioned and the coping strategies mentioned. ddride due to the methods used during the
focus group discussion; facilitation cards and ddar the first topic and mind mapping for the
second topic. [Regulation specificity] could teitaly be linked to the coping strategy [Stakeholder
integration]. [Organic farming being threatenedjcerning lack of converters may be linked to the
practical coping strategy [Market stagnation aritetentiation] mentioned in relation to the topic

of market transparency.

On the topic ofnarket transparencthe number opractical implementation problems and coping
strategies (5/2) is higher than the numbepdaditical problems and coping strategies mentioned
(2/1). The political problem [The organic sectomggethreatened] may be linked to the practical
coping strategies mentioned in relation to [Madtegnation and differentiation]. Two practical

2 . - . .
Country report. Germany. National Focus Group Dés@n on the Implementation of the European Organtmon Plan; Germany.
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problems; [Quality standards] and [Imports and sgduare not linked to any coping strategies but
could tentatively be linked to [Market stagnatiowalifferentiation].

Table 3.3 (DE) Implementation problems and copingtgategies — New Reqgulation

New Regulation

Political problems

Political coping strategies

- Too complex bureaucratic procedures
- No harmonised execution of the law

No. of problems and coping strategies 10/8
[EU logo] [EU Logo] Reorganising the EU logo
- EU seal pushed forward against national market Demand for reorganisation of the EU logo: curregol
wishes must be changed because it could lead to confusion
among consumers
- German Bio-Siegel as an alternative
[Bureaucracy] [Transposition of the revised regulation]

- Demand for cooperation of experts/associations,
monitoring bodiesBundeslandeand the federal state
in the formulation of implementation guidelines

- Demand for nevBundesratesolution in the
transposition td.ander

[Interpretation of the regulation]
- Regulation needs interpretation
- Open questions needs to be clarified
- When a product is labelled as organic the
production should guarantee 100% organic

[Interpretation of the regulation]

- Demand for an interpretation committee with membe
from different associations, countries and BLE @rad
Agency for Agriculture and Food)

- Demand for exchange in the development of
interpretations

- Support of national “group to define the interptieta
gaps” — the reorganisation process allows more roor
for differences in interpretation than before, Whibe
sector should take advantage of

s

=

[Stakeholder integration] Demand for an

mterpretatlon committee

Take influence on the definition and regulatioritaf
implementation rules (former annexes)

- Demand to exercise influence on the implementation
guidelines/lobbying

- High political dependency of the sector

- More political lobbying=> integration of stakeholder

- Integration of experts and associations in the
formulation of implementation guidelines

[Regulation specificity]
- Not detailed enough in some points
- New regulation causes liberalisation instead of
stricter regulation

[Scope of regulation]
- Regret leaving out the home sector (-1)

[Scope of regulation]
- Out of home sector can be regulated nationally

[GMO thresholds]
- GMO thresholds too high
- Additives produced with GMO are accepted in

the new regulation

[GMO thresholds]
- Thresholds not softened but concretised (-1)

Table continues.
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Table 3.3 (DE) (continued)

Practical problems

Practical coping strategies

[Quality standards] Loss of consumer
confidence
- Loss of consumer confidence
- Weakening of the organic principles
- Organic loose reliability

[Remforcmg publicity on quality standards]
Communication with consumers about national
inequalities must take place. (Area of conflict doie
flexible regulation interpretation within the EU)

- Communication of real/better organic

- Communication of regional-specific inequalities

- Adopt the new standards of climate change and Fair|
Trade and thereby differentiate between company
logos/brands

- Communicate the difference between the (basic) EU
standard and their companies / associations logos

- Different levels of quality (association productshw
higher quality standards) must be better commuedta;
to customers

- Greater differentiation compared to EU organic
products

[Imports and security]
- Less confidence in third county imports

- Assurance of import goods from third countrieq
have equivalence problem

[Unfair and biased competitior
- Competitive disadvantages caused by different
interpretations of the regulation
- Competition problematic because of individual
national rules

[Market surveillance]
Demand for an intensive market surveillance of
possible unsafe third party goods
- Third country regulation must be clear
- Joint ventures in the Middle and Eastern Europe to
ensure quality

[The arganic sector is threatened]

- Producer groups abandoning organic productig

- Absence of planning and legal certainty causes
uncertainty forfarmers toconvert

- Growing amount of organic produced food, but

stagnation of converters

=}

Source: Own data.
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Table 3.4 (DE) Implementation problems and copingteategies — Market transparency

Market transparency

Political problems

Political coping strategies

No. of problems and coping strategies 713
[EUOAP]
EUOAP outdated; the market has tripled since
and the Commission is too inert to initiate a ney
approach / attempt
- EUOAP has no clear positive outcome for the
organic sector
- EUOAP not supportive on marketers
[The organic sector is threatened] [The organic sector is threatened]
- No farmers converting; missing support from the - Market differentiation in the sector of product tiya
German Farmers’ Association is a chance for e.g. the German Farmers’ Assoaisitiq
Practical problems Practical coping strategies
[Market stagnation and differentiation] [Market stagnation and differentiation]
Market stagnation Market partners searching for orientation in a dfiam
- Mainly supermarkets and discount outlets profi market
- Differentiated growth between traders and - Communication with the consumer on market
producers differentiation and quality
- Growing concurrence between organic farming - Possibility for new products and companies e.g. SM
and alternatives like “renewable primary (small and medium-sized enterprises) to enter the
products” market
- Limited growth of “natural food” - Product innovations = new buyers
- There is a tendency to bigger farms and rising - Customers have to safeguard a sustainable trade
prices for operating resources. As a consequence relation
the profit margin is decreasing - The chance to establish new trade connectionsand
make long-term agreements; build up new trade
[Price stagnation] structures
- Discrepancy between low German food supply| - To establish an industrial subcontracting with atgja
and price stagnation due to the growing import qualities
- The prices for animal products are too low to - Producer to safeguard sustainable trade relations
push the market - Regionalism is a chance for the German market
- Private activities are crucial for the market griowt
[The organic sector is threatened] [The organic sector is threatened)]
No converters due to a slow growing market - More lucrative to lease farms in Eastern Europetdo
- Lack of subsidies for conversions deal with renewable products
- Converting depends on the direct political
environment and the local government; Belt-
tightening affecting the organic farming e.g.
advisers from Bioland and Naturland (-1)
- Pioneers have left the sector because of end dates
of the transitional periods
- Growing market pressure and prices declining;
pressure on farmers, pull-out of farmers, growth
of technification and less resources for protectjo
of the environment
[Quallty standards]
Faceless and tasteless products
- Mass productions and lower quality
- Reduced price premiums between organic and
conventional causes loss of consumer credibility

- Consumer sceptic about quality

[ Imports and security]
- Import foods fill in the gap of the missing
German supply — problems with quality
assurance & Chinese products flood the markeg

t

changing existing market structures

Source: Own data.
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3.4 Denmark 3

3.4.1 Stakeholder group composition

The focus group discussion took place in Copenh2d8mf November 2006 at the organic
restaurant Cap Horn. Eight persons participated parsons cancelled their participation at the
day of the meeting both representthg general Danish agricultural sector. The focosig
participants represented association groups, thiticabadministrative level and trade. The
participants included more private sector repregent than public sector representatives (5/3). Six
participants represented policy makers while twadigipants represented policy takers. Three work
exclusively with organic food and farming while diwork with both conventional and organic food
and farming. There was no representation from timventional sector. Three participants had a
major role in the organic sector, and two partinigahad a role in both sectors. Three participants
had a major role in the organic sector and a miolerin the conventional sector.

The Danish focus group includes participants belantp the policy oriented type, the
comprehensive type and the target group type, theuth a slight overrepresentation of the policy
oriented type. In general, the mood during the $aguoup session was good and participants had
positive attitudes to participation in the focusuyp discussion. The formalised organic network
groups in Denmark are D@F: The Danish Board on Qlegaood, and @kologiens Hus (a Danish
NGO). Expectations to and experiences with EUOARevp@sitive and although there are
synergies between the intentions of the EUOAP atidmal initiatives, the awareness of this
relation was decoupled at the stakeholder levedise participants perceived national actions as
independent from the European organic policies.

3.4.2 Implementation problems and coping strategies

The optional topic chosen was expectations reggiitie future implementations of the
recommendations aiming for a more transparent Eamopnarket for organic food and farming.

The number of implementation problems and copirgiesjies mentioned in relation to the topic of
therevised regulatiorare 7 and 8 while the number of problems andeggras in relation to the
topic of market transparencgre 8 and 7.

On the topic of theevised regulatiorthe number opolitical implementation problems and coping
strategies mentioned (4/5) is about equal to timel®u ofpractical problems and coping strategies
mentioned (3/3). In general, implementation proldenentioned are linked to coping strategies.
The main subtopics discussed were [Decision fomi¢rms of framework or detailed regulation
and issues relating to this subtopic: [Maximum amimum standards] and [Scope of regulation].
[Stakeholder integration] may additionally be lidk® [Decision form] Framework or detailed
regulationdue to the number of demand specifications meetion relation to the subtopic. [Scope
of regulation] is not linked to a coping strategyt may be connected to strategies relating to
[Maximum or minimum standards] and [stakeholdeegnation]. [EU logo] and [GMO thresholds]
are mentioned as coping strategies not connectegplementation problems. Practical problems
not linked is [Conventional connection] regardihg tonventional sector perception of organic
farming and lack of financial support to the orgasector. One coping strategy is not linked to an
implementation problem: [GMO thresholds].

3 Country report. Denmark. National Focus Group Désion on the Implementation of the European OrgAnt®on Plan; Denmark.
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On the topic ofnarket transparengythe number opolitical implementation problems and coping
strategies mentioned (5/4) is higher than the nurabgractical problems and coping strategies
mentioned (3/3). In general, implementation proldenentioned are linked to the coping strategies
mentioned. The subject with the largest impact thhasssue of transparency in relation to
promotion campaigns especially the EU logo campaighissues relating to trade and market
characteristics and development. [Transparencultyf] is mentioned as an implementation
problem though not linked to a coping strategy. iBsee does reveal that market transparency is
faulty and that harmonisation does not lead tosfrarency and [Statistical data] is mentioned as an
implementation problem not linked. One politicapow strategy [Market development] is
mentioned and may be linked to issues relatingak bf support to new producers. One practical
problem [EU logo] is not connected to a copingtetyg and the problem mentioned is doubts
whether a rearrangement of the EU logo would imenmarketing. This statement contradicts the
previous statement relating to the topic of nevulatpn — that the EU logo is an advantage only if
design is changed. Finally, one practical copingtegy is not linked to a problem [Information and
marketing] where statements indicate that theeensed for surveys on marketing, production and
import/export.
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Table 3.5 (DK) Implementation problems and copingtsategies — New Requlation

New Regulation

Political problems

Political coping strategies

0]

demand are in balance
- The regulation creates barriers in relation to irntgof

No. of problems and coping strategies 7/8
[DeC|S|on form] Framework or detailed regulation [Decision form] Framework or detailed
Still uncertainty about implementation guidelines regulation
- Trade off between regulators™ needs for simplezsul - Annexes not to be included when decision is made
and private enterprises’ demand for detailed rules on high political level
- EUrules are not suitable for production forms havi - Enterprises need detailed rules
quality and firm standards as an aim (lowest commgn - Detailed rules on animal welfare
denominator)
- Implementation becomes more difficult the more
exceptions the provision has
- New regulation based on firm principles and
requirements will restrain exceptions
- Tight standards might prevent new farmers from
converting
[MaX|mum or minimum standards] [MaX|mum or minimum standards]
Committed timeframe makes setting more rigorous Minimum standards ought to be high, when it is th
standards impossible business of enterprises to import products of first
- Difficulties with making stricter national standard quality
- A weak position nationally without requirement - Private labelling of the products to raise standard
specifications
- Annexes may water down organic principles
A maximum standard would lock the system
[Stakeholder integration] [Stakeholder integration]
- EU chiefly attaches importance to experts - Strengthen stakeholder participation and influenc
- Stakeholder should become involved in the
negotiations about the specific implementation
[Scope of regulation]
Principles concerning permitted additives at 100%
rather than 95% organic.
- A margin of 5% opens up for different interpretago
in the EU member states
[EU logo]
- EU logo is an advantage only if design is change
[GMO thresholds]
- GMO thresholds are not to be accepted
Practical problems Practical coping strategies
[Interaction with other rules] [Interaction with other rules]
- Fit of new organic regulation with general food gwot - Strengthening alliances that could facilitate fit
regulations between general food product regulations and the
- Interaction with general trade rules and WTO rules new organic regulation
makes simplification difficult - Food safety to be met before organic products ca
be marketed
[Supply chains] [Exports and development]
- In Denmark there are many instances where suply|an - Common EU rules are important for Denmark

- Denmark ought to stake more on development of
knowledge intensive food production than on

organic products from other EU member states farming.
[Conventional connection]

- Support to conventional farming is much larger
- Far to go before organic farming will be regarded a

the driving force behind conventional farming.
- Danish farming sector considers organics neither ag

marketing argument nor as a sales argument abroag

[GMO thresholds]
- Consumer information about organic products be
non-GMO

i

=}

Source: Own data.
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Table 3.6 (DK) Implementation problems and coping tsategies — Market transparency

Market transparency

Political problems

Political coping strategies

No. of problems and coping strategies

8/7

[EU logo]
The EU logo has to be reorganised

[EU Iogo]

Back up common logo to increase Danish products’
position in the international competition with
national and private certification logos

EU has a main role in tightening up inspection and
control

[Promot|on campaigns]

We were too soon with the EU logo campaign in
Denmark (-1)

It does not help with a Danish EU logo campaigtéf
rest of Europe does not follow up

Danish EU logo campaign had doubtful effect

No need for major campaigns

[Promotlon campaigns]

EU should secure that there are solid subsidy
schemes the member states can use
Responsibility for promotion campaigns should ng
rest with the EU but with the national private or
public sector

All marketing is a national affair.

—

[Statistical data]

Data from deep marketing research are too old wheh
results are published

[Trade]

Private control organisations such as KRAV and SOIL
may exclude other actors from their national market
Unfair that the EU tries to hamper KRAV and SOIL’
possibilities of competition

[Trade]

EU can facilitate trade and markets
Free trade will rise the supply

[Transparency is faulty]

The idea behind market transparency is faulty —
harmonisation does not necessarily lead to
transparency.

Harmonisation is for big producers

[Market development]

EU support to the organic sector’'s own efforts

EU support to new producers gaining a foothold gn
the market

Practical problems

Practical coping strategies

[Market development]

The supermarkets have monopolies
High quality demands and problems with small new
producers and countries entering the market

[Market development]

Public sector should help new enterprises

[Promotion campaigns]

Difficult when the public sector participate intioeal
promotion campaigns

[Promotlon campaigns]

Public sector participation in promotion campaignis
gives trustworthiness
Promotion campaigns should be placed within the
national private or public sector

[EU logo]

Doubts if a change of the EU logo would improve
marketing

[Information and marketing]

Need for market surveys on marketing, production
and import/export
Market should be analysed by meanshafk tanks

Source: Own data.
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3.5 England *

3.5.1 Stakeholder group composition

The focus group interview took place in London 188 of January 2007 at the Department for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairgefra. Nine stakeholders participated in the focus group
meeting. The date was originally placed at the sdate as an important strategy meeting to secure
a high level of participation. Unfortunately, tmeeeting was cancelled and the person from Defra
who works primarily with organics was sent to a tirggin BrusselsThe participants represented
consulting, the political administrative level, asstions, federations and union groups. The
participants include more private sector represememthan public sector representatives (5/4). Six
participants represented policy takers while thpaeticipants represented policy makers. Four
participants work exclusively with organic food aadming while five work with both

conventional and organic farming. Four participdred a major role in the organic sector and one
participant had a minor role in both sectors. Thrasicipants had a major role in the organic secto
and a minor role in the conventional sector. Ons@ehad an important role in RDP (Rural
Development Plans). The English stakeholder greppasents the policy-oriented type and the
comprehensive type but the target group type isemesented, though some of the participants
were also farmers. The atmosphere in the sessievergt good and the participants all seemed
very comfortable and happy to discuss the issudgtare was full participation from everyone
present. Currently no formalised national orgamtworks exist in England. The expectations for
EUOAP were neutral and it was perceived as ingefiity transposed nationally, bureaucratic and
lacking funding to national implementation issuesperiences with implementing European
organic policies were perceived as mixed and negati

3.5.2 Implementation problems and coping strategies

The optional topic chosen was financing the impletaiton of the EU Organic Action Plan as a
part of the Rural Development Plans.

The number of implementation problems and copirgtesjies mentioned in relation to the topic of
therevised regulations 10 and 8 while the number of problems andesgias in relation to the
topic ofrural development plais 5 and 4.

On the topic of theevised regulatiorthe number opolitical implementation problems and coping
strategies mentioned (4/4) compared to the numibgractical problems and coping strategies
mentioned (6/4). In the session on the revisedla¢ign, the GMO issue (0.9% contamination
versus 0.1% (currently accepted in the UK as omamias seen as by far the most serious
implementation problem for the UK. The EU logo issnd lack of resource availability and costs
of implementing the new regulation were also seesegious issues by the participants in this
session. Implementation problems are in generagtirto coping strategies. [Interpretation of the
regulation] and [Stakeholder integration] are muteéd to coping strategies. [EU logo] is mentioned
as a coping strategy but not connected to a problegeneral, the practical implementation
problems mentioned are connected to practical gogtirategies.

On the topic of the RDP the number of political lerpentation problems and coping strategies
mentioned is (1/) compared to the number of prattinplementation problems and coping

4 Country report. England. National Focus Group Déstons on the Implementation of the European Gegaction Plan: England
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strategies mentioned (4/4). In the session on tiral®evelopment Plan, the lack of understanding
by government offices (national and regional) &f thle of organic farming and its contribution to
rural development was seen as a huge issue f@attieipants. Implementation problems are in
general linked to coping strategies. [Perceptioarganic farming] Rural development
agency/Government perception of organic farmingitble in rural development was mentioned
as a political problem and no coping strategy wasationed. A tentative link could be created to
[Integration with other policies] and [Structurdtions for strategic directions. [Knowledge
transfer] Research available but not transferrdzhic management was mentioned as a practical
problem and not linked to a coping stratggychieving welfare and environmental improvements]
was on the other hand mentioned a coping strateghabking link to implementation problems
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Table 3.7 (EN) Implementation problems and copingtrategies — New Regulation

New Regulation

Political problems

Political coping strategies

No. of problems and coping strategies

10/8

[GMO thresholds] 0.9% versus 0.1% currently

accepted in EN

- GMO issue is the far most serious implementation
problem for EN

- Recalls of products due to GMO contaminatame
damaging to brand value — regulation threatenstheg
issues

- EU standards remove EN unique selling point of ¢ei
GMO free

=}

[GMO thresholds] Strategically work at 0.1%

contamination level
- Strategically work at 0.1% contamination level
throughout the whole food chain

- Total exclusion of GMO (above 0.1%) could causg
the whole organic chains outside EU at risk and the
GMO industry to win

- Compromises have to be found or else-fh
farmers will loose their livelihood

[Scope of regulation]

- Exclusion of retailers, caterers, protective crogpi
fish and forestry

- Doubts whether aquaculture and protective cropping
were included in the regulation

- Need for more details on measures increasing anim
health and environmental improvements

- Regulation has not met EUOAP objectives in terins|
animal welfare and environmental improvements

- The regulation is not according to the ESA
(Environmentally Sensitive Areas) and therefore in
anomaly with the EUOAP

- Doubts whether organic farming is the preferredoopt
in environmentally sensitive areas

- The EU has problems with legality of extending the
regulation beyond food and that it was linked to
labelling law

- Reuvision has highlighted inconsistence in the
regulation e.g. endogenous factors missing buethes|
are not addressed

Al

[Scope of regulation

- If regulation covers aquaculture and protective
cropping it needs to be dynamic accounting for new
research

- Developing standards for non-food crops

- Non-food crops need to be covered by the EU
import regulation

- Certain requirements to take forward parts of the
EUOAP and regulation changes e.g. imports

[EU Logo]
- Mandatory use of the EU logo is important — issues
with local food

- Mandatory use of the EU logo — no restrictions or]
private standard setters

- Private standard setters being able to set stasdargd
above the regulation

- Mandatory use of the EU logo on grounds of
increased transparency for consumers and
underpinning generic marketing

[Stakeholder integration]
- Lack of adequate consultation
- Only minor amendments to the revised regulation cg
be appended now

=}

[Interpretation of the regulation]
- Uncertainties with regard to the interpretatiortef
regulation e.g. implementation rules

- Doubts whether it can be interpreted nationally

[Achieving animal welfare and environmental
improvements]
- Claim for measures and forward strategies

Table continues.
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Table 3.7 (EN) (continued)

Practical problems

Practical solutions

[GMO thresholds]

- Organic farmers have to work above the regulation
ensure that no GMO contamination occurs

- Contamination between pharmaceutical and food cr
was mentioned as a specific risk

- Consumers do not want GMO contamination

- It is a problem that consumers wilbtrecognise the
difference between 0.1% and 0.9 % contamination

]

[GMO thresholds]
- 0.1% tolerance on GMO contamination due to
consumer concerns
- Claim for improving sourcing diligence
- Emphasise sourcing locally

- Regions wanting to be GMO free
- Co-existence and labelling should be treated
separately

[Costs/resources required for implementation)
- Private organisations at certification level arengdo
fund the implementation
- Lack of resources at both EU and national (govenin)
and private bodies) level undermines implementatio
- Huge cost with the mandatory use of the EU logo

- Cost with getting information distributed to advise

]

[Costs/resources required for implementation]

- Individual farmers must deal with their certificati

bodies to thrash out solutions

[Scope of regulation]

- Protective cropping is currently carried out in ayw
that is not in line with the regulation

[Interpretation of the regulation]
- Specific problems with marketing and certification
- The institutional setup to execute rules questioned

[Interpretation of the regulation]

- Certification bodies need to review the regulation

- Major changes will force certifiers together

[Inspection/regulatory burden] Risk-based

assessment not determined
- Risk-based assessment was not determined in the
regulation
- Farmers Union not prepared to get involved in
certification issues

[Inspection/regulatory burden] Differentiated

inspection system
Differentiated inspection system

- Visits on a sampling basis to reduce regulatory
burden

[Interaction with other rules]

- Lack of coherence between the regulation and thel H
Inspection Regulation 882

Source: Own data.
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Table 3.8 (EN) Implementation problems and copingtrategies — Rural Development Plan

Rural Development Plan

Political problems

Political coping strategies

system of the RDP
EUOAP is no evidence for getting organic farming
into RDP

Rural Development Agencies are not oriented
towards organic farming, merely in financial terms
defeating the implementation of the organic actiof
If funding (axis 1) is reliant on Rural Development
Agencies perception - organic is going to miss ou
In the interests of Defra to ensure the produation
as much food as possible

No. of problems and coping strategies 5/4
[Perception of organic farming] Rural
development agency/Government perception of
organic farming and its role in rural
development
- Organics considered a sector within conventional
agriculture, rather than a leading sector in teois
rural development
- Government is looking at organic in financial terms
- No recognition of getting organic into RDP and land
management as a high impact factor
- Public good issues e.g. tourism is not recognised
under RDP
- An integrated approach does not match with the axis

t

Table continues.
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Table 3.8 (EN) to be continued

Practical problems

Practical coping strategies

[Fundmg] Level and inconsistency

Decreased support for organic farming caused by
weak market

- A strong organic market is not good for organic
support from the public purse

- Not clear rationale for intervention at nationalde

- Problems with withdrawing funding and
inconsistent funding - damaging for the industry

- Funding for the Organic Conversion Information
Service has been withdrawn

- In objective 1 regions e.g. there is a lack of
knowledge of the amount of funding making it
difficult to plan

- The Rural Development Agency funds programs
with a limited time framework is a problem for
successful business development

[Funding] Need to demonstrate market failure and
claim for funding
- Organic sector needs to demonstrate that therenarket
failure and needs to be supported by public funding
- Farmers to grab their share of the RDP funds

[Integration with other policies]
- Lack of integration of food and drink strategiestwi
other policies; RDP and EUOAP, and cross-regio
problems

hal

[Integratlon with other policies]

Policies of the English Action Plan groups needgnation
with other policies

- The effort has to be within the Sustainable Foadl an
Farming Strategy

- Integration oforganics with the Health of the Nation
Strategy

- Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affasrs
integrating organic farming into other strategies)(SFFS),
though they have not surfaced yet

- The English Organic Action Plan will establish more
interaction with other policies

- Some Rural Development Agencies have already pestiuc
food and drink strategies

[Structural] Many crossing initiatives

Agricultural delivery (Rural Development Agency)
has become the most local level possible

- Environmental delivery become national delivery

- Coordination problems because organic farming |
aspects of both agricultural and environmental
policy and has to act on both national and local
levels

- Processing/marketing projects transferred to Rurd
Development Agencies make situation worse

- 7 Regional Development Agencies are costly

- Many food chains are not contained within a regig

as

=}

[Structural] Actions for strategic directions

Claim for a governmental champion for organic pplic

- Questioning whether Rural Development Agency makes|
less likely to coordinate or is it a function ohtel
Government

- Groups working on providing strategic directiorthe
Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs

- Regional action groups to put common-voice to Rural
Development Agencies in a coordinated way

- Organic Association is trying to regionalise workhthe
Rural Development Agencies

- To link the organic action plan with regional grgup

management
- No specifically organic research budget

and Rural Development Agencies (look for) regions - Delivery groups at the regional level have an inguatrrole
- No mechanism in the current framework for - Regional consultations should coordinate the amroa
crossover between axis 1 (regional) and axis 2 Rural Development Agencies
(national) - Strategic deal with food chain links within regions
- Various stakeholders have regional groups thabean
worked through
- To take forward a generic case for organic pronmodind
information
[Knowledge transfer] Research available but
not transferred to basic management
- Research available though not transferred to basic

[Achieving animal welfare and environmental
improvements]
- Organic farming should be specifically referredriche
RDP cause of increase employment
- Environmental benefits e.g. low carbon benefits

- Rural Development Agencies and Sustainable Food and
Farming Strategy (SFFS) should integrate this

Source: Own data.
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3.6 Spain®

3.6.1 Stakeholder group composition

The focus group meeting took place th& 5 December 2006 at the Ministry of Agriculture,
Fisheries and Food in Madrid. Twenty stakeholdarsigipated in the focus group meeting. The
participants represented associations and cetidicgroups, the political-administrative level,
research and distribution. The participants inatudational actors and actors from specific regions
in Spain. However, the stakeholders have been @asegl without taking their national or regional
scope into account. This means as an example détiahal and regional government actors have
equally been detected as policy makers. The nuofgaarticipants from the private sector was
thirteen while the public sector was representeddwen. Seventeen of the participants worked
exclusively with organic food and farming while ékerworked with both the organic and the
conventional sector. There was no representatan the purely conventional sector. In sum all
participants had close relations to the organitose€wo participants had a major role and twelve
participants had a minor role in the organic sedtwo participants had a minor role in both the
organic and the conventional sector and four gpeits had a major role in the organic sector and
a minor role in the conventional sector. The stakddr group was characterised by large
representation of the comprehensive type andéssel degree by the policy-oriented type. The
target group type was represented by one stakahdlde expectations for the EUOAP were
negative and there was a disbelief in a properemphtation of the EUOAP on a national level
because of missing funds for the implementatiomplémentation experiences with European
organic policies were not mentioned. The extensiwaber of participants in the focus group
discussions meant that the intended exploratorieamgs missing.

3.6.2. Implementation problems and coping strategies

The optional topic chosen was expectations fofuhe&e implementations of the recommendations
aiming for a more transparent European marketrgarmc food and farming.

The number of implementation problems and copirgtesjies mentioned in relation to the topic of
therevised regulations 8 and 7 while the number of problems and gjiatein relation to the topic
of market transparencig 6 and 6.

On the topic of theevised regulatiorthe number opolitical implementation problems and coping
strategies mentioned (5/4) compared to the numibgractical problems and coping strategies
mentioned (3/3). In general it was possible to colimplementation problems with coping
strategies. The most important problem for theedtalders was the proposal for an EU logo an
issue which was considered with both political pratctical connotations. The political problem
[Political context] including input problems, orgaistandards and scope of regulation was not
linked to any coping strategy. The coping stratigteraction with other rules] is not combined
with a problem. Practical problems and coping stgis may tentatively be linked. [Local level
trade] is referring to a larger amount of copingtstgies.

On the topic ofnarket transparencthe number opolitical implementation problems and coping
strategies mentioned (1/1) compared to the numibgractical implementation problems and

Country report. Spain. National Focus Group Disimrsen the Implementation of the European Orgardtioh Plan: Spain.
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coping strategies mentioned (5/5). [Quality staddpis not linked to a coping strategy, -
statements indicate that a harmonisation of rdegeded. [Public, regional obligations] is a cgpin
strategy not linked to a problem. It is referriogiational, regional obligations regarding market
development. In general, practical problems andngpsgtrategies may be combined. The focus is
on developing the national organic market througimmtion, information, education and gathering
statistical data. Two subtopics are not linked [asigand the [EU logo].
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Table 3.9 (ES) Implementation problems and copingtisategies — New Regulation

New Regulation

Political problems

Political strategies

No. of problems and coping strategies

8/7

[GMO thresholds]
- GMO contamination inconsistent with the health
promoting and environmentally friendly charactécst
of organic products

[GMO thresholds]

- Need for a clear definition of zero GMO

[EU logo]
- Should not to be used for products outside EU

[Scope of regulation]
- The regulation should only be used as a practicdl t

without political declaration

- The new regulation excludes smallholders and
marginal areas

- The new regulation does not consider the thirdypart
responsibility

- The new regulation favours international tradedast
of supporting local food markets

of regulation]

Inclusion of principles, philosophies (-1)

- Inclusion of social justice and fair trade as oigan
principles

- Inclusion of sustainable goals and territorial bata

- Inclusion of aguaculture and recycling principles

- The regulation needs clarification of “local comnatits
and development stages”

- Flexibility in the regulation leaving a door oper bn-

going adjustments

[Scope

[Lobbying]

- Lack of strong organic lobby associations at both
national and EU levels

[Lobbying]
- Lobbying in support of organic farming

- (Emphasise) IFOAM as the main organic lobby
organisation

[Political context]

- Risk of conventionalisation of organic food
commodities

- The regulation is favouring Nordic countries’ fangi
conditions

- The use of patenting organic inputs should not be
allowed

- Both the current and the new regulations are famliss|
on input aspects

[Interaction with other rules]
- Coordination between organic farming rules and
environmental regulations and directives e.g. water
directives

Practical problems

Practical strategies

[GMO thresholds]

- Organic and conventional farmers and consumers
cannot understand the allowance of GMO
contamination without any actions taken to avoid it

[GMO thresholds]
- Rejecting certification of products with GMO
contamination

[Local level trad€] Insufficient focus on local level

trade
- Insufficient focus on local markets and small
productions

[Local level trade] Supporting local level trade

- Securing the linking of products to local areas
supporting smallholders and local markets

- Establish confidence through direct contact betweer)
producer and consumer

- Support measures for young farmers to keep them i
the countryside

- Improvement in the research of local consumptiah &
new standards avoiding long transport of organic
products and materials

h

=]

[Interpretation of the regulation] Different

organic standards regarding certification
- Risk in making the regulation too flexible — if
minimum rules are broken it could result in various
organic standards regarding certification
- Lack of consensus among Spanish certification

agencies to interpret rules and standards the saye

[Interpretation of the regulation] Harmonisation
and control of rules
Harmonisation of certification agencies’ interptita of
control rules = restricting the work of certifiaati agencies
or considering a central coordination among agsncie

Source: Own data.
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Table 3.10 (ES) Implementation problems and copingtrategies — Market transparency

Market transparency

Political problems

Political strategies

No. of problems and coping strategies

6/6

[Quality standards]
- Organic farming has to fulfil the same standardguadlity as
the conventional sector

- Harmonising organic standards in EU

[Public, regional obligations]
- A task for the public authorities to ensure organic
food consumption (demand) and supply in all

Spanish regions (-1)

Practical problems

Practical strategies

[Statistical datg] Lack of market information =>

market failure
- Statistics on market development not available
- Lack of market information => market failure

[Statistical data] Gathering and distribution of
market statistics

- Information on market prices and production of

different crops in different regions

- Adding a new bar in the bar code to be used for

organic products

- Coordinate marketing strategies between farme

=
()

[Promotion campaigns]
- Promotion campaigns do not have a great impadten t
market development
- Large companies reduce prices via promotion camgaagd
thereby stop the supply

[Promotion campaigns]

- Promotion campaigns as a long-term task

- The best market strategy is to promote short
commercial chains and local market focus (-1)

- Promotion campaigns towards consumers —
especially conventional

- Agreements among producers and consumers
before further promotion of domestic
consumption is successful

[Logos] Many logos and misuse of the term ‘organic’

confuses consumers
- The increasing number of organic logos makes corsum
recognition more difficult

- Misuse of the term “organic” by associations argtiiations

[Market development]
- Intermediaries speculating in price differences arfair and
transparent price setting is impossible
- The many hygiene rules and standards only to beked
by large companies

[Market development]
- Emphasis on the internal Spanish market to
develop the sector, because of an expectation pf
the external market to decrease in the future

[EU logo]
- Introduction of an EU logo to distinguish
between EU and third country products

[Education]
Lack of consumer knowledge on “organic” foods

[Education]

- Education in the methods used in the process ¢f
organic food production also important for

explaining the price level in organic products

- Education of members of distribution chains and
business managers also of teachers, chefs and
bread makers, consumers and school principals

- Educational campaigns to keep young farmersjin
rural areas

Source: Own data.
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3.7 ltaly ®

3.7.1 Stakeholder group composition

The focus group meeting took place th& 2 December 2006 in Rome at the Representative
Headquarters of the Apulia Region. Eleven stakedrsl@articipated in the focus group discussion.
They cover a wide range of organic interests —lpunganic associations, mixed conventional and
organic associations, certification bodies, a negi@gency and the research level. These
stakeholders include non-profit associations, pewaganisations and public administration
agencies. Ten participants were private sectoesgmtatives and one represented the public sector.
Since none of the stakeholders are formally defasetaving a right to comment legislative
proposals, they are all policy takers. Howeverasamnally the representatives of AIAB, Federbio,
ANABIO and ANAGRIBIO hold positions as influentildbbyists. Nine participants worked
exclusively with organic food and farming while twmrked with both conventional and organic
farming. There was no representation from the cotioeal sector. In sum, all participants had
close relations to the organic sector. Three ppetits had a major role in the organic sector &nd s
participants had a minor role in the sector. Twdig@ants had a major role in the organic sector
and a minor role in the conventional sector. Th&edtolder group is mainly identified within the
comprehensive-oriented type and the target gropg. tylost of the associations present at the
meeting are members of Federfam umbrella association). Expectations to the EBQre
negative because participants found the fundingfficgent. Participants had mixed experiences
with implementing European organic policies.

3.7.2 Implementation problems and coping strategies

The optional topic chosen was financing the impletaigon of the EU Organic Action Plan as part
of the Rural Development Plans.

The number of implementation problems and copirgtesjies mentioned in relation to the topic of
therevised regulations 6 and 7 while the number of implementation pgois and coping
strategies in relation to the topicroiral development plars 6 and 4.

On the topic of theevised regulatiorthe number opolitical implementation problems and coping
strategies mentioned (5/5) is higher than the nurabgractical implementation problems and
coping strategies mentioned (1/2). With regarcheodbligatory topic, the discussion of
implementation problems and coping strategies waislgnabout the specific content of the
regulation proposal. The majority of the impleméiotaproblems mentioned may be linked to
coping strategies mentioned. [Maximum and minimsamdardsis defined as a political problem
but political coping strategies - maximum standdrds) which derogations can be made are
preferred to minimum standards.[Bureaucracy] Féav@much harmonisation and too much
bureaucracy due to administration may link to trecpcal coping strategy; [Institutions]
Strengthening public administrative level. [Logasd [Stakeholder integration] are mentioned as
coping strategies but not linked to an implemeataproblem.

On the topic of th&ural Development Plaanly political implementation problems are mentioned
(3/0) whilepractical aspects include a similar number of implementapiamblems and coping
strategies (2/3). With regard to RDP the discus®gias in general about the lack of specific focus
and general political support for developing thgamic food and farming sector via the RDP.

6 Country report. Italy. National Focus Group Disdéasson the Implementation of the European Organitioh Plan: Italy.
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[Policy issues] RDP is short of focus on and speaifeasures to develop the organic sector and
[Perception of organic farming] as well as [Stakdkointegration] were mentioned as
implementation problems but not linked to copingtgtgies. [Policy issues] can tentatively be
linked to the practical coping strategy: [Instituts] development of the institutional settings.
Another link could be created to: [Institutiongiestgthening public administrative level mentioned
in relation to the topic of the revised regulationgeneral, practical implementation problems are
linked to practical coping strategies. [Capacityiding] using research capacities to improve
capacity building is mentioned as a coping stratagynot linked to an implementation problem.
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Table 3.11 (IT) Implementation problems and copingstrategies — The New Regulation

The New Regulation

Political problems

Political strategies

6/7

[Scope of regulation]
- Regrets the omission of collective catering,

in the regulation

cosmetics, non-food and biodynamic agriculturg

[Scope of regulation]
- Inclusion of collective catering, school canteend a
baby food

[GMO thresholds]
- Do not want the 0.9% GMO threshold

[GMO thresholds] Strategically deal with GMO

question politically and practically
- Demand for a zero tolerance on GMO thresholds
realising that it is a political discussion on ciz¢éance
- A strategic respond could be the making of organic
food districts

[Unfair and biased competition]

- Widening of import possibilities to face the
equivalence problem

- Avoid unfair competition due to lower standard
of organic products

- International standards as the basis of the
equivalency assessment regarding third countr
imports (-1)

- The equivalency model worse than the Codex
Alimentarius

[Unfair and biased competition
- Database to be created to face the principles of
equivalence

[Maximum and minimum standards]
- Maximum standards which derogations can be|
made from, instead of minimum standards that|
can be increased nationally

[Bureaucracy] Fear of too much
harmonisation and too much bureaucracy
due to administration

- Harmonisation causes problems with too much

bureaucracy and loss of peculiarity of organic
farming and processing

- Focus on product certification makes organic
faming more complicated

[Logos]
- More transparency concerning traceability of organi

food origins

- Creation of an Italian logo that guarantees prcziact
100% organic

[Stakeholder integration]

- More need for representation and lobbyin
at EU level

Y

Practical problems

Practical strategies

[Institutions] Institutional problems at the
public administrative level

- Lack of coordination between public authoritieg
and the organic sector

- Coordination problems between state and
regional level

- Fear of public sector expropriation of the
certification organisation’s role

[Institutions] Strengthening public administrative

level
- Need for institutional improvement
- Pleading for a round table forum in the ministry
- Strengthening of the ministry offices
- Need for coordination between public authority and
certification agencies concerning reg. 882/2004

[Inspection/regulatory burden] Improve
certification (at national level), control and
sanctions
- Standardised inspections and sanctions
- Wanting to implement a risk-based approach on
control — saving up to 60% of expenses

Source: Own data.
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Table 3.12 (IT) Implementation problems and copingstrategies — Rural Development Plan

Rural Development Plan

Political problems

Political coping strategies

6/4

[Policy issues] RDP is short of focus on and
specific measures to develop the organic

sector
- RDP is lacking political advices from the nation
action plan — organic issues have not been
considered during the creation of RDP
- Italy has not exploited the opportunities in the
regulation
- Concrete actions are missing

a

[Perception of organic farming]
- Organic farming is not interesting anymore for
politicians because demand is not increasing

[Stakeholder integration]
- Stakeholders’ participation in the work is too
limited

Practical problems

Practical coping strategies

[Institutions] Different administration of
RDP due to decentralised, regional

administration
- Regional differences are a problem in Italy
- Organic and rural development plan offices
separated in all regions
- Dominant focus on subsidies rather than focus
a real strategy

on

[Institutions] Development of the institutional

settings
- Developing organic districts
- Territorial policy

[Lack of economic support] Lack of sufficient
economic support for the development of
organic production
- Few resources available in axis 2 = financial
problems for new conversions
- The dedication of a minimum amount (10%) to
axis 3 development will be a problem
- Omission of a specific set of measures for
organic development in the rural development
plan
- The organic sector does not receive the amour
money that reflects their higher costs of
production in comparison with other “low-input’
measures within RDP e.g. integrated agricultur

t of

[Economic insensitivé Facilitate development and

supply by economic incentives
- Create economic incentives to develop the sector
- Making of a tax relief for certification costs imall
farms

- Incentives to the production of protein crops to
increase the guaranties for supplies to the orgaoid
and livestock sector

[Supply chains]
- Disappearance of the production due to bad
supply chains

[Supply chains]

- Funds to those who enclose the supply chain. This
should solve the problem that only 20% of the potsiy
produced are sold as organic

[Capacity building] Use research capacities to
improve capacity building
- Developing a strategic link with the research lawvel
invest in capacity building

- Using farm consultancy measures of the RDP

Source: Own data.
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3.8 The Netherlands

3.8.1 Stakeholder group composition

The Dutch Focus Group Discussion was held tieafZebruary 2007 at the Volksuniversiteit in
Utrecht. The Focus group meeting was held in coation of a meeting in the national technical
committee on organic food and farming sponsorethbyDepartment of Agriculture/Platform
Biologica. The technical committee comprises publid private stakeholders. The committee
advises on technical matters regarding biologicat@autions in the food chain. Several
stakeholders participated in the technical commitbeeting before the focus group meeting. The
duration of the focus group meeting was two holos.this reason, the topic of the implementation
of the EU Organic Action Plan in the national comt®as omitted in the focus group meeting and
expectations of and experiences with EUOAP arenutided in the Dutch report.

Seven patrticipated in the focus group meeting. disson groups and representatives from two
different Dutch departments of the Ministry of Agyriture were present. Four participants
represented the private sector and three partitspapresented the public sector. The participants
include an equal number of policy makers and pdbders (3/4). Two participants worked
exclusively with organic food and farming and onarked mainly with organic food and farming.
Four worked with both the conventional and the nigaector. There was no representation from
the conventional sector. Two participants had guoirrant role in the organic sector and one
participant had a major role in the organic seatat a minor role in the conventional sector. Four
participants had a major role in the conventioeatar and a minor role in the organic sector. The
Dutch stakeholder group was characterised by stéétehparticipants representing the policy-
oriented type and the comprehensive-oriented fi/pere was no target group representation. The
atmosphere in the session was good and everybotgipated in the discussions. It was
considered that the attitude amongst participasitscaded with the topics discussed a few times
beforehand.

3.8.2 Implementation problems and coping strategies

The optional topic chosen was expectations fofuh&e implementations of the recommendations
aiming for a more transparent European marketrgarmic food and farming.

The number of implementation problems and copirgiesjies mentioned in relation to the topic of
therevised regulations 6 and 8 respectively while the number of protdend strategies in

relation to the topic afnarket transparencig 6and 5. In the Dutch case action numbers from the

EUOAP were used as the structural framework fofdkees group discussion on identified problem
areas and coping strategies.

On the topic of theevised regulatiorthe number opolitical implementation problems and coping
strategies mentioned (4/5) is higher than the nurabgractical problems and coping strategies
mentioned (2/3). In general there is coherence émtvimplementation problems and coping
strategies mentioned. National specific problents@ping strategies relate to issues on basic
principles — social principles, Fair Trade and panganic. [GMO thresholds] is mentioned as a
political coping strategy but not linked to a prerol. A possible link could be created to the same
subtopic mentioned in relation to practical impleation problems. [Basic principles (action 8)] is

! Country report. The Netherlands. National Focusugmiscussions on the Implementation of the Eurog@aanic Action Plan: The Netherlands.
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mentioned as a practical coping strategy and gondterably be linked to the same subtopic
mentioned in relation to political implementatiomplems.

On the topic ofnarket transparencthe number opolitical implementation problems and coping
strategies mentioned (4/4) is higher than the nurabgractical problems and coping strategies
mentioned (2/1). The general picture is that theeelink between implementation problems and
coping strategies mentioned. The EU logo issueeistibned as a coping strategy but only linked to
one problem statement. A number of statements basedtional and EU views are given in
support for the EU logo and a general positivéiaté is forwarded towards the use of an EU logo.
Statements do indicate areas of problems e.g. gmablvith too many national logos and financing
the EU logo. The EU logo issue can be coped withrakblems mentioned in relation to [Promotion
campaigns] Action 1.
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Table 3.13 (NL) Implementation problems and copingtrategies — New Requlation

New regulation

Political problems

Political strategies

No. of problems and coping strategies

6/8

[Basic principles (Action 8)] Social principles, fair
trade and pure organic
The basic principles of organic agriculture are too
vague to offer real transparency
- The basic principles of organic agriculture needs
translation to adequate regulation
- Inclusion of guidelines from a producers point @&w
(-1)
- Organic products do not meet consumer expectatior
on social issues forcing them to choose between
organic and fair trade

n

[Basic principles (Action 8)] Extended scope on

baS|c principles

EUOAP should include the principles of care

- The principles as set out by IFOAM are not incluéted
the regulation

- EU member states are not allowed to set stricter
national rules for organic production except fdesu
on animal welfare
Principles to be described from a consumers pdint g
view (-1)

- Labour conditions would have been better develdpe
the principles had been included in the new re@nat

[National derogations(Action 9)] Different sectors

have different needs ending derogations
- Different productions sectors have different neeils
regard to ending derogations

[National derogations(Action 9)] Derogation and

transition periods to end only in emergency cases

- Derogations should not be permitted

- Stakeholders have a combined responsibility to dpr
with consumer expectations on organic products an
derogations and transition periods should end

- Derogations should only be permitted in case ogan
production means are not available (e.g. propagatio
material)

- National derogations can offer escape routes

- The regulation offers sufficient flexibility in thease of
emergencies

o

)|

[Scope of regulation(Action 10)]
Cotton and textiles are not included

- No room for principal changes in the new regulatign
DG Agriculture (-1)

- Rainforest logging and air transportation for oigan
products constitute a greater risk to meeting comss
expectations but they are not included in the new
regulation

[Scope of the regulation(Action 10]

Scope of the regulatisshould be extended to as man
products of organic origin as possible

- A need for including processing of ornamental
products e.g. cut flowers

- Standards are needed for the production of organic
wine and not only for organic grapes

- The sector for organic clothing is booming and
broadening the scope of the regulation is needed

- Environmental standards are included in the basic
principles, so there are guidelines for improvensart
maintenance

- Further improvement of environmental standards wi
cause enormous problems in the practise of the
organic culture

[Expert panel (Action 11}

Expectation that the expert panel is not to be tece
by the majority of member states

- Acceptance determines the implementation of advic|

- Technical matters have political background
considering national interests

- Participation in the expert panel secures political
influence, but can cause conflicts of interest

[Expert panel (Action 11} Decisions to be made

by scientific advice
- Decisions should be made on scientific technical
advice and not by lobbyists

[GMO thresholds (Action 12)
- Tighter standards on GMO thresholds

Table continues.
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Table 3.13 (NL) (continued)

Practical problems

Practical solutions

[National derogations(Action 9)]
- Derogations obstruct efforts to provide organic
productions means
- Consumers were more concerned with productions
means than with minimum surfaces in animal
husbandry (-1)

- Consumer judgements of the use of organic
propagation material (e.g. union seed) (-1)

[National derogations(Action 9) |

- Organic companies want to invest in the developmen

of organic production means but are hindered by
national derogations

- The production chain of organic pork meat is well
organised and can easily enforce strict standards

[GMO threshold (Action 12] Consumer

expectations
- Consumers expect no GMO in products

[GMO threshold (Action 12] Companies

developing own policies on GMO
Individual organic companies will develop their opwolicy
on GMO thresholds (-1)

[Basic principles (Action 8]

- Processors and traders will make their own decssion
on whether to include social principles

- The primary sector has to choose between the big
market for sustainable products Fair Trade or pure
organic

- The Farmers Organisation (LTO) promotes social
principles in both the organic and the conventional

sector

Source: Own data.
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Table 3.14 (NL) Implementation problems and copingtrategies — Market transparency

Market transparency

Political problems

Political strategies

No. of problems and coping strategies

6/5

[EU Logo]
- EU logo is absolutely necessary, otherwise national
logos will out compete the EU logo

[EU Logo]

- A strong EU logo will also gain interest in couesi
with a strong private logo due to the EU logo &efin
contrast to other logos

- The introduction and promotion of the Bio-Siegehis
good example of a strategy

- The EU logo must be financed by European and
national governments and the organic sector itself

- A new EU logo for all products that comply with the
new regulation and is sustainable for communicatio
purposes

- Harmonisation in Europe can be accelerated by goad
communication and a good logo

- Distinctive logos like Demeter and Nature & Mordlw;
survive in the market

[Promotion campaigns Action 1)]

- European funds for promotion campaigns only
available if the organic sector is supplied with
sufficient funds

- Impossible to gain collective European promotion
strategy due to the changes in Dutch policies #fier
election

[Promotion campaigns(Action 1)]

- European promotion campaign as well as the EU logo
as a compromise between 27 member states will be
very effective towards consumers in the national
member states

- Promotion of the EU logo could be done at the EU
level

- Promotion of organic products must be launched at
national level

[Internet database @Action 2)] Listing private and
national standards
- Organisations like Krav in Sweden can obstruct
international trade and secure their financial veses
by demanding recertification

[Internet database @Action 2)]
- Discrimination of certification organisations migaad
to abuse and should be abolished
- Private labels are often hampering internatiorsader
- Private labels can set extra standards, but must
recognise other products from other private lahsls
equal

[Statistical data (Action 3)] Lack of specific data
and supply of data and codes for registering data

from third countries
- Specific data is needed for policy processes
- It is not allowed and/or possible to register irfd
trade
- No separate codes for registering organic products
entering EU from third countries
- These imports are not granted on the basis of wlum

[Statistical data (Action 3J)]
- Adopting the new regulation rather quickly duehe t
fact that statistical data are interesting forahganic
sector itself

Practical problems

Practical coping strategies

[EU Logo]
- Certification of the country of origin is awkwardrf
products consisting of ingredients from more caestr

- Retailers might hold on to national logos

- The possibilities to use the phrase “prepared with
organic” in communication is limited and makes the
partial use of organic ingredients unattractive

[EU logo]
A strong EU Logo will be given a prominent spottbe packing
material

[Statistical data (Action 3)]
- Individual companies might not supply data becafse

fear of transparency on their market share

Source: Own data.
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3.9 Slovenia ®

3.9.1 Stakeholder group composition

The Focus Group Discussion took place th® d3December 2006 at the Organic Tourist Farm,
Dolsko in Ljubljana. Eight stakeholders particighte the focus group meeting. Groups of
associations, traders, consultants, certificatiesearch and the political administrative levelaver
present at the meeting. Two participants repredehie public sector and six participants
represented the private sector. The participactade an equal number of policy makers and
policy takers. Six participants worked exclusiveligh organic food and farming while two worked
with both conventional and organic farming. Thegswo representation from the purely
conventional sector. Five participants had a majt& in the organic sector and two had minor roles
in the organic sector. One participant had a mioter in both the conventional and the organic
sector. In sum all participants had close relatiorthie organic sector. The role of participants in
the implementation of policies on organic food &mning shows large variation in both policy
influence and implementation influence, and thaecyebriented type, the comprehensive type and
the target group type are represented, althougpdhey-oriented type only to a small extent. The
network group in Slovenia is USOFA an umbrella aggan of now eight regional associations of
organic farmers. USOFA owns the BIODAR-label. A fagnof participants had knowledge of
each other from different seminars held by ISD. @&treosphere in the focus groups session was
good. The group was motivated and the flow of dis@n intense. It was the general expectation
that the EUOAP would have a positive impact ondéeelopment of organic food and farming
issues nationally and the participants had mixguéegnces with the implementation of European
organic policies nationally. The main obstaclethmimplementation were due to a lack of national
structures (people and money) supporting orgarad #nd farming.

3.9.2 Implementation problems and coping strategies

The optional topic chosen was expectations fofuh&e implementations of the recommendations
aiming for a more transparent European marketrgarmic food and farming.

The number of implementation problems and copiragtesjies mentioned in relation to the topic of
therevised regulations 8 and 5 respectively while the number of imptatation problems and
strategies in relation to the topicrofarket transparencis 3 and 3.

On the topic of theevised regulatiorthe number opolitical implementation problems and coping
strategies mentioned (5/3) is higher than the nurabgractical problems and coping strategies
mentioned (3/2). In general, implementation proldere linked to coping strategies. Issues related
to the national capacity building problems wereafcern: [Scope of regulation] and [Regulation
specificity] are both related to the coping strgtdggoard] Technical board for the EC regulation in
Slovenia and [Stakeholder integration] is mentioasén implementation problem but statements
indicate that coping strategies may be accessdkebolder influence and proposals to be taken
into account also with mentioning national capabitylding on stakeholder resourcgSapacity
building problems]ack of national capacity, initiative and suppae anentioned as problems not
linked to a coping strategy and relate to secteci$ic problems e.g. that the sector is not strong

8 Country Report. Slovenia. National Focus GroupcD$sions on the Implementation of the European ifcgiction Plan: Slovenia.
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enough at the moment. Coping strategies are mattionrelation to the next topic of market

transparency on practical coping strategies.

On the topic ofnarket transparencthe number opractical implementation problems and coping
strategies mentioned (1/1) is lower than the nurobpolitical problems and strategies mentioned

(2/2). Implementation problems are generally linkedoping strategies mentioned. The main issue

was related to national capacity building.

Table 3.15 (SL) Implementation problems and copingtrategies — The New Requlation

The New Regulation

Political problems

Political strategies

No. of problems and coping strategies

8/5

[Stakeholder integration]
Deadlines too short
No direct access for stakeholder influence
Stakeholder proposals should be taken into account

- Lack of EU Commission consultation with member
states and stakeholders

- Lack on resources to influence the regulation

[Scope of regulation]
- Covering too broad areas

[Regulation specificity]
Too general, lacking the annexes
Technical part too general, need of regulationeitaii

- Already detailed enough to comment (-1)

[Board]

Technical board for EC regulation in SI

[EU logo] Controversial issue
- Mandatory use of EU logo = controversial issue

[EU logo]
Country of origin should be obligatory labelled on
organic products

[Organic farming is threatened]
Keeping animals tethered
RDP did not facilitate special investment schenoes f
organic farms in transition periods
Decrease in the number of organic farms threagenir
supply from the organic sector

[Transition period]
Index of adequacy of animal breeding

Practical problems

Practical strategies

[EU logo]
An economic burden to small producers
- Too many logos on products

[EU logo] Label final product

- Labelling of final (processed) product for consurtar
selling point not the product itself)

[GMO threshold]
- Risk of increasing GMO content through the
production processing chain

- Consumers do not want GMO

[GMO threshold]
- Control organisations should not be limited by 0.9%
thresholds
Thresholds should be at the detection level

- Publishing trespassing

[Capacity building problems]
- Lack of national capacity, initiative and support
The sector is at an initial stage
Enforcements of S| annotations in the EU

- The sector is not strong enough to formulate nation

interests. Lack of acquaintance with the regulation

Source: Own data.
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Table 3.16 (SL) Implementation problems and copingtrategies — Market transparency

Market trans

arency

Political problems

Political strategies

No. problems and coping strategies

3/3

[Stakeholder integration] Lack of EU

consultations
- Lack of EU Commission consultations with member
states and stakeholder

[Stakeholder integration]
- Consultation before the criteria and application
conditions are set

Practical problems

Practical strategies

[Capacity Building]
- Lack of linkage and support for linkage between;
Production and traders and dgweknt projects

- Market chains not in place

- Supply problems in animal production, vegetable an
grain

- Products are sometimes sold at conventional prices

- EU elimination of national project proposals (-1)

- Quality of project proposals a problem

- Lack of ability to participate in EU measures for
promotion

- Lack of coordination between stakeholders

o

- EU Commission does not consult member state experts

before the preparation of calls for proposals for
promotion

[Capacity building]
- Call for proposal by Min. of Economics as a model

- Financial support to organisations for elaboratibn
projects

- EU Commission should consult with the existing
consultant body for promotion

- Evaluation criteria should take into account ttre sif
the market in connection to the size of a particstate

[Statistical data] Lack of analytics and

informatics
- No data on market sales
- No data on the turnover of organic products
- No processed data
- There is enough data but it is not used (-1)
- Lack of analytics and informatics
- Inspection bodies using old fashioned registration
systems

[Statistical data] Data collection

- Data gathering should be part of the ordinary wafrk
the inspection bodies

- Organic origin stated by import
- Uniform inspection system and on the inspectiowelley
marketing initiatives

Source: Own data.
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3.10 Capability, willingness and comprehension in the eight focus
group discussions

The main aim of this chapter was to summarise fgeasp specific comprehension of
implementation problems and coping strategiesinglad the national implementation of the
European Organic Action Plan. In the following #im is to sum up focus group specific
characteristics in terms of capability, willingnes® focus group specific comprehension of main
implementation issues in relation to the compulsorg optional topics. Finally, considerations are
made on the experiences with the focus group metbgyl.

The Czech focus group is characterized by variatigrarticipants™ orientation and capabilities
with regards to implementation. Participants werguainted beforehand and the mood was good
during the focus group session. A positive attiatlimatch is expressed between the CZ AP and
the EUOAP. Main issues with regards to the newledun are logos and practical aspects of
national support and consultancy for farmers. Matansparency issues mentioned are mainly
practical problems with lack of structural settinggormation-led development, research and
cooperation within the sector.

The German focus group shows large variation itiggpants™ capabilities. The focus group session
was considered constructive and participation veasraitted. Expectations to EUOAP are neutral,
experiences negative, the EUOAP is consideredfiogrit and by some even characterized as
outdated. Central regulation issues mentionedeaeirements for enforced definitions related to
regulation specificity-, interpretation- and traaspion issues and the related to strategies of
intensified stakeholder integration and boards. dttikudes towards the EU logo are characterised
by scepticism. Practical issues are related towraes confidence and measures are required in
relation to trade on the EU and the general intevnal level. Main market transparency issues
mentioned are national problems with market stagnatnd differentiation.

The capabilities of the Danish focus group are attarized by variation although a small majority
of participants belong to the policy oriented typke mood during the session is good and
participants were acquainted beforehand. Expecstio and experiences with EUOAP are positive
though its importance is considered insignificanaations would have been implemented anyway.
Political issues dominate the topic of the new laigon i.e. the issue of decision form and issues
relating to enforced definitions on organic staddaand practical aspects relating to import bagrier
and exports and development. Political issues datmithe topic of market transparency addressing
support in relation to promotion campaigns esphbcibe EU logo campaign, trade and market
development — the last issue reappears as an ampg@mactical issue.

The focus group in England is characterized byhawing participant capabilities from the target
group level. The mood was positive and charactetgeactive participation and discussions were
consensus oriented. Expectations to EUOAP arealeaiperiences negative or mixed and
EUOAP is considered insufficient, being too bureatic, and lacking funding to national
implementation. A few issues dominated the discumsef the revised regulation: GMO thresholds,
the EU logo and implementation costs are high ematienda. The discussion on the Rural
Development Plan had a focus on the lack of palitiecognition of the sector and practical aspects
relating to public funding and national structurabrdination problems.
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The Spanish focus group is characterized by tlyeamumber of participants. They mainly
represent the comprehensive type. Expectation&JOAP are negative and EUOAP is considered
insufficient due to the lack of funding for implemation. A broad variety of issues were
mentioned, though the subtopic on local level trdoi@inated the discussion of the new regulation,
expressing concern for smallholders and margiredsarThese issues reappeared when addressing
the topic of market transparency where a needubli@ regional support was added. The many
practical issues relate to information-led develeptrand the need for supportive structures to
develop the Spanish market.

The Italian focus group is distinguished by vaaatin participants™ capabilities - including only

one participant with purely political capabilityxjgectations to EUOAP are neutral and experiences
mixed and EUOAP was considered insufficient dua lionited national impact. Political regulation
issues addressed bureaucracy, unfair and biasggktition and the proposed widening of import
possibilities are considered to face problems ofvedence. Strategies for a national logo are
forwarded and practical aspects in relation tatusbnal, administrative problems are mentioned.
Issues regarding the Rural Development Plan indacle of political recognition of the sector and

a number of practical aspects related to the laokstitutional and financial support.

In the Dutch focus group participants’ represeatablicy- and the comprehensive oriented types
and there are no participants’ associated withlyppractical issues. The mood in the session was
good and it was considered that the attitude anmqegticipants coincided with the topics
discussed beforehand. The focus group did not sksatillingness with regard to implementing the
EUOAP. Political and practical aspects relatingasic principles and national derogations are
highlighted as important regulation issues. Pdalltissues related to an information led
development i.e. the EU logo and enforced standarelsnentioned in relation to the topic of
market transparency. Political issues dominatedabeas group discussions on both topics.

The participants of the Slovenian focus group nyaiapresent the target group- and the
comprehensive types. There was a good mood inrthggession and participants were motivated.
It was considered that EUOAP has a positive imgamigh experiences with implementation of
EUOAP are mixed. Political and practical regulatissues mentioned include capacity building
problems i.e. stakeholder integration, needs fgulagion specificity and fears of the organic secto
being threatened. The discussion on market traespgiincluded more practical than political
aspects of capacity building problems.

To sum up, each of the eight focus groups wereugnig composition, in the issues discussed and
in the emergence of a consensual understandirigeofdtional situation rather than any systematic
conflict between national stakeholders — actuakythe number of conflicts so low that they will be
excluded from the rest of the analysis. Henceatiar in capability and willingness appeared
without systematic interaction with comprehensiod eather few issues appear directly
comparable across focus groups. The material tisptagts the high level of context dependency
common to all qualitative data collection. In thempt to systematise the findings with regard to
the main stakeholders’ comprehension of implemantgiroblems and coping strategies, it is thus
necessary to try and compare the findings. Thisbeildone in Chapter four and it is helped under
way by the focus on three topics only and the mision between political and practical
problems/strategies.
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4 Comprehension across focus groups

The aim of this chapter is to analyse the statesneide within each focus group in two ways. One
IS to compare statements across focus groups @r twdnvestigate the extent of common views
across the various national settings and conté&kis.other is to establish one list of perceived
implementation problems and coping strategies arahalyse it in accordance with implementation
theory. Both analyses aim at reaching a betternstateding of the national implementation
processes as basis for evaluating them.

4.1 Comparison of comprehension in focus groups

4.1.1 Table construction

The aim of the comparative analysis is to estataisloverview of the various aspects mentioned as
the basis for general considerations on issuegaeld¢o analyses of the implementation of the
European Organic Action Plan. The results of tleeigogroup discussions are compared and
presented in one table for each of the three tapsrsissed: the proposal of a new regulation on
organic production, suggested actions on a monsparent market development and the suggested
action on using the Rural Development Plans abalsés for financing the national implementation
of the EUOAP.

Within the tables each focus group is represenyatidmber state abbreviation. The second line
indicates the total number of implementation protseand coping strategies in terms of the
subtopics presented in Chapter three - left siaeb®us indicates the total number of
implementation problems and right side numberscitgi the total number of coping strategies. As
in the tables of Chapter three, a main distincisomade between political and practical
implementation problems and coping strategies.Kdrthe tables of chapter 3, however, the tables
of comparison in this chapter only include the epiuts derived from the statements in Chapter
three.

The middle section of the tables illustrates thespnce of implementation problems and coping
strategies in a focus group by\d (mark. Implementation problems are indicated ¥y, @nd a
coping strategy is indicated by a)/In a number of situations the subtopic mentiopeitits at

both implementation problems and coping strategigskit is signified with a\{\). This implies

that any ¢)) in the table refers to a focus group table inpt@@a3 where the statements explaining
the subtopics may be found. The subtopics are thinkéhe order of the number of appearances in
the focus groups.

4.1.2 Gross list of implementation problems and coping strategies regarding
the new regulation

Table 4.1 includes all the subtopics on politiaad @ractical implementation problems and coping
strategies regarding the proposal for a new reigmamn organic production. The total number of
focus group specific implementation problems angirog strategies mentioned is: (CZ: 4/5),

(DE: 10/8), (DK: 7/8), (EN: 10/8), (ES: 8/7), (1517), (NL: 6/8) and (SI: 8/5). Referring to the

topic of the new regulation the total number of iempentation problems (59) exceeds to a minor
degree the number of coping strategies (56) ane ie& close to equal dissemination on political
implementation problems and coping strategies @)7@mpared to practical issues (18/14). (DE)
and (EN) has the highest total number of implentenigroblems and coping strategies mentioned
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(10/8) and (10/8) and (CZ) has the lowest total beinof implementation problems and coping
strategies mentioned (4/5). There are only minoiatians between focus group discussions' total
number of implementation problems and coping sgrateementioned.

Political subtopics having the most attention were, in firsed order and considering the total
number of implementation problems and coping sfiateindicated, issues of political aims and
scope of regulation: scope of regulation (7/5), GM@sholds (4/6), EU logo (4/6), national
derogations (2/2) and procedural issues: stakehoitegration (3/2) and interpretation of the
regulation (2/2). Scope of regulation is fiitical subtopic with the majority of statements
regarding implementation problems and coping sgrageDE (1/1), DK (1/), EN (1/1), ES (1/1), IT
(1/1), NL (1/1) and SI (1/). Sl has [Board] conreztas a political coping strategy.

On the issue of scope of regulation, some focuspggoegret omissions while others demand more
issues covered in the new regulation. In gendratgtis broad variation in focus group statements
on political content issues problemsnot covered by the new regulation and it was régpldoy

(EN) the omission of retailers, caterers, protectivopping, fish and forestry. The areas of focus
differs, (DK) has a focus on principles concernpggmitted additives at 100% organic, and in (EN)
there is a focus on the lack of measures increasingal health and environmental improvements
and also mentioning that the revised regulationnmsnet EUOAP objectives in terms of these
principles. In a similar way it was mentioned byLjNhat standards are missing in the regulation
for logging in the rain forest and air transpoudatiln (ES) there is concern on issues relating to
local level trade e.g. that the revised regulatsoexcluding smallholders and marginal areas ak wel
as a focus on trade in genedlitical coping strategieare in general focused on demands for
inclusion of sectors, food and non-food areas dhdrarticles as well as standards e.g. standards
for non-food crops by (EN), social justice and fa@ide as well as sustainable goals and territorial
balance by (ES). It was critically reflected by (Nhat improving standards will cause problems in
practice.

The subtopic of GMO thresholds is the second metgtanding one and implementation problems

are in general connected to coping strategies:1I08,(DK (/1), EN (1/1), ES (1/1), IT (1/1) and
NL (/1).
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Table 4.1 Gross list of implementation problems andoping strateqgies - new regulation

CZ |DE |DK |EN |ES |IT NL | Sl
No. of problems and coping 4/5 10/8 | 7/8 10/8| 8/7 6/7 6/8 8/5
Strategles
Political problems Political coping
strategies
[Scope of regulation] VAN [N [ NN NN [ NKN TNR [N | [Scope of regulation]
A | [Board]
[GMO thresholds] NN | N [ NN NN NN A [GMO thresholds]
[EU logo] NN NN A TN A VA [ [EU logo]
N [Logos]
[Stakeholder integration] NN [T N VI | [Stakeholder integration]
[National derogations] N N [National derogations]
[Interpretation of the N Ni [Interpretation of the
regulation] regulation]
N [Stakeholder integration]
Demand for an
interpretation committee
[Bureaucracy] N N/ [ (Boards managing)
Transposition of the
revised regulation]
[Maximum or minimum VA N [Maximum or minimum
standards] standards]
[Regulation specificity] N VA | [Board]
[Unfair and biased AN [Unfair and biased
competition (3¢ cntries) ] competition (3¢ countries)]
[Decision form] VAN [Decision form]
Framework or detailed Framework or detailed
regulation regulation
[Lobbying] N [Lobbying]
[Basic principles] N [Basic principles]
[ (SI) Organic farming is VA | [Transition period]
threatened ]
[Expert panel ] N [Expert panel ]
[Problems not coped with | V/V [Need for improved CZ
in the EU AP] national AP]
[ (ES) Political context ] N/
N [Interaction with other
rules]
N [Logos]
N [Achieving animal welfare

and environmental
improvements]

Table continues.
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Table 4.1 Gross list (...) - new regulation (continud)

Practical problems Practical coping
strategies

[GMO thresholds] N RARRA VAW [ VW | [GMO thresholds]

[Interpretation of the NN | AW [Interpretation of the

regulation] regulation]

[Inspection/regulatory VA N [Inspection/regulatory

burden] burden]

[Interaction with other NN A [Interaction with other

rules] rules]

[EU logo] VA | [EU logo]

[National derogations] N [National derogations]

[Quality standards] Loss N [Reinforcing publicity on

of consumer confidence quality standards]

[Supply chains] VA [Exports and development]

[Imports and security] N [Market surveillance]

[Unfair and biased VA

competition 3¢ countries]

[Costs/resources required VN [Costs/resources required

for implementation] for implementation]

[Institutions] Public VA [Institutions] Public

administrative level administrative level

[Local level trade] VAN [Local level trade]

[Scope of regulation] N [Scope of regulation]

[Capacity-building N

problems]

[Logos] Practical N

problems with labelling

[(DK) Conventional N

connection]

[(DE)The organic sector is N

threatened]

N [Consultancy] Prepare and
support farmers to adapt
to the new regulation

N [Basic principles]

Source: Chapter three.

Regarding the specific issue on [GMO thresholds]ghibtopic includes various views when
focussing on the rules already included in the leggun. The focus groups are aiming at getting as
low thresholds as possible. The subtopic incluael political and practical issues and the subtopic
of GMO thresholds were by (EN) considered the msesbus implementation problem, - and has
currently accepted 0.1% thresholds and mentionlgnabwith recalls of products due to GMO
contamination and that it is damaging to brand ealuwas stated by (ES) that GMO thresholds are
inconsistent with the health promoting and envirentally friendly characteristics of organic
products. Political coping strategies mentionedtlaegeneed for clear definitions on zero GMO by
(ES) as well demands for zero tolerance on the GMe&sholds by (IT) realising that it is a political
discussion on coexistence by (EN) and is concewtexh wanting to work strategically at a 0.1%
GMO threshold level through the whole food chammsidering that organic food chains outside
the EU are at risk and the GMO industry to win.
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The GMO issue was also the most important subtmeictioned in relation to practical problems
and coping strategies by DK (/1), EN (1/1), ES JINL (1/1) and Sl (1/1). There is broad variance
in the practical implementation problems and cositigtegies mentioned in relation to this issue.
Especially consumer concerns are mentioned — comsudio not expect GMO in products by (EN,
ES, NL and SI) and organic and conventional farrdersot understand the allowance of GMO
thresholds by (ES). It was mentioned by (EN) thatfers, as a result of the revised regulation,
have to work above the regulation, to secure tba RO contamination occurs. A last issue
mentioned by (EN) is that contamination betweemnrmplageutical and food crops was a specific
risk. Practical coping strategies mentioned cluateund certain issues of inspection - rejecting
certification of products with GMO thresholds byS)Eand control organisations should not be
limited by 0.9% thresholds, at that the threshslisuld be at the detection level by (SI). It was
mentioned by (EN) as an option to have GMO-freéoregyand claim for improving sourcing
locally. It was mentioned by (ES) to have orgaoied districts. Other strategies mentioned by (NL)
were that individual companies develop their owhgyo

The EU logo is the third most outstanding politisabtopic: CZ (1/2) CZ has two coping strategies
attached: the EU logo and a national logo onlypf@ducts of Czech origin and additional use of
private logos. The combination of implementatioaljfems and coping strategies is: DE (1/1), DK
(/1), EN (/1), ES (1/) and SI (1/1). The majoritiyfocus group views are relatedgolitical
implementation problems and coping strategies.

It was stated by (DE) that the EU logo was pusloedidrd against national market wishes and by
(ES) it was mentioned in line with (CZ) that thgdoshould not be used outside the EU due to that
the EU logo is not enough to trust products frooh @suntries. The promotion of the EU logo
would separate resources by (CZ). The politicairmggtrategies fluctuate with the attitudinal
approach expressed previously. It was mentiong¢CBY that the EU logo should not be obligatory
and wanting to develop and promote a national mgg for products of CZ origin and additional
use of private logos. It was stressed by (DE) anfiX) the need of reorganising the EU logo and
the German Bio-Siegel was mentioned as an altemhbti (DE). It was stated that the mandatory
use of the EU logo is important due to that it e&swith local food and because there is no
restrictions on private standard setters — beiig @bset standards above the regulation by (ES).
Practical problems and coping and strategies te vofh the EU logo are mentioned by (SI): the
EU logo could be an economic burden to small fasnagid too many logos would confuse
consumers linked to the strategy of labelling @f fimal (processed) product for the consumer (at
selling point not the product itself).

The third political subtopic is stakeholder intdgra. The focus group specific number of
implementation problems and coping strategies is{f2) DK (1/1), EN (1/), IT (/1) and Sl

(1/).The issue is only related to political aspe€tsere are two additional comments on this
subtopic: (DE) has a specific coping strategy egldd stakeholder integration and it is conneabed t
interpretation of the regulation and additionalig issue of lobbying is incorporated in this settio
— only mentioned by (ES) as a specific subtopiout/h relevant for the scope of the discussion
here. Stakeholder integration/lobbying are mentioa® political implementation issues and the
general attitude is that there is a lack of stalddranfluence on the implementation rules. It was
mentioned by (DK) that EU chiefly attaches impodamo experts and by (EN) and by (SI) it was
stated that there is a lack of adequate consultatith member states and by (SI) the problems
mentioned is related to national capacity problemesy. lack of national resources to influence the
revised regulation, also mentioning deadlines b&mgshort and that there is no direct access for
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stakeholder influence. Regarding the political ogpstrategies mentioned, there is a focus on
national boards by (SI) or interpretation commgtézdeal with the lack of stakeholder influence
by (DE). In general, it was forwarded as an optmenlarge representation and lobbying at the EU
level - emphasising IFOAM as the main lobby orgatiis by (DE, ES and IT).

The fourth most important political subtopic isargretation of the regulation and national
derogations with an even total number of check sdrkerpretation of the regulation is mentioned
as a political issue by DE (1/2) and by EN (1/). BdS two coping strategies connected -
stakeholder integration and the demand for anpné¢ation committee. In sum, the total number of
implementation problems and coping strategies/®) (& was mentioned by (DE) that the
regulation needs interpretation and open questiersls to be clarified and by (EN) doubts were
whether it could be interpreted nationally. Theitprd! coping strategies mentioned were demands
for an interpretation committee by (DE) with mens&om different associations, countries and
BLE (Federal Agency for Agriculture and Food) amttly demanding for exchange in the
development of interpretations as well as suppionational groups to define “interpretation gaps”.

Interpreting the regulation also contains practasgects and these are mentioned by EN (1/1) and
by ES (1/1). The institutional set up to executeswas questioned by (ES) and interpretation
problems in relation to certification is mentiort®d(EN) and by (ES). It was seen as a risk in
making the revised regulation too flexible by (ES) minimum standards are broken the result is
various standards regarding certification and gotsl and lack of consensus between Spanish
certification organisations to interpret the rules same way. Practical coping strategies mentioned
are that certification agencies need to reviewdgeilation and major changes will force these
together by (EN). It was expressed by (ES) thanbaisation of certification organisations
interpretation of control rules will restrict theuork eventually considering a central coordination

The fourth most important political subtopic wasio@al derogations, mentioned by CZ (1/1) and
by NL (1/1) and practical aspects also indicatedihy(1/1). National derogations is related to
issues of maximum and minimum standards, DK (1it)) 1a (1/). It was forwarded by (CZ) the
political implementation problems if member stateaa negotiate exemptions from the EC
regulation and recalls that it is a problem if protlon can be more restrictive when processing is
not. It was stated by (NL) the problems with diffiet productions sectors having different needs
regarding ending derogations. It was mentioned\y) (hat derogations should not be permitted —
only permitted in case organic production meansatavailable. Practical problems are related to
the same issues — that derogations obstruct effogsovide organic production means and
consumer concerns by (NL) and coping strategiediored were that organic companies were to
invest in developing organic productions meansrieynindered by national derogations by (NL).

The fifth subtopic is Bureaucracy: DE (1/1) and(1T) in sum, (2/1).The subtopic of bureaucracy
is connected to the coping strategy: boards magagiansposition of the revised regulation and
related to (DE) as a strategy. Maximum or minimaamdards is mentioned by DK (1/1) and by IT
(1/). Regulation specificity DE (1/) and Sl (1/Ejve subtopics come in pairs of implementation
problems and are connected to strategies, focugpguise: unfair and biased competitioff (3
countries) by IT (1/1), decision form - framewonkdetailed management by DK (1/1), lobbying

by ES (1/1), basic principles by NL (1/1) and exgamel by NL (1/1), organic farming is
threatened and the coping strategy, transitiorodekly Sl (1/1) and problems are not coped with in
the EUOAP connected to the need for an improvedthaational AP (1/1) relating to the CZ

case.
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Political context mentioned by (ES) (1/) is an ierpkntation problem mentioned not connected to
a coping strategy. The three coping strategiesnargioned by (ES): Interaction with other rules
(/2), by IT: logos (/1), and by (EN): achieving aail welfare and environmental improvements
(/1), but neither of them are linked to implemeiotatroblems.

Political context issues mentioned by (ES) mayitteed to issues of political aims and scope of
regulation i.e. GMO thresholds, EU logo, scopeegulation, quality standards and national
derogations. Two political coping strategies aretio@ed: Interaction with other rules and
achieving animal welfare and environmental improgatrand they could tentatively be linked to
issues of political aims and scope of regulatienscope of regulation but also to procedural ssue
interpretation of the regulation.

When looking at th@ractical aspect®f the implementation problems and coping stra®gi
mentioned following the subtopic priority, the fimibtopic is GMO thresholds mentioned by: DK
(/2), EN (1/1), ES (1/1), NL (1/1) and SI (1/1).4om, it adds up to (4/5). Interpretation of the
regulation is the second most outstanding subteéting to: EN (1/1) and ES (1/1). The
mentioned implementation problems and coping gjresefollowing come in pairs and focus group
wise. The EU logo is mentioned by Sl (1/1), natlafexrogations is mentioned by NL (1/1), quality
standards — loss of consumer confidence and theetetoping strategy: reinforcing publicity on
guality standards is mentioned by DE (1/1), sugblgins and the related coping strategy: exports
and development is mentioned by DK (1/1), Impond security is mentioned by DE and related to
the coping strategy; market surveillance (1/1) anfhir and biased competitiofT 8ountries is also
related to the same strategy: market surveilldmg®E (1/1). Costs and resources required for
implementation is mentioned by EN (1/1), and insiiins, public administrative level is mentioned
by IT (1/1). Local level trade is forwarded as ssuie by ES (1/1).

Five implementation problems are mentioned andinké¢d to a coping strategy and three coping
strategies are not connected to implementationi@nud The implementations problems mentioned
are: scope of regulation, by EN (1/). Capacityding) problems by Sl (1/), logos practical
problems with labelling by CZ (1/), conventionahoection by DK (1/), the organic sector is
threatened by DE (1/). Scope of regulation mayirideetl to the political aspects of the same issue.
Capacity building problems may be linked to issugdating to the general administrative issues i.e.
institutions and consultancy but also to the nati@apacity building issues. Logos may be
connected to the specific content issues i.e. théogo. The organic sector is threatened is a very
broad issue and may be related to a number offgpsabtopics i.e. market surveillance.

The coping strategies mentioned are consultancgpgpe and support farmers to adapt the new
regulation by Sl (/1) and basic principles by NL)(/

4.1.3 Gross list of implementation problems and coping strategies regarding
market transparency

Table 4.2 includes all the subtopics of the pditiend the practical implementation problems and
coping strategies regarding market transparencoy.tdtal number of focus group specific
implementation problems and coping strategies & 828), (DE: 7/3), (DK: (8/7), (ES: 6/6), (NL:
6/5) and (SI: 3/3).
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Table 4.2 Gross list of implementation problems andoping strategies — market transparency

CcZ DE DK ES NL SlI
No. of problems and coping 5/8 713 8/7 6/6 6/5 3/3
strategies
Political problems Political coping
strategies
[EU logo] W N N [EU Logo]
[Promotion campaigns] N NI [Promotion
campaigns]
[The organic sector is VN [The organic sector
threatened] is threatened]
[Stakeholder integration] N [Stakeholder
integration]
[Statistical data] I N [Statistical data]
[Internet database] N [Internet database]
[Trade] N [Trade]
[EUOAP] Ni
[Transparency is faulty] N
[Quality standards] N
W [Actualising the
EUOAP]
N [Public, regional
obligations]
N [Market
development]
Practical problems Practical coping
strategies
[Statistical data] N NN N N [Statistical data]
[EU logo] N N N N [EU logo]
[Promotion campaigns] N NI [Promotion
campaigns]
[Market development] N N [Market
development]
[Imports and security] NN v/ [Imports and security]
[Information] NN N [Information and (DK)
marketing]
[Institutions] NN [Institutions]
marketing board
[Market stagnation and VAN [Market stagnation
differentiation] and differentiation]
[Price stagnation] VAN
[Capacity building] N [Capacity building]
[Education] A [Education]
[ The organic sector is N [The organic sector
threatened] is threatened]
[Logos] N
[Quality standards] N
W [Research]
W [Cooperation] Support

more cooperation
within the sector

Source: Chapter three.
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The total number of implementation problems (2%dsal to the number of coping strategies (23)
and the number of practical implementation problamd strategies are (14/13) and exceeds to a
minor degree the number of political problems aoyirg strategies (11/7). (DK: 8/7) has the
highest total number and (SI: 3/3) the lowest nuntlbénplementation problems and coping
strategies. There are only minor variations betwberfocus group discussions’ total number of
implementation problems and coping strategies raeatl. Referring to the topic of market
transparency and due to the lower number of focogmdiscussions included, there is not the same
density in the clustering of problems and copimgtegies and there is a denser clustering of
implementation problems and coping strategieslatioa to the section of practical implementation
problems and coping strategies.

Political subtopics having the most attention were, in fedusrder and considering the total

number of implementation problems and coping srateindicated, content issues; the EU logo
(2/3) and promotion campaigns (2/2). The EU logoiésis mentioned by CZ (/1), by DK (1/1) and
by NL (1/1). The EU logo is closely connected ®uiss mentioned in relation to promotion
campaigns as stated by DK (1/1) and by NL (1/1).i6kee is the second most important issue and
the dissemination of practical implementation peofid and coping strategies between focus groups
is CZ (1/), DK (1/), ES (/1), NL (1/1) and ES hasadditional subtopic related to this issue, logos

(11).

It was stated by (NL) that the EU logo contribuiesncrease market transparency and
harmonization and is a quay against national loglss, because it is for free and that the EU logo
must be financed by European and national govertsvaetd by the organic sector by (NL). As
mentioned in relation to the topic of the revisedulation by (CZ) the strategy of developing a
strong national logo and it was mentioned by (DE)de the Bio-Siegel as a national alternative to
the EU logo. The Netherlands state that distindtiges like Demeter and Nature and More will
survive in the market and that the introduction pr@imotion of the Bio-Siegel is a good example
of a strategy to follow. The EU logo increases Bharproducts position in the international
competition with national and private certificatimgos mentioned by (DK) and hampers private
certification organizations” monopolies e.g. KRAMIESOIL and it could be a mean to raise market
transparency. It was expected by (DK) that the BS/the main role in tightening up inspection and
control.

The issues of the EU logo reappear in relatioméoptractical aspects. Issues of how to deal with
financing the EU logo is mentioned, especially rdgey farmers option to pay for promotion
campaigns by (CZ) and doubts are expressed if thi§o would improve marketing by (DK). In
the Netherlands concerns are expressed in ref@tioertification of country of origin when a
products consists of ingredients from more coustaied whereas the EU logo was mentioned as a
forward transparency strategy previously — beirgjanable for communication purposes — (NL)
expressed contra dictionary that the phrase “pegpaith organic” is limited and makes the partial
use of organic ingredients unattractive. It was tio@ed by (NL) that associations and institutions
misuse the term “organic”, and states positiveit the EU logo is suitable to distinguish between
EU and third country products.

Promotion campaigns were mentioned as the secostioutstanding political content issue (2/2)
by DK (1/1) and by NL (1/1). It reappears as a pecatissue, being the third most important issue
(2/2) by DK (1/1) and by ES (1/1). In the Danislkdse group discussion political issues relating to
the timing of the EU logo campaign was mentioned that effects were doubtful. It was
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furthermore stated by (DK) as a problem that tis¢ o€ Europe did not join the EU logo campaign.
The topic of the EU logo campaign was in (DK) pared with some scepticism. The Dutch focus
group mention that European funding is only avé@abthe organic sector supplies with funds and
this could be due to national structural problemisveen the organic sector and the EU funding
system. The Danish focus group forwards the oghah EU should secure solid subsidy schemes
the member states can use. It was mentioned tisatipossible to gain for collective promotion
campaigns due to changes in policies after elettyofNL) and by (NL) mention the strategy that
the EU logo campaign should be done at the EU |ewledre as promotion of organic products are
to be launched at national level. The Netherlandsdrds that an European promotion campaign as
well as the EU logo campaign between 27 membegsstatvery effective towards consumers

Practical aspects of implementation problems amihgostrategies are mentioned by (ES) and by
(DK) referring to both national and EU campaignsvas stated by (ES) that promotion campaigns
in general do not have a great impact on the makdketlopment — due to big companies reduce
prices and stop supply. It was expressed by (DKgtiwdr the national public sector should join
national promotion campaigns or not — as a comtyaraent is was stated that public sector gives
national promotion campaigns trustworthiness aatl¢hmpaigns should be placed in the national
private or public sector. It was mentioned by (B8} promotion campaigns is a long term task
directed especially towards conventional consumers.

Five topics come in pairs of political implementattiproblems and political coping strategies: The
organic sector is threatened by DE (1/1), stakedralttegration by Sl (1/1), statistical data by NL
(1/1), internet database by NL (1/1) and trade By(ID1). Four implementation problems are
mentioned but not linked to coping strategies:iStiaal data by DK (1/), the EUOAP, by DE (1/)
and transparency is faulty, by DK (1/) and quaditgndards, by ES (1/).

The issue of the EUOAP is specifically mentione@ gsoblem by the German focus group and
reveals problems with the EUOAP being outdatedthatimarket changes speaks in favour of
initiating a new approach and may be linked to(th&) coping strategy of actualizing the EUOAP.
The issue, transparency is faulty, relates to ntadggcs and that harmonization does not
necessarily lead to transparency and containssgsleging to content issues and market
development issues. As it is a very broad topiedy be related to the EUOAP content issues and
aspects relating to market development. Three gogiirategies are not linked to implementation
problems: Actualizing the EUOAP by CZ (/1), pubiegional obligations by ES (/1) and market
development by DK (/1). Public, regional obligasas a topic related to the specific ES case and
contains national, public issues that public alitiesrhas to ensure organic food consumption —
demand and supply in all Spanish regions. Marke¢ld@ment is mentioned as a coping strategy
not linked by (DK) and relates to issues of EU surpfo the organic sector.

Thepractical implementation problems and coping strategieglation to market transparency are,
in prioritised order, content issues — statistazth (4/3), The EU logo (3/2), promotion campaigns
(2/2), market development (2/2) and imports andisc(2/1). Statistical data is mentioned by CZ
(1/1), ES (1/1), NL (1/) and Sl (1/1). The subtogi@lso mentioned as a political issue by NL (1/1)
and as both a political (1/1) and practical (/IBtepic by DK. The heading is information and
marketing by (DK).

In general, lack of statistical data is mentiongé@ gractical problem by (C2), (DK) (ES) and (SI)
though the arguments vary by context. In the CZechs group the problem is of national
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character, indicating that the CZ Statistical Gifis not providing data on organic market
development by (C2). It was stated by (DK) thaté¢his no need for deep marketing because data is
too old when published. The Spanish focus grouptimetfocal level trade issue characterizes
especially the coping strategies mentioned andhytkie lack of informatics and analytics is partly
due to inspection bodies using old fashioned reggish systems. Coping strategies fluctuate with
the context based areas of implementation probéerdst was mentioned by (CZ) that The
Ministries of Agriculture and Environment could Wanore closely to improve cooperation with
the Czech Statistical Office. In the Danish focusup it was mentioned that data is needed on
marketing, production and import/export. It was regsed by (ES) that there is a focus on local
market and small producers indicating that infoiorais needed on market prices and production
of different crops in different Spanish regions #imat marketing strategies has to be coordinated
between farmers. There is a need for a separagefoodegistering organic products by (ES) from
third countries by (NL). In the Czech focus groupias mentioned that data gathering should be
part of the ordinary work of the inspection boda@sl a uniform inspection system is needed.

The second most outstanding subtopic was the Ed) fotjowed by the issue of promotion
campaigns and the fourth subtopic is market devedopt mentioned by DK (1/1) and by ES (1/1).

It was mentioned by (DK) that supermarket monogolias a problem and that high quality
standards create barriers for new producers anates entering the market by (DK) as well as
that hygiene rules and standards only comply wighcbmpanies by (ES). It was furthermore stated
that intermediaries speculate in price differenoe&ing a transparent price setting impossible. The
public sector should help on new enterprises by)(&kd there should be emphasis on the internal
Spanish market to develop by (ES).

Imports and security is mentioned by CZ (1/1) apdE (1/). In (CZ) import in general is
considered a threat for transparency and probleithsguality assurance and changing market
structures due to import from third countries aentroned by (DE). Food miles could be reduced
by imports from neigh boring countries by (CZ).

The subtopic of information is mentioned by CZ jldhd DK (/1). Information and transparency is
missing in the Czech market and more promotiomrimétion is needed. Six subtopics come in
pairs of problems and coping strategies, focuspmige. Institutions by CZ (1/1) connected to
institutions and marketing board; market stagnatiod differentiation mentioned by DE (1/1),
price stagnation mentioned by DE (1/1), capacityding by Sl (1/1), Education by ES (1/1) and
the organic sector is threatened by DE (1/19. Tevoaining implementation problems are not
linked to a coping strategy, logos by ES (1/) andlity standards by DE (1/) and two coping
strategies mentioned are not linked to implememrtaproblems, research by CZ (/1) and
cooperation, support and more cooperation withénstbctor by CZ (/1).

Quality standards, is a subtopic relating to caistex market development and could be coped with
general market development issues i.e. the matkghation and differentiation though also to
political aims and scope of regulation. The suiato logos is referring to problems with the
number of logos and the misuse of the term organitcould be related to the political issue
content of the European organic action plan, thddgjd. Research is mentioned as a coping
strategy - Initiation of new funded research prtgecand could be connected to contexts of market
development. The other contextual issue, coomerasupport and more cooperation within the
sector may be linked to the subtopic of capacitiding.
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4.1.4 Gross list of implementation problems and coping strategies regarding
the rural development plans

The topic of the rural development plans is showtable 4.3 and the focus group specific number
of implementation problems and coping strategidsNs (5/4) and (IT: 6/4). The total number of
implementation problems (11) is to a minor degrgaér than the number of coping strategies (8)
and the number of political implementation probleand coping strategies is (4/0) compared to the
number of practical implementation problems andrmpgtrategies mentioned (7/8). (IT: 6/4) have
to a minor degree a higher total number of impletaison problems and coping strategies than

(EN: 5/4). The clustering of implementation probteand coping strategies are denser in relation to
the practical aspects of topic of the rural develept plans.

Fourpolitical implementation problems are mentioned and no gpglirategies are connected to
these: perception of organic farming mentioned Ny(E/) and by IT (1/). Other political subtopics
are mentioned by (IT): policy issues, RDP focu$ §bd stakeholder integration (1/).

Perception of organic farming is a political impkemation problem mentioned by (EN) and by
(IT). Statements indicate that the organic sest@onsidered a sector within conventional
agriculture, rather than a leading sector in teofmsiral development and that the government is
looking at organic in financial terms and it wasntiened by (IT) that organic farming is not
considered interesting anymore for politicians lbseademand is not increasing. The lack of
recognition as a sector in its own terms does lbavafluence on the residual subtopics. Policy
issues and stakeholder integration are issues omexatiby (IT) and is critically focused on the fact
that RDP is short of focus and specific measueielop the sector especially when regarding the
lack of synergy between national initiatives e @tianal action plans and the lack of exploiting the
opportunities in the regulation.

Table 4.3 Gross list of implementation problems andoping strategies —
Rural development plans

EN | IT
No. of problems and coping 5/4 | 6/4
strategies
Political problems Political coping strategies
[Perception of organic farming] VR
[Policy issues] RDP focus N
[Stakeholder integration] N
Practical problems Practical coping strategies
[Integration with other policies] A [Integration with other policies]
[Funding] Level and inconsistency | vV [Funding]
[Lack of economic support] VA | [Economic incentives]
[Structural] A [Structural]
[Institutions] Regional variation VA | [Institutions] Regional development
[Supply chains] VA | [Supply chains] Funds
[Knowledge transfer] VI
| [Capacity Building] Research
N [Achieving animal welfare and
environmental improvements]

Source: Chapter three.
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Perception of organic farming may be linked to iempéntation problems in relation to policy
issues, though the issue of organic perceptionoiader covering other issues too. Policy issues,
RDP short of focus and specific measures to devleprganic sector may be linked to the
practical structural issues integration with otpelicies. Stakeholder integration is not linked.

Six practical implementation problems and coping strategies dorpairs, focus group wise.
Integration with other policies, by EN (1/1), fundi level and consistency by EN (1/1), lack of
economic support linked to economic incentives bBy(E/1), structural, by IT (1/1) and
institutions, regional variation is linked to irtstions, regional development by EN (1/1), Supply
chains linked to supply chains, funds by IT (1/h)e main practical issues in the English focus
group discussion were besides, the lack of undetstg by government offices (national and
regional) of the role of organic farming and its\trdution to rural development, public funding to
support the development of the organic sector. Aeroissue of serious concern was with the
national and regional government structure thatirsently in place to implement the rural
development plans. In the Italian focus group disean issues relating to lack of economic support
and different administration due to decentralizedjonal administration were the main subtopics.

Knowledge transfer is mentioned as an implememtairoblem by EN (1/) not linked to a coping
strategy. Two coping strategies are not linkedrtplementation problems and these are; capacity
building, by IT (/1) and achieving animal welfanedaenvironmental improvements by EN (/1).
Knowledge transfer is referring to that researamoisbeing transferred and to the lack of a specifi
organic budget and may on some measures be liokegbicity building, use of research to
improve capacity building. Achieving animal welfamed environmental improvements refers to the
need for to integrate these measures in nation@igg@mentioned by (EN), and may be linked to
integration with other policies mentioned by (EN).

To sum up, the topic of the revised regulation vesponded on by all eight focus groups and was
the uppermost comprehensive topic in terms of thlrer of implementation problems and coping
strategies included (59/56) compared to the toproarket transparency (25/23) and the rural
development plans (11/8). The dissemination ortipaliand practical subtopics differs between
the three topics. With regard to the revised regapolitical implementation problems and
coping strategies mentioned is (17/22) and reggrdiactical issues the dissemination is (18/14)
and in relation to the topic of market transpareth@ye is a larger amount of practical
implementation problems and coping strategies @4Han on political subtopics (11/7) and there
is a larger amount of practical implementation peols and coping strategies (7/8) in relation to
the topic of the rural development plans than ditipal impact issues (4/0).

4.1.5 Comparison of comprehension across focus groups

In the analysis done here, implementation issues haen compared and common issues have
been described within each of the three topics.aiimenow is to extract the scope of discussions
within each of the common issues, distinguishingiemn attitudes and the width of discussions to
identify whether issues merely are political orghical oriented and if focus is on implementation
problems or coping strategies. The same procedwsed when comparing common issues across
topics.
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The discussions of the new regulation are focusedna subtopics with a primarily political

content about strengthening organic definitions staddardsScope of regulatiois the most
frequently mentioned political regulation issueeTdontent of the issues mentioned under this
subtopic varies much. It is common to many focusigs that they wish more issues covered by the
new regulation and the scope of the regulationrgath It is commonly agreed too that regarding
the subtopic 0o6GMO thresholdsthe thresholds need to be as low as possiblaythdifferent
perspectives are employed. Consumer concerns anthtapractises are mentioned as practical
implementation problems. National strategies amseh to raise standards and quality i.e. organic
food districts, and GMO free districts.

There is variation in perspectives mentioned ahtidinal match towards the use of &g loga

It is merely considered a political implementatpoblem as decisions to reorganise the EU logo is
based on political decisions. Practical aspectdiomgd are financing the EU logo and trust in third
country products. Likewise it was argued that thelégo can be a coping strategy to set standards
above the regulation though on the other hand maitiogos are mentioned as a coping strategy
with the same reasoning. Two coping strategiesiaehed — national logos and the EU logo — it is
assessed that it is not a question of neither grioud of including both strategies nationally besa
distinct logos will survive in the market. It coudé reasoned that a strong national logo already
developed eases compliance with the EU logo.

There are even various attitudes towards the udeedtU logo. The focus group discussions
contain a broader variance in attitude towardsueof the EU logo. Reasoning on behalf of EU
logo attitude, it was mentioned that (DK), (NL) aiiN) were more or less in favour of the EU
logo and (DE), (CZ) and (SI) more or less disfaungithe use of the EU logo. As pointed to
previously, (NL) comprehend the EU logo in positieems and this may be one of the reasons for
responding in particular also when referring to svafcoping with it

Stakeholder integratiois another political subtopic mentioned in mangu® groups relating to the
issue of lobbying, and there is a general agreethahtstakeholder integration is needed or
demanded. In some focus groups stakeholder infeueras wished but capacities not available. In
other focus groups stakeholder capacities wereeptdsit access was not fully admitted.
Stakeholder integration was forwarded as impoitarglation to standard settings, scope of
regulation and interpretation of the regulation.

Interpretation of the regulatiowas seen as a frequent political issue that aiggwith themes
relating to stakeholder integration, maximum orimum standards, national derogations and
regulation specificity. Concerns were expresseaelagtion to allowing different national
interpretations and especially practical aspectslation to the interpretation of the regulation b
various certification bodies were forwarded. Nasibcoping strategies mentioned include demands
for national interpretation committees to set comrstandards. The subtopicNétional
derogationds mentioned in a number of focus groups too,taedolitical aim was that

derogations should only be allowed in case of esrarg.

With regard to both political and practical aspexftthe discussions on market transparency, the
EU logois the most frequently mentioned subtopic. Mapitical and accommodating arguments
were forwarded in favour of the EU logo as a sgater to out-compete national logos and
increase competition with private certification é@g One argument was that in practice it was the
farmers that were going to bear the costs of promgatarious private logos.
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It is a common argument thstitistical dataare needed though data collection is seen addxh
national and EU responsibility. There was no cance regardingromotion campaignand

national experiences vary consideralbarket developmens a rather frequent issue and concerns
are forwarded about countering market stagnatiandgfiferentiation, about that the organic sector
is threatened, and the various views on lettingpdriggtandards set barriers for new producers and
countries enter the market. Coping strategies deguntervention by unions and the public sector
in support of national market development.

In relation to the topic of the rural developmelatns the main political issues mentioned was
related tgoerception of organic farmingndlack of support to the organic sectand the last issue
reappeared in relation to practical implementatispects relating to the lack of institutional and
financial support to the organic sector. Generppstt is mentioned as an important issue in
relation to the topic of rural development plans.

A supplementary way to assess the importance abpids is to compare overlapping subtopics in
the three discussions. The subtopics mentionecdne tihan one discussion seem to trigger more
enthusiasm than others. The subtopics common tdiskkassions of the new regulation and market
transparency include [The logo], [organic faminghiseatened], [quality standards], [imports and
security], [logos] and [EUOAP]. The subtopics mengd under the discussions of the Rural
Development Plans that reappear in the discussibiine two other topics include: [integration

with other policies], [stakeholder integrationhgtitutions] and [capacity building]. Hence, both
practical issues signified by the subtopics on $ogied capacity building and more structural issues
such as organic farming is threatened meet enttmsiathe focus groups.

Common views on similar topics are rather seldoexeept from the subtopic of GMO thresholds.
On the other hand, variation is not systematitiendense that it is possible to explain variation i
comprehension with direct reference to capabilitwilingness. Therefore the analysis now
relaxes the close connection between subtopic$omog groups i.e. with context.

4.2 Themes in the perception of implementation prob  lems and coping
strategies

In the report so far, the focus group participastatements have been summarised in subtopics and
interpreted in relation to their specific contekhe issue now, is to take a broader view on the
subtopics in the attempt to make the list of impatation problems easier to use in policy analysis
and in future evaluations of the EUOAP. The methsed is to separate the subtopics from the
context of the focus groups in which they were nogretd and rearrange them in clusters of
subtopics with similar or related contents. Thestdus serve as basis for a discussion of the
implementation problems and coping strategieslatios to the experiences of implementation
theory and research. The first step is to rearrangéopics within the three main topics and the
second step is to see if clusters may be combmadheoretically meaningful way across main
topics. Each step is followed by an attempt to gexye or forecast barriers to successful
implementation on the basis of theoretical consitiens and general knowledge on the working of
the EU system.
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4.2.1 Clusters of subtopics regarding the new regulation

Table 4.4 includes all the subtopics on politicapiementation problems and coping strategies
regarding the proposal for a new regulation on migproduction. They are arranged under three
headings relating to the implementation processto.the content of the new regulation (issues of
political aims and scope of regulation), to progediassociated with implementation and to the
political and social context in which the new regdign is to be implemented.

The most general political issues are the [scopegilation], [regulation specificity] and [decigio
form], where some focus groups regretted omissidesianded additional issues covered or
inclusion of further details in the new regulatidnfocus group even realised the trade off between
simple framework regulation demanded by regulaaoit detailed regulation demanded by private
firms. The scope of the final regulation afterasshpassed all political decision making processes i
decisive for the success of implementation. Acaagdo implementation research, successful
implementation is in general easier on the basisgilations with a narrow scope and simple
content than of regulations with a broad scopecamaplex content. However, it may be a special
feature of the organic food and farming sectorrtiget its identityvis-a-visconsumers and
competing production systems to combine a very ¢exmggulation with detailed rules covering a
broad scope. Hence, the focus group discussiorggestithat the stakeholders’ comprehension may
become more positive to the implementation of tevw negulation if the scope is broadened and — if
possible — complexity is not becoming too highhaligh private enterprises seem to demand
detailed regulation.

There are thus major strategic decisions to be rabdat the general level of specification in the
regulation and the level of details in the regolatiThese issues were mentioned as implementation
problems in the focus groups but mainly procedsugigestions were made to cope with them. The
theoretical discussion indicates that there arelear answers when attempting to reach successful
implementation and hence the result seems to degiemthly on the stakeholders’ comprehension
of the scope of regulation, which cannot be foresthffom the data collected here.

An important aspect of regulatory complexity is tb&ue of [maximum or minimum standards].
Minimum standards may imply a relatively simpleutagion defining the essential rules and

leaving it to the organic movement and other adimidefine more specific brands or labels in
addition to the essentials. Minimum standards mmathe other hand undermine wishes for clear
definitions and easily identifiable products fost@ince among consumers. The only coping strategy
mentioned is to keep minimum standards high aradléov private labelling to use even higher
standards. This is in accordance with the systeteutine existing regulation. Hence it may be
forecasted that attempts to introduce maximum statsdwill cause implementation troubles
because of stakeholder resistance — and that ghonmnimum standards may cause other troubles.
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Table 4.4 Clusters of political problems and copingtrategies - new requlation

Implementation problems | | Coping strategies

Issues of political aims and scope of regulation
[Scope of regulation] [Scope of regulation]
[Regulation specificity] [Board]
[Decision form] Framework or [Decision form] Framework or
detailed regulation detailed regulation
[Maximum or minimum [Maximum or minimum
standards] standards]
[Basic principles] [Basic principles]

[Achieving animal welfare and
environmental improvements]

[GMO thresholds] [GMO thresholds]
[EU logo] [EU logo]
[Logos]
[Logos]
[Unfair and biased competition [Unfair and biased competition
(3" countries)] (3 countries)]
[National derogations] [National derogations]

Procedural issues

[Stakeholder integration] [Stakeholder integration]

[Lobbying] [Lobbying]

[Expert panel ] [Expert panel ]

[Bureaucracy] [(Boards managing)
Transposition of the revised
regulation]

[Interpretation of the [Interpretation of the

regulation] regulation]

[Stakeholder integration]
Demand for an interpretation
committee

[Regulation specificity] [Board]

[Board] (technical)

Contextual issues

[Interaction with other rules]

[(ES) Political context]

[Problems not coped with in the [Need for improved national AP
EUOAP

[(S]) Organic farming is [Transition period]

threatened]

Source: Table 4.1

The demands for a broad scope are specified byuii@pics of additional rules emphasising the
need to reinforce the inclusion of the [basic gptes] and means to [achieving animal welfare and
environmental improvements] in the new regulatRagarding the specific issue of [GMO
thresholds] the subtopics include various viewsharules already included in the proposal for a
new regulation, all aiming at getting a threshablat tcorresponds with the coping strategy of high
minimum standards mentioned above. The issue dEldldogo] seems more controversial when
comparing the problems mentioned to the copingeggras which include national [logos] with
higher standards such as national origin or a coe100% organic substances. An additional
aspect of the discussion of logo and origin is giménd biased competition from third countries]
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due to equivalence problems. Although they may learspccessful implementation, these rules are
in line with the general EU policies on internaabfood trade and may therefore be difficult to
change in the final regulation. It may be equalffiailt to endeavour to allow [national

derogations] as it may be in opposition to onéhefrhain arguments for the EUOAP and for
proposing a new regulation.

The second cluster of subtopics concerns the pusesdor making the political decisions on the
new regulation and the way in which it will be tsposed to and implemented in the member states.
The key word in all subtopics is stakeholder ineohent through various types of boards. In
general, the focus groups demand more stakehaldelvement at whatever stage of the policy
process. Underlying most focus groups is sceptieisthdoubts about the legitimacy of the EU in
defining organic food and farming, and to the fogtsups [stakeholder integration] seem to be an
important means for reducing stakeholder sceptic@ne precondition is that the organic sector
develops [lobbying] organisations with access #phblicy and implementation processes.
Stakeholders may participate in [expert paneld]ph@pare decisions in general or in [boards]
preparing transposition of the new regulation i tember states, or through advising about the
[interpretation of the regulation] and on the regoty specifics and technical aspects of the
regulation.

The third cluster of subtopics relates to the palitcontext of the proposal for the new regulation
An issue of general validity is the [interactiorthvother general rules] on agricultural production
and environmental protection. On the one hand #venegulation may help keeping organic food
and farming separate from other (i.e. conventiofad)l and farming. However, if interaction with
other general rules is not coped with in a systemedy before implementation, implementation
research suggests that major implementation prabssnforeseeable due to conflicts between the
administrators of the various rules. Another isstthe [political context] is a general critique of
the new regulation as primarily safeguarding thecgje interests of organic food and farming in
the northern EU member states. Inasmuch this tefigecific problems in a member state to
comply with the new regulation this is in line wite subtopic stating that [the development of
organic farming is threatened] from reconversiohiclv in turn may be curbed through [transition
periods] or [improvements of the national actioang!

In Table 4.5 the subtopics on practical implemeataproblems and coping strategies regarding the
new regulation are clustered into general admatist issues, specific content-related issues and
issues relating to the policy impact of the newutation. Regarding the latter, it seems worth to
feed the worries of negative impacts on the devetay of organic food and farming stemming

from the international trade dimensions of the megulation into the discussion of political aspects
of implementing it.
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Table 4.5 Clusters of practical problems and copingtrategies - new requlation

Implementation problems | | Coping strategies

General administrative issues
[Institutions] public [Institutions] ] public
administrative level administrative level
[Capacity building problems]
[Interpretation of the [Interpretation of the regulation]
regulation]

[Consultancy] Prepare and
support farmers to adapt to the
new regulation

[National derogations] [National derogations]
[Inspection/regulatory burden] [Inspection/regulatory burden]
[Costs/resources required for [Costs/resources required for
implementation] implementation]

[Logos] Practical problems with

labelling

[Local level trade] [Local level trade]
[Interaction with other rules] [Interaction with other rules]

Specific issues on content
[GMO thresholds] [GMO thresholds]
[EU logo] [EU logo]
[Scope of regulation]

[Basic principles]
[Quiality standards] Loss of [Reinforcing publicity on quality
consumer confidence standards

Impact issues
[Imports and security] [Market surveillance]
[Unfair and biased competition
(3 countries)]

[(DE) The organic sectoris
threatened]

[(DK) C onventional

connection]

Source: Table 4.1

The general administrative issues encompass atcespf administration: the [institutions] at the
public administrative level responsible for the megulation and more generally the problems
involved in the lack of relevant [capacity build]riig cope with the problems involved in the new
regulation. A separate aspect is [interpretatiothefnew regulation] which in principle may be a
problem for everyone involved. The suggested coptragegy involves advisory groups of
stakeholders — and another strategy is [consulidaqyepare and help farmers adopt the new
regulation. Related to interpretation is the isstgational derogations] which on the one hand is
to be reduced as much as possible in promoting Eitf trade of organic food but on the other hand
may be necessary in special situations, and thisali for sector expertise in i) identifying such
situations and ii) administering derogations proper
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The reverse side of public administrative instdnél capacity is the [burden of inspection and
regulation] placed on target groups — and the fcasjuired for implementing] these burdens,
which might be placed on the shoulders of farmatsaher producers. A specific subtopic is
[logos] that relates to the prices of labelling dimel distribution of payments for labelling prodaict
among producers and (public) administrators. Ong afaealing with these economic aspects - not
least for small local producers — is to developtiall support programs promoting [local level
trade] of organic food in supplement of the trade=tJ and international level promoted by the
new regulation. Finally, there are even practisglegts of the subtopic on [interaction with other
sets of rules].

There are also practical aspects of the spec#igeis mentioned among the political aspects i.e. the
[GMO thresholds], the [EU logo], the [scope of riegion] and the inclusion of [basic principles]
into the regulation. Regarding [quality standardsjeems important to implementation that
consumer confidence in the characteristics of aogmod and farming is not undermined. It may
be an important aspect of establishing consumeiidsirce and keeping it, to [reinforce publicity

on quality standards] by publishing more intengivaat the actual enforcement of and compliance
with both purely organic and other, more generaligustandards.

Finally, the implementation of public policy is @mnded to have an impact. Most of the
implementation problems regarding impacts mentianebe focus groups seem to be unintended
as they undermine rather than promote the diffusiarganic food. One unintended impact is that
the increase in international trade with organmdfcas a result of the new regulation, may lead to
[imports] of products that undermines the econoifnyadional production and even may
compromise the national systems of organic foodysgy]. It is in fact mentioned as a general
problem that increased intra EU trade may everdten the survival of the organic sector]. It
seems even worse if imports originate in third ¢oas as their competitive position in the proposal
for a new regulation is characterised as [unfaif laiased]. The only coping strategy mentioned is
intensive market surveillance. It seems, howeweaportant to successful implementation that these
deep worries expressed among stakeholders of ¢famiorsector are dealt with both when
preparing decision making and when implementingsilmes. Negative [Conventional connection]s
is an implementation problem that may cause trauini®btaining the intended impact in terms of
recruiting additional organic farmers, becauseetfds economic conditions for conventional
farmers and lacking recognition of the market poéés of organic food and farming.

4.2.2 Clusters of subtopics regarding market transparency

The European Organic Action Plan includes manyergpinecise actions designed to promote
market transparency and international trade. EReméw regulation may be seen as part of this
endeavour. The politically-oriented subtopics mamed in the focus groups have two main aspects
as mentioned in Table 4.6. One concerns the gevieralon market institutionalisation while the
other debates some of the more concrete proposdigied in the EUOAP.

The most general subtopic on market institutioadils is the suggestion that the dynamics of [the
organic sector is threatened] from lack of conwgrfarmers because the support for conversion is
missing from general farmers’ unions. This may beegalised as lack of support for organic food
and farming from the main institutions in the naibfarming and food sectors. Insofar consumer
demand remains unsupplied for lack of convertech$athis is a barrier to deepening the
importance of market mechanisms on the organic foarket. The subtopic [transparency is faulty]
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is more focussed on criticising harmonisation as @inthe basic instruments used in the EUOAP —
and in the EU at large — to obtain transparencythideof these overarching problems can be dealt
with only or mainly in terms of increasing marketrisparency or harmonization. Additional
institutional actions seem necessary that deal thighopposition between organic and mainstream
food and farming at the national level. This maydbee in the way indicated by the
implementation problem on lacking [stakeholdergn&tion] in EU policy making regarding market
transparency and in the associated coping straBmgye stakeholders seem more controversial than
others, however, since [trade] in some membersstat@fluenced by strong private organizations
that may be able to exclude other (foreign) actOree again, the statements in some of the focus
groups oppose monopoly control as one of the nmamuments of the EU, although the merits of
monopoly are accepted in the coping strategiesiored, which emphasise the need for EU’s
capacities to facilitate market liberalisation. Atmer set of institutional actions are suggested by
introducing [public, regional obligations] to enswrganic food supply and demand in all regions.
This is an attempt to establish regional markeds gloes beyond the initial intention of the EUOAP
to obtain market transparency although market pareshcy cannot be obtained without a market of
a certain size.

The subtopics mentioned on the content of the EU@Ige from a general characterisation of the
implementation problems involved with the Europ&aganic Action Plan to several rather specific
issues. The most general characterisation of thkOMP] in terms of market transparency is that it
is insufficient under the current conditions of ketrgrowth and that it has no clear positive effect
outcome for the organic sector. The coping stratedit this problem is [actualising the EUOAP],
which implies much stronger links to the problerhg@veloping organic food and farming in the
national contexts than included in the current Bigadic Action Plan.

Table 4.6 Clusters of political problems and copingtrategies — market transparency

Implementation problems | | Coping strategies
General view on market institutionalisation
[The organic sector is threatened] [The organic stor is threatened]
[Transparency is faulty]
[Stakeholder integration] [Stakeholder integration]
[Trade] [Trade]

[Public, regional obligations]

The content of the European Organic Action Plan

[EUOAP] [Actualising the EUOAP]
[EU logo] [EU Logo]

[Promotion campaigns] [Promotion campaigns]
[Statistical data] [Statistical data]
[Internet database] [Internet database]

[Quality standards]

[Market development]

Source: Table 4.2.

Regarding the more detailed issues, the [EU lagsgen as a political proviso against national
logos that might contribute to decreasing inteoratl market transparency. Distinct and
international logos such as Demeter and Nature &Mwe expected to be excepted from this
development. However, it is suggested to redesigrEt) to improve the possibilities of obtaining
the expected effect. The EUOAP actions regardimgneon [promotion campaigns] are perceived
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with some scepticism regarding funding and politiackup in the member states. The general idea
of common promotion of the EU logo is agreed upamje organic products must be promoted in
the national context. [Statistical data] are neddegolicy processes in support of organic food an
farming but political problems about the possilabtof registering data on trade between the EU
member states and on imports are mentioned. Thggtrbe solved when the new regulation is
passed. Similarly, the suggested [internet datdimagg help enforce market transparency by
opening national markets dominated by national$og@nally, political actions are needed to
harmonise broader [quality standards] than thoserea by the regulation on organic production
both regarding organic and non-organic food, angréonote new enterprises as part of strategies
for [market development].

Table 4.7 includes three clusters of practical gpics about market transparency. Regarding the
contents of the EUOAP, the issues of [statistieaa}] the [EU logo] and [promotion campaigns]
reappear in much more concrete terms. Regarditigti&ts, statements indicate a systematic lack of
data and even analysts. Regarding the EU logmdiahissues are mentioned along with various
views on how to cope with third countries. Regagdpromotion campaigns] they may help
informing consumers of non-organic food about oirg@anoducts. They are, however, even
perceived with some scepticism as they are expécthdve only limited positive effects and may
even be at risk of undermining existing relatiohsatatively high producer prices and established
production verticals. The issue of [informationpisrceived in the same terms as promotion
campaigns.

Table 4.7 Clusters of practical problems and copingtrategies — market transparency

Implementation problems | | Coping strategies
Content of European Organic Action Plan

[Statistical data] [Statistical data]

[EU logo] [EU logo]

[Promotion campaigns] [Promotion campaigns]

[Information] [Information]

Market development

[Market development] [Market development]
[Market stagnation and differentiation] [Market stagnation and
[Price stagnation] differentiation]

[Imports and security] [Imports and security]

Context of market development
[Institutions] [Institutions] marketing board

[Capacity building] [Capacity building]
[Cooperation] Support more cooperation
within the sector

[Education] [Education]
[Research]
[Logos]
[Quality standards]
[The organic sector is threatened] [The organic sector is threatened]

Source: Table 4.2.
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Some of the views mentioned as political probleeappear as practical problems. In general, the
[market development] is associated with forces waylagainst transparency of prices, in favour of
large (primarily non-organic) companies, and witl tisk of reducing international market
availability — i.e. in clear contrast to the iddehind the EUOAP. [Market stagnation and
differentiation] and [price stagnation] are peregi\as major problems to the development of the
organic sector that are not helped under way byrtieket transparency promoted by the EUOAP.
On the other hand are the factors behind markggrdiftiation even the means by which the
problems of market stagnation are coped with. Hetiigenational implementation of the EU
actions on market transparency may promote nevwstgpmarket differentiation and possibly new
types of non-transparency. Similarly, [imports aedurity] in terms of imported products is seen as
an obstacle to the development of the nationalrocgsectors because they represent new risks to
national food security and form the basis for sstjgg to include environmental issues such as
food miles into the specification of organic food.

Part of the general scepticism towards the marke¢ldpment is explained by the issues mentioned
about the context of the market development. Theadack of public and private [institutions]
capable of enforcing market transparency, and d faggcapacity building] on nearly all aspects
related to realising market transparency. Amongcpacities needed are [cooperation] within the
organic sector, which may be helped under way loypwua types of support; [education] of
consumers, actors in the production and distrilnutierticals, and even young farmers; and
[research]. The problems associated with presesgrgral [logos] to consumers should in
principle be dealt with through the EU logo. Braaticism is associated with the current [quality
standards] of products caused by the mass produetitich is a general prerequisite to market
transparency. More generally, [the organic secdihieatened] for many political and social
reasons that seem to imply that the EUOAP is unabheake organic production sufficiently
attractive to producers and therefore will contrébto declines in both supplies and prices. The two
latter issues seem to imply consent to the abova&iored basic criticism of the market approach
and the market transparency approach includedei thOAP.

4.2.3 Clusters of subtopics regarding Rural Development Plans

The European Organic Action Plan has no sepansadial resources attached. The member states
are recommended to finance implementation on tkeslod the Rural Development Plans included
in the CAP. This implies that organic food and fargnis considered an integrated issue of the CAP
in general and that actions in support of orgaoadfand farming should be prioritised in line with
any other action related to the rural developmant gf the CAP. The problems involved in

following this advice in the member states wereyah$cussed in the IT and EN focus groups.
Comparable although different perceptions cameobtitem.

Regarding the political aspects, so few subtopiesventioned in Table 4.3 that it is irrelevant to
cluster them. The main political problem, whiclihs only common subtopic in both focus groups,
is the [perception of organic farming] in the Rubevelopment Plans, in terms of a lack of
recognition of the potentials of organic food aadiing to help realising the general aims of the
rural development plans. This signifies that theémsalution regarding the financing of the
EUOAP is not used — and this is a very serious@mgintation problem. More specifically, [Rural
Development Plans lack focus] on developing thewigsector — and recognition of the organic
sectors is even lacking in terms of [stakeholdergration] in making the Rural Development
Plans.
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In Table 4.8 are two types of practical subtopéeggarding the Rural Development Plans
distinguished. One type is about funding where sartgopic is [lack of economic support] in terms
of resources available in the various arrangemamdsr the CAP and of specific measures
available for applications on promoting organic&lepment and finance various economic
incentives for it. On a similar line is the subtphn [funding] including many issues on the low
level of funds available and the inconsistent Us@em for organic development — whether in
terms of defining criteria for support or in terofsorganic farming receiving a fair share of funds
for rural development. Both subtopics are importaactical problems to be dealt with in the
national context as part of the above-mentionedigall issues. Implementation in terms of the
distribution of funds for organic food and farmin@y be an issue of obtaining fair shares, but it
may even be an issue of defining proper ways efirating organic issues into rural development
plans.

The integration of organic food and farming intor&Wevelopment Plans is to a major extent
influenced by structural issues. The overarchingcstiral subtopic is the lack of [integration with
other policies] where there — in addition to the&®Development Plans — may be several other
relevant policies, for instance on food and drifilesalth and sustainability. Although integration
with other policies may be helpful, it may evendmeobstacle to the development of organic food
and farming within Rural Development Plans for meesof [institutions], because there may be
major regional variation in aims and organisatiohthe various policies and because of a structural
separation of offices on organic food and farming eural development plans. In addition
[structures] may hinder policy integration becapskcy areas such as agricultural and
environmental policies may be organised very dififielly at the regional level. And organic
stakeholders may even have a regional structated#tviate from both and thus make interaction
of policies and involvement of stakeholders evementmmplex.

Table 4.8 Clusters of practical problems and copingtrategies — rural development plans

Implementation problems | | Coping strategies
Funding issues

[Lack of economic support] [Economic incentive$
[Funding] Level and inconsistency [Funding]

Structural issues
[Integration with other policies] [Integration with other policies]
[Institutions] Regional variation [Institutions] Regional development
[Structures] [Structures]
[Knowledge transfer] [Capacity Building] research
[Supply chains] [Supply chains] Funds

Source: Table 4.3.

The more concrete suggestions regarding the staléssues include support for [knowledge
transfer] referring to the problem that relevarsie@ch is available but not transferred to thecbasi
managers in the organic food and farming sectas iffay be one part of a more general strategy
for using Rural Development Plans as basis for avipig [capacity building]. The analysis and
optimisation of [supply chains] may serve as anmga that seems to be central to any attempt to
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promote organic food and farming on the basis miaket-oriented policy aiming at economic
development in rural areas.

4.2.4 General implementation problems and coping strategies regarding the
European Organic Action Plan

The clustering of subtopics shows a clear variatiomss the three main topics. The clusters on the
new regulation include issues strongly relatedriplementation research: policy aims and scope,
procedures, administration, context and impact. dibsters emerging from the discussions on
market transparency focus on the general views®emndeas associated with market transparency
and market development, and on how they are maadfes the content of the EUOAP. Finally,
from the clusters on Rural Development Plans emargearer specification of the dynamics of
implementation: the inclusion of the organic food darming sector into a policy area hitherto
dominated by other agricultural interests by mezrspecific perceptions of the policy and - last
but not least — issues of funding and administeasivucture. Hence, it is highly relevant to conebin
the findings within the three main topics as b&sigeneralising the findings to the implementation
of any aspect of the European Organic Action Plais is demonstrated in Table 4.9. It includes
the list of all cluster headings, but the listesmdered consistent with Figure 1.1 in Chapterel, i
with Winter’s (2003) integrated model that summaimaplementation research.

Table 4.9 List of clusters of political and practi@al problems and coping strategies across main
topics ordered according to the main aspects of thenplementation process

Socio-economic context
* Perception of organic farming (rural developmeiingl- policy clusters)
» Context of market development (market transparemegctical clusters)
» Contextual issues (new regulation - policy clugters

Policy formulation and policy design
* Procedural issues (new regulation - policy cludters
» General view on market institutionalisation (markahsparency - policy clusters)
» Political aims and scope of regulation (new regaiet policy clusters)
» Content of the EUOAP (market transparency - paticsters)

Implementation process
a) Organisational and interorganisational impleragomn behaviour
» Structural issues (rural development plans - prattlusters)
* General administrative issues (new regulation etpral clusters)
» Specific issues on content (new regulation - pcattlusters)
* Funding issues (rural development plans - practiceiters)
b) Interaction with target group
* Market development (market transparency - practilceters)
* Content of the EUOAP (market transparency - pratttusters)

Implementation results
* Impact issues (new regulation - practical clusters)
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Table 4.9 shows how the eight focus group discassim the three main topics concretise the more
general statements of implementation researchspigcial regard to the European Organic Action
Plan. The list shows that the comprehension of @mgintation problems in the focus groups
substantiate elements of all main aspects of tipdeimentation process: the socio-economic context
includes both political and practical aspects;@oformulation and policy design includes elements
from the various clusters of political issues; igrpkntation includes both organisational and
interorganisational behaviour and public admint&tréds interaction with target groups and all
elements originate in clusters of practical issaest finally is policy outcome even included
although mainly in terms of unintended practicgbautts.

The list of problems and coping strategies mentianelable 4.9 cover the four main aspects of
implementation. The implementation problems andrapptrategies mentioned are discussed here
for each aspect. The first aspect is the socio-@oancontext. By definition, contextual aspects
cannot be changed, but context can be dealt widesngning policy implementation. Three clusters
are included under the socio-economic context.fireecluster relates to the Rural Development
Plans and includes variations on the theme of thiéqal perception of organic farming. Since it is
about the integration of organic farming into tlaional agricultural policy it seems an issue of
paramount importance to implementation — not ority wegard to Rural Development Plans but to
the EUOAP in general. The problems mentioned reflex perception of a negative socio-
economic environment for the implementation of oigdood and farming policies — mainly in
terms of comprehension, but possibly also in tesfmgillingness and capability. No coping
strategies were mentioned in the focus groupsitlseems of major importance that the organic
sector develops strategies for coping with thigtgpproblems for successful implementation of
the EUOAP.

Equally important is the cluster on the contextnafrket development since it is one of the basic
ideas of the EUOAP. Apart from the general probtdmecruiting new organic farmers, the
problems mentioned are relatively concrete and@anthe organic food sector’s institutional
preconditions for dealing with market developmé&slevant coping strategies are mentioned or
should be relatively simple to develop as partefitnplementation of the EUOAP. The main issue
is thus, that the organic food sector is consideagiter unprepared for acting under more
liberalised food market conditions. Therefore giems that the sector needs strategies for
establishing and strengthening its capacity taraah internationalised food market.

The third cluster relates to the new regulation iactlides three country specific assessments of
problems originating in the conditions for implertiag the regulation. Coping strategies are
mentioned to two of the problems and they relathdoough political preparation of
implementation. One strategy is to suggest a naltimansition period. It presupposes consent from
the EU and may therefore appear more troublesoareah improved national action plan
suggested in another focus group. Once again, hexwawnational action plan may presuppose
consent from the general agricultural policy submys which may be difficult to obtain in some
member states.

Regarding policy formulation and policy design, st@tements about the political procedures
originating in the discussion on Rural Developnmielains suggest that stakeholder integration is too
little and that stakeholder integration shouldmeréased through lobbying and through various
boards and expert panels preparing decisions iargkand specifically assisting in specifying and
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interpreting policies. One of the main politicaingi behind the EUOAP is to increase the market
orientation of organic food and farming. This aBmbt supported unambiguously in the
discussions over market transparency. On the one isamarket transparency comprehended as a
means to break strong positions of private orgarganisations in individual member states, but on
the other hand are means and ends relating to trtaakeparency questioned and even seen as a
threat against the organic sector. The strateg@dioned to cope with the critical aspects involve
stakeholder integration and policy support for obtey market positions within specific markets
and regions.

The issues on political aims and scope of the edigul mentioned in the discussions on the new
regulation reflect that many basic problems appmkhte found no simple answers. Perhaps organic
agriculture is in a position where the theoretremlommendation of seeking successful
implementation through legal simplicity is countét®y the need for including so many aspects as
possible under the definition and regulation ofamrig food and farming. They range from making
the regulation include basic principles, concresaies such as logos and GMO thresholds, to
preventing unfair competition from third countrid$ie issues mentioned under the actual content
of the EUOAP shows that some of the preconditions@iccessful implementation still seem to be
lacking in terms of problems with logos, collectistgtistical data and defining quality standards.
Coping strategies are mentioned and they focus modefining political solutions than
private/sector solutions.

It seems that the focus groups express broad eatet to political solutions. In spite of the
critical attitude towards the main political aimrofrket institutionalization, coping strategied sti
focus on political solutions. Against this backgrdwone may wonder why the issue of funding is
not mentioned in the discussions on the comprebterwdipolitical implementation problems. The
simple explanation is that lack of funding is mengd among the main explanations for the low
level of implementation willingness expressed irstrfocus groups. The level of funding thus
seems to be a given condition rather than a variadimplementation — except regarding Rural
Development Plans.

When moving to the implementation process, foumii® emerged with regard to organisational
and interorganisational behaviour. Many structigslies are mentioned in the discussions on Rural
Development Plans. Problems range from integratidim other policies through regional
institutional variation to lack of stakeholder igtation. Once again coping strategies rely very
much on stakeholder involvement, which — as meetidn one of the focus groups - presupposes
that stakeholders can and will respond to the vargiructures of public agencies involved at
regional and national levels. In a similar way, gemeral administrative issues mentioned in the
discussions of the new regulation reflect many j@wis of the structure of the public sector, which
is a challenge to the organisational capacity efdfganic food sector. Moreover, this discussion
includes economic issues relating to the paymenbsffs of inspection and of implementation in
general. Coping strategies rely much on simplepaagmatic solutions aiming at reducing the
organisational costs or increasing the politicglpsrt for organic organisations. Only few themes

of organisational and interorganisational impleragoh behaviour are mentioned regarding the
more specific issues of content relating to the negulation and to funding relating to the Rural
Development Plans, and they are all associatedraftier general coping strategies that emphasise
the relative low attention associated with the EWROA member states in general and in the focus
groups.
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The part of the implementation process that inv®imeeraction with target groups was only
involved in few themes of the focus group discussi®ne theme is market development,
mentioned in the discussions on market transparénitycludes various aspects of market
development and the way in which some groups agetiad by EUOAP or other organic food and
farming policies. The coping strategies are muchenfiocused on target groups’ own actions than
on their interaction with policies. It thus seemdé an important problem for implementation that
the EUOAP simply is not considered a solution toent problems experienced in the market
place. This impression is underlined when turnowgard the content of the EUOAP mentioned in
the discussion on market transparency, where #eipal aspects are few and of a rather basic
character regarding production of statistical degarganising the EU logo, organising promotion
campaigns and distributing information. This finglsuggests that successful implementation
presupposes mechanisms by which policies are madh more directly relevant to the market
development experienced by the organic food andifey sector.

The final part of Winter's model is about implematidn results. Only few subtopics relate to this
issue and they are all about unintended effedisrins of unfair competition and problems
associated with the (lack of) interaction betwdendrganic and conventional food sectors. Only
market surveillance is mentioned as a coping gjyaaéed it will have no impact on
interrelationships between organic and non-orgagicculture. The analysis thus ends where it
began: by emphasising the importance of the samoi@mic context in terms of the recognition of
organic food and farming in politics, in the foagt®r and in the non-organic farming sector. This
finding may appear strange, when one of the mablpms of the composition of focus groups has
been the lack of participants from the non-orgaeictor. However, when this consistency in
findings on the socio-economic context and on imaetation results is found in focus groups with
very little relation to the conventional food araarhing sector, it emphasises the importance of the
conventional, non-organic food sector to the imm@atation result of organic food and farming
policies. The conclusion from this finding is tleataluations of the European Organic Action Plan
or any other organic action plan cannot rest oorinftion about comprehension, capability and
willingness in the organic food and farming secflmne. We need information on the
comprehension, capability and willingness in tha-noganic, conventional food and farming sector
as well with regard to organic food and farmingyeneral and more specifically to action plans or
other policies in support of organic food and fargi
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5 Findings and perspectives

The general objective of this report is to make squagments on how the recent European Organic
Action Plan is expected to be implemented in thenbver states. The intention was to identify how
national stakeholders perceived the EUOAP anchitsplay with national policies in terms of
conflict and synergy, and which strategies theyldisuggest in coping with implementation
problems. During the project it appeared that dedy and unsystematic conflicts surfaced in the
group discussions. Therefore, we jumped over gigei®f conflict and synergy and put the main
efforts in developing a catalogue of implementapooblems and suggested strategies to cope with
them in relation to member states’ implementatibthe European Organic Action Plan. We will
return to the issue of conflict and synergy byehd of this chapter.

The realisation of the EUOAP is still in the makiagd all member states of the EU are free to
refrain from implementing the recommendations efEUOAP. This implies that implementation
in member states is still a rather hypotheticalésand that it may vary much between them. The
methodology must therefore be able to deal withdarariations in implementation behaviour. The
methodology chosen was focus groups in eight mesthées with an organic action plan and thus
presumably characterised by a positive attitudeatd& implementation of the EUOAP. The focus
groups were held in the Czech Republic, Germanpnizek, England, Spain, Italy, the
Netherlands and Slovenia. The selection of mentiagesimplies that focus groups knew of
problems associated with implementing policiesupport of organic food and farming, but the
findings will clearly be relatively positive to ingmentation of the EUOAP. The use of the focus
group methodology implies that data include brgddrmation on central stakeholders’ perception
of implementation problems and coping strategies.

It was not possible to discuss all aspects of tHOEP in the focus groups. All focus groups
discussed implementation problems and coping giiesgen relation to the EU Commission’s
proposal for a new regulation on organic productighich is a direct outcome of the EUOAP and
which is expected to be implemented by all memtses by 2009. Two focus groups discussed
implementation problems and coping strategieslation to the recommendations on using the
Rural Development Plans as basis for financinghtiteonal implementation of the EUOAP. This is
also a rather concrete discussion topic since athbrer states had to specify the distribution of
subsidies for Rural Development Plans for 2007 falidwing years about the time when the focus
groups were held. The second discussion topicifosus groups was the recommendations on a
more transparent market development included Ifeth®AP, which partly overlapped the new
regulation and partly included many rather spe&WOAP recommendations on ways to obtain
market transparency. Together the three topicdifmussion covered three areas central to EU’s
policy on organic food and farming: the definitiohorganic food and farming, the market oriented
approach to organic food and farming policy, areldpproach to funding organic food and farming
policy as part of the general agricultural poliégainst this background it is no wonder that the
findings of the three topics discussed are compheang in such a way that they seem
representative for discussions of the full EUOARE ahnational organic action plans.

The main results are presented in terms of a gaialof implementation problems and coping
strategies based on stakeholder comprehensione alspects of the context of findings are
discussed. One aspect is the interconnection bata@®prehension — as reported in the catalogue
— and stakeholders’ willingness to implement theZFAP and their capabilities to do it. The second
aspect is the contribution made to understandimdlich synergy and ambiguity, as mentioned
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within implementation research, within the fieldpaflicies on organic food and farming. The third
aspect is about the possible influence from metlogglcal issues on the results and what might be
done to deal with them in relation to the future o§the tool box for evaluating organic action
plans - ORGAPET.

5.1 Implementation problems and coping strategies

The focus group discussions have been transformedicatalogue of implementation problems
and coping strategies through a systematic contlensa the stakeholder comprehension
mentioned throughout each discussion. In Chapteethihe various types of statements made
within the specific context of a national focus gpovere condensed into subtopics on
implementation problems and coping strategies pdor each focus group. Only few and
unsystematic conflicts appeared within the focusigs and it was therefore reasonable to treat
each focus group rather than each participanteaarit of analysis. The subtopics were
decontextualised in Chapter four in two ways. Fitst subtopics mentioned in all focus groups
were compared. The comparison showed that onlyafedwather specific subtopics were covered
in all focus groups, and that only little clear oppion between focus groups appeared. Variation
between focus groups was rather a matter of differational perspectives. These findings paved
the way for establishing a combined list of impletation problems and coping strategies in two
steps. The first step was to cluster all subtopiestioned under each main topic according to
theme and irrespective of focus group. The secteqgas to rearrange the thematic clusters of
subtopics in accordance with Winter's model thégnates and summarises implementation
research. From the second step it appeared tHatualinain aspects of the implementation model
was covered and this suggests that the combindohfja serve the purpose of covering all main
aspects of implementation problems — i.e. of begiie successful implementation.

It is against this background that the cataloguenptementation problems and coping strategies
specified in Tables 5.1 through 5.5 is to be urtdersas a basic catalogue of barriers to successful
implementation. The catalogue is derived from distns in eight highly different national

contexts and it therefore reflects a broad vaméfyroblems and strategies. It is clear, on theiwoth
hand, that far from all implementation problemd agpear in each member state, and likewise that
the exact coping strategies mentioned need nat®&lfin all member states where implementation
problems appear. The main purpose of the catalisgihels to typify all main problems and coping
strategies that may be expected in EU member stapgementing the EUOAP or other organic
action plans. Evaluations of the EUOAP or othemaig action plans may therefore profit from
being prepared to deal with all the types of protdenentioned.

The background for including coping strategies ga&logue of implementation problems is that
implementation problems are measured on the basiakeholders’ comprehension of
implementation. This had two consequences. Ondlveds full picture of comprehension should
not only cover problems but even suggestions fpimgpwith them as an indicator of how serious
the problems appeared and the extent to whicheti®isshould be involved in solving them. This
even represented a methodological advantage dihegped focus group participants to think about
the rather hypothetical implementation of a Europaetion plan — i.e. an issue to which none of
the stakeholders invited for the focus groups gaueh attention beforehand. Asking for coping
strategies thus helped increasing participantshéitin and the reliability of their statements. In
practice, it appeared during the focus group dsons that an implementation problem emerged
from a discussion of a coping strategy. Moreovemes of the coping strategies may in the
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perspective of certain stakeholders represent atementation problem — as exemplified by the
strategies in defiance with the main ideas of tb®BP or the Single Market. Since these
dynamics of data collection is even of interedutare evaluations of organic action plans, thé ful
empirical basis for the catalogue is included.

The tables 5.1 to 5.5 specify Table 4.9 above erbtsis of tables 4.4 to 4.8, which in turn reder t
the tables of Chapter three. Each main aspect nféN$ integrated implementation model is
represented by a table including the relevant efastf subtopics. To the empirical findings are
added suggestions in normal types that cover idsftasnmentioned in the focus groups. These
pragmatic suggestions fill holes regarding impletagon problems and coping strategies, but to
them are added a few headings for clusters andgigstthat appear relevant from the standpoint of
implementation research. The additional suggessasfy direct contributions from
implementation research.

Table 5.1 includes implementation problems andrappirategies associated with the socio-
economic context. It is in line with implementati@search that successful implementation of any
policy in support of organic food and farming pngigoses a socio-economic context characterised
by at least some kind of perception of organic fand farming that accepts or even favours the
ideas of organic food and farming inasmuch asatssnall and emerging sector. It was mentioned
as an issue of Rural Development Plans which sgtee as financial basis for the realisation of the
EUOAP, but it is even an important preconditiontfug successful implementation of any policy in
support of organic food and farming. The need fpositive socio-economic context is even
emphasised by the fact that it is mentioned in mexrstates with organic action plans — hence this
issue may be even more important in member statBswt organic action plans.

In a similar way, the context of market developnismtot only relevant to the topic on market
transparency. Since the EUOAP to a major extetibwin the idea of market transparency, which
corresponds with the main ideas of the EU Singlekigla it is an issue of general importance to the
implementation of the EUOAP and any action plaridaog on it. The main suggestion is to see if
institutional preconditions for acting under libksad (or other prevailing) market conditions are
present. The third cluster directs attention tacBmecontextual problems in member states and to
the issue of the organic action plans’ (and noy ¢timeé new regulation’s) positive or negative
interaction with other types of policies and rulest EU or national level.
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Table 5.1 Catalogue of problems and coping strateeg regarding the socio-economic context
of implementing the European Organic Action Plan ad other organic action plans

Socio-economic context

Implementation problems | | Coping strategies

Perception of organic farming (RDP)
[Perception of organic farming] Change of attitude in conventional sectpr
[Policy issues] RDP focus Include organic agriculture in RDP focus
[Stakeholder integration] Stakeholder integration

Context of market development (Market transparency)

[Institutions] [Institutions] marketing board

[Capacity building] [Capacity building]

Capacity building [Cooperation] Support more
cooperation within the sector

[Education] [Education]

Lack of knowledge [Research]

[Logos] Coordinate the use of various logos

[Quality standards] Harmonise the various quality standards

[The organic sector is threatened] [The organicextor is threatened]

Contextual issues (New regulation)

Interaction with other rules [Interaction with other rules]
[(ES) Political context] Change of EUOAP

[Problems not coped with in the [Need for improved national AP
EUOAP

[(SI) Organic farming is threatened] [Transition period]

Source: Chapter 4.

Table 5.2 is about the problems and coping stresegilating to policy formulation and policy
design. In the focus groups, this aspect was oelgtimned in relation to the new regulation and
market transparency because these were ongoirtgalotiecision making processes while the
Rural Development Plans had been decided upon.iA iak@a in implementation theory is that
policy formulation and policy design condition ireptentation - hence policy formulation and
policy design is an issue of general importandenfementation of organic action plans.
Procedural issues are mentioned in discussionseondw regulation, but the identification of
lacking stakeholder involvement and the claim farenstakeholder integration in policy making —
as in other stages of the policy process — seerthvassessing in all policy processes regarding
organic food and farming.
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Table 5.2 Catalogue of problems and coping strateeg regarding policy formulation and
policy design when implementing the European Orqgai Action Plan and other organic action

plans

Policy formulation and policy design

Implementation problems | | Coping strategies
Procedural issues (New regulation)

[Stakeholder integration] [Stakeholder integration

[Lobbying] [Lobbying]

[Expert panel ] [Expert panel ]

[Bureaucracy] [(Boards managing) Transposition of
the revised regulation]

[Interpretation of the regulation] [Interpretation of the regulation]

Varying interpretations [Stakeholder integration] Demand for
an interpretation committee

[Regulation specificity] [Board]

Heterogeneous recommendations [Board] (technical)

General view on market institutionalisation (Market transparency)

[The organic sector is threatened] [The organic stor is threatened]
[Transparency is faulty] Allow less harmonisation
[Stakeholder integration] [Stakeholder integration

[Trade] [Trade]

Lack of public involvement [Public, regional obligations]

Issues of political aims and scope of regulation (New regulation)

[Scope of regulation] [Scope of regulation]

[Regulation specificity] [Board]

[Decision form] Framework or detailed [Decision form] Framework or detailed

regulation regulation

[Maximum or minimum standards] [Maximum or minimum standards]

[Basic principles] [Basic principles]

Political profile [Achieving animal welfare and
environmental improvements]

[GMO thresholds] [GMO thresholds]

[EU logo] EU logo

Too many logos [Logos]

[Unfair and biased competition (3 [Unfair and biased competition (3

countries)] countries)]

[National derogations] [National derogations]

FUNDING FUNDING

The content of the European Organic Action Plan (Market transparency)

[EUOAP] [Actualising the EUOAP]
[EU logo] [EU Logo]

[Promotion campaigns] [Promotion campaigns]
[Statistical data] [Statistical data]
[Internet database] [Internet database]
[Quality standards] Uniform standards
Market development [Market development]

Source: Chapter 4.
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The three remaining clusters concern various aspédt¢he content of policy formulation and policy
design. The most general view held is the rathécar attitude included in the general view on
market institutionalisation. This is not an issti€lacking) institutions as in the case of the seci
economic context, but a criticism of the main pcéit ideas behind the EUOAP and the Single
Market, although even some acceptance of the astiemalisation of trade with organic food is
expressed. According to implementation theory aatieg comprehension of the main ideas behind
a policy is a barrier to successful implementatlors hence worth giving attention to negative
comprehensions when evaluating the implementati@amy type of policy in support of organic
food and farming. The cluster of subtopics on issafepolitical aims and scope of regulation
includes some subtopics of a general type suchamesspecificity and decision form of the policy,
which may be of strategic relevance to the devetayrof organic food and farming. The
remaining subtopics and the issue of the contetitedEUOAP have a clear reference to the content
of the EUOAP and to the specific proposal for a megulation. When applied on other aspects of
organic action plans, these subtopics signify thef concrete questions to be dealt with in policy
formulation as in implementation. The issue of fagdvas not dealt with in terms of policy
formulation and policy design, but it is addedHe table, since the absence of the funding issue
seems caused by the fact that funding was not plicgypart of the decision on EUOAP but was
left to Rural Development Plans — where it onlyesmed as practical subtopics perhaps by
implication. The inclusion of funding is thus ameapt to curb a negative consequence of the
selection of topics for the focus group discussions

Table 5.3 includes the clusters of subtopics omamigational and interorganisational behaviour
within the implementation process. According to iempentation theory, structural issues are
important to any aspect of organisational and arganisational behaviour since organisational
behaviour to a major extent is determined by stmattdesign. Hence, the structural issues
mentioned under the discussions of RDP have geraeafance. Integration with other policies and
regional institutional variation are important asfsewithin implementation research in general,
while the remaining subtopics relate to the speci@inditions for organic food and farming. The
preferred coping strategy is stakeholder integnafidhe general administrative issues mentioned
under the discussions of the new regulation staressimilarities with the structural issues
mentioned under RDP discussions, but the scopepihg strategies is broader and the suggestions
more specific.

The cluster of general administrative issues thisrels the scope of the analysis to include
stakeholder cooperation and stakeholder adaptatiadministrative structures. The specific issues
on content of the new regulation clearly illustratene of the main views promoted in the focus
groups that may be relevant to the implementatiarganic agriculture policies in general. This
even holds for funding issues, which were consui@ractical problems within the Rural
Development Plans but has general applicationygaticy in support of organic food and farming
as indicated in Table 5.2.
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Table 5.3 Catalogue of problems and coping strateeg regarding organisational and

interorganisational behaviour in the process of imfgmenting the European Organic Action

Plan and other organic action plans

Implementation process - a) organisational and
interorganisational behaviour

Implementation problems

| | Coping strategies

Structur

al issues (RDP)

[Integration with other policies]

[Integration wit h other policies]

[Institutions] Regional variation

[Institutions] Regional development

[Structures] [Structures]
[Knowledge transfer] [Capacity Building] research
[Supply chains] [Supply chains] Funds

[Stakeholder integration]

[Stakeholder integration

[Lobbying] [Lobbying]
[Expert panel ] [Expert panel ]
[Bureaucracy] [(Boards managing) Transposition of

the revised regulation]

[Interpretation of the regulation]

[Interpretation of the regulation]

[Stakeholder integration] Demand for
an interpretation committee

[Regulation specificity]

[Board]

Heterogeneous recommendations

[Board] (technical)

General administrative issues (New regulation)

[Institutions] public administrative
level

[Institutions] ] public administrative
level

[Capacity building problems]

Capacity building

[Interpretation of the regulation]

[Interpretation of the regulation]

Lack of knowledge on regulation

[Consultancy] Prepare and support
farmers to adapt to the new regulation

[National derogations]

[National derogations]

[Inspection/regulatory burden]

[Inspection/regulatory burden]

[Costs/resources required for
implementation]

[Costs/resources required for
implementation]

[Logos] Practical problems with
labelling

Agreements on labelling

[Local level trade]

[Local level trade]

[Interaction with other rules]

[Interaction with other rules]

Specific issues on

content (New regulation)

[GMO thresholds]

[GMO thresholds]

[EU logo]

[EU logo]

[Scope of regulation]

Make a clear decision

Basic principles

[Basic principles]

[Quality standards] Loss of consumer
confidence

[Reinforcing publicity on quality
standards

Fundin

issues (RDP)

[Lack of economic support]

[Economic incentived

[Funding] Level and inconsistency

[Funding]

Source: Chapter 4.
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The findings regarding the part of the implementafprocess that involves interaction with the
target group are reported in Table 5.4. Only two mther small clusters of subtopics - both
originating in the discussions on market transparerare included in spite of the general interest
in stakeholder involvement. Stakeholders to beliraathus seem to be various governmental and
non-governmental organisations rather than thetijrawvolved groups targeted by the organic
action plans such as farmers and consumers, ans firanufacturing, distributing and retailing
organic food. Since this needs not be the caséawe suggested a third cluster of subtopics on
interaction with agri-business, food businessescam$umers. It cannot be substantiated on the
basis of the focus group discussions, however.

The cluster on market development includes subsamicthe dynamics of the organic food market
in structural terms. They are relevant to a braatkety of policies in support of organic food and
farming. However, they are only subject to limitatluence from either public policy or the

organic food sector itself — not least in situasievhere organics only cover a small and marginal
part of the food market. The European Organic AcEtan is one attempt to influence market
developments, but the few subtopics mentioned idinktrate the most basic steps in the attempt to
influence the market development. The list may dr&tioued with other proposals of the EUOAP
insofar they appear relevant to the situation incievaluations are performed.

Table 5.4 Catalogue of problems and coping strategg regarding the interaction with target
group in the process of implementing the European fganic Action Plan and other organic

action plans

Implementation process - b) interaction with target group

Implementation problems | | Coping strategies
Market development (Market transparency)

[Market development] [Market development]

[Market stagnation and differentiation] [Market stagnation and

[Price stagnation] differentiation]

[Imports and security] [Imports and security]

Content of European Organic Action Plan (Market transparency)

[Statistical data] [Statistical data]

[EU logo] [EU logo]

[Promotion campaigns] [Promotion campaigns]
[Information] [Information]

INTERACTION WITH AGRI-BUSINESS, FOOD BUSINESSES AND WITH
CONSUMERS

Source: Chapter 4.

Finally, Table 5.5 includes the cluster of subtspiglating to implementation results. The clusfer o
impact issues only includes unintended impactsthisdnay be a consequence of the focus on
implementation problems in the focus groups. Paditts were more interested in discussing
problems of the implementation process while imgetation results might seem to follow
intentions if the implementation process is doraprly. The list of Table 5.5 should therefore be
considered far from complete as it only includemsg@reliminary suggestions regarding
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unintended impacts. Table 5.5 thus also includgsneral suggestion on including implementation
problems and coping strategies relating to obtgitire intended implementation results whether in
terms of the performance the agencies and org@msanvolved in implementation or in terms of
outcome i.e. impact on organic food and farming.

Table 5.5 Catalogue of problems and coping strategs regarding the results of implementing
the European Organic Action Plan and other organi@ction plans

Implementation results

Implementation problems | | Coping strategies
Impact issues (New regulation)
[Imports and security] [Market surveillance]
[Unfair and biased competition (3
countries)]
[(DE) The organic sector is threatened] Make conversion more attractive
[(DK) Conventional connection] Improve conventional connection

INTENDED IMPLEMENTATION RESULTS
Performance Performance
Outcome Outcome

Source: Chapter 4.

The presentation of the catalogue of implementagtimilems and coping strategies included in
Tables 5.1 through 5.5 imply that it is expectetéaelevant for analyses of organic action plans i
general and perhaps even for organic policies megd. When analysing the focus group
discussions it was impossible to make clear digtinse between the various levels involved in
implementation: the EU, the member state and themal or even sub-regional level. The main
reason is that the administrative structure variash between the member states in which focus
groups took place. The attempt to generalise fgslimplies that the lack of clarity is coped with
by integrating elements from all decision makinggls into the catalogue.

5.2 Stakeholders’ comprehension, willingness and ca pability

The catalogue of implementation problems and copirgjegies is based on stakeholders’
comprehension as indicated by their statementsauasf group discussions. However, stakeholder
comprehension is developed within a specific frawrvof stakeholder willingness and capability
relevant for implementation within each focus grokimdings regarding willingness and capability
were reported in Chapter two.

Regarding willingness, the focus groups formedadesanging from positive to negative in terms
of expectations to the EUOAP and importance asttiaith it. The CZ and Sl focus groups were
positive in both respects while the DK group hadifpee expectation but found the EUOAP
insignificant, the DE, EN and IT focus groups weesitral in expectations but found the EUOAP
insufficient, and the ES focus group was negatgarding expectation and found the EUOAP
insufficient. Across the eight member states wighbst ambitions regarding organic action plans,
there was thus only half-hearted back up of thepesn Organic Action Plan.

Regarding capability, the focus groups ranged fo@ng predominantly policy oriented (EN and
NL) to being predominantly target group orientetl #hd Sl) although the main group of
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participants across the eight focus groups belotgdue stakeholder type that combined interests
in political and practical issues. It was commomlftdocus groups that no participant had a purely
non-organic background and only few participangesenting stakeholder giving preference to
non-organic activities. This composition of focuswgps implies that findings reflect the organic
sector more than its interaction with the genendl predominantly non-organic food and farming
sector. The final composition of focus groups megresuggest problems in all member states
attempting to include actors from the non-organmdfand farming sector in implementation
processes.

The analysis of comprehension may be summarisdéldeobasis of the comparative analysis in
Tables 4.1 through 4.3 and the theoretical anatj@® in Chapter 4.2 and summarised in Tables
5.1 through 5.5. The main impression from the carpze analysis is the lack of a common
understanding across focus groups since subtopresdvmuch and the views expressed were very
specific to the national context. Only few subtgpicere common to more than a few focus groups,
and even the views on these subtopics varied meistelen focus groups — except regarding the
rather precise subtopics on a very low GMO thrashothe new regulation and the lack of relevant
statistical data as basis for market transparehuy.clustering of subtopics revealed that beyond
the scattered subtopics of relatively simple profsidound in all implementation studies, it was
possible to identify several expressions of a ragbeptical approach to the ideas behind the
EUOAP. A few but rather fundamental implementatwoblems appeared from this analysis
concerning a socio-economic context negative tamigfood and farming, a negative
comprehension of the idea of market transparemay agfocus on unintended implementation
results with potentially major negative impactsosganic food and farming rather than a focus on
problems related to reaching intended implemematsults. Although the focus groups were to
discuss implementation problems these subtopics seeeflect comprehension problems of a
rather fundamental type.

There are no direct links between comprehensionaalfidgness in the sense that the
comprehension of the most willing focus groupsassystematically different from comprehension
in the most unwilling focus groups (compare CZ &hds. ES); neither are there direct links
between comprehension and capability since thentiTEeN focus groups expressed rather similar
views on Rural Development Plans in spite of opegsositions on the capability scale. Hence,
data on willingness, capability, and comprehensigpear independent, and each of the three
variables may make their specific contributionrtgpiementation.

To sum up the contributions to successful imples#on of the EUOAP from willingness,
capability and comprehension, they all seem tcaliger ambiguous. The focus groups’ expressed
willingness to implement the EUOAP is half-hearés@n in the member states with existing
organic action plans and thus characterised bytandinal match. Only in the focus groups of CZ
and Sl did participants find the EUOAP importantl dnad positive expectations to it while the
Spanish focus group considered the EUOAP insufficaad had negative expectations. Capability
is also ambiguous as measured in the way done Heedocus groups are composed of the main
stakeholders of the organic food and farming saepresenting a broad coverage of the policy,
intermediate and target levels of the implementapimcess, and theses capabilities were available
in all focus groups. As the EUOAP aims at expandirganic food and farming within a
predominantly non-organic food market, implemeptatlso demands capabilities of actors with
only few organic activities, but nearly no stakelewlof this type appeared in the focus groups. It
indicates that some of the capabilities necessargetlising the market orientated aspects of the
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EUOAP may not be at hand. Finally, even compreloenisiambiguous. On the one hand the focus
groups comprehend the implementation problems apthg strategies in relatively pragmatic
terms about solving very country specific probleegarding the three main topics discussed. On
the other hand, the analysis revealed a deep #mel igeneral scepticism about the market
orientated basis of the EUOAP in all focus groupmiay in itself cause implementation problems
since it counters one of the main ideas of the EBOA

The main conclusion from the analysis done hetleus that the level of implementation success
implementation in any member state is a mattehetialance between positive and negative
aspects of all three main dimensions of implem@ratvillingness, capability and comprehension
of all stakeholders involved. These balances aiguerto each member state and within each
dimension. The main expectation is that more weliglpositive aspects on all three dimensions
will lead to more successful implementation, baréhare no clear expectations with regard to the
interplay between the balances of the three diressiThe suggested use of focus group
discussions for the measurement of willingnessal#ipy and comprehension will be qualified
below.

5.3 Conflict, synergy and ambiguity in evaluations of organic action
plans

The theoretical background for the study was imgletation research and its focus on conflicts
between various actors as the main explanatiomfplementation success or failure. Conflicts
were expected in both policy formulation and impéatation processes involving actors on policy,
intermediate and target group levels. One of thm manflicts with regard to organic food and
farming is the conflict between the organic seatwdl the non-organic sector. Preconditions for
successful implementation are then measured irstefrthe absence of conflict for instance
through coalition building. One type of conflictdenflict over policy goals, which is a main paft o
political dynamics. Hence, clear and unambiguowssyare seldom in politics, and this is certainly
the case of the European Organic Action Plan wétiwo overarching drivers of concern for the
consumers/the market and for public goods suchesrvironment. The theoretical position
towards ambiguity is that it might be the reasanfgplementation failure, but it might as well help
to solve known conflicts and promote successful@mgntation. Finally, synergy was theorized in
terms of the organic action plans’ interaction watmtextual factors in general and more
specifically with other policy programs such as @@mmon Agricultural Policy as a whole or
separate parts of it — for instance Rural Develagrans.

The study reported here is characterised by amiabiag lack of conflict within each focus group.
In Chapter three it appeared that only few stateswere opposed and that a broad consensus
appeared in spite of all attempts to allow expmssof conflict through focus group facilitation. |
Chapter four it even appeared that although focosgs varied from positive to negative on the
willingness scale only few disagreements — noagoc®nflicts — over the comprehension of the
EUOAP appeared when comparing the outcomes of disgussions. Conflict was thus not an issue
in the analysis. However, the final analysis shotedmajor importance of the conflict between
the organic food and farming sector on the one fzembvarious threats against it from the socio-
economic context, from the ideas behind the EUOAdPfeom its unintended impacts. This
demonstrates that the organic sector compreheseliit conflict with various aspects of the socio-
economic context including the conventional and-ogyanic part of the food sector and
agricultural policy.
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Ambiguity is reflected in the analysis done heréhie way expected since at least some of the
members of the focus groups expressed reservdta@sd the market orientation of the EUOAP.
It seems, however, that the ambiguity of the acgpilam rests on the view that organic food and
farming have to accept the market orientationis iio gain support for its contribution to public
goods. If this is correct, it points towards poigntynergies between the EUOAP and the Rural
Development Plans. From the two focus group disonsson this issue reported here, no such
synergy is visible, but it might be otherwise ih@t member states.

Hence, the theoretically important concepts of konkynergy and ambiguity are issues relevant to
the analysis of implementation, but they did nqiegr at first sight in the empirical analysis. They
only appeared in relation to the conclusions ofahalysis. This makes it relevant to assess the
methodology used.

5.4 Assessing the focus group methodology

The reason for choosing the focus group discusssamethodology for the issue of implementing
the EUOAP was that at the time of the analysigsbee was highly hypothetical as implementation
was only in the making and mainly involved a fewtcal actors. This implied that anyone involved
with implementing the EUOAP would need an introdtutto the topics discussed as
implementation issues are seldom in the centreeotakeholders’ attention. This could be done in
group discussions that even would allow participaatiearn from each other on how to
comprehend the implementation issues mentionegeamhre for coping strategies. Moreover, it
was clear that only few people would be involvedhmplementation in each member state and that
it would be possible to cover the main actors imgdlin implementation through the composition
of participants in focus groups. Hence, the materés expected to be representative in terms of
the views held by stakeholders with a central pmsin the member states’ future implementation
of the EUOAP.

The choice of focus groups was thus a pragmatidisal in a situation with very little information
available on the implementation of the EUOAP. Agaihis background the data collected are very
rich. All focus groups took the discussions seripasid came out with a rich material suited for
analysis. However, there are clear shortcomindkisfanalytical design too.

The catalogue presented above is based on theegtahcidental points mentioned by the
participants of the focus groups. Although theynadke highly competent and capable within the
field of organic food and farming policies, disdoss were not systematic. This drawback is met
by including eight focus groups from very distipatitical and social environments in the analysis.

The most obvious problem is the lack of particigdndm the socio-economic context, which
participants considered to have a negative inflaarcthe general political perception of organic
food and farming and negative impacts on the implaaiion results. This methodological problem
was foreseen, but the attempts made to deal witkri¢ unsuccessful. Only very few
representatives of organisations with a clear peefge for non-organic food and farming
participated — and they did not appear in the nadterterms of clear statements distinguished from
the statements made by the participants from teégminantly organic food and farming sector.
When realising the fact that all focus groups depetl some kind of consensus and conflicts only
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appeared after a thorough analysis, it must beleded that the idea of having group discussions
involving conflict cannot be recommended for otberdies.

Still, the issues of conflict and the involvemehtotors with a clear preference for non-organic
food and farming are important to the analysisygflementation regarding willingness, capability
and comprehension. The experience done here, ssdbasfocus group discussions may be used
to gain information from the organic food and fanmisector itself, while outsiders should be
approached in a different way. One proposal isghmate outsiders to the organic food and farming
sector by definition have far less interest iniseie of implementing organic action plans, they
should be approached in individual interviews.utsiders are interviewed after having collected
data from members of the organic food and farmewas, then the outsiders can be asked to
comment the main arguments of the organic sector iastance about the realities behind the
negative expectations to the contributions of tie-arganic sector to realising aims of growth in
organic food and farming.
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Annex 1

List of participants in the focus group discussions

Country

Czech Republic

Germany

Participant and organisation

Martin Leibl, Administrator at the department ofv@onmental
policy and organic farming at the Ministry of Aguiture

Petr Travniek, Manager of PRO-BIO, the association of
organic farmers

FrantiSek Chlad, CEO of the private company ALFADQd
administrator of regional PRO-BIO agency)

Jiti Urban, Head of Biolnstitute (and Vice-ChairmarP&O-
BIO)

Jana PruSov4a, Head of the consumer associationB1RO-
League

Otakar Jiranek, Head of the private company CoulfeyLtd.
Jitka Trlicovd, Inspector of BIOKONT Ltd., Certiition and
inspection body

Magdaléna’erna, Administrator of the Ministry of
Environment (MoE)

Eva Potgiarova, Administrator of the Ministry of Environmien
(MoE)

Joachim Bauck, Demeter, Producer

Andreas Schwab, Abtei Maria Frieden, Producer
Georg Schweissfurth, Basic AG, Trade

Alexander Gerber, BOLW (NGO)

Friedrich Lettenmeier, ABCERT, Certification
Wolfgang Neuerburg, MUNLV NRW

Jan Niessen, Uni Kassel, Research

Jan Plagge, Bioland Bayern, Consultant

Amos Ramsauer, EZG Biokorntakt, Producer

Frank Wetterich, DBV, German farmers associatibiG; Q)
Klaus Budde, BLE, Federal Agency for Agriculturedgfood
Steffen Reese, Naturland (NGO)
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Denmark

England

Spain

Dorthe Hougaard, Urtekram, Trade

Poul Holmbech, House of Organics, (NGO)

Svend Daverkosen, Arstiderne, Trade

Rikke Lundsgaard, The Danish Society for Nature sgéovation
(NGO)

Thomas Roland, The Danish Consumer Council, (NGO)
Lotte Dige Toft, The Danish Plant Directorate

Michael SchmidtThe Danish Veterinary and Food
Administration

Morten Laustrup-Larsen DFFE/ The Directorate food,o
Fisheries and Agri Business

Peter Whitehead, Food Chain Centre

Christine Watson, Chair ACOS R&D Committee

Mark Measures, IOTA, organic Consultant

Brian Symes, Defra, Rural Development

Peter Hall, National Farmers Union

Alex Smith, Food and Drink Federation

Matthew Heaton, Natural England

Phil Stocker, Soil Association

Andrew Jedwell, Chair, Advisory Committee on Organi
Standards (ACOS)

Carlos Mateo, COAG , an association for small aediom size
conventional farmers, and has a large internalrocgsection
José Manuel Delgado, UPA, a nationwide associdtioemall
and medium size conventional farmers , and hastamial
organic section

Margarita Campos, CAE-CM, Intereco, The officiattcbody in
Madrid region

Javier Gonzalez Aguilar, COPAE, COPAE is the adficert.
body in Asturias region

Juan Senovilla, CAECyL. CAECYyL is the official ceobdy in
Castilla y Ledn region.

Dionis Guiteres, Natureco SL, Organic distributompany.
Tomas Redondo, APECPAE-FEPECO, association fomirga
processors in Catalunya

Francisco Robles, EPEA, FEPECO, An associatiooffganic
processors in Andalusia
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Italy

Antonio Fco. Canovas, Junta de Andalucia, decessal
agricultural office in the Almeria County

JuanMa Glez, Junta de Andalucia, Official of Anatahn
government, Directorate for Organic farming

Maite Ambros, MAPA, Official of the national depaxent of
Food Quality and Organic Farming.

Evelia Fontevedra, MAPA, Agronomist. Central Agitoue
Administration Department of Rural Development.
Francisco Casero Rodriguez, CAAE Private cert. hodpme
regions of Spain.

Jose Luis Garcia Melgarejo, CAAE, Private cert.\biodsome
regions of Spain

Alicia Vasquez, Vida Sana, Organic education depant.
Fabeiro Concha, Cooperative Tierra Llana, Albadgtaeyersity
teacher

Angel Puento Gonzélez, Asociacion de Consumidoges d
Burgos, Private sector, Local organic consumerarasgtion.
Involved in local promotion campaigns.

Demetrio Sastre, Ecogermen, Valladolid, Local organ
consumers organisation

Xan Neira, SEAE, Researcher and education in OF.
Nuria Almarza, Intereco, Cert. body

Andrea Ferrante, President of Italian Organic Fagmi
Association (AIAB)

Vittorio Fulvi, President of the producer assoadatiTerrasana.
Francesco Torriani, Marketing manager of Alce Nero
Cooperative

Paolo Carnemolla, President of Federbio

Maurizio Bonanzinga, Executive officer of the Ratabagency
for the development and innovation of the agri-gbmng sector in
Tuscany (ARSIA)

Davide Pierleoni, Vice-President of Mediterraneastitute of
Certification (IMC)

Augusto Mentuccia, President of Suolo e Salute YSeS

Pier Francesco Lisi, Director of Suelo e Salute azate

Pina Eramo, President of Anabio (Organic associgiromoted
by the Italian Agriculture Confederation - CIA) anide-
president of Federbio

Marco Camill, President of Anagribio (Organic asation
promoted by the conventional farming associatiaridf®tti)
Luigi Guarrera, Full-time lobbyist for Mediterrameagronomic
Institutes of Bari (MAIB)
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The Netherlands

Slovenia

All participants preferred to stay anonymous

Sonja Jurcarylinistry of Agriculture, Forestry and Food
(MAFF), advisor of Organic Farming

Boris Uranjek, Agricultural and Forestry Institu@ertification
Katerina Vovk, Union of Slovenian Organic Farmers
Association, USOFA

Marjana Dermelj, Manager, Fair Trade, Trade

Martina Bavec, Agricultural Faculty in Maribor, Ressch

Mitja Zupancic, Chamber of Agriculture & Forestyelje, Farm
adviser

Sonja Dolinsek, Manager, Mercator Business System
Anamarija Slabglnstitute for Sustainable Development (ISD),
Research and NGO lobbyist.
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1 Introduction and outline of the focus group discsgsion

These guidelines are created to facilitate therorgas of the focus groups for task 3.4 which will
cover the question of how to define the areas ofliwbs and synergies from a national stakeholder
point of view when implementing the European ActiRlan of Organic Food and Farming (the EU
organic action plan) in national institutional cexts. The aim is to collect stakeholder perceptions
of issues relevant to the implementation of thedgghnic action plan. The data collected will serve
as basis for a comparative study of potential gnoisl when implementing the EU organic action
plan in individual member states and regions. Toei$ group meetings will be held in the eight
participating countries and regions during Noverribecember 2006 and January 2007. All focus
group meetings will be observed by a representativee University of Southern Denmark, who is
responsible for the analysis of data. This willrease standardisation of meetings and improve
analyses of data.

The focus group discussions are part of the SpeSifpport Action Project financed under the EU
Sixth Framework ProgrammEuropean Action Plan of Organic Food and Farmingvelopment

of criteria and procedures for the evaluation of 88U Action Plan for Organic Agriculturdt is

part of work package 3: National action plan analyand the specific objective is to contribute to
identifying areas of conflict and/or synergy betwedjectives of national and EU action plans and
their significance for the implementation of the Biganic action plan at national level. The results
from the focus group discussions will feed intktd<2, which is to make a policy analysis of EU
Action Plan implications.

Each national focus group is composed of represeasaof stakeholders involved in developing
national organic agriculture policy. Representaiaee selected either on the basis of network
analyses of organic policy making or on the bakisational expert assessments. Participants are
expected to represent stakeholders that perforetiurs important to the implementation of
national policy programmes relating to the EU oigaation plan. Participants may include
representatives of

- national or regional public administration in cheuaf the policy program

- farmers’ organizations

- food processing companies

- distribution and retailing firms

- research and development institutions

- information and extension services

- consumer organizations
and still other groups targeted by the policy paogior involved in communication with target
groups. It is théunctionin relation to implementation that is important §electing participants.

Any focus group is to combine representatives ganizations to whom organic food and farming
may play a minor role with representatives of oigations working exclusively with organic food
and farming. It is important that the focus grosipnade up of participants from both the political
implementation of the EU initiative in the countaigd of representatives that handle the ‘real life’
implementation process. Participants are to exghessviews on issues expected to cause
difficulties to implementation of policy programaginating in the European organic action plan .

® Technical Annex page 35.
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The topics for discussion are selected on the lofisige analysis of national workshops where
stakeholders discussed conflict and synergies leetwee EU organic action plan and national
policies in support of organic food and farming ¢hielsen and Arnholm 2006). Against this
background two topics were selected for discussia@ach focus group:

» The first topic (A) is common to all focus groupisis the proposal for a revised regulation
on organic production as prepared by the EU Comams3$his is a concrete attempt to
implement the EU organic action plan and it giveslatively well defined basis for the
focus group discussion.

» The second topic is selected between two optiomsflect the main controversies in the
national context. Organizers are to make a chatedren discussing the implementation of
the recommendations on market transparency (B)jeordcommendations on financing
initiatives on the basis of rural development plg@s

As participants are selected to represent varionstions and experiences regarding the
development of organic food and farming, they dse expected to express different views
regarding the various aspects of implementatioesé&lviews are important when developing tools
for evaluation of the European Organic Action Plamplementation theory suggests that
implementation success or failure depends stromglgtakeholders£omprehensiownf the policy
program (whether it accords with or is in oppositio stakeholders’ goals), theillingness to
complywith policy goals (for instance willingness to ws#visory services, apply for support, or
market certified organic products), and tapabilitiesthe various stakeholders have at their
disposal in terms of financial and personal resesirc

The data collected should emphasize diversity ®ivgiheld among stakeholders. The focus group
discussion thus is to provokieversity of viewsvhile there is no intention of reaching any kirid o
common agreement or consensus regarding poliaggtimgs or their implementation. The
discussion is to provoke qualified reflections aggarticipants by listening to how other
stakeholders look at the same issues.

After theintroduction of participantseind ageneral discussion of participants’ view on the
implementation of the EU Organic Action Plan in tieional context,ite focus group discussion

of each topic has three analytically separate dtepssing on implementation issues. The three
steps of the discussion of each implementatiorctogders to stakeholders’ opinion on i)
implementation problems; and ii) their own stragsgior coping with implementation problems and
iii) their expectations regarding the impact of Ierpenting the EU Organic Action Plan in the
national context.

The plan for discussing the two topics is the folloy:
» First topic: The proposal for a revised regulatonorganic production
o Stakeholders’ identification of implementation pierhs
0 Stakeholders’ own strategies for coping with impdetation problems
o Stakeholders’ expectation regarding impacts of @m@ntation within 2-5 years
» Second topic: Either market transparency or ugingl development plans
o0 Stakeholders’ identification of implementation plers
o Stakeholders’ own strategies for coping with impéetation problems
o0 Stakeholders’ expectation regarding impacts of @nm@ntation within 2-5 years
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The national reporbf the focus group discussion is to include detenfthe whole discussion
involving introductory steps and all three steggareing each topic. Each statement in the
discussion is to be summarized, to be coded obdhkis of a code book and translated into English
before it is delivered to USD for further analydisaddition, the report is to include an evaluatio
of the day that deals with practical and methodeckgonsiderations. Participants are at least to
receive a short summary report in national language

1.1 The focus group outline
The meeting has the following structure:

Table 1.1 Schedule of the focus group meeting

8.30 | Arrival and registration
Breakfast is served

9.00 | Welcome and introduction to the meeting

Power Point presentation on aims, topics for disicunsand discussion rules
available (file name: ORGAP and FG fin)

Participants present themselves and their receolvMement/general interest
in implementing EU and national policies on orgaoied and farming

9.20 | Focus group discussion on participants’ génweza/ on implementing the EU
Organic Action Plan in the national context

9.35 | Focus group discussion of common topic: thi®mnal implementation of the
EU Commission’s proposal for a revised regulatiarogyanic production.

10.45| Break

11.00| Focus group discussion of national topic: the maiamplementation of
recommendations on either ‘market transparenciyusing rural development
plans’

12.10| Finalization

12.15| Lunch

The focus group meeting is scheduled to last 3dhand 15 minutes. The organizer may change the
starting point of the meeting and they might wislsé¢rve the participants a dinner after the meeting
instead of a breakfast before the meeting. Anatbéon is to hold the meeting around a lunch.
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2 Theoretical background for the focus group discusion

The objective of the focus group discussion isdfine areas of conflicts and synergies from a
national stakeholder point of view regarding th@lementation of the EU organic action plan
within member states’ national policy framework eTdiscussions include important stakeholders
in the eight member states covered. The methodadtye discussions is based on the attempt to
collect data on three properties of stakeholdecssoe to implementation: i) stakeholders’
comprehensioonf the implementation of the EU action plan in tiaional context, ii) stakeholders’
capabilityto contribute to implementation in terms of finehcesources and expertise, and iii)
stakeholderswillingnessto make positive contributions to implementativiedung 1997: 227).
The focus group discussion is to gain informatiarstakeholders’ propensity to activate their
properties in support of the national implementatbthe EU action plan by discussing how they
perceive various aspects of implementation.

Stakeholders include public agencies administesnggnic food and farming policies as well as
addressees of the policy — whether individualsdirinterest groups or organizations of the private
or non-profit sector (EC 1999 vol. 6: 37). The valece of the three properties to implementation in
any member state or region is framed by the gesétadtion of organic food and farming in the
state or region in question. Within this framewatgkeholders’ perceptions of aspects relevant to
the implementation of the EU action plan are basetheirpositionwithin the sector of organic

food and farming. A stakeholder’s position relategs function in relation to organic food and
farming policies or practices whether being produdestributor or consumer of organic food and
farming; interest group such as farmers’, consumensironmental or other types of organizations
attempting to influence organic food and farmindjgees; or public agency responsible for
administering political decision making and polioyplementation. Two general distinctions can be
made among stakeholderspi)blic sector decision makers and administratstprivatesector
addressees and pplicy makersinvolved in decisions on which recommendationgriplement in

the national context and in what way (includingenesst groups and organizatioasid policytakers
affected by the policy but without direct influenme policy making. With special regard to organic
food and farming a third distinction is relevati): ihe degree to which stakeholders concentrate on
organic food and farmingwvolving a continuum where stakeholder may béearas purely

organic via mixed organic and non-organic to purgp-organic (or mainstream or conventional)
stakeholders.

Position gives a clear indication of stakeholdeegabilitiesregarding implementation.
Stakeholdecomprehensionf implementation and thewillingnessto contribute to it depends,
however, on their perceptions of the interplay estwthe aims of implementation on the one hand
and their own position and strategies on the dthed. Hence, stakeholders’ positive or negative
contributions to implementation are not given bgipion. Stakeholder perceptions imply that there
is a wide room for variation between position anthial contribution to implementation. Hence, a
combined knowledge of stakeholder positions andquions is important for attempts to foresee
areas of conflict and synergy relevant to impleragon. It is the aim of the focus group to collect
this kind of information.

By the selection of participants in the focus grdigtussion, their positions are known. Hence, the

aim of the discussion is to collect systematic infation of stakeholder perceptions in order to
define possible areas of conflict and synergy. éuth stakeholders’ positiongs-a-viseach other
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may indicate that a policy area implies conflibgit perceptions of the situation may lead them to
act in a synergetic way — amngte versaThis is relevant to implementation. Conflict regdjag
implementation of a policy objective is expectedh&mnper implementation, while full or partial
agreement in stakeholders’ perceptions of a paliea is expected to assist implementation. In both
situations, stakeholders’ perceptions are expdot@tfluence their comprehension of
implementation and/or willingness to contributeéntplementation. In this way, stakeholders’
perceptions of a policy area help assessing ttenetd which concrete policy areas are
characterised by conflict or synergy.

Implementation is not only hampered by individuakeholders. Collective action - whether
positive or negative to implementation — is an imgoat issue as well and here discussions may
help defining potential coalitions between stakdbod on the basis of analyses of the flow of the
discussion between participants.

It is not possible to cover all aspects of the Etlom plan in each of the national settings. Iadie
the discussion in each focus group will concentoaitéwo main topics covered by
recommendations in the EU action plan. The topiessalected to provoke discussion between
participants. One topic is common to all discussibecause it involves a policy process where EU
attempts to realise many of the recommendatiotisaraction plan. It ithe proposal for a revised
regulation on organic productiont defines what it means to make certified orggbduce within
the EU. Here, the political and administrative @exhas begun and the focus group discussion will
thus become less hypothetical than regarding patte EU action plan where implementation
processes have hardly start€tde second topifor the discussion varies between member states
and is selected among the two topics #giear most controversial in the national contétte
selection of the second topic is based on a cortibmaf the findings of subtask 2.2 and
assessments of controversy among national experts.

The focus group discussions are to produce infoamain how implementation aspects of the two
topics — and hence the expected conflicts betwedelsolders — are perceived by each participant.
By focussing attention on conflict areas, the distan is expected to exaggerate the level of
conflict and presuppose that other parts of th@pgesn organic action plan are characterised by a
lower level of conflict and thus with a higher Iéf@r synergy.

A statement of a stakeholder reflects a concratebamation of position and perception and the
discussion is thus to show which combinations auad in each national setting. The analysis of
the flow of the discussion and how participantctéa others’ statements is to suggest potentials
for interaction between stakeholders that mighargd or diminish the level of conflict during the
implementation process.
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3 Before the focus group meeting

Before the focus group meeting, it is necessasgetect themes and participants in the focus group
and to make practical arrangement including seleaif date and venue etc.

3.1 Selection of themes to discuss

Implementation of the EU Organic Action Plan isesyvbroad theme. A stronger focus is needed
for the use of focus group discussions. This has lbeone by summarizing the 21 actions in the EU
Action Plan for Organic Food and Farming into 8 mi@ipics and selecting only two of them for
discussion in the focus group. Three concernsdierta the selection of themes: a) that the
discussion should be as concrete as possible eoneern parts of the organic action plan that are
as close to realization as possible — b) that dsons must be relevant in the member state where
the focus group discussion is taking place, aral@rtain level of controversy to promote
discussion.

The 21 proposals of actions in the EU Action PlanQrganic Food and Farming has within the
ORGAP project been organized into the followingh¢ignain topics; common organic standards;
common label; common market; international tragiganic food and farming as part of rural
development plans; common information and promot@mpaigns; common research; common
priorities of organic food and farming as part af\ypsion of environmental and other public goods
(Michelsen and Arnholm 2006). The two topics memgid first has been substantiated into a
proposal for a new regulation on organic produc{@®M (2005) 671 final) amending the existing
regulation. This is the first and most tangiblengf@rmation of the action plan into practice. The
realization of the other topics is still unsure.

The eight topics were used as basis for assedsengositive and negative synergies between the
EU organic action plan and national policy inivais in each of the eight partner countries/regions
by stakeholders in national workshops held asgfestibtask 2.2 The main outcome of the
stakeholder workshops was that the discussiongmergies followed national lines (Michelsen

and Arnholm 2006). Stakeholders from different oraail settings assessed the synergies involved in
each topic differently. In addition, it appearedsttdifferent topics were controversial in different
national settings (see table 3.1). Controversy tweassessment of synergies between EU and
national organic policies is used here as indicatq@otential implementation problems because it
suggests diversity in stakeholders’ perceptionadicy, their willingness to comply with policy,

and in their willingness to allocate resourcesamply with policy.

Table 3.1 shows that the topic of common vs. natitabels released controversy in all but two
member states. As this involves the most tangibtpud so far of the EU organic action plan, the
proposal of a new regulation on organic productibhas been chosen as a theme to be discussed in
all participating member states. To leave roonafiaipting the focus groups to national discussions,
the organizers are to select a second discusstonetlexpected to serve as basis for a lively
discussion between various national/regional stalkiehs. On the basis of Table 3.1, the topic of

the new regulation is a common topic covering t@pan organic standards and topic b on private
labels. The two remaining major discussion toprestapic ¢ on markets and topic e on the policies
on rural development. These two topics are refoatedl to two optional topics of which one is to

be selected for discussion in the national focasigs.
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Table 3.1 Controversies among national stakeholde®ver synergies between the EU Action Plan for

cies in ational workshops of subtask 2.2.

Organic Food and Farming and national poli

a b: c: d: In- e: EU vs. f:EUvs. | g:Joint h: EU vs.
Common| Common| Common| ternatio- national national VS. national
VS. VS. VS. nal trade| policies on | information | national | priorities on
national/ | national/ | national VS. rural and research| environmental
private private market | national | development promotion and other
organic labels markets policy concern
standards
Andalusia X X X X X
Czech X X X X X
Republic
Denmark X X X
Germany X X X X
England X
Italy X
The X
Netherlands
Slovenia X X

Source: Michelsen and Arnholm 2006

* Topic B: Implementation of EU Organic Action Platommendations aiming for a more
transparent European market for organic food

* Topic C: Implementation of EU Organic Action Platommendations on financing the
implementation of the EU Organic Action Plan ag pathe Rural Development Plans

Organizers are to make the choice well before thetng is held in agreement with USD.

On the day of the focus group discussion, the dson session will be introduced with a
presentation of the topics to be discussed. ibjpears during the warm-up discussion that the

participants are more interested in the topic West NOT preselected for discussion, the facilitator
may reconsider the situation with the organizeirduthe break and may eventually decide that the
topic for discussion is changed either from mattaisparency to rural development plans or from
rural development plans to market transparencyotNer topics should be allowed, however.

3.2 Selection of participants

A focus group should include at least six partiniggin addition to facilitator and assistants) to
include a diversity of views and keep a discusgioimg. It should not include more than 12
participants for the sake of leaving all particifgaroom for expressing their views. For the purpose
of this discussion, 8-10 participants are suggegteshmple letter of invitation is provided in
appendix 10.1.
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The participants of each focus group should befallyeselected. In order to cover the main aspects
of the EU organic action plan, participants mustude representatives of actors of major
importance to policy implementation. They includeetors involved in making decisions on
transposing the EU Action Plan to domestic poligasures and b) policy takers i.e. actors targeted
by policy or involved in communicating policy opti® to potential target groups. The main
proposals of the EU Action Plan concentrate omaphtormation-led development of the organic
food market, b) making organic farming support meffective by using resources for rural
development, and c) improving and reinforcing & @ommunity’s organic farming standards,
import and inspection requirements. When seledtings group participants, partners must
therefore consider the central actors involved

- in transposition of EU rules to national ones

- inusing the policy options relevant to the thregids selected for the discussion but with a

hint to the three main fields of the EU Action Rlan

Participants may therefore include representatives

- national or regional public administration in cheug the policy program

- farmers’ organizations

- food processing companies

- distribution and retailing firms

- research and development institutions

- information and extension services

- consumer organizations
and still other groups targeted by the policy paogior involved in communication with target
groups.

Since the choice of participants is decisive fer dlatcome of the focus group discussion and the
relevant stakeholder types vary from country tontpudue to variation in national institutional set
up and the topics selected for discussarganizers have to select and invite the particigan
dialogue with USDA list of relevant participants has been prepanedughout August and
September 2006 via communications between USD artdgrs. The basis for communication was
the experiences with selecting participants tonthekshop in subtask 2.2, a network analysis
performed by Moschitz et al. (2005) on policy netikgocovering most of the countries included
here and the knowledge of the organizers. Basdbeonational workshops of subtask 2.2 and the
network analysis, suggestions for participants vegailated on e-mail before the meeting in
Aberystwyth.Partners are tdorward suggestions for participants to USD for apyal.
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3.3 Venue selection and other practical requirement s

Participants are active stakeholders and may bebwesy people. Therefore the venue should not
only be practical but also attractive. Participasttsuld feel well treated during the focus group
discussion and leave it with a good impression. Vdreue should be easily reached by train, by air,
or motorway. Preferably, it should be in the cdpteclose to where most participants work or live,
e.g. the administrative centre of the country.

Focus groups are to be held in a hotel with confegdacilities or near a hotel where participants
can be accommodated if necessary. ldeally, a roonotk in and an adjacent room for coffee
breaks and catering should be available. For amaptise of the data projector or overhead-
projector it must be possible to darken the room.

Meals and coffee

The focus group meeting includes breakfast; cotseeand fresh water available on the table

during the meeting; and a lunch/dinner. Ideallyalseshould be organic and catered at the venue. If
the focus group is not held in a conference hatddrs or an external catering service are needed
to organise meals and coffee.

Required facilities and utilities

The necessary facilities include a pc, a data ptojeor overhead-projector, a screen and a tape
recorder or dictaphone.

Materials sent out in advance and handed out at themeeting

Attached to the letter of invitation (see apperxl), invited participants should receive the shor
version of the EU organic action plan.

A week before the focus group meeting, participarite have accepted to participate should
receive a letter of confirmation (see appendix L®&igh paper versions of the following
attachments: the power point presentation madettyy&&hmid introducing, ORGAP, the EU
organic action plan and the new draft regulatide (fame: ORGAP_Introduction FG); the EU
Press release on the new regulation (see the Vikebend of chapter 7) and one more copy of the
EU organic action plan sent with the letter of tation.

At the meeting all participants should be givewoldér with

a) a badge to write the participants own name @ suway that the facilitator is able to read it

b) paper and pencil for the participants’ persomaés

c¢) a hand out of the power point presentation thiming the day translated into national language
even though the facilitator might not use the geitgector — it includes information on the rules of
the day and next steps (file name: ORGAP and FG fin

In addition participants should be offered freegragppies of Matthias Stolze, Hanna Stolz and
Otto Schmid (2006) Comparative Documentation ofidxcPlans for Organic Agriculture,
Preliminary results, FiBL 2006. Please make onvorcopies in advance and ask participants to
order copies from you. The report is available agtbre downloads for the orgap homepage —
identified in this way:
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Cross Country Comparisons of
Organic Action Plans - sourced fronorgapwp3_1 _cross_country _comparison

%4.04.2006,
WP 3.1

9%53:12
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4 The focus group discussion

A focus group discussion involves both spoken wartt$ tacit reactions — and both are important
to the analysis. The spoken word is guided by ititor. The type of discussion to be done here
demands that the facilitator has several skilleyTére specified here together with some general
skills needed for facilitators of focus groups andescription of how the discussion is expected to
run. Tacit reactions are to be observed by asssstan

4.1 Specific requirements of the facilitator/ facil itation

The focus group discussion is guided by a facditat he facilitator must meet many requirements.
First, the topics have a highly technical contentwhich participants are supposed to have a high
knowledge. Hence, the facilitator must be famiidih the national politics of organic food and
farming and with the EU organic action plan. Se¢gatticipants include people with various
positions in the organic sector and are expectéave different views on the politics of organic
food and farming. Hence, the facilitator must hgeeson who is considered neutral and
independent of all actors involved in decision mgkand implementation of organic food and
farming policies’. Third, the participants are professionals in ®ofipromoting own views in
negotiations. Hence, the facilitator must be ablgain acceptance among professionals regarding
guiding their discussion. Together, these threeaseln suggest that the facilitator is highly
experienced with regard to both facilitation andamric food and farming — but should not be
involved in policy making or policy administration.

A focus group discussion is to be run primarilytbg participants. The role of the facilitator isafo
initiate the discussion, b) encourage contributiibos all participants, and c) keep the focus @f th
discussion on implementation issues. In these fgomsp discussions the facilitator is to
concentrate on demanding statements from stakaisaleigarding their perception of the specific
topic discussed and ask whether other stakehadhdemes other or opposite views. The aim is to
provoke information from participants about theedsity of perceptions held among national
stakeholders. Facilitation thus should aim at oltgj i) as cleastatementgs possible regarding
participants’ comprehension of the issue of impletimg the EU Organic Action Plan and on their
willingness to contribute to realising the goalsha action plan, and igbservation®n the
discussion that may help identifying coalitionsvietn stakeholders — or potentials for mitigation
between stakeholders with seemingly opposite péorep A full guide for facilitators is included
in appendix 10.3. The time limits of each sessienamly consultative as it is the responsibility of
the facilitator on the one hand to leave room fscussions that appear important to the particgant
and on the other hand to get through the questmhe answered.

A representative of the USD will assist the faatlir and organizers in arranging the focus group
meeting. The representative will arrive the dayobethe focus group meeting is held and will
discuss facilitation and other aspects of the mgefrhis will make facilitation more uniform and
ease comparison of the focus group discussior®iright member states. After the focus group
meeting, the organizers will make an evaluatioretogr with the representative of the USD.

The discussion(please see Appendix 10.3 for a full guide forlftators)

The main function of the facilitator is to obtatatements by facilitating the spoken word. The
facilitator must ask for acceptance of taping teesgon. Only if participants insist on not allowing

19 This is of special relevance to Andalusia and Si@veas mentioned in section 3.2.
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that the discussion is taped this should be acddptéhe facilitator. In that case, assistants@re
make very intense hand written notes. Relatedisagbue, the facilitator may find it worth telling
participants that their name and organization aplbear in publications from the project unless they
insist on anonymity. A small selection of quotaidrom the focus group discussion will appear in
reports, but they will only be related to the naéibcontext — not to persons, functions or
organizations. This is to encourage openness anshiéring of information.

The facilitator introduces the meeting by welcomatigparticipants and presenting him/herself. The
aim of the focus group is to discuss the natiomglémentation of the EU Organic Action Plan.
The facilitator may use the attached power poiasentation (file name: ORGAP and FG fin) or
may just tell the content of the presentation iess formalised wayParticipants should then be
asked tresent themselves and their recent involvemerdgfgémterest in implementing EU and
national policies on organic food and farming witlihe last yeaor so. The presentations given
should be noted and taped as they are to feedhatoational report regarding information of the
position of participants.

The first thematic question to be asked by thdifatr is: “What are your views on the
implementation of the EU Organic Action Plan in aational context This is a warm-up question
to focus participants’ attention to implementatajrthe EU action plan. There are two aspects of
implementation: theolitical issue of transposing the action plan from the &thé national level
and the mor@ractical issue of using the recommendations in the dayatopitactices of public and
private stakeholders involved with organic food #emining. Follow-up questions are included in
Appendix 10.3.

The facilitator and assistants should make spatianhtion to how well the response corresponds
with the two options to be chosen for the natiahstussion. If it appears that the interest of
participants is more in the direction of the opthid@T selected in advance by the organizer, this is
the time for considering a change of the natioopic for discussion. Arrangements for changing
the second topic can be done during the break.

This warming-up discussion should be kept withim time limits as it is important to have as much
time as possible available for the discussion emwo main topics.

After the warming-up session the discussion orfitsecommon topic on the proposal for a new
regulation begins and continues up until the brédier the break the second topic is discussed.
The structure of the two discussions is similadiszussion of concrete implementation problems
followed by a discussion of potential actions mhgearticipants’ organizations to cope with
implementation problems and finalised by an assessof the future outcome of the interactions
of problems and actions in implementing the EU @rg@\ction Plan.

The discussion on implementation problems is apaticipants’ view on foreseeable
implementation problems in order to identify whay consider problematic areas of the topic and
may indicate concrete conflicts within the poliega@ The introductory question idVhich
implementation problems regardifig. insert topic ...] do you foresee in our country@ale

specify some grounds for expecting problenié facilitator is to write down for himself thistl

of problematic aspects mentioned. It is preferédlask participants to refer to some sort of
experience from their activities in relation to fioed and farming sector. Still, the facilitatorosid

try to obtain aiversity of viewsather than consensus. Statements from one pamicare to
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provoke reflections among other participants reigartheir perception of foreseeable
implementation problems. Here, the discussion nealgddped under way with reference to concrete
elements of the EU Organic Action Plan by askingthbr participants find implementation
problems relating to this or that element. Theuliseon may be helped under way by referring to
the various positions represented among particgpambr instance by asking whether public
agencies agree with the perception of private fiomgrganizations, or if purely organic
stakeholders agree with mixed or purely non-orgatakeholders. Several problematic
implementation aspects may emerge. This discussiongtitutes the main element of the focus
group discussion, and time may be overrun in oraeet the richest picture of implementation
problems possible.

The discussion on potential actions to meet impleate®n problems is to produce information on
stakeholders’ willingness to use their capabilitepromote implementation success or failure. The
introductory question asked by the facilitator‘id/hich actions or strategies will your organization
or institution pursue in coping with the implemerda problems mentionetiMere, the facilitator
may use the notes from the round on implementatioblems to help participants remember the
problems mentioned and ask participants to rekai tonsiderations to them. It might be that
participants’ answers involve doing nothing or eattempt to increase implementation problems.
These are legitimate answers. Participants aregpityrasked to reflect on the problems mentioned
by themselves, but all participants should be adldwo express their views on the type of strategies
they expect to follow when coping with problemsateig to implementing policy programmes. If
the responses are few and the discussion movesy/stbwe facilitator may organize the discussion
by pointing out one or two major problems and ssggé to reflect on how they would react to that
as stakeholders.

Before closing the discussion of any topic, thelitator should give participants some time to
reflect on the probable outcome of national impletagon for the EU Organic Action Plan within
a time frame of 2 to five yearsHow do you think the implementation[of. insert topic ...] will
influence the development of the organic sectauincountry within the next 2-5 years?”

It may be difficult in reality to distinguish threseparate discussion rounds regarding the two main
topics as participants may confuse the three stepsven the two topics. It is part of the focus
group discussion methodology, however, that thiitor tries to follow the discussion rather than
to impose the time schedule on participants. le ths discussion moves away from answering the
three main questions on implementation problemgingpstrategies, and expected impact, the
facilitator is to get the discussion back on teaitl here, the time schedule should be used. If it
appears that participants are not very concerndgdthe first discussion then the break might be
taken earlier and the saved time will be availdbtaliscussing the second topic. If (more likely)
the discussion of the first topic is more time aongg than planned in the time schedule, the
facilitator must make a decision — based on theésgon obtained from the warm up discussion -
whether or not the national topic is expected twvpke so much discussion, that it needs the full
time or that less time may suffice. In reality normthan 30 minutes extra should be used for the
first topic (the timing of the break might eventydle used as incentive for cutting the discussion)

General advise about facilitation in focus groups

Facilitating a focus group is a job which requiadst of ‘people skills’. In order for a focus gmu
discussion to be successful and productive it goirtant that the facilitator is a good listener who
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can pose challenging questions which makes aligqaahts comfortable expressing their views.
However this broad expression ‘someone with peskilés’ does not cover the whole spectrum of
important elements. The facilitator is first guid®dwhat sort of focus group he or she are dealing
with in the concrete instance. Edward Fern dessribédvanced Focus Group Research (2001)
that there are three different focus group tasks:

* Exploratory

* Clinical

* Experiential tasks

It is very important to distinguish these, sincesth categorize why a researcher makes a focus
group.

Theexploratory group is working towards one or more of the folllogr “creating new ideas,
collecting unique thought, identifying needs, expgons and issues, [...] explaining puzzles from
previous research. The participants share unigdgeaviously unshared information” (Fern,
2001.5).

“Clinical groups concentrate antrasubjectivity and the factors that are personah&individual
rather than intersubjectivity. [...] Interest is panly in causes of behaviours that often are either
suppressed or unknown to the individual [...] thelgo&linical research is to make this
information known by bringing it forth in the conmgation” (Fern, 2001.9).

Theexperimental groups “draw out shared life experiences rathen thase that are unique or
unshared” (Fern 2001.8). Examples of this mighibypstudying how a family is structured,
language structures etc.

The type of focus group used for this analysis isxploratory .

Also according to Morgan and Krueger the purpostheffocus group discussion is to enlighten a
discussion and to entertain alternative explanat{@mueger 1998 and Morgan and Krueger 1993).
Whereas some other types of group situations nhighibcussed on producing conformity, making
final decisions and so forth thisnst the idea of the focus group and in particularina focus

group that is exploratory. The facilitator promoties notion that diversity is interesting by posing
guestions that are open and focussing on whether participants feel otherwise.

The facilitator should emphasize before the begigmif the discussion and throughout the
discussion that all participants are allowed talltbkirown opinionsand that all have the right to
share their views. There is no interest in reacbmgsensus.

Thequestionsshould be translated and read by the facilitatdote the meeting and she/he should
make sure that the wording flows naturally (Krueged Casey, 2000). The facilitator must ensure
that the questions and follow up questions are mgiebotomous. Questions should be open. When
the facilitator makes follow up questions she staide words the participants use when talking
about the issue. Avoid making long questions. Avbiltemptation of concluding on what
participants have said (Dahler-Larsen and Dahles¢ra1995.44). Making conclusions during the
discussion is often too early. They should be nafteFwards.
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Some problems might occur during the meeting. Betayd problems with the flow in the
discussion are particular important ones that afterur. However a well prepared facilitator should
be able to solve these problems.

Concerning how tavoid delaysKrueger and Casey (2000) advise the facilitatahiiok through
how she might avoid time delays during the meetiig. crucial that the facilitator makes time for
all the topics which have been chosen for the dsiom. Create a time table to keep by your side
and accept having to finish or cut a good discussiarder to get through all the questions.

In appendix 10.3 a full guide including a timetalsigprovided, but you will need to make a table
for your own specific situation. It is importanatiorganizers and the facilitator agree on the time
table. A time table is a help for the facilitatbut it should be kept in mind that the discussioa i
focus group should be fairly free flowing and ttieg idea is to let the participants have the chance
to move the discussion to the areas they (ratlaer titie facilitator or organizer) perceive as
problematic (Dahler-Larsen and Dahler-Larsen, 1335%,

During the focus group discussion there mighDioeninant talkers and slow discussions
According to Krueger and Casey (2000) dominanitalsometimes consider themselves to be
experts, but much of the time they are unawareouf they are perceived by others. Other
participants can be invited into the discussiompbging questions such as: “That is one point of
view. Does anybody else have another point of vidBe®vare, so that a dominant talker doesn’t
hijack the meeting. The focus should always bempiementation problems and since we need
diverse opinions all participants are to sharertviews and strategies. Participants answer the
general questions and the facilitator keeps theudson going by asking the participants to
exemplify or explain their arguments and by askirigere are others who think differently about
this topic.

4.2 Observation

Regarding observation this is done in order tcageimpression of potential alliances — not to say
general agreements among participants. This itaileof assistants. As part of their making notes
of the discussion, they are to look for signs atipgants’ tacit agreements/disagreement to
statements made by other participants (by noddirghaking the head and the like — even spoken
words that might be difficult to identify on thep). Any observation of agreement/disagreement
must be related to the specific aspect to whiclptrécipant in question indirectly expresses his o
her agreements/disagreement (please see appendjppabnt b, regarding observation). It might
thus be necessary for assistants to distributehwdfithe participants each of them are to observe i
advance.

130



5 Reporting on the focus group discussion

The focus group discussion is to move as freelyassible in order to get as much information out
of participants as possible. The analysis of tiseudision material is, however, to be structureg ver
tightly to enable a systematic comparison of figdim the eight different national settings.

It is the job of assistants to make the reporthendiscussion. The details for this are found in
appendix 10.4. In preparing the report, assistarggo follow the discussion and make notes on the
content and other observations.

5.1 The national report

In the national report, the discussion sessioa etsummarised on the basis of summary remarks
of themeaningof each statement from participants following theonology of the session and
coded. Reading the report must give a full pictafrthe development of the discussion. Each
summary remark must be identified regarding theg@espeaking. This is to be done on the basis
of the tapes used to record the discussion suppleady assistants’ notes.

The following is a description of how we would likeu to make the national report and a
suggestion on how to get there (see also appedy:1

1. The discussion session is to be transcribed intorsary remarks where the speaker is
identified and the meaning of each statement isnsamzed following the chronology of the
session.

2. Any relevant observation must be put in togethéhwhe statement where the observation
was done

3. Now the coding starts
The codes indicate which topic and element of dipectthe summary remark refers to. A list
of codes is included in the codebook in appendi%.1i®is arranged in accordance with the
main issues of the discussion: general view, (dmhetopic:) implementation problems,
coping strategies, and expected impact. For eacie ia number of codes are defined. There
is room for making additional codes if needed. Ad pf the analysis done by USD, local
codes will be recoded to general codes if possible.

4. If a summary remark count in more than one tog®ue or code (which is very likely!), the

remark should be cut up in bits with an — as fgp@ssible — unambiguous meaning in order

to give only one code to each part of a summanarknin other words please: one
(sub)summary remark - one code
Summary remarks, codes and comments should béateshénto English
A summary of general observations is needed comgern
a. a summary of observations on patterns of alliaacgsnon-alliances among
participants.

b. the general mood in the session, whether partitspget excited and take it seriously
or they loose interest

c. whether the type of implementation problems aresictsred more or less serious to
successful implementation

d. whether implementation problems and coping strategre indicated for the benefit
of the facilitator or build on real reflections

ou
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7. The final national report is to be collected acaugdo the list of contents in appendix 10.4,
point d, and sent to USD as soon as possible.

Please see appendix 10.4 for details regarding thbove 7 steps and an example of summary
remarks and coding

On the basis of the national reports from eacmpait will be possible for USD to make a rich
picture of

a) The distribution of statements on codes servingsass for determining comprehension and
willingness among stakeholders within each topmmBined with information on position
this will enable a list of areas of conflict andeygy within topics characterised by
controversy — and of coping strategies found.

b) A collection of statements of each participant tigtoout the discussion as basis for a more
general analysis of stakeholders’ perceptions weitfard to implementing the EU Organic
Action plan. Combined into groups of stakeholdeith wimilar positions in various member
states and in combination with information on gositthis material will enable the
development of an implementation profile of all mgroups of participants that might serve
as basis for comparison of comprehension, capahititt willingness between
states/regions.

5.2 Reporting to participants

There are different national traditions with regardeed back to participants. Hence, different
solutions are available. Participants should &tlezceive a paper stating that the event toolkeplac
and the main content of it. If participants demamate material, it is up to the organizer to arrange
it. If participants ask for transcripts for confiation, they should only get access to the longioers
of the transcript of their own statements as inl@dln.4.1 — i.e. before codes and comments are
added. If participants then wish to revise thedcaipt, revisions should in general be accepted and
the delivery to USD changed accordingly.

The minimum requirement for feed back to participas that organizers send all participants a
report in national language with the following cemt
a) Front page with ORGAP logo
b) Presentation of the focus group meeting including date, place and list of participants —
about 1 page written on the basis of the invitatatters
c) A summary of the discussion of each topic — aboetmage for each topic based on only
oral statements. Only the content of the discussimuld be summarized — such as
implementation problems and coping strategies. NAIKLBETWEEN STATEMENTS
AND NAMES ON PERSONS AND ORGANIZATIONS IS ALLOWEDDithe summary
distributed to participants
d) A summary of evaluations — about %2 page
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6 Evaluating the focus group meetings

In order for USD to be able to evaluate on the wethf focus groups it is important that USD
receives complete evaluation schemes from all eighibtries. Both organizers and participants are
to fill in the schemes, please see evaluation sesemappendix 10.6. The schemes are to be
answered in extension to the meeting and a sumafahe views has to be returned to USD
together with the national report.
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7 Summary: Who is responsible for what?

In this section it is summarized who is responsibievhich elements in planning, organizing and
reporting the focus group meeting.

Table 7.1: Who is responsible?

WHO is For WHAT WHERE to find it WHEN
responsible
Partner and USD Participant selection List ofvatd participants in the As soon as
guidelines, section 3.2 possible
Partner Inviting participants Sample invitatiottée, appendix| Before the
10.1 meeting
Partner and USD Selection of a national | See section 3.1 As soon as
topic possible
Partner Choosing venue and date ~ See section 3.3 sodksas
possible
Partner and USD Appointment of facilitator Seeisect.1 As soon as
possible
Partner Selecting one or two Before the
assistants meeting
Partner Give participants remindeBample letter of confirmation in | A week
call, e-mail or letter appendix 10.2. before the
shortly before the date | Attachments: meeting

- Action Plan: please see link to
EU homepage below the table —
choose national language.

- Presentation of Proposal for
new regulation please see link tp
EU homepage below the table -
choose national language

- Update on ORGAP and the EU
Organic Action Plan:

Please translate and print the
attached Power point Presentation
(file name: ORGAP_Introduction
FG)

Partner Compiling folder with See section 3.3 Before the
- name badge to be read meeting
by facilitator

- paper and pencil for
personal notes

- hand out of translated
presentation of the focus
group meeting (even if
facilitator does not use
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data projector

Prepare paper copies and

order list of the
preliminary comparison o
action plans

f

Partner Provide computer, a tape See section 3.3 Before the
recorder, a data projector meeting
or overhead-projector and
a screen.

Partner Order catering for See section 3.3 Before the
breakfast, coffee break, meeting
lunch and refreshments
(water etc. on the tables in
the meeting room).

Facilitator and Translate questions See section 4.1, p. 18 The day

organizer mentioned in the full before the
guide for facilitators into meeting
national language.

Prepare follow-up
questions.
Create time table

Facilitator and Prepare the structuring of See section 4.1 p. 15 The day

UsD the discussion before the

representative meeting

Partner Make sure the room is Just before
ready for the meeting the meeting

Facilitator Facilitate the meeting in | Se appendix 10.3 During the
order to learn as much as meeting
possible about the
diversity of views held
among participants

Facilitator Make notes on See section 4.1 and appendix 1DBiscussions
implementation problems on

implementa
tion
problems

Assistants Tape the discussions During the

meeting

Assistants Make observations of tacBee section 4.2 and appendix 104nder all
actions (alliances and non- discussions
alliances etc.)

Partner Make sure the participantgvaluation schemes in appendix.At the end
fill out the evaluations 10.6 of the
schemes (make as many meeting
copies as participants
before the meeting)

Partner and USD Evaluate the day together  See dpp&d.6 Just after

the meeting
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Partner Make summary of See appendix 10.4 After the
discussions: identify meeting
person speaking and make
summary remarks of each
statement

Partner Compile a report in See section 5.2 and appendix 1pAfter the
national language and meeting
send it to all participants.

Partner Code all statements and See appendix 10.4 and appendixAfter the
add comments 10.5 meeting

Partner Translate the summary | See appendix 10.4 After the
remarks and coding into meeting
English and send to USD

Partner Send in final national See appendix 10.4 After the
report to USD on date meeting
agreed on with USD.

Link to the short version of the European Organitién Plan:
http://europa.eu.int/comm/agriculture/qual/orggne/index_en.htm
Please select a version in the local language.

Link to the press release on the proposal for amegulation on organic production
http://europa.eu.int/rapid/pressReleasesActionafeEnce=IP/05/1679&format=HTML&aged=0
&language=EN&guiLanguage=en

Please select a version in the local language.

136



8 How the day should proceed: Sample country Denmbhr

In order to help organizers prepare for the foqwsig meeting this is an example of how the day
should proceed in for instance Denmark. The desonwf the expected process in Denmark is
intended as a help for clarifying questions you raye.

Please note that holding an event of this sorthwlle variations in the different countries.

Before the meeting

USD and organizer agrees on the lispafticipants.

Organizerinvites participants for the discussion.

Organizerselects a facilitator and assistant(dpr leading the focus group process and reporting
the data.

In collaboration with the participants who wishtéie part in the meetirgdate for the focus

group meeting is chosenPlease bear in mind thatrepresentative from USD is taking partin

the meeting for the purpose of standardising thlecn of data for the final collective report of
the focus group discussions. Please stay in com#ttiJSD to ensure that meetings in the different
member states do not overlap.

Letters of invitation and letters of confirmatioreaent out with attached paper copies of relevant
materials

Folders with name badge and hand-outs are prephnedpaper copies of comparison of action
plans are prepared together with an order forneémh participant

An appropriate and conveniergnuefor the meeting is chosen and participants wheetréar
should have the option to spend the night closehiere the meeting is held.

On the day of the meeting

In Denmark we have chosen to have the focus graegding in the morning and until lunch. We
will be the host of morning refreshments and altuioe all the participants. Coffee, tea and fruit
will be available during the meeting.

On the night before the meeting or in the mornifithe meeting organizers make sure that tables
and other facilities are placed and function ay tre supposed to.

(Sincethe meeting is scheduled for half a workdayrganizers may wish to start the meeting in
the afternoon and finish off the day with a dinfaerall the participants instead.)

8.30 a.m.:Organizers open up for registration of particigamho receive materials for the day.
Participants arriving early are offered a lightdkfast while they wait for the rest of the partanips
to arrive.

9.00 a.m.:Participants are welcomed by the facilitator whmaduces the meeting. Power Point
(file name: ORGAP and FG fin) or oral presentatibaims, topics for discussion and discussion
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rules should be made. Participants are asked sepréhemselves and their involvement/general
interest in implementing EU and national policiesasganic food and farming.

9.20 a.m.:Now the focus group discussion begins with a slvarming up session. The
participants are asked for their general view ople@menting the EU Organic Action Plan in the
national context

The facilitator ensures that the discussion is &me@ lively, helps with extra open questions irecas
the debate is slow and the facilitator makes duaedll who wish to comment gets the opportunity
to do so.

The assistant tapes the discussion and continuauigls down notes on important statements, how
the participants act, whether the participatorswsivith their body language or with small
comments that they agree or disagree with therstatts made in the group.

The guest from USD also makes notes on how theisksan proceeds.

9:35 a.m.:The “real” focus group discussion starts with tinst topic: The common topic; the
national implementation of the EU Commision’s pisgddor a revised regulation on organic
production.

10.45 a.m.:Break. The facilitator and/or the assistant natigediscussion among participants
during the break. Interesting things may come fdrtting this more informal part of the program.
Important discussions on the matter of implemeoegiroblems are noted.

The next part of the session is prepared by thanizgrs.

If it appeared during the warm-up discussion thatgarticipants were more interested in the topic
that was NOT preselected for the second discustherfacilitator may reconsider the situation with
the organizer during the break and may eventudslyide that the topic for discussion is changed
either from market transparency to rural developmpéans or from rural development plans to
market transparency. No other topics should beveith however.

11:00 a.m.:The focus group discussion continues with the sgtopic; the national
implementation of recommendations on either matrkeisparency or using the rural development
plans. Facilitator ensures that the discussiondlbvely and the assistant and the representative
from USD note important statements in the discusa®well as the sentiment of the meeting.

12.10 a.m.:The participants are asked to fill in the evaluaschemedf time is available the
facilitator makes a brief presentation of how theus group results will be collected in a repod an
used for the next step in the ORGAPET-project. @tise the Power Point slide regarding Next
steps can be shown meanwhile or referred to aptre material handed out at the beginning of
the meeting (file name: ORGAP and FG fin).

12:15 a.m.:Lunch for participants and organizers.
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After the meeting:

After the meeting the representative from USD eatds the meeting together with the organizers
in the member state.

The assistants write the national report basedperadix 10.4. The report is e-mailed to USD on a
date agreed on between the organizers and USD.

A “Summary” of the report is sent to the particifsam their own language.
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10 Appendix

10.1 Letter of invitation for participants inthe f ~ ocus group
Sample invitation letter to potential participants

Insert date here
Dearlnsert name here

You are hereby invited to participate in a focusugr discussion about issues (potential problems
and possibilities) that might arise when attemptmgnplement the EU Action Plan for Organic
Food and Farming in our country/region(select appabe). The focus group discussion is part of
an ongoing EU financed research project aimingeaehbbping a toolbox for evaluating the
implementation of the EU action plan in the mendiates. The discussion will include 6-10
participants selected among key persons in thenargactor of insert nation/region here and with
expert knowledge on different aspects of organodfproduction and distribution. Similar
discussions will be done in seven other EU memtades.

The discussion will take place in insert town hérell last take about three hours, and be
followed by a meal. To arrange the date for thewdision, we have attached a meeting diary. Please
fill in the meeting diary and return it before irnsgate at the latest.

We have attached a short version of the EU Actian For Organic Food and Farming for your
information. You may find it on
(http://europa.eu.int/comm/agriculture/qual/orgaple/index_en.htminsert link to appropriate
language together with additional information.
The two main purposes of the action plan are

- to support the development of the European ordaoid market in response to

consumer demand

- to promote organic farming for environmental orestpublic policy concerns.
The recommendations of the action plan covers ssegging from regulations and organic
production standards to information campaigns,axeseand rural development plans.

The focus group discussion is part of the EU firahiesearch projects ORGAP (Evaluation of the
European Organic Action Plan for Organic Food aandrfing) (sedttp://www.orgap.orgj. Its
objective is to establish a scientific basis foaleating the implementation of the European action
plan. The EU Commission intends to use the regultslation to the implementation of the future
regulation on production standards (see Commissiproposal under item 8 Research).

The focus group discussions are part of the progstt on predicting potential problems and
possibilities when implementing the EU action plamember states. The specific aims of the
focus group discussions is to
- uncover the views held by actors in insert coungigibn on selected parts of the EU action
plan
- get some ideas on how insert country/region actoght contribute to implementing
selected parts of the EU action plan.
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The focus group is to include participants reprasgrvarious functions with regard to the
implementation of the EU action plan. Some parénig will be able to influence the selection of
elements of the EU action plan to be implementebhaw. Other participants will represent
interest groups expected to use the options maaitable infthe national/regional context. This
composition aims at promoting debate between paatnts which will uncover many nuances
regarding attitudes to the implementation of thedetion plan. Hence, it is not the aim to make
participants reach any kind of consensus regaralititgides to the action plan.

The topics to be discussed in the focus groupasiier the implementation of two main topics
covered by the action plan. The first topic is tbeent proposal for a new regulation of organic
production and the second topic will be (pleaserinsational theme — or both if decision has not
been made yet: either the recommendations ainoing Mmore transparent European market for
organic food; or the recommendations on financirggiinplementation of the EU Organic Action
Plan as part of the Rural Development Plans)

Please send us a message regarding which of tlkentEytioned you might be able to participate

by sending an e-mail to please indicate persoreamail address or by letter to please indicate
person and postal address as soon as possibleefadcaply no later than please insert date. If you
for some reason are unable or unwilling to parétaan the discussion, we would also like to hear
from you soon. It is important for the researchigleshat main interests are represented in the
discussion. If you have questions or comments,td@@sitate to contact please insert contact person
and contact addresses.

We will cover any travelling costs of the partiaipsin the focus group discussion.

As soon as we have received response from everyaneijll inform you on the date chosen. You
will get additional information well before the disssion is held.

Yours sincerely,

Partner name etc.
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10.2 Letter of confirmation

Focus group meeting on implementing the EU organiaction plan in country name

Thank you very much for your willingness to partgte in the focus group meeting to be held at
place the date and time. Before/after the meetiagwauld like to invite you for lunch/dinner.

Attached, you find the program of the day and tiedf participants. As background information
we attach a presentation including informationtomresearch project, on the EU Organic Action
Plan and on the proposal for a new organic reguigttachment 1).

The general aim of the focus group meeting is twgate some of the problems and opportunities
in relation to the implementation of the EU orgaaation plan in member states. The specific aims
with the focus group interview is to
» Obtain knowledge on the views of the main actor®auntry) on selected parts of the
implementation of the EU organic action plan in tia#ional context,
» Get some suggestions on the way national actorstroantribute to implementing selected
parts of the EU organic action plan.

The focus group includes representatives of varionstions regarding the implementation of the
action plan. This is to obtain a nuanced picturattfudes to the organic action plan. It is theref
not the intention that participants should reaamsensus.

On the meeting, we will discuss two themes: Thelemgntation in Country of:
» The proposal for a revised regulation on organadpction from December 2005 (see
attachment 2)
* National theme

All participants will get their traveling expensasvered by us. Participants arriving from distant

places will get their costs for accommodations ceden the basis of current legislation. If you
need our assistance in finding accommodationsselésel free to contact us.

Yours sincerely

Partner and contact

Attachments:

1) Introduction to ORGAP, the EU Organic Plan amelnew draft organic regulation
2) EU Press release on new regulation

3) The EU organic action plan
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Programme:

List of participants:
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10.3 Full guide for facilitators

Time-schedule of the focus group meeting as preddantthe major guidelines

e

8.30 Arrival and registration
Breakfast is served

9.00 | Session1| Welcome and introduction to the imget
(Power Point) presentation on aims, topics forussmn and discussion rulgs
available (file name: ORGAP and FG fin)
Participants presents themselves and their resealviement/general interest
in implementing EU and national policies on orgdoied and farming

9.20 | Session 2 Focus group warming up-discussidhegeneral view on implementing th
EU Organic Action Plan in the national context

9.35 | Session 3| Focus group discussion of commaa:tiye national implementation of the
EU Commission’s proposal for a revised regulatiarooyanic production.

10.45| Session 4 | Break

11.00| Session 5 | Focus group discussion of special natiopi: the national implementatior
of recommendations on either market transparencygiog the rural
development plans

12.10| Session 6 Finalization

12.15 Lunch

Text initalics in the following is suggested speech for facititat

Text inbold is the precise wording of the question to be askethe facilitator.

Text in (brackets) are suggestions for probing tjoes if interview moves slowly or facilitator
finds that the discussion is off the trail.

The Power Point document (file name: ORGAP andiRixckn be used throughout the day as it is
made in accordance with the different sessionss iBrthowever not obligatory.

Duration

Text for facilitator

Comments

Session
1(20
minutes)

(Power Point presentation ORGAP and FG 1
slides 1-4 includes suggestions for this sess

1) Welcome — reference to ORGAP — aim of
the meeting - presentation of him/herself

2) Ask for acceptance of taping the session
rules of discussion - treatment of data

3) Please introduce yourself and how you
have recently been related to/expect to relat]
to the implementation of the EU Organic
Action Plan.

in
on)

Tape recorder on.

—~The answers are to be included in the
report on participants’ position
If more appropriate, the facilitator may
eexplain why each of participants were
selected for participation — i.e. their
expected knowledge on implementation
issues

Session
2 (15
minutes)

(Power Point presentation ORGAP and FG 1
slide 5 includes suggestions for this session

What are your views on the implementation

iThis is a warm-up question to make
participants focus on thegeneral
perceptions of implementation issues
of
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the EU Organic Action Plan in our national
context?

(Do you have any precise expectations
regarding implementation?)

(Do you have any concrete experiences with
implementing EU rules on organic food and
farming that you expect will become
repeated/changed)

(Does the EU Organic Action Plan fulfil
certain needs of your organization?)

Two aspects of implementation:

- the political decision on how to
transpose the EU rules to the
national context

- the day-to-day practices of public
and private stakeholders

Concrete examples of implementation
experiences from participants are

welcome as inspiration for others to tung
in on implementation issues

Facilitator should encourage statements
about whether participants in general
are pro or contra the national
implementation of the
recommendations of the action plan
either through a national action plan.or
through individual decisions

Session
3a(30
minutes)

(Power Point presentation ORGAP and FG f
slide 6 includes suggestions for this session

The first topicon the agenda igour
expectations regarding the future
implementation of the revised regulation on
organic productionin our country on the
basis of the available proposal.

Please specifiWhich implementation
problems regarding the realisation of the
existing proposal for a new regulation do yol
foresee in our country?

Please specify some grounds for expecting
problems

(Examples of elaborating questions:

In some countries some organisations are
insecure about the status of the new regulat
as maximum or minimum level of standards
do you see this as a problem regarding
implementations in our country?

NN claims that YY is an implementation
problem — do the rest of you see similar
problems from the point of view of your
organizations?

1One of the main problems regarding the

in

The facilitator should take notes on
various examples afmplementation
problems

new regulation is whether the regulation
should be considered minimum or
maximum standards — not least when
allowing regional flexibility

on

Do you expect to meet other problems — on

1%
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what grounds?

NN sees YY as an implementation problem
are there other views on implementation
problems as seen from representatives of:

- public administration?

- purely organic interests?

- interest organizations

Now we have discussed (f. ex. regional
flexibility) matters — don’t you think there are
implementation problems related to (f. ex.
farmers or food firms) fulfilling the new

demands of the regulation (f. ex. adapting th
new rules on labelling) in our country?

The problems you refer to concern mainly
(f.ex. food firms’) adaptation of the new

regulation; do you think that there will be onl
minor problems involved with distributing
competences between f.ex. national/regiona
agencies or public agencies/private
organizations regarding (f.ex.) the new contt
system

The facilitator may help discussion by
referring to distinct elements of the EU
Action Plan or in the proposed regulatio
such as

(Please add relevant issues from the
national discussions)

The facilitator may refer to distinct stages
of the implementation process:

ol

=)

regional flexibility
certain rules on husbandry or crop
and feed production

organic food processing

GMOs

Labelling

Adopting the general risk based
line of the EU food and feed
control

Transposition of EU regulation to
domestic law

distribution of regulatory
obligations among central/regiona
or public/private agencies
adaptation of regulation to the
existing structure of the organic
food and farming sector
designing the incentives for
making use of the regulation in the
food and farming sector as a whole
and in the organic food and
farming sector specifically
making individual users obey the
demands of the regulation

Session
3b (30
minutes)

Now, when you have realised some problem
involved in implementation, it would be
interesting to know more about your thought
regarding how your organization will act in
the attempt to coping with these problems. T
iIssue is not, how the problems should be

solved, but how you expect your organization

to react if this problem will arise in reality -

S

'he

The facilitator may use the notes from the
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which actions or strategies your organization discussion on implementation problems

or institution will pursue in coping with the
implementation problems mentioned?

(Examples of elaborating questions:
Which strategies have you followed earlier g
when attempting to cope with implementatio
problems?

Do you think that your organization will have
an interest in adopting the new regulation
rather quickly or rather slowly - why?
public agencies

purely organic interests

business firms

and ask participantsow a certain
problem might be coped with— by the
one mentioning the problem or by anyor
else
n

>

Timing of national implementation of EU
regulations is a general problem of
implementation of EU regulations — as
some member states often postpone
transposition

ne

Session
3c(10
minutes)

How do you think the implementation of the

new regulation will influence the developmendiscussion — those participants who hayv

of the organic sector in our country within
the next 2-5 years?

This is a question to close down the

said nothing or only little should be aske
for comments here
Any answer is legitimate

Session
4 (upto
15
minutes)

Break

NB

the following three rows are only to be used fothe topic on market transparency

MT
Session
5a (30
minutes)

Power Point presentation ORGAP and FG fi
slide 7 includes suggestions for this session

The second topion the agenda igour
expectations regarding the future
implementation of the recommendations
aiming for a more transparent European
market for organic food(include
recommendations of general promotion of th
European logo and of organic production
methods; collection and distribution of marke
data; target promotion campaigns etm)our
country.

Please specifiWhich implementation
problems regarding the realisation of
recommendations of a more transparent
common market do you foresee in our
country?

(Examples of elaborating questions:

n

Tape recorder on

The general topic isnplementation
groblems.

ot

In some countries some organizations feel their

148



market position threatened by imports — while
in other countries some organizations feel cut

off from opportunities to exports to attractive

markets in other member states — how do you

see this in our country?

NN claims that YY is an implementation
problem — have you experienced a similar
problem or why do you expect it to be a
problem?

NN sees YY as an implementation problem
are there other views on implementation
problems as seen from representatives of:

- public administration?

- purely organic interests?

- interest organizations?

Now we have discussed implementation of (f.

ex. information and promotion)
recommendations — don’t you think there are¢
implementation problems with regard to
having (f. ex. farmers or food firms) using
(f.ex. a common European campaign on the
merits of organic farming)?

v

The facilitator may refer to distinct
proposals included in the action plan:

information and promotion
campaigns of organic farming
multi-annual EU-wide information
campaign about the merits of
organic farming — especially
environmental benefits

to increase consumer awareness
and recognition of organic
products and the EU logo
Commission and member states
develop campaign strategies with
professional organizations
Improve collection of statistical
data on production and markets
Internet database on the various
private and national standards
compared to Community standar

The facilitator may refer to distinct stage
of the implementation process:

Transposition of EU regulation to
domestic law

distribution of activities between
central/regional or public/private
agencies

adaptation of supported activities
to the existing structure of the
organic food and farming sector
designing the incentives for
making use of the support
measures in the food and farming
sector as a whole and in the
organic food and farming sector
specifically

making individual users exploit the
measures

to

MT

Now, you have realised some problems

The general topic isow an

149



Session
5b (30
minutes)

involved in implementation, we would like to
know more about your thoughts about how
your organization will act in the attempt to

coping with these problems. The issue is not

how the problem should be solved, but how
expect your organization to react if this
problem will arise in reality which actions or
strategies your organization or institution wil
pursue in coping with the implementation
problems mentioned?

(Examples of elaborating questions:
In which way have you reacted earlier on wh
attempting to cope with this type of
implementation problems regarding
transparency of markets?

Is it so, that your organization or institution
think that you do not need to cope with the
problem?

public agencies

purely organic interests

business firms

implementation problem is coped with

you

The facilitator may use the notes from th
discussion on implementation problems
and ask participants how a certain
problem might be coped with

en

ne

MT How do you think the implementation of the | This is a question to close down the
Session | recommendations on market transparency | discussion — those participants who hayv
5¢(10 | will influence the development of the organic¢ said nothing or only little should be aske
minutes)| sector in our country within the next 2-5 for comments here
years? Any answer is legitimate

NB the following three rows are only to be used fothe topic on rural development plans
RDP Power Point presentation ORGAP and FG fin
Session | slide 8 includes suggestions for this session
5a (30 Tape recorder on
minutes)| The second topion the agenda igour

expectations regarding the future
implementation of the recommendations of
financing the implementation of the EU
Organic Action Plan as part of the Rural
Development Plans in our country.

Please specifiWhich implementation
problems regarding the realisation of

recommendations of using rural development

plans to finance implementation of
recommendations included in the action plaf
do you foresee in our country?

The general topic isnplementation
problems.

=]

(Examples of elaborating questions:
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In some countries some organizations feel tf
money for rural development plans should s
with agriculture as a whole and that organic
food and farming should not have any priorit
— how do you see this in our country?

NN claims that YY is an implementation
problem — have you experienced a similar
problem or why do you expect it to be a
problem?

NN sees YY as an implementation problem
are there other views on implementation
problems as seen from representatives of:

- public administration?

- purely organic interests?

- interest organizations?

Now we have discussed implementation of
ex. information and promotion)
recommendations — don’t you think there are
implementation problems with regard to
having (f. ex. farmers or food firms) using
(f.ex. a common European campaign on the
merits of organic farming)?

nat
tay

y

~The facilitator may refer to distinct
proposals included in the action plan:
- Incentives to facilitate distribution
and marketing arrangements
- Training of all types of operators
in the organic sector
- Stimulating demand by new
f. quality scheme
- Support for extension services
> Conversion support for the whole
farm
- Equal investment support

v
1

The facilitator may refer to distinct stage
of the implementation process:
- Transposition of EU regulation to
domestic law
- distribution of activities between
central/regional or public/private
agencies
- adaptation of supported activities
to the existing structure of the
organic food and farming sector
- designing the incentives for
making use of the support
measures in the food and farming
sector as a whole and in the
organic food and farming sector
specifically
- making individual users exploit th
measures

RDP
Session
5b (30
minutes)

Now, you have realised some problems
involved in implementation, we would like to
know more about your thoughts about how
your organization will act in the attempt to
coping with these problems. The issue is no

The general topic isow an
implementation problem is coped with

how the problem should be solved, but how

you
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expect your organization to react if this
problem will arise in reality which actions or
strategies your organization or institution wil
pursue in coping with the implementation
problems mentioned?

(Examples of elaborating questions:

In which way have you reacted earlier on wh
attempting to cope with this type of
implementation problems regarding
transparency of markets?

Is it so, that your organization or institution
think that you do not need to cope with the
problem?

public agencies

purely organic interests

business firms

The facilitator may use the notes from th
discussion on implementation problems
and ask participants how a certain
problem might be coped with

en

ne

RDP
Session
5c (10
minutes)

How do you think the implementation of the
recommendations of using rural developmer
plans to finance implementation of the actior
plan will influence the development of the
organic sector in our country within the next
2-5 years?

This is a question to close down the
itdiscussion — those participants who hav
1 said nothing or only little should be aske

for comments here

Any answer is legitimate

d

NB End of national

topic

Session
6 (5
minutes)

Power Point presentation ORGAP and FG fi
slide 9 includes suggestions for this session

Evaluation schemes are handed out and fillg
in. Next steps are described.

n

d
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10.4 Reporting the data from the focus group discus  sion

a) Information on participants’ position

Requested information aach participant regarding position within the organic food andhiarg
sector that are to be included in the national mefoo USD:

a. Formal status: Public agency (under which authpritgn profit organisation (interest group
or organisation), private sector (company, loblgeoisation or the like)

b. Policy maker/policy taker — please explain partadtipn in policy making as public authority
or private stakeholder representative or involveineginly as addressee of policy i.e.
applicant of support for marketing, research etc.

c. Level of organic food and farming — please explainether participants work exclusively
with organic food and farming, they combine it watiner (mainstream or conventional)
types of food and farming, or they work exclusivelgh non-organic food and farming

d. Importance to the implementation process — pleagkia the general influence of the
participant regarding implementation of policiesavganic food and farming and the more
specific influence regarding the implementationh&f EU Organic Action Plan. Please
include answers given in the presentation rourtierbeginning of the focus group meeting.

e. Importance to the development of organic food amthing — please explain the role of the
participant in the food and farming sector as aleand in relation to organic food and
farming.

b) Notes during the discussion

During the meeting the assistant(s) make obsenstaod take notes of the discussion and the
discussion is taped. Special attention should bengio identifying agreements and disagreements
between participants. During the meeting, please agreements between participants AA and BB
by indicating “Agr AABB”; and disagreements by iodiing “Dis AABB”.

If in some member state participants do not actzgpnhg of the discussion — or it is found that
taping might lead some participants to not shattiegr knowledge with the others, the discussion
should not be taped. In these cases the notes dogitig the meeting are of particular importance
and should be as extensive as possible.

The following scheme can be used for notes (plesdes as many extra rows, copies etc. as
needed):

Name Statement Contextual notes
(Agreement/Disagreement)
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In any case, assistants’ notes should include lagsvof important statements and filled in
together with contextual notes. Please use a neanse when you turn to the second topic.

A summary of general observations is needed comgern

a. a summary of observations on patterns of alliaacgisnon-alliances among
participants.

b. the general mood in the session, whether partitspget excited and take it seriously
or they loose interest

c. whether the type of implementation problems ares®red more or less serious to
successful implementation

d. whether implementation problems and coping strategre indicated for the benefit
of the facilitator or build on real reflections

¢) Transcript of discussion

After the meeting the reporter listens to the rdoay of the meeting and all statements and
examples of general patterns in the discussiowetEn down. The reporter should mention
important verbal and non verbal elements in themefhe context, frequency, extensiveness and
intensity of comments are important. And what wapssingly not said can also be relevant to
report (Krueger 1998).

The first step is to make a summary of the discums3aVe do not demand a full transcript of the
meeting. What is needed is a summary reroédach statement from the participantson the
basis of the words used by the participant.

An example:

The real sound as recorded at the meeting in a@elebdabels:

Mr. John Schmidt!l think that... uh... consumers won't like that th@n’t get a clear picture
of...uh... the various, how should | say that? How#reous kinds of products are made. Some
might like that they can choose between biodynamicorganic products and this is more difficult
if the differences cannot be represented on thel$ab

What should be reported:
JS:“Consumers will not like that they cannot trace thaious kinds of products. Consumers may
like to choose between biodynamic and organic pectsiu

The summary remarks of each participant are thempua table, see Table 10.4.1 from the Danish
pretest.

Table 10.4.1 First summary remarks of statements &m the pretest in Denmark. Topic A: The revised
regulation on organic production — on the basis athe available proposal from the EU Commission.
Transcript of summary remarks concerning part jrap strategies.
Name Statement Code (Code Context
X y)

TR On the face of it we would like to preserve tiagional label,

but it would probably be hard.
PH It is allowed to continue using the label, hattis probably not

a good idea.
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BS We generally think that it is good to introduke EU logo. And
from the starting point we do have a strong natitogo.

TR There has to be national campaigns and noajbsting
common EU campaign.

JFS In the long run the national label will disagper become less
used. Therefore we need to tell the consumerghbajuality
does not decrease. In a way we see the EU lodedsottom of
what we can do.

PH Organic agriculture does have a local startimgtpand the
consumers can relate to several control institstimygos.

Present at the meeting: Johannes Michelsen asitfftn), Mette Meldgaard as (Paul Holmbeck PH,
Agricultural Council), Monica Stoye as (Thomas Rala'R, Consumers’ Council), Annette Aa. Thuesen as
(Bruno Sander BS, Danish Agricultural Council),lyiBoegaard as (Jesper Fris Soerensen JFS, ARLA),
Mette Zippora as (Lotte Dige Toft LDT, DirectoraikPlants), Thyra B. Arnholm as (assistant).

d) Delivery to USD

First, the reporter should collect all notes fragsistants on observations and include them in the
scheme in the last column of the row of each supmaanark.

Second all summary remarks as shown in table 18aké to be condensed into (relatively)
unambiguous statements and coded. Condensatiltusisated in Table 10.4.2 and codes are
mentioned in the codebook in appendix 10.5.

Condensation of meaning means to break up eachunimary remark into separate meanings in
such a way that each row in the table only is tétutle one meaning which may be given one
unambiguous (or max. 2) code(s) on the basis ofdke book. The summary remarks included in
Table 10.4.1 from the Danish pretest were condeimsttds way and each meaning was given one
(max. two) code:

Table 10.4.2 Condensed summary remarksf statements from the pretest in DenmarkTopic A: The
revised regulation on organic production — on the asis of the available proposal from the EU
Commission.Concerning part 3; coping strategies.

Name Statement Code (Code Context
X y)

TR We like to preserve the national-label, butdud be hard. 3a

PH It is allowed to continue using the label, bot & good idea. 3b

BS We generally think that it is good to introdule EU logo. 2c

TR There has to be national campaigns and noajbsting 3c

common EU campaign.
JFS In the long run the national-label will disagper become less 4c

used.
JFS  We need to tell the consumers that the quddiés not 3c
decrease.
JFS The EU logo as the bottom of what we can do. 4b
PH Organic agriculture does have a local startmigtpand the 4b

consumers can relate to several control institstitmgos.

155



The coding procedure:

a)

b)

d)

Split each summary remark into separate meanikg®p names and contextual notes with
all meanings.

Find a code for each meaning in the statementarctldebook. PLEASE NOTE that a
condensed summary remark on any issue of a topycamaear anywhere in the discussion
— implementation problems may appear in the disonss coping strategies and
expectations for impacts may appear in the warmimgession. Hence, all codes may be
relevant to any condensed summary remark

If you think there is more than one relevant cadthe statement please go one step
backwards and split the condensed summary remerkvio or more condensed summary
remarks so that the resultase statement — one code

Please circulate the coded version among othestasts from the meeting (and perhaps the
facilitator) for comments and supplements withiveeek after the initial coding — for
possible improvements.

The delivery to USD
A report in English with the following structurechnontent:

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)
9)
h)

Front page with country, date, time, and place eétimg

List of participants

Information on each participant as described id.20.

The selection of topics

Overall notes as described in 10.4.b

Coded statements with names and contextual notesTable 10.4.2

A summary of evaluations both from participants padners as in Appendix 10.6.
Any other comments

e) Delivery to participants

There are different national traditions with regeydeed back to participants. Hence, different
solutions are available. Participants should &tlezceive a paper stating that the event tooleplac
and the main content of it. If participants demamate material, it is up to the organizer to arrange
it. If participants ask for transcripts for confiation, they should only get access to the longioers
of the transcript of their own statements as inl@dln.4.1 — i.e. before codes and comments are
added. If participants then wish to revise thedcaipt, revisions should in general be accepted and
the delivery to USD changed accordingly.

The minimum requirement for feed back to participas that organizers send all participants a
report in national language with the following cemt

e)

f)
9)

Front page with ORGAP logo

Presentation of the focus group meeting including date, place and list of participants —
about 1 page written on the basis of the invitalatters.

A summary of the discussion of each topic — aboet@age for each topic based on only
oral statements. Only the content of the discussimuld be summarized — such as
implementation problems and coping strategies. NAIKLBETWEEN STATEMENTS
AND NAMES ON PERSONS AND ORGANIZATIONS IS ALLOWEDithe summary
distributed to participants.

h) A summary of evaluations — about ¥z page.
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10.5 Codebook

The codebook is organized to make a primary ideatibn of statements. It follows the structure of
the full guide for facilitators. When using the ebdok, however, it is important to realize that any
statement in any part of the discussion may betoraqy part of the structure. Some of the
statements in the warm-up session might thus beccad part of the discussion on implementation
problems regarding market transparency — or amstiein the discussion on impact of the new
regulation might need to be coded as part of egpeds mentioned under the codes for the
warming -up session.

Codebook for warming-up session on views on the ingmentation of the EU Organic Action
Plan in national context

1. General perception of national implementation ef 8 Organic Action plan
a. Concrete expectations regarding implementation
I. Positive expectation
ii. Negative expectation
iii. Undefinable expectation and other comments
b. Concrete experiences with implementation of EU l&gns on organic
production that are expected to become repeatetjekda
I. Positive experience with implementation
ii. Negative experience with implementation
lii. Undefinable experience with implementation and otdoenments
c. New regulation seen as an opportunity or as a prolbr the stakeholder’'s
organization?
i. Opportunity
ii. Problem
iii. Undefinable and other comments
d. Implementation of new common standards fulfils@@rneeds of the
stakeholder’s organization
i. No, need not fulfilled
ii. Yes, need fulfilled
iii. Undefinable and other comments
e. Other comments

Codebook for topic A The revised requlation on orgaic production — on the basis of the
available proposal from the EU Commission

2. Implementation problems
a. Implementation problem foreseen regarding the satin of the existing
proposal for a new regulation

I. if a problem appears several times, please g@ed@parate code

b. Are problems with certain stages of the impleratah process foreseen?
I. If problems with a certain stage appears sevareld]j please give it a

separate code
c. Other
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3. Coping strategies
a. Actions or strategies the stakeholder will pursueaping with the
implementation problems mentioned
b. Strategies followed earlier on by stakeholder wag@mpting to cope with
implementation problems
c. Actions or strategies needed in coping with thel@mgntation problems
mentioned
d. Interest in adopting the new regulation rather kjyior rather slowly - why?
i. Slow - grounds
ii. Quick —grounds
iii. Other - grounds
e. Future national development of the organic seatathe basis of the
implementation of the new regulation
I. Positive
ii. Negative
iii. Neutral
iv. Other

4. Other statements (only to be used if other optfaits
a. Views on national organic food and farming sector
b. Views on European organic food and farming
c. Views on European Organic Action Plan
d. Views on dynamics of organic food and farming

Codebook for topic B Implementation of EU Organic Action Plan recommendations aiming
for a more transparent European market for organicfood

5. Implementation problems
a. Implementation problem foreseen regarding thesaatin of the Action Plan
recommendations for a new transparent market

I. if a problem appears several times, please gaed@parate code

b. Are problems with certain stages of the impleratah process foreseen?
I. If problems with a certain stage appears sevareld]j please give it a

separate code
c. Other

6. Coping strategies
a. Actions or strategies the stakeholder will pursueadping with the
implementation problems mentioned
b. Strategies followed earlier on by stakeholder waiempting to cope with
implementation problems
c. Actions or strategies needed in coping with thelémgntation problems
mentioned
d. Interest in adopting the new regulation rather kiyior rather slowly - why?
I. Slow - grounds
ii. Quick — grounds
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iii. Other - grounds
e. Future national development of the organic seatathe basis of the
implementation of the new regulation
i. Positive
ii. Negative
iii. Neutral
iv. Other

7. Other statements (only to be used if other optiais
a. Views on national organic food and farming sector
b. Views on European organic food and farming
c. Views on European Organic Action Plan
d. Views on dynamics of organic food and farming

Codebook for topic C Implementation of EU Organic Action Plan recommendations on
financing the implementation of the EU Organic Acton Plan as part of the Rural
Development Plans

8. Implementation problems
a. Implementation problem foreseen regarding thesaatin of recommendations
of financing the Action Plan as part of the RuravBlopment Plan

I. if a problem appears several times, please gaed@parate code

b. Are problems with certain stages of the impleratah process foreseen?
I. If problems with a certain stage appears sevareld]j please give it a

separate code
c. Other

9. Coping strategies
a. Actions or strategies the stakeholder will pursueadping with the
implementation problems mentioned
b. Strategies followed earlier on by stakeholder waiempting to cope with
implementation problems
c. Actions or strategies needed in coping with thelémgntation problems
mentioned
d. Interest in adopting the new regulation rather kiyior rather slowly - why?
I. Slow - grounds
ii. Quick — grounds
lii. Other - grounds
e. Future national development of the organic seatathe basis of the
implementation of the new regulation
I. Positive
ii. Negative
iii. Neutral
iv. Other

10. Other statements (only to be used if other optfaits
a. Views on national organic food and farming sector
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b. Views on European organic food and farming
c. Views on European Organic Action Plan
d. Views on dynamics of organic food and farming
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10.6 Evaluation schemes

Facilitator, assistants and other persons invoirede focus group meeting — EXCEPT from the
participants: Please answer the questions belaw thié meeting and return the answers with the

data report to USD:

» How did the focus group meeting proceed?

* Were there any obstacles before or during the fgooisp meeting?

* Did you receive all relevant information and pageosn USD in due time before the focus
group meeting?

Please make sure all PARTICIPANTS fill in the evalation scheme on following page before
they leave. Make as many copies as necessary.
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ORGynic
ctionPlan

Evaluation of the focus group meeting
“Implementation of EU’s Organic Action Plan’

Positive remarks

Negative remarks
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