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Abstract 
 
Title: Consumer product contents information from the upstream supply chain 
- Obstacles to 1st tier supplier compliance to product contents information requirements and 
useful supply chain management practices to ensure supplier compliance.  
 
Authors: Linnea Nilsson and Sahra Svensson  
 
Supervisor: Henrik Sällberg 
 
Department: School of Management, Blekinge Institute of Technology 
 
Course: Bachelor’s thesis in Business Administration, 15 credits  
 
Purpose: The purpose of this thesis is to identify the obstacles against supplier compliance, 
which focal companies encounter within the upstream supply chain when attempting to 
collect the requested product contents information. Based on this problem, the objective is to 
identify the most useful supply chain management practices to ensure supplier compliance.  
 
Method: The theoretical framework contains the Principal-Agent theory and Responsible 
Supply Chain Management. The empirical findings are derived through semi-structured 
interviews that were conducted with three Swedish corporations operating in China and one 
Swedish-Chinese consulting firm.  
 
Results: The two main-obstacles to supplier compliance were firstly found to consist of 
lacking supplier understanding of the product contents information requirements (PCIR). 
These obstacles prevented the supplier from understanding the risk at hand and what 
behaviour that triggered the risk. The second main-obstacles were found to be the prevalence 
of different opposing interests, which could all be traced back to the reluctance to assume an 
increase in costs, and could induce the supplier to pursue that interest rather than the interest 
to comply to the PCIR. With these obstacles in mind, the main objective of the focal 
company’s supply chain management practices should preferably be to create risk in relation 
to the PCIR, ensure supplier understanding and pay attention to the opposing interests. The 
most useful type of supply chain management practice for fulfilling these objectives were the 
use of incentives, preferably in combination with sanctions, to create risk. Training was 
considered most useful for ensuring supplier understanding, although a combination of 
training, personal communication and written documents is potentially interesting. Regarding 
the opposing interests, accommodating practices were found most useful rather than attempt 
to persuade the supplier to give up the interest.        
 
Keywords: Responsible Supply Chain Management, Principal-Agent theory, chemical 
information, product contents information, material declaration 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Background: The importance of product contents information 

1.1.1 Consumer product manufacturers and the contents of their products 
Consumers generally assume that legally sold products are safe, and that adequate laws are in 
place to protect human health and the environment from hazardous chemicals. Governments 
do take legislative action to limit or ban such substances in products (Scruggs & Ortolano 
2011, p. 606).1 However, in terms of data, there is a large gap between the number of 
available chemicals and the number of chemicals on which information is available (Fransson 
2012, s. 1); of the 80,000 or more chemicals in global commerce today, only a tiny share has 
been rigorously screened for safety (Kristof 2015). Therefore, due to the lack of data on their 
hazard levels, contradictory evidence regarding this matter, and the absence of identified, 
suitable substitutes, not all hazardous substances are subject to legal requirements (Scruggs & 
Ortolano 2011 p. 606). Nevertheless, some unregulated substances are linked to breast and 
prostate cancer, genital deformities, obesity, diabetes and infertility (Kristof 2015). Scientists 
and journalists are reporting that currently unregulated chemicals of potentially high risk are 
contained in a variety of consumer products such as baby items, household and personal care 
products, and furniture (Scruggs 2013, p. 105; Kristof 2015). The growing awareness 
regarding the consequences of having certain substances present in consumer products is 
increasing legislative efforts, as well as consumer demand for such efforts. Consumers want 
knowledge of, and assurance concerning, the contents of the product they are purchasing 
(Scruggs & Ortolano 2011, p. 605; Rossi 2014, p. 5). The consequences of the gaps in 
chemical regulations suggest that consumer product manufacturers or retailers across sectors 
need to fill those gaps through their own product policies in order to maintain the safety of 
their products (Scruggs 2013 p. 106). .  
 
The upstream supply chain consists of the actors to the left of the manufacturer or retailer 
(see figure 1 below). Every actor in the chain, except for the one extracting the raw material, 
is a “downstream user” of the material, components or substances at some point (see Scruggs 
& Ortolano 2011 p. 606). Traditionally downstream users have not considered chemical 
management in their upstream supply chain to be their responsibility.  Brands and retailers, in 
general, especially struggle to acknowledge their responsibility in the matter (Rossi, Peele & 
Thorpe 2012 p. 6 see Rossi 2014 p. 1f). However, ignorance regarding the contents of the 
final product is no longer acceptable, since downstream users are the ones whose reputations 
are at risk when toxic chemicals are found in their products and in their stores, because they 
are increasingly being held accountable for the ingredients in their products and the 
environmental and human health impacts of chemicals in the entire supply chain (Rossi, 
Peele & Thorpe 2012 p. 6 see Rossi 2014). This applies especially to “focal companies”, who 

                                                
1 See for example the EU RoHS Directive regarding electronics and the Toy safety directive.  
2 http://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/chemical 2016-04-20  
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are the ones ruling or governing the supply chain, designing the product or service offered 
and providing direct contact to customers (Boström, Börjeson, Gilek, Jönsson & Karlsson 
2012 p. 97). The manufacturer, retailer and brand can all be the focal company in their 
chains.   

                   

 
Figure 1. The supply chain (Source: http://20102533nd.blogspot.com/) 

 
Seuring and Muller (2008 p. 1699) argue that focal companies could rightly be held 
responsible for the environmental and social influence of their suppliers. In addition, Rossi, 
Peele and Thorpe (2012, p. 6 see Rossi 2014) find that the presence of certain substances in 
the supply chain do present a very real business risk, both in the form of potential product 
safety scandals, and also through the changes in the product legislations which regulate the 
contents of products, either through limits of substance, bans or required substance 
declaration.  For the corporations that manufacture consumer products, their most pragmatic 
option is to remove chemicals of concern voluntarily, in order to anticipate legislation and to 
meet consumer demand (Bollheimer 2015 p. 9; Rossi 2014 p. 4). However, in order to take 
the responsibility for the contents of their products, the focal company has to have access to 
the product contents information (hereafter PCI), which lists what the product actually 
contains.  

1.1.2 The business case for knowing the contents of the products   

Primarily, “... the hazards of a product cannot be assessed without knowing its ingredients.” 
(Scruggs & Ortolano 2011 p. 608).  PCI can be split into three categories, based on its varied 
levels of detail (PTC 2011 p. 7). The most detailed level includes information about the 
chemicals inside the product, which are defined as “any basic substance that is used in, or 
produced by, a reaction involving changes to atoms or molecules”.2 3 Chemical data, or 
information, consists mainly of the identity of the chemical in the products, its hazardousness 
(or toxicity), and the percentages or weight of the substance inside the product in question. 
PCI can also be less detailed, as some will only identify the type of materials, which will 
provide the focal company with some information, due to their familiarity with the material.4 
PCI which is even less detailed than this will simply ensure the focal company of the 
product’s compliance to either some product policy or the company’s own product policy 
(PTC 2011 p. 7f5; see Scruggs & Ortolano 2011 p. 609).   

                                                
2 http://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/chemical 2016-04-20  
3 For a further definition, see section 2.1.3 
4 See for example Company A in Appendix 4, interview 2. 
5 This type of PCI is referred to by PTC (2011) as “Compliance data” but will from hereon be used as 
PCI since it reveals information about the products contents.   
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Depending on the level of detail, the PCI is useful for the focal company as an indicator of 
product safety and compliance to mandatory product policies (Rossi 2014; PTC 2011 p. 7).  
Moreover, PCI is an important asset, used to constantly assess risk, liability or to keep track 
of whether or not legal changes affect the products of the focal company in question. Full 
disclosure of products’ chemical ingredients both facilitates investigation of possibly 
hazardous ingredients and allows for the creation of databases where product ingredients are 
easily searchable. Without a full material declaration made beforehand, it can take years to 
determine the presence of, or absence of, a certain substance (Rossi 2014 p. 3; Nimpuno & 
Scruggs 2011 p. 12). The PCI can also add value to the product by enabling certifications or 
declarations ensuring the consumer of the high level of product safety. Hence, PCI is 
sometimes collected by the focal company for external matters, while other times, it is 
collected strictly for internal use and, while the access to some PCI is necessary for making 
the product saleable in the first place, the gathering of some information can be considered to 
exceed this “minimum level” of responsibility (see Rossi 2014). Nevertheless, “the more 
information about the content, the better it is” is not necessarily true. Managing the data is 
time consuming, very costly and can sometimes be difficult to handle, and the more detailed 
the PCI the focal company is seeking to acquire, the more work it entails, and the more cost it 
requires from both the focal company and the upstream supply chain (Becker, Coffin & 
Tickner 2011 p. 19; Scruggs 2013 p. 107; PTC 2011; Company A Appendix 4 A3, A9). In 
conclusion, due to differences regarding for example risk management, environmental 
profiling or branding and applicable product legislation, some focal companies are only 
interested in certain substances, while others have deemed the cost of knowing the full 
contents of their products to be worth the value it offers them (Rossi 2014; Scruggs & 
Ortolano 2011). Regardless of the degree of PCI the focal company considers necessary, the 
PCI needs to be collected by the focal company.  
 

1.2 Problem discussion: Accessing product contents information from the 
upstream supply chain  

1.2.1 How to know the contents of the products  

The danger of hazardous substances ending up in the product exists within two stages of the 
product chain: the design-phase and the manufacturing-phase (IOMC 2011 p. 2). The focal 
company can control the design of the product by setting up a policy regarding the contents 
of their products. Subsequently, appropriate materials are chosen in the product’s design 
according to this policy (Singh, Oates, Plant & Voulvoulis 2013; IOMC 2011 p. 2) and the 
policy is translated into quality specifications for the purchasing phase (see Company A 
Appendix 4 A6). In the manufacturing-phase, the presence of potentially or actually 
hazardous substances relies on actions committed in the upstream supply chain (see figure 1 
above), which can be non-compliant to the focal company’s product content policy or quality 
specifications (Singh et al. 2013; IOMC 2011, p. 2). An interviewee of Boström et al (2012, 
p. 105) points out that: “... we never know what exactly they [the suppliers] use in the entire 
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production chain.” Fransson and Molander (2013, p. 348) find that, despite the fact that the 
crucial decisions are made far back in the chain, “... many companies have limited influence 
and control over the whole supply chain since they are only in contact with direct suppliers.” 
Therefore, downstream users usually set up product contents requirements telling the 
suppliers not to use certain chemicals6 and then perform extensive testing and auditing 
throughout their supply chains to verify that undesirable chemicals did not end up in their 
products or processes (Scruggs & Ortolano 2011, p. 608f; Nimpuno, McPherson & Sadique 
2009 see Rossi 2014, p. 16f). However, monitoring and product testing is onerous, inefficient 
and not considered sufficiently reliable (Boström 2015, p. 245f; Scruggs & Ortolano 2011, p. 
611). One also has to be aware of what chemicals to look for in the tests. As it is impossible 
to test all products for all types of chemicals, it is necessary to make a selection and only test 
some samples, which means that the product safety is not guaranteed (Boström et al 2012, p. 
106; the Consultant Appendix 4 D3). In addition, there is a lack of international tests, which 
means companies are left to their own devices in order to come up with efficient methods 
(Scruggs & Ortolano 2011, p. 609f).  
 
An interview study of 205 American and European companies regarding their practices to 
obtain PCI, conducted by Scruggs, Ortolano, Wilson and Schwarzman (2015, p. 86), 
identifies that about 90% of all companies relied primarily on their supplier to obtain 
information on product contents. This is supported by another study by Scruggs and Ortolano 
(2011, p. 609). Scruggs and Ortolano (2011) found one proactive multinational company who 
relied primarily on chemical information from their suppliers and performed product testing 
only as verification. The same can be said for an interviewee of Zhang (2009 p. 35) who 
claims that: “It is impossible to assure the quality of all the products through several random 
tests. What we need to do is control from the source. The tests can only be used as 
verifications method.” As a result, increased attention is given to different types of Product 
Contents Information Requirements (hereafter PCIR), combined with monitoring to verify 
the information (Scruggs & Ortolano 2011 p. 608f; Nimpuno, McPherson & Sadique 2009 
see Rossi 2014 p. 16f). In the absence of an effective international system for identifying 
chemicals and reporting on their usage in supply chains, many of the companies developed 
their own systems for trying to identify and track the chemicals present in their supply chains 
(Scruggs & Ortolano 2011 p. 611). The PCIR can be requirements on receiving “PCI 
documents” which can contain three different levels of detail, and are categorized as such: 
“Full material declaration”, “Disclosure of Hazardous Substance contents” and “Certificate of 
Compliance” (see PTC 2011 p. 7f).  
 
The upstream supply chain encounters a challenge when wanting to acquire PCI since the 
focal company might lack insight and control, especially further back in the chain (Fransson 
& Molander 2013, p. 348). Scruggs and Ortolano (2011, s. 611) identify supply chain issues 
as the biggest challenge multinational consumer product manufacturers face in their jobs 
ensuring the product safety regarding the contents of their products. They find that 

                                                
6 Permitted levels or forbidden substances are the most common way to formulate product 
requirements (Fransson & Molander 2013; Zhang 2009 p. 47).   
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communication through the supply chains can be problematic, and that the focal company can 
demonstrate a lack of transparency. The process of obtaining PCI is complicated and fraught 
with difficulties (Nimpuno & Scruggs 2011, p. 12; Scruggs & Ortolano 2011; Scruggs 2013).  

1.2.2 Obstacles to compliance to the PCIR  

Challenges against obtaining chemicals-related information exist across business sectors 
(Scruggs & Ortolano 2011 p. 611). Downstream users describe how PCI can be unavailable, 
conflicting, protected by trade secrets or lost in supply chains (Scruggs & Ortolano 2011 p. 
609ff; Zhang 2009; Nimpuno & Scruggs 2011 p. 68). There are two ways in which the 
supplier can be non-compliant to the PCIR: the information can be unavailable (partly or 
entirely)7 and the information provided can be inaccurate (see Singh et al. 2014; Nimpuno & 
Scruggs 2011 p. 13; Becker et al 2011 pp. 21, 26). The main issue with chemical information 
flow seems to relate to the flow from upstream actors down the product chain (Fransson 
2012; Nimpuno & Scruggs 2011 p. 67; Scruggs & Ortolano 2011; Zhang 2009). Information 
does not easily or reliably flow through supply chains and the data format and requirements 
may not be familiar to the supplier. Each step of the chain needs to do their share when it 
comes to collecting information on the chemicals from their supplier, but this is rarely the 
case, according to Scruggs & Ortolano (2011 p. 611ff). Low awareness of chemical risk and 
management are another factor hampering the flow of chemical information (Scruggs & 
Ortolano 2011; Nimpuno & Scruggs 2011 p. 68). Boström et al (2012 p. 101) summarize his 
study of textile chains by saying that: “... to generate extensive knowledge about chemical 
risks along the entire production chain appears, accordingly, to be a tremendously 
challenging task.”  
 
PTC (2011) finds the main disadvantage of the focal company increasing the extent of the 
information requirements8 to be the burden imposed on suppliers and their sometimes 
insufficient abilities to fulfill the requirements. For suppliers, managing and reporting 
chemical data can at times be consuming and difficult, especially in the beginning (Becker et 
al 2011, p. 19). Scruggs and Ortolano (2011, p. 613) find that “stringent disclosure 
requirements impose burdens on chemical producers and firms upstream in supply chains, but 
failure to impose strict requirements for disclosure shift costs to downstream users and the 
public, and imposes environmental costs as well”. Due to all these obstacles, supplier 
compliance to the PCIR is made difficult.   

1.2.3 Focal company actions to achieve compliance  

The obstacles mentioned above will have to be tackled by the focal company in order to 
ensure supplier compliance to PCIR. Even though monitoring efforts are employed to verify 
the correctness of the PCI documents received (IOMC 2011 p. 2; Scruggs & Ortolano 2011; 
Boström 2015; Rossi 2014 p. 17), monitoring is not, as mentioned above, considered a very 

                                                
7 The requested documentation can be missing and some chemical, or information pertaining to the 
chemical, can be missing, such as identity, percentage or weight or aspect of hazardness.   
8 “Certificate of compliance” is considered the less burdensome than “Disclosure of hazardous 
substances contents” and the most burdensome is ”Full material disclosure” (PTC 2011).  
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efficient process for controlling the supplier behaviour, and the same notion is presumed to 
apply to verification of PCI documents. Due to the high costs, extensive monitoring is also 
mainly an option for larger companies, leaving small and medium sized companies to search 
for other means of convincing their supplier to comply to the PCIR (Boström 2015 p. 247; 
see The Appendix 4 D2). For this reason, focal companies need another approach to make 
suppliers comply to the PCIR. The practices employed by the focal company in its upstream 
supply chain in the context of the PCIR (hereafter “supply chain management practices”) 
should preferably make the supplier feel inclined to provide accurate PCI, hence the practices 
should diminish the experienced obstacles to supplier compliance.   
 
The findings in previous research regarding PCIR and supply chain management practices 
taken by the focal company in the upstream supply chain can largely be divided into 
capacity-building efforts, assistance and the creation of incentives. However, there is a lack 
of comprehensive understanding of supplier difficulties, and no one has attempted to present 
a comprehensive image of how these obstacles can be handled by the focal companies with 
the objective of achieving supplier compliance to the PCIR. Scruggs and Ortolano (2011) and 
Scruggs (2013) point out the lack of  ”rigorous examination” regarding challenges in 
obtaining information on chemical uses, hazards and of actions to create safer consumer 
products (Scruggs & Ortolano 2011 p. 606) as well as the need for more systematic 
investigation of proactive company strategies when attempting to increase product safety 
(Scruggs 2013). Marucheck, Greis, Mena and Cai (2011 p. 714) identify ”better tools and 
methodologies for managing information during the lifecycle of the product from design 
through disposal” as one key area for ensuring product safety, the content being one such 
issue. Regarding chemical risk management, Fransson and Molander (2013) point out the 
need for more knowledge on how chemical risk information is handled, especially 
considering the prominence of international supply chains, which are presumably more 
complex. Research on the challenges related to focal companies assuming responsibility in 
their supply chain is warranted for all types of organizations according to Boström, Börjeson, 
Gilek, Jönsson and Karlsson (2011 p. 60). In addition, Kogg (2009 p. 235) brings up the need 
for increased knowledge about the “operational nitty-gritty” as it is at this level we will be 
able to understand what issues really presents a challenge for companies trying to assume 
responsibility for their upstream supply chain. Lee (2016) identifies the need for increased 
knowledge about the implementation of Responsible Supply Chain Management in emerging 
economies.  
 
Becker et al (2011 p. 9, 26) points to the increasing importance of PCIR and supplier 
compliance when saying: 

 ”Given increasing regulatory requirements, the growing number and 
widening scope of efforts by companies to design safer products, and 
increasing market demands, many fabricators and formulators are expecting 
to expand their data requirements over time. [...] Retailers will have an 
increasingly important role in seeking data from their supply chains. 
Fabricators, formulators, and their suppliers will need to find innovative 
solutions to efficiently meet the growing demands for chemical information.”  
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In the studied context of this thesis, the PCIR is assumed to constitute a component of the 
agreement between the supplier and the focal company, which are assumed to have a 
contractual, ongoing relationship involving repeated exchanges. Hence, the PCIR is 
considered an aspect of supplier fulfillment, and the question this thesis attempts to answer is 
how a focal company, in an established focal company-supplier relationship, can act in order 
to ensure that their tier 1 supplier complies to the focal company’s PCIR, outside of simply 
monitoring it.  
 
In order to determine how a focal company can ensure supplier compliance, the reasons why 
suppliers might not comply need to be outlined. To create an understanding of these 
obstacles, or in other words, what the focal company ought to address, we must investigate 
the potential supplier difficulties and opposing interests (“obstacles”) that might be present in 
the relationship. Subsequently, any supply chain management practice in the context of the 
dealings between the focal company and the 1st tier supplier, with the potential to ensure 
supplier PCIR compliance, have to be outlined, in order to explore how this can be achieved 
in practice. Further, the nature of the relationship between the supplier and the focal 
company, and the nature of the obstacles, need to be better understood in order to determine 
what it means to ensure compliance, and through that, set the stage for a “bigger picture -
“understanding of such efforts. Therefore, the focus will be on the main obstacles as well as 
the type of supply chain management practices (categories of supply chain management 
practices).  
 

1.3 Purpose of the study 
The purpose of this study consists of identifying how focal companies can ensure 1st tier 
supplier compliance to product contents information requirements by employing the most 
useful types of supply chain management practices. In order to determine suitable objectives 
of the supply chain management practices, the main obstacles, being the reasons why 
compliance might be difficult for the supplier or against their interests, need to be understood.   
 

1.4 Research questions 
1. What are the main 1st tier supplier’s obstacles to achieving compliance to the focal 

company’s product contents information requirements, and why can the presence of 
these obstacles lead to non-compliance?  

2. What objectives should focal companies preferably strive towards achieving when 
dealing with their 1st tier supplier, in order to ensure supplier compliance to their 
product content information requirements, and what type of supply chain management 
practices can be considered most useful in accomplishing those objectives?  

 



Linnea Nilsson  Consumer product contents information  
Sahra Svensson  from the 1st tier supplier 

8

1.5 Delimitations  
The focal company’s actions of monitoring (how non-compliance can be discovered) 
constitute some limitations, as well as the fact that we are only looking at an ongoing 
relationship where the PCIR is thought to already be a part of the agreement between the two 
parties. This was done in order to reduce the scope of the thesis. Therefore, the process of 
supplier selection was not included in the results from the literature review. However, as it 
was brought up and emphasized by the participants in the empirical study, it was briefly 
included in the empirical results and used in the conclusion to point out the weakness of this 
delimitation, with regards to the objective to look at how supplier PCIR compliance can be 
ensured by the focal company in the context of an on-going relationship.    
 
Since the questions of the thesis concern the upstream supply chain, focal company-internal 
measures taken only within that sphere will not be the focus of this thesis. Hence, research 
found in the literature review, which applies only the focal company’s internal operations was 
excluded, since it did not involve the upstream supply chain. Instead, practices taken outside 
the sphere of the focal company, in the dealings with their 1st tier supplier and their upstream 
chain are included within the focus. However, focal company-internal factors appearing in 
the material, therefore brought up in the context of supply chain management, were included 
in the results in order to present a full image of the relationship, the obstacles, and the 
suitable supply chain management practices.  
 
A focal company’s policies regarding chemical management can contain requirements 
regarding substances used in the manufacturing processes by the different actors in the 
upstream supply chain, with the objective to ensure worker safety. However, this research 
only includes the product dimension of the chemical policies concerning the residues in the 
final product.  
 

1.6 Terms  
Focal company refers to the actor with most control in the chain, usually the manufacturer or 
retailer of any type of brand. This actor is considered the most liable in the eyes of the 
customers in the case of insufficient product safety. The interviewees’ companies in the 
empirical research are all considered to be focal companies in their supply chains.  
Product contents information refers to the nature of the information required by the focal 
company. It can consist of the identity of, and data about, and the quantity of certain 
substances and hazard information. 
Compliance refers to the focal company’s access to the required information, specifying that 
the data is accurate and has been received in the required format.  
Supply chain management practice is any practice, or measure, taken by the focal company in 
their dealings with their 1st tier supplier.   
Types of supply chain management practice are categories of supply chain management 
practices.  
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2. Research Methodology 

2.1 Research overview 

2.1.1 Research approach and method 

The basic assumption behind this thesis is that it is possible to construct a “bigger picture” of 
the focal company’s efforts to promote supplier compliance to product contents information 
requirements, in order to create an overarching understanding of such endeavors. The 
ambition is to, based on studies of companies, develop empirical findings and, from the basis 
of these findings and previous research, draw conclusions on the main obstacles and how 
successful strategies ought to be constructed in order for focal companies to achieve supplier 
compliance to their product contents information requirements. In addition, by trying to look 
at PCIR compliance from a broader perspective (by attempting to establish what the main 
obstacle and the most useful types of supply chain management practices are), the goal is to 
be able to make a contribution to a variety of industries and companies regarding the question 
of how to conduct their supply chain management practices in a way that increases the 
supplier’s propensity for PCIR compliance. We also wish to increase the understanding of 
how such attempts should be structured in a broader perspective. In addition, choosing a 
Chinese context for the empirical study (see the context of the empirical study in section 
2.3.1) our ambition is also to specifically outline what focal company ensurance of supplier 
compliance encompassed in such a context. Hence, an attempt to distinguish what can be 
specifically relevant to China and what can be considered globally relevant will be made 
when relevant, both regarding obstacles and supply chain management practices.  
 
An explorative approach was employed during this research. The approach suited this 
research process since we were aiming to create an understanding of the obstacles and raise 
awareness on how these issues can be handled in order to increase supplier compliance to the 
product contents information requirements. According to Kothari (2004 p. 4), empirical 
research relies on experience and observation, which constitutes the focus of this thesis.  
The result of exploratory research is, according to Sachdeva (2009, p. 14), not particularly 
useful as a basis for decision-making by themselves, but serves to provide increased insights 
into a given situation, which is in accordance with the objectives of this research: the findings 
in and of themselves will only be able to raise awareness about different approaches, and 
serve to be inspirational in nature. In addition, the exploratory approach is also useful for this 
research because it is suitable for when the researcher is lacking a clear understanding of the 
subject (Sachdeva 2009, p. 14), which was an applicable scenario in our case.  Exploratory 
research, in the context of business research in particular, is described by Sachdeva (2009, p. 
14) as the reliance on secondary data and research, such as literature reviews and qualitative 
approaches, which can take the form of informal discussions or in-depth interviews.  
 
A qualitative method is employed for data collection and analysis, since qualitative research 
indicates the “how”, “why” and “when” (Sachdeva 2009, p. 14). This type of research is the 
most appropriate method of answering our question of how companies should manage their 
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supply chain in order to achieve supplier compliance to their product contents information 
requirements. The qualitative approach to research concerns a subjective assessment of 
attitudes, opinions and behaviour. Research in such a situation depends on a researcher’s 
insights and impressions (Kothari 2004 p.5).  
 
The ambition to look at supplier PCIR compliance as a “bigger picture” of the focal 
company-dealings with their supplier made us apply an inclusive approach regarding what 
aspects to include. However, attempts to apply limitations (see section 1.5) were made in the 
form of an ongoing relationship with the agreement of PCIR already established between the 
parties. In addition, monitoring practices were not included.  In addition to these limitations, 
we also struggled to exclude other aspects, in order to allow ourselves to fulfill our ambition 
of looking at the dealings between the two parties in a holistic way and identifying the 
relevant factors.    

2.1.2 Interview study 

Semi-structured face-to-face interviews were considered the most suitable method for 
identifying and collecting data on the practices, motivations and experiences of Swedish 
companies. By employing this method, the objective was to collect empirically relevant 
material and to achieve a reality-based answer to the research question. Semi-structured 
interviews were employed in order to allow for a focus, but also to invite and create space for 
the interviewees to tell their story, since Kvale (2007 p. 3) says that the research interview is 
an interview where knowledge is constructed through the interaction between the interviewer 
and the interviewee. We are no experts, and we wanted to learn from our interviewees by 
creating this space for them to tell us what they considered important. 
 
Face-to-face interviewing is considered the most suitable data collection technique to answer 
the research question for several reasons. According to Gillham (2005 p. 26ff) the techniques 
chosen to perform the interview is a balance between time and cost. The time and cost of 
performing five9 face-to-face interviews with the company representatives in China, each 
about 1,5 hour long, and transcribing the recorded interviews were high, and would not have 
been possible without the scholarship from SIDA. However, we concluded that the reliability 
of the format, as well as the amount of information gained from choosing these techniques,  
outweighed the efforts involved.  Inevitably, the limited time and resources at hand forced us 
to select a sample (see 2.3) of only four participants.  In essence, by choosing to conduct an 
interview study, the possibility to create a “bigger picture” of focal companies’ efforts to 
ensure supplier compliance to PCIR, or make any greater claim in generalizability of the 
results, can be regarded as limited. While surveys could have provided us with some of the 
data, they would have provided insufficiently short answers, and presumably, an inadequate 
level of commitment from the interviewees. In addition, our need to clarify the questions and 
the interviewees’ tendencies to misunderstand them, issues we experienced during the 
interviews, showed the need for a face-to-face meeting. Due to the sensitivity of the question 

                                                
9 Only four of the interviews were included in the results since the company where the fifth interviewee 
was working for could not be considered a focal company.  
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of PCI, face-to-face interviews were deemed to be the most appropriate interview technique 
for establishing trust and openness with the interviewees (see Gillham 2005 p. 5). The 
alternatives, for example video conferences or phone interviews, provided less opportunity 
for building trust, and would not allow for the same kind of openness we found useful for 
understanding how the interviewee’s company worked and what kind of experiences they had 
had in the past. See section 2.5.4 (“Ethical aspects”) for further discussions on the importance 
of trust and respect for the interviewee.  

2.1.3 Definition of product contents information  

Originally we approached the question of product contents information as “chemical 
information”, but due to the fact that chemicals are so difficult to define and can be contained 
in various materials (Ragnar 2001), and our lack of chemical-related knowledge, we decided 
to look at all product contents information, meaning all types of information about the 
identity of the material and its composition. The need to describe the product contents 
information in detail, such as the different toxicity and hazards, are not considered necessary 
for analysing how companies are obtaining the information. All information regarding the 
identity and the properties of the contents has therefore been treated as product content 
information per se, further strengthening the generalizability of the findings of this thesis on 
different industries and companies.   
 

2.2 Literature review 

2.2.1 Theoretical framework  

In order to understand the nature of the relationship between the supplier and the focal 
company and the conflict of interest, the Principal-Agent theory was chosen, due to the stark 
resemblance between PCIR compliance and the agency-problems described by the theory. 
However, to the best of our understanding, the theory has not been applied in the context of 
PCIR nor any similar context. Responsible/Sustainable Supply Chain Management (R/S 
SCM) was chosen, due to the fact that the absolute majority of the literature on PCIR has 
been written within this framework. This theory was deemed most suited for determining 
what obstacles are present in the relationship, and also what practices are executed by 
companies or recommended by guidelines. In order to search for relevant articles and 
references, the search engine Summon was used. The box with “Scholarly and Peer-Review” 
was ticked so as to limit the search. Several search words and search terms were used during 
the process of the literature review. Different combinations of “material declaration”, 
“chemical information”, “supply chain”, “responsible supply chain”, “principal-agent theory” 
and “product safety” were used, such as “chemicals + products + information”.  
 
Because of the scarce literature findings, the search engine Google was used in order to 
expand the search results. This is where the guidelines were found. Therefore, not all of the 
papers presented pertain explicitly to the R/S SCM theory but were deemed, due to the 
similarities of approach and objective that they just as well could.  
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Due to the chosen context (see section 2.3.1) a paper studying exclusively Brazilian supply 
chains and PCI was excluded. Hence, the results provided us with findings from either global 
or Chinese supply chains, which allowed for more manageable comparisons.   

2.2.2 Identification of obstacles and supply chain management practices  

The subject of PCIR in relation to supply chain management is scarcely addressed by 
literature. This left us with a rather limited literature base to use10 in order to compile all the 
aforementioned obstacles and practices that we, from our understanding, could identify in the 
R/S SCM literature.  We did so as a means of determining what the obstacles are and, 
subsequently, identifying which supply chain management practices are employed, or which 
are recommended to be employed in the context of PCIR. The choice of this inclusive 
approach correlates with our ambition to look at supplier PCIR compliance as a “bigger 
picture”.  
 
The “obstacles” consist of phenomenon we deemed to constitute opposing interests, and 
which could be considered hindrances to supplier compliance.  Initially, we referred to all 
identified circumstances and opposing interests as “issues,” since we soon discovered that 
they pertained to different levels of abstractions and were interrelated. Hence, the issues are 
reproduced in the theoretical findings, as encountered in the literature, and are later 
categorized and grouped in the analysis.  
 
Initially, we intended to only include problems and potential hindrances on a supplier-level. 
However, as the research proceeded, we discovered a number of problems at the focal 
company-level as well, and since the ultimate objective of this paper is to understand what 
the focal company can do to ensure compliance, we considered it highly relevant to address 
the remedies to their own problems. By ignoring the responsibility of the focal company to do 
their share, an opportunity to improve the situation is overlooked, and the conclusion to our 
paper would have been incomplete.  As a result, we decided to include issues mentioned in 
the collected data pertaining to the focal company-level, as well.    
 
We experienced difficulties in terms of knowing whether the scholars, or their interviewees, 
were describing a situation where the PCIR already formed a part of the supplier-buyer 
agreement, or whether they were describing the case of the focal company trying to introduce 
a new PCIR into the supplier fulfillment. However, since the question concerns “supplier 
obstacles”, and includes all possible circumstances that would make compliance difficult, or 
would conflict with the interests of the supplier, we deemed the reasons as to why the 
supplier would resist new requests from the focal company to be relevant, since they provide 
an indication as to why the supplier would choose not to comply to the agreement, even when 
it is already a part of supplier fulfillment. Thus, the difficulty of distinguishing the 
circumstances at hand was not considered to be a hindrance to the study. 
 

                                                
10 See Appendix 2 for the most important papers.  
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Even regarding the supply chain management practices, the limited literature base allowed us 
to include all actions a focal company can take in their upstream supply chain concerning the 
PCIR found in the literature. In addition, it suited our objective to map out a “bigger picture” 
of how the PCIR could be dealt with. The inclusion of all practices employed in the context 
of PCIR enabled us to, later in the analysis, discern how they fit into the ensurance of 
supplier compliance, and what the available practices could accomplish in that regard.  
 
We decided to categorize the identified supply chain management practices into “reactive” 
and “preventive” supply chain management practices.  The reactive practices are executed in 
the case of confirmed supplier non-compliance, while preventive practices consist of efforts 
taken as an attempt, according to our understanding of its effect or the possible intention 
behind it, to prevent supplier non-compliance. Initially, we also included monitoring efforts, 
which is why the interview protocol included questions relating to such practices. However, 
the time and space at hand would not allow for this. Furthermore, monitoring was not deemed 
to be essential to the topic the study. As with the obstacles, the degree of abstractions within 
the practices differ, but they will also be presented as found in the literature review, 
regardless of these different levels of abstraction, and later categorized in the analysis. 
 
In order to gather data to evaluate the usefulness (see research question two) of the practices, 
comments and inputs regarding the following aspects were also included:   
● The effect of the practice 
● The resources required to implement the practice in question 
● Limitations to its implementation (why a focal company could be hindered from 

implementing it)  
● Limitations to the effect (circumstances that could hinder the effect of the practice)  

 
By giving room to specific comments and opinions expressed, we attempted to provide 
evidence for the effects the practices could potentially have. Hence, these comments indicate 
the usefulness of the various and/or individual practices. In addition, the appearance of the 
practices in the results was also collected (see table 3 and 4 in Appendix 1).   
 
Additionally, data on the limitations to practice implementation indicates the circumstances 
that might hinder companies from using the practice, and therefore, which circumstances 
could render the practice useless. According to the finding of Kogg (2009) on R/S SCM, not 
all practices are available for all types of focal companies. Some of the external factors 
influencing the choice of supply chain management practices are company size, the industry, 
the supply chain and the leverage of the focal company in the chain (see Kogg 2009), so it 
follows that such factors found in the literature review were deemed relevant to include. 
Circumstances that could hinder the intended effect from taking place (“limitations to the 
effect”) were also deemed relevant for establishing the usefulness of the practice. These two 
limitations are important when evaluating the abilities of the type of supply chain 
management practices to ensure supplier compliance. In addition, the resource requirements 
affect the usefulness of the practices, especially when it comes to smaller companies, who 
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generally do not have the budget to make great investments into PCIR compliance, and 
therefore, might determine whether the practice is considered useful or not.   

2.2.3 How the finding from the literature review was used to develop the interview 
protocol   

The basis for the interview protocol was divided into four sections according to the findings 
on company practices in the literature review, with a fifth section to introduce the company. 
Hence, the interview protocol was structured as follows: 1.) the background of the company 
and the interviewee and the PCIR requirements of the company. 2.) the experienced obstacle 
3.) the monitoring efforts, 4.) sanctions and other consequences to non-compliance and 5.) 
preventive supply chain management practices. The literature findings played the greatest 
role concerning the most abstract questions, namely about the interviewed companies’ 
preventive supply chain management practices. In this section, we felt obliged to provide our 
interviewees with examples of what such practices could consist of, which is why findings 
from the literature review were included as leading questions.  
 
In summary, the issues from the literature review were identified as any type of impeding 
circumstances we could detect, while the issues from the empirical findings constituted a 
combination of questions on the identified obstacles (as expressed in the literature review) as 
well as new issues the interviewees deemed relevant. The data on supply chain management 
practices have been collected in the same manner.   
 

2.3 Population and sampling 

2.3.1 Choice of context 

China is considered Sweden’s largest trade partner in Asia, and constitutes one of the markets 
to which the Swedish Government gives high priority in trade promotion (Government 
Offices of Sweden 2015). The New York Times reports that: “...Chinese entrepreneurs feel 
squeezed between Western companies’ appetite for cheap goods and the fierce local 
competition to satisfy it.” (Barboza 2007), This is a situation, which compels some suppliers 
to substitute safe substances for potentially dangerous alternatives in order to cut costs 
(Coglianese, Finkel & Zaring 2009 p. 26). The fact that a high share the world's consumer 
products originate, entirely or partly, from China, creates a great deal of exposure, which is 
thought to be the reason for the high amount of product scandals that has occurred (The 
Consultant Appendix 4 D3). China was considered the most relevant country, since it is the 
largest producer of consumer products, and because of the many consumer products scandals 
that have occurred within Chinese supply chains.  
 
Swedish companies operating in China are of particular interest to this study. The Swedish 
government maintains a unique relationship with the Chinese government regarding 
Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) work as well as chemicals; the Swedish Chemical 
Agency is aiding in the development of chemical regulations due to their renowned expertise 
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(The Swedish Chemicals Agency n.d, p. 8; Government Offices of Sweden 2015; 
DualCitizen LLC 2014). In addition, since Swedish companies are regarded as global leaders 
when it comes to advanced CSR polices (Grafström et al. 2008), one could assume that CSR-
engagement among Swedish firms in China is a common practice. Swedish companies 
operating in China, such as H&M and IKEA, are known for their proactive chemical policies 
worldwide (see Boström, Gilek, Jönsson & Karlsson 2013; see Kogg 2009). This fact 
affected the choice of our sample. In addition, a large part of the scholars included in the 
literature review happened to be Swedish, or had studied Swedish companies. For example, 
Scruggs and Ortolano (2015) pointed out the high number of Swedish companies in their 
study of European and American proactive actors. However, the impact on the 
generalizability of focusing on more proactive focal companies consists of the fact that their 
struggles and successes might not be applicable to the situation of most companies. 
Accordingly, research on less proactive focal companies could have granted us insight into 
the more commonly experienced obstacles and practices employed, which would have made 
the result applicable to a larger group of companies. Therefore, the choice of context 
inevitably makes the results more useful to Swedish companies operating in China. However, 
as outlined in section 1.2.3, Scruggs (2013) regarded the study of especially proactive 
companies as very relevant for further research on product safety and the contents of 
consumer product. In addition, Lee’s (2016) expressed a need for further research on 
responsible supply chain management in emerging economies. Hence, investigating Swedish 
manufacturers’ experiences of accessing PCI from their Chinese suppliers was considered the 
most interesting and relevant context for answering our research questions.  
 
It is important to note, however, that the literature result is derived from studies of either 
global or Chinese supply chains, an impact on the results discussed in section 6.2.   

2.3.2 Choice of corporations and interviewees 

Identifying Swedish companies willing to talk about their supply chain management proved 
to be difficult at first. Initially, we contacted companies with manufacturing in China through 
their general email addresses. Though this did not result in any positive replies, we used 
contacts (and their contacts) to get interviews at the same companies, which proved to be a 
more successful approach. However, many declined due to limited time available or said they 
would put us in contact with the right person but failed to do so, and we did not hear from 
them again. Certain representatives at the companies probably felt more comfortable than 
others regarding the subject and had the authority to reveal information, or knew what 
information they could reveal, and therefore decided to participate in our study.  
 
The ones who finally agreed to an interview were individuals working at companies who 
were more or less comfortable with their product safety policies, probably because they are 
considered more active than their competitors. Consequently, the empirical results provided 
us with insight into the practices of more or less proactive focal companies, which is 
advantageous, when considering the ultimate goal behind the thesis: to be able to compile an 
understanding of effective practices to increase focal companies access to PCI from their 
suppliers as discussed above.  
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All the three companies interviewed fulfilled the criterion of a focal company. The interview 
data from a fourth company (fifth interviewee) was not included in the results, since it turned 
out that the interviewee worked at a branch of the company that could not be considered a 
focal company, but a 1st tier supplier. 
 

2.4 Interview design 

2.4.1 The interview questions 

Two different interview guides were developed for the two groups of interviews executed: 
one for the interview with the supply chain management-consultant and one for the four 
companies interviewed. The same interview guide was used during the four company 
interviews in order to ensure reliability and comparability of the findings. 
 
In the literature review, we identified obstacles to compliance, and preventive supply chain 
management practices regarding PCIR as well as reactive practices. This is also the structure 
used in the interview guide, starting with questions about the company and the interviewee to 
be able to get the necessary background information. Thereafter, the structure of the 
interview was adapted in accordance to the disposition of the paper, initiating with questions 
about the difficulties, in order to get the interviewee to focus on the problems and extra work 
such requirements impose on the upstream supply chain. The objective with this structure 
was to make the interviewee approach the subject from the perspective of what they are doing 
to align the supplier’s interest with their own (create incentives for compliance as well as 
disincentives for non-compliance) and control the supplier’s behaviour. For this reason, we 
wished to study how the focal companies gain access to the PCI from their 1st tier supplier in 
terms of a.) facilitating for the supplier, and other upstream actors when it comes to 
complying to the requirements (incentives), b.) verifying the accuracy (control) and c.) 
handling cases of non-compliance (disincentives)11.    
 
The interview guide used for the four company interviews contains as many open-ended 
questions as were possible to include. Compound questions were avoided (Gillham 2005 p. 
21).   Instead we used sub-questions. Close-ended questions were used only to determine 
which follow-up question that was relevant to ask. We also had our supervisor go through the 
questions, as recommended by Gillham (2005 p. 22). The questions consist of two variations. 
The first type of questions were formulated and grouped using a, b and c questions to prevent 
the interviewee from drifting away from the subject of chemical information, and instead 
speaking of CSR issues in general and product contents requirement, which we experienced 
during our first interview with the Consultant. The headlines in the protocol are meant to give 
the interviewee a chance to better understand our questions. By doing this, and by sending the 
questions to the interviewee a few days in advance, we were hoping to keep the interviewee 
on track. The second type of questions, initiating each part of the interview, were very open, 
                                                
11 See Appendix 3 for the interview guide.   
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and were meant to give the interviewee the opportunity to approach the subject from other 
angles aside from the three areas referenced in the first group of questions, mentioned above. 
However, as can be seen in the interview transcripts, we sometimes had to explain the 
questions and were forced to give examples. We believe this was mainly due to language 
difficulties, the broad nature of questions (which were encompassed by the roles of several 
functions at the company,) and the fact that our view of PCIR was different from theirs. 
However, we tried to learn from these different views, and we used these insights to further 
our empirical focus and its relevance as much as possible. The mix between the two types of 
questions was the result of a balance between wanting to hear about all aspects the 
interviewee might associate to the subject, and the limited interview time we had at hand. The 
attempt was also to ensure that the interviewee understood what we were asking for. As an 
example, when asking how their company facilitated for suppliers to comply with the 
requirement, we first asked an open question, following by a more guided question, in order 
to avoid a situation where the interviewee did not realise that some measures employed by 
the company actually facilitated suppliers’ compliance. The downside with the open question 
was that the answers of the three interviewees were different, depending on the interpretation 
and recollection of the interviewee. Hence, a practice employed by one was probably 
employed by the other but they did not think, for whatever reason, of mentioning that 
practice. This reduced the comparability of the empirical results and allowed the results to 
focus on what the interviewees deemed effective, and on what they could think of at the time 
of the interview. The subjectivity of the interviewee (see section 2.5.7) was therefore given 
more space than more closed questioned would have allowed. However, as our goal was to 
learn about their experiences and impressions, these questions were deemed relevant (see 
Kvale 2007).    
 

2.5 The interview procedure 

2.5.1 Conducting the interviews 

The interviews were prepared and sent to the interviewees a few days before the scheduled 
interview, along with information about us, the study, its purpose and use, information about 
anonymity, and the information that the interview would be recorded. This information is 
considered by Weathington, Cunningham and Pittenger (2012 p. 32f) as “good practice” 
when conducting research, especially when trying to achieve what they refer to as “voluntary 
informed consent” and when trying to avoid deceiving the participants. Gillham (2005 p. 
11ff) consider this information as necessary from an ethical perspective.  
 
Our main objective during the interviews was not to make the company representatives reveal 
sensitive information involuntarily or by mistake.  On the contrary, we avoided putting our 
interviewees in that situation. The interviews were recorded and later transcribed into text. 
The interviewees were all offered to edit the transcribed interviews in order to evaluate their 
answers, both for their own sense of comfort and openness during the interview but also for 
the reliability of their answers.   
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The interviews were conducted between the 8th of April and the 3rd of May, at the Swedish 
corporations’ offices both in Beijing and Shanghai, China.  

2.5.2 During the interview 

As follows in the interview transcripts (see Appendix 4), probes, such as “what do you mean 
by that?” and “could you explain that further?” were utilized. During the interview, we took 
notes for further questions instead of interrupting the interviewee’s train of thought. 
Questions addressed sooner than the protocol allowed were approached when they came up, 
in order to keep the interview running smoothly. When the question came up in the protocol, 
the already mentioned answers were summarized by the interviewers, who also checked the 
correctness of their answers, and were then asked if there was anything he or she wanted to 
add.   

2.5.3 After the interview 

All the interviewees felt unable to answer at least one of the questions and asked to check 
with a colleague and get back to us by email. Two of the interviews were sent to a supervisor 
for review before we were allowed to use the material in our paper. This was especially the 
case for one interviewee, who decided to remove and extensively change the transcribed 
interview after consulting colleagues and supervisors at the company. This is also the reason 
why the edited transcription attached to this thesis does not completely follow the interview 
protocol. Unfortunately, only one of the interviewed companies (Company A) made 
themselves available to answer all of our follow-up questions.  

2.5.4 Ethical aspects  

Weathington, Cunningham and Pittenger (2012 p. 26) define ethics as a process of 
investigation, criticism and decision-making. In research, ethics consists of “doing the right 
thing,” as well as being able to explain why. They mention, in particular, two moral 
principles of relevance for our research: the concerns of the well-being of the people affected 
by the research and the lack of self-interest as a researcher. “No matter how valuable the data 
might be to us, we cannot overlook the right of the participant in the research and the ethical 
implications of our findings to the society in general” says Weathington, Cunningham and 
Pittenger (2012 p. 25). As an interviewer, one has a responsibility towards the interviewee in 
how the information, opinions and beliefs expressed are obtained and treated (Gillham 2005 
p. 10f).  
 
As discussed by Kvale (2007 p. 12), in order for knowledge to be created during the 
interview, the interviewer must create a stage where the interviewee feels free and safe to 
answer the questions, as their answers will later be presented publicly. In order to create a 
sense of freedom and security, as well as to conduct ethically acceptable research, we took 
the four following measures:  
1.) The interviewees were offered anonymity, which is ideal from a reliability-perspective 
(see section 2.5.6). It was expressed to us on several occasions that the interviewees wanted 
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someone above them to approve of the contents of the written interview if the company name 
should appear in the thesis. It was also suggested to us that the reasons for the relatively low 
responses from companies accepting to be interviewed was that the individuals at the Chinese 
offices might feel insecure regarding what they were allowed to reveal, and therefore, 
declined to be interviewed. We consequently considered the offer of anonymity to be 
necessary in order to encourage participation in the first place.  
2.) The interview questions were sent to the interviewee in advance in order to avoid 
unexpected questions. Instead, we wanted to allow them to prepare, and perhaps check facts 
with colleagues and plan their approach to our questions beforehand. This was achieved with 
mixed results.   
3.) After the interviews, the transcripts were sent to the interviewees to review, which is 
highly recommended by Gillham (2005 p. 14). They were allowed to make any changes to 
the transcript they wanted, both to ensure its accuracy of the material, but foremost, to make 
them comfortable.  
4.) They were all offered the chance to approve of how the material collected during the 
interview was used in the analysis in the final thesis.  
 
Giving the interviewee this amount of control was not only vital for establishing a feeling of 
security and a sense of respect for their integrity, which hopefully made them give us more 
information than if they were under the impression they had to guard their words. We also 
felt a responsibility towards future students and researchers conducting similar studies, and 
did not wish to behave in a way that lessened their chances of finding willing interviewees, 
pertaining to Weathington et al (2012 p. 25) moral aspects of addressing the well-being of 
others affected by our research. Handing over this amount of control was also used as a way 
to convince the representatives to agree to the interview in the first place.  
 
In summary, the fallout of the balancing act between pursuing interesting knowledge and 
respecting the integrity of the interviewee (see Kvale 2007 p. 12f) appears to have been to the 
advantage of the latter, but our impression is that the knowledge generated during the 
interviews, due to the openness and generosity of the interviewees, justified the 
methodological approach applied.  
 
Another ethical concern was the description of the behaviour of Chinese suppliers, discussed 
in the paper. Some of the behaviours described are considered reprehensible and 
unacceptable to most Westerners, for example, the falsification of certificates. Our 
predisposition consisted of a wish to refrain from judging anyone, not the companies 
participating in the study nor the supplier behaviour described to us. Everyone operates under 
different understandings of what is necessary.  Sometime these necessities are merely an 
illusion, and sometimes they are part of a harsh reality difficult, which may be difficult to 
understand from outside perspective. Our ambition was to give a nuanced picture of the 
subject, and to create an understanding of the realities the focal companies and their suppliers 
are operating under.  



Linnea Nilsson  Consumer product contents information  
Sahra Svensson  from the 1st tier supplier 

20

2.5.5 Validity 

Gillham (2005 p. 7) argues that the validity of an interview primarily depends on whether the 
account of the interview is balanced. Gillham (2005 p. 6) brings up the fact of how the 
analysis of the material collected during interviews has elements of subjective constructs. We 
have tried to avoid this by using the transcribed interviews for analysis, and by allowing the 
interviewees to read the analysis and attached the transcribed interview in its entity to the 
thesis, in order to allow for comparisons and control of reliability. Through this method of 
operation, the validity of our interviews is ensured (see Weathington et al 2012 p. 15).  
 
In the context of business research, Weathington et al (2012 p. 60) focuses on four sub-forms 
of validity. The first form is face validity, which in the context of this research, is concerned 
with our interviewees perception of what we are investigating, based on our interview 
questions (the measure). To achieve this, we initiated each interview by defining our subject 
and the terms used. We also asked for feedback regarding the questions and were told they 
were very relevant and that we had not missed any important aspect. The content validity was 
ensured both through the review of our interviewee, as expert of their subjects, but also 
through the review conducted by our supervisor. The predictive/concurrent criterion validity 
is difficult to ensure in our case, since we are not trying to predict behaviour, but rather 
determine the most efficient practices. However, the perceived degree of efficiency is 
dependent on the focal company in question and what they wish to achieve. The construct 
validity of our result is ensured through the use of five interviews (five measures) 
(Weathington et al 2012 p. 61).  

2.5.6 Reliability 

A method achieves reliability if the same result appears at each time, hence, the results are 
consistent (Gillham 2009 p. 6; Weathington et al 2012 p. 57). In application to this research 
project, this means that we would have to have gained the same replies in our interviews, 
were they to be reconducted at another time. Weathington et al (2012 p. 57) say that one of 
the more common ways to improve reliability of a result is to increase the number of 
measurements. They recommend to: “measure more than one way, interpret once with more 
confidence”. Thus, we conducted five interviews. In addition, we also let the interviewees 
edit and approve of the transcripted interview, and therefore, approve of their replies a second 
time.  Weathington et al (2012 p. 16) talks about control of the environment where the data 
collection is taking place and the importance of making the setting as equal as possible. This 
reduces the factors that might influence the participants’ feelings and behaviour. Failure to do 
so results in environmental variability, reducing the reliability of the result (Weathington et al 
2012 p. 59). We had limited control over the interview environment, which, according to 
Weathington et al (2012 p. 16), is a common occurrence when conducting field studies. 
However, we tried to conduct the interviews at the interviewees’ own offices, and with the 
exception of the Consultant and Interviewee B, who both preferred to meet at a café, we 
succeeded in this pursuit.      
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2.5.7 Subjectivity 

When obtaining knowledge through research, it is very difficult as a researcher to avoid 
understanding and interpreting the potential new knowledge in terms of the former 
knowledge he or she already possesses. As a researcher, one must be “acutely aware of this” 
according to Gillham (2005 p. 9). Following this recommendation, we initially discussed and 
mapped our beliefs and opinions which might affect our objectivity, in order to be aware of 
their existence and to know what to look for in both our own behaviour as well as expression 
made from our research partner; since there were two of us, we also had the opportunity to 
observe each other and give feedback afterwards regarding how we treated responses from 
the interviewees in the interview situation, but also to review each other's analysis of the 
materials collected. This granted us the opportunity to detect elements of subjectivity that 
could affect the result (see Gillham 2005 p. 9).    
 
Regarding the subjectivity of the interviewee, Gillham (2009 p. 7) brings up the notion of 
self-construction: “ Humans have a working understanding of themselves which form part of 
their ability to relate one to another: it is constantly revised through the process of interaction 
and reflection. How accurate it is is another matter”. Even though this realization stems from 
research involving interviews on personal matters, its validity in this research context is still 
important: the interviewee might mediate a constructed reality during the interview. Gillham 
(2005 p. 7) concludes by saying that multiple research methods and data collections might 
provide a more accurate presentation of the reality. With this in mind, in order to not only 
rely on the statements of the interviewees, the data collection could also have contained 
studies of the companies’ CSR reports and policies stated on their websites and so on. 
However, this would have increased the scope of the thesis beyond manageable and created 
an imbalance between the amount of information available from the smaller companies 
compared to the bigger companies, since such information is available to a lesser extent from 
the smaller companies. We therefore chose to rely solely on interviews, and instead of 
questioning the interviewees beliefs and opinions expressed during the interview, using 
follow-up questions such as “why do you think that is?” to detect any expression of 
subjectivity and loosely-based statements. In addition, supervisors and colleagues read the 
interview transcript.   
 

2.6 The method of analysis    

2.6.1 The analysis of the obstacles  

All the results regarding the issues were categorized into tables found in Appendix 1 (see 
table 1 and 2). Common denominators could be distinguished in the second column from the 
left in both table 1 and 2, a process constituting the first step in the attempting to outline the 
main obstacles, hence answering the first part of research question one. Subsequently, the 
issues identified in the empirical and theoretical results pertaining to the same common 
denominator were divided into “obstacles” and “explanations”. While the obstacles hinder 
compliance in themselves, the explanations consist of issues that, according to the best of our 
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understanding, constitute possible causes for the existence of the obstacles. The obstacles 
therefore constitute a symptom, while the explanations are one, of potentially several, 
diseases giving rise to the same, or similar, symptoms. With regards to the analysis of any 
possible explanations (“diseases”) provided in the results, the objective was mainly to 
determine what they can be, which provides further evidence for the nature of the obstacles, 
and what the main-obstacles consist of. The main-obstacles are outlined based on the 
prevalence of similar obstacles, turning the main-obstacles into overarching categories of 
obstacles. In conclusion, the analysis attempts to achieve a three-level structure of the issues 
in the form of main-obstacles, obstacles and explanations, which is presented in figures 3 and 
4 in the conclusion. The figures also illustrates to what level (either focal company or 
supplier) the explanations pertains. 
 
Besides providing the possibility to outline common denominators, the data in table 1 and 2 
in Appendix 1 also provides a summary and an overview of the obstacles identified in the 
results. Consequently, these tables aids in discerning the main-obstacles and what they 
consist of.  
 
Subsequently, in the last part of the analysis of the obstacles (section 5.1.3), the nature of the 
obstacles was outlined by looking at the obstacles through the lens of the Principal-Agent 
theory, offering an insight into to the nature of the relationship between the focal company 
and the supplier as well as the nature of the obstacles, answering the second part of research 
question one regarding why the obstacles present a hindrance to supplier compliance.  

2.6.2 The analysis of the supply chain management practices  

Initially, the analysis aims at answering the first part of research question two by determining 
what objectives the efforts taken to ensure supplier compliance should focus on achieving, 
hence what “ensure supplier compliance” encompasses. The question is answered by the use 
of the identified main-obstacles in the previous section, in combination with the insight from 
the Principal-Agent theory about how to align supplier interest and avoid moral hazard. By 
doing this, the basic components of ensurance of supplier compliance, and as it follows, what 
the supply chain management practices need to accomplish in order to ensure supplier 
compliance, is identified.   
 
In order to answer the second part of research question two, after having determined what the 
objective of the supply chain management practices can preferably be, the supply chain 
management practices, identified in the results, were categorized according to our 
understanding of what objectives they pertained to. Subsequently, each objective and its 
assigned practices were analysed in order to distinguish different ways of reaching the 
objective. The data in table 3 and 4 in Appendix 1 provides a summary and an overview of 
the practices identified in the results, providing the possibility to outline the types of supply 
chain management practices. In order to facilitate the reading, the practices were analysed 
under their respective type of practice under separate sections. 
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The usefulness of the types of practices was indicated by the mere presence of the different 
types of practices’ in the results, in the context of R/S SMC and PCIR. Further, the 
qualitative data regarding the usefulness in terms of effects, resource requirements and 
limitations to the usefulness of the supply chain management practice were analysed (see 
bullet points in section 2.2.2). By looking at the results in terms of these “usefulness 
parameters”, in combination with the application of the Principal Agent Theory, an 
evaluation of the types of supply chain management practices’ abilities to fulfill the objective 
in question, identified as encompassing focal company ensuring of supplier compliance, was 
conducted. This allowed for their respective usefulness to be established and compared with 
the other types, hence allowing for the conclusion regarding which type that can be 
considered the most useful type of supply chain management practice for each objective.  
 
 
 
 
 
  



Linnea Nilsson  Consumer product contents information  
Sahra Svensson  from the 1st tier supplier 

24

3. Theoretical framework 

3.1 Principal-Agent Theory 

3.1.1 Introducing the Principal-Agent Theory  

Strategic management and business policy has been influenced by agency theory, which 
suggests that managers will not act to maximise the returns to shareholders unless appropriate 
governance structures are implemented in the large corporation to safeguard the interests of 
shareholders (Jensen & Meckling 1976). Wiseman, Cuevas-Rodríguez and Gomez-Mejia 
(2012) claims that the Principal-Agent theory is applicable for a wide variety of contexts, 
such as, according to Eisenhardt (1989 p. 60), a buyer-supplier relationship. Essentially the 
Principal-Agent theory aims at explaining a contractual relationship between two parties: the 
one hired to perform a task (the agent) and the one hiring the agent (the principal). In the 
context of this theory, three assumptions regarding the human behaviour are made: a.) all 
humans possess a certain self-interest b.) the ability to make rational decisions is limited and 
c.) humans are normally risk averse (Eisenhardt 1989 p. 58). To summarize, the theory 
recognizes that the agent and the principal are motivated by their own self-interest and seek 
to maximise their benefit, which will guide their behaviour. This leads the principal to pursue 
to maximize the outcome of the efforts made by the agent for the principal himself and to 
provide as little imbursement as possible. The agent, on the other hand, possesses greater 
knowledge about the execution of the task, and therefore has the upper hand in the form of 
information. Information asymmetry therefore arises, which the agent can use for its own 
advantages (Eisenhardt 1989 p. 58). Therefore, given the opportunity, the agent is assumed to 
act in its own self-interest rather than in the interest of the principal (Jensen & Meckling 
1976).  
 
Eisenhardt (1989 p. 61) describes two examples of the principal-agent relationship: the first 
one illustrates how the principal knows exactly what the agent has done (complete 
information). In the second example, the principal does not know exactly what the agent has 
done (incomplete information), and given the self-interest of the agent, the agent may or may 
not have behaved as agreed. Agency-problems arise for two reasons: firstly, the principal and 
the agent have different goals and, secondly, the principal cannot determine if the agent has 
behaved appropriately (unobservable behaviour). Consequently, for there to be a principal–
agent problem, both these two components need to be present in the relationship, since 
without the conflict of interest, the principal does not need to fear any deviating behaviour, 
and without the information asymmetry, the principal need only structure the contract so that 
the agent acts according to the interest of the principal.  
 
Before entering into the agreement, there may have occurred a misrepresentation of ability by 
the agent (“Adverse selection”). Adverse selection arises due to the fact that the principal 
cannot completely verify these skills and abilities beforehand, and the agent might have 
claimed to possess certain abilities that persuade the principal to believe the agent will 
perform according to the agreement. Once having entered into the agreement with the 
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principal the agent might lack reason to perform according to the agreement with the 
principal, which constitutes a “moral hazard” (Eisenhardt 1989 p. 61). A typical case of a 
moral hazard involves a situation where the agent has been forced into the agreement 
containing unfavorable terms out of fear of not obtaining the business deal with the principal. 
The agent may also have been persuaded by various incentives, which have led the agent to 
accept the terms. Either way, the agreement into which they have entered is advantageous for 
the principal and costly for the agent. A moral hazard can arise anytime an agreement is 
entered into between two parties, and both the principal and the agent can choose to deviate 
from what has been agreed upon (Investopedia 2015).     

3.1.2 How to minimize agency loss  

According to Eisenhardt (1989 p. 60), the focus of the principal-agent literature is to 
determine the optimal contract concerning the behaviour and outcome between the principal 
and the agent, in order to make the agent fulfill the agreement. Eisenhardt (1989 p. 62) 
describes the heart of the Principal-Agent theory as consisting of the trade-off between a.) the 
cost for the principal when it comes to measuring the agent’s behaviour and b.) the cost of 
measuring the outcomes of the agent’s behaviour and transferring risk pertaining to that 
behaviour to the agent. The agency theory specifies mechanisms, which reduce agency loss 
(Eisenhardt 1989 p. 62). Therefore, in the case of unobserved behaviour, the principal has 
two options: first, the principal can attempt to disclose the agent’s behaviour by investing in 
information systems, for example reporting procedures, which reverses the case back to the 
full information-case (Eisenhardt 1989 p. 61). According to Eisenhardt (1989 p. 61), other 
option available to the principal is an outcome-based contract of the agent’s behaviour, in 
which the principal attempts to align the interest of the agent with those pertaining to the 
principal, at the price of transferring risk to the agent.  
 
The theory suggests that if the agent does not share the goal of the principal, agent-cost is 
going to arise (Eisenhardt 1989 p. 62) in the form of extra costs for the principal to survey 
and/or incentivise the agent (Jensen & Meckling 1976 p. 5). Incentive schemes for managers 
that reward them financially for maximising shareholder interests typically include plans 
whereby senior executives obtain shares, perhaps at a reduced price, thus aligning financial 
interests of executives with those of shareholders (Jensen & Meckling 1976). Other similar 
schemes aim to tie executive compensations to the levels of benefits to shareholders returns, 
and have part of the executive compensations deferred to the future in order to reward long-
run value maximisation of the corporation, and to deter short-run executive action, which 
harms corporate value (Donaldson & Davis 1991 p. 50).       

3.1.3 Criticism of the Principal-Agent Theory  

The Principal-Agent theory has been criticised for its pessimistic assumptions about human 
behaviour, and for the way in which the theory relies on an assumption of a self-interested 
agent seeking to maximize personal economic wealth while minimizing personal effort 
(Wiseman, Cuevas-Rodríguez & Gomez-Mejia 2012 p. 203f). Contrary to this assumption, 
Donaldson and Davis (1991 p. 51) point to the existence of non-financial rewards, such as 
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recognition from peers and bosses, and the importance of relationships and agent loyalty. For 
example, Eisenhardt (1989 p. 62) claims that long-term relationships between the agent and 
the principal make it likely that the principal will learn about the agent. In short term-
relationships, the information asymmetry between the agent and the principal is likely to be 
greater. Wiseman et al (2012 p. 205) suggest that the criticisms are due to the exaggerated 
focus on the transaction between the agent and the principal, and therefore, only succeed in 
measuring quantitative aspects of the relationship. This neglect of the social context in which 
the relationship is operating is, according to Wiseman et al (2012 p. 203f), a flaw. Instead, 
they proclaim that the need for qualitative aspects, such as trust and perceived satisfaction 
within the boundaries of this relationship, to be taken into account. By doing so, the 
Principal-Agency theory can be made applicable to the study of a wide range of contexts. 
Wiseman et al (2012 p. 204) point out that “... agency theory only requires that there be the 
potential for differences between the principal’s and agent’s interests.”    

3.1.4 Principal-Agent theory and PCIR  

The very situation of the PCIR constitutes a principal-agent dilemma in which the focal 
company is the principal, and the supplier is the agent, whose behaviour regarding the PCI 
collection is unobservable to the focal company. The presence of obstacles to supplier PCIR 
compliance might make the supplier deviate from the contract due to moral hazard. Since the 
studied scenario includes an already established relationship between the two parties, 
problems related to adverse selection is not deemed relevant.    
 
The PCIR establishes a way for the focal company to keep themselves informed of the 
product contents. By attempting to create a full information-case they are trying to avert the 
ultimate risk of forbidden substances ending up in the product, hence, the objective is to 
make the supplier’s unobservable behaviour observable to the focal company. However, the 
question of supplier compliance to the focal company’s PCIR does constitute a case of 
information asymmetry, since the focal company is unable to verify with complete certainty12 
that the information received is complete and accurate. Therefore, in the context of this paper, 
the PCIR is to be seen as the instructions or the agreement, provided by the focal company 
(the principal) and to be complied with by the supplier (the agent). However, the intention 
behind the PCIR creates two layers to the agent behaviour of interest. Since the focal 
company’s objective behind the PCIR is to create knowledge about the actual contents of the 
products, the ultimate behaviour of interest is the actions in the supply chain leading to the 
addition of a substance into what is to become the final product. However, the agent 
behaviour of interest, in the context of this thesis, is the supplier’s conduct regarding 
compliance to the PCIR. Hence, the unobservable behaviour in this regard establishes the 
supply chain process of producing the PCI. The inability of the focal company to ascertain 
completeness and accuracy of the PCI makes that behaviour unobservable. The absence of 
the PCI, in its entity, can be said to make the behaviour somewhat observable, since the focal 
company can easily ascertain non-compliance with the agreement of delivering the PCI. 

                                                
12 The monitoring efforts have their limits (see section 1.2) and constitute a delimitation of this paper 
(see section 1.5).  
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However, the only conclusion the focal company can make from the non-compliance 
regarding the supply chain process of producing the PCI (the behaviour) is that the requested 
PCI is absent. It says nothing more about the process, which is still unobservable. In addition, 
it also makes the behaviour regarding the production of the finished product unobservable, 
which pertains to the two types of agency losses involved, and which is why it will be 
included in further discussions.     
 
Agency loss is borne by the focal company and depends on the two different forms of non-
compliance13, which can pose two different levels of jeopardy14 for the focal company, 
depending on the company policy. Firstly, non-compliance in the form of inaccurate 
information can lead to product scandals, import bans and can cause the focal company to 
suffer massive losses. The supplier, on their hand, does not have direct contact with the 
customers and is not selling the product under their own brand.  The focal company is doing 
that. So while the supplier might tamper with the contents of the product, and fail to provide 
the PCI and/or provide inaccurate information, the consequences are being borne by the focal 
company. Secondly, non-compliance in the form of partially, or entirely, unavailable PCI 
leads to the less grave, secondary agency loss since non-compliance can be directly observed. 
Depending on the strictness of the focal company policies, this non-compliance can lead to 
delays, and ultimately unsaleable products, while the focal company is awaiting the PCI. If 
the focal company chooses to proceed in the selling of the product, despite not having 
obtained the requested PCI document, the agency loss reverts back to the ultimate hazard: 
that the product might contain unsuitable substances, and the losses that would come out of 
that.   
 
The agency problems arise due to the fact that the focal company and the suppliers might 
have different preferences and interests (the first agency-problem) regarding the quality and 
safety of the product.  They might have different incentives regarding the contents of the 
product in general and specifically, to generate information about it. The problem also has to 
do with the unobservable behaviour of the supplier regarding the collection of the PCI (the 
second agency-problem). The Principal-Agent theory implies that since the supplier is 
protected from the immediate effect of their non-compliance to the PCIR, and that the risk is 
instead is carried by the focal company, the supplier will act differently than if they were the 
ones who had to suffer the consequences of delays and potential product scandals or import 
bans on their products, as discussed above.  
 
The risk for the supplier, if choosing to not comply to the PCIR, is also two-fold, like the 
agency loss described above, and consists of the different degrees of negative effects that 
come with the deviation from the agreement. The supplier obstacles to PCIR compliance (the 
supplier fulfilling the agreement) consist of a.) elements making compliance against the 
interest of the supplier, who, according to the Principal-Agent theory, is driven by self-

                                                
13 These risks are defined based on the assumption that the focal company will only pose PCIR in 
order to receive PCI documents they need to make the product saleable. 
14 Note that the risks are defined and described by the authors of this paper, based on their 
impressions.   
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interest and b.) elements rendering the capacity of the supplier to achieve compliance 
insufficient, which might lead to deviation from the PCIR. The supply chain management 
practices employed by the focal company should preferably be aimed at reducing the 
presence, or effect, of the identified supplier obstacles, which as a result, would reduce the 
likelihood of experiencing agency loss. The Principal-Agent theory implies that the focal 
company has two options on how to act. The first option consists of monitoring the supplier's 
behaviour, which is not considered very efficient in this case.15 The second option focuses on 
the outcome (the actual PCI). The focal company can either measure the outcome (PCIR 
compliance), which can be performed either through monitoring or the realization of the 
ultimate agency loss (a product scandal), which again, is considered onerous and inefficient. 
However, the second option also consists of the possibility to invest in ways to assure the 
outcome of the supplier behaviour by the transferring of risk pertaining to the behaviour in 
the ongoing focal company-supplier relationship, which is more appealing in the context of 
PCIR, since it presumably reduces the need for monitoring in order to ensure supplier 
compliance. The agency cost is the cost for the focal company for making these investments, 
which are meant to align interest with the cost for the transferring of potential agency loss to 
supplier risk, hence, the cost for the focal company to deal with the presence of supplier 
obstacles through the supply chain management practices.  
 
In order to design suitable supply chain management practices, the supplier obstacles to 
achieve compliance must be understood in order to understand the nature of moral hazard. 
Thereafter, the means available to the focal company to deal with these obstacles will be 
outlined, using the theory of Responsible/Sustainable Supply Chain Management (R/S 
SCM)16.  
 
 
3.2 Responsible Supply Chain Management  
 
3.2.1 Responsible supply chain management of product contents  
Through the process of acquiring material goods or services from other organisations, an 
upstream supply chain is formed in relation to the focal company (Burt, Petcavage & 
Pinkerton 2013 p. 7). Burt et al (2013 p. 1) explains how the popular term Supply Chain 
Management is an expression of the expanded purchasing management functions. Purchasing 
concerns the actual acquisition of the material goods and services in a legal and ethical 
manner.  The focus is more on the price of the goods, while Supply Management deals with a 
wider scope of activities, and looks at the total cost of ownership.  It also emphasizes ways to 
increase a firm's profitable sales. Supply chain management, on the other hand, involves all 
the processes concerning the management of the flow of goods, information and money 
between the actors in the chain. Purchasing constitutes the foundation of supply chain 
management (Burt et al 2013 p. 1,14; Rossi 2014). The quality function in the company is 

                                                
15 Not part of the scope of the thesis, see section 1.2 and 1.5.  
16 According to Lee (2016) Responsible and Sustainable Supply Chain Management is used 
interchangeably. The abbreviation “R/S SCM” is devised by us.    
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involved in the supply chain management through the monitoring of the supplier's quality 
systems, and this function also provides for assistance if quality problems occur. The finance 
department, as well as the R&D section and the production, is also involved, to a certain 
degree, in the supply chain management (Burt et al 2013 p. 61). Supplier relationship 
management, performance management and supplier development are key procurement 
activities, used to realise the potential value created during the sourcing phase (Rossi 2014).   
 
Among the diverse interpretations of the concept of R/S SCM, Elkington’s (1998) “Triple 
Bottom Line” (TBL) includes economic, social and environmental performance and is 
commonly seen as a central notion that can help organisations to operationalise sustainable 
development (Carter & Rogers 2008; Seuring & Müller 2008). The TBL concept requires that 
firms avoid social and environmental initiatives that pose a threat to long-term economic 
stability, including risk management and the creation of competitive advantages. In the 
context of product safety of consumer product and hazardous product contents, Scruggs 
(2013) points out the intimate connection between risk and sustainability; an increasing 
societal demand for liability and accountability means that organisations of different types 
face credibility risks and must attempt to develop good public relations. Organisations may 
be pressured to ensure that they have considered social and environmental side effects of their 
production, but they may also voluntarily choose to acknowledge and communicate their 
responsibilities in these areas (Boström et al 2012 p. 96). Andersen and Skjoett-Larsen (2009 
p. 77 see Boström et al 2012 p. 97) brings up that, to the extent that buying companies have 
the power to take a leading position in their supply chain and control key resources, it is 
generally found among both various stakeholders and academic writing that they also have a 
responsibility to do this in a way that is socially and environmentally sustainable. As 
discussed in Chapter 1, there can also be purely financial interests behind assuming such 
responsibility.  
 
3.2.2 RSCM and PCIR  
Regarding the contents of the product and the PCI, the focus is on organisational 
responsibility in relation to the interactions among actors along different parts of a product 
chain. The “availability of information” constitutes one of the most crucial factors for sound 
management of toxic substances in the production of articles. Without enough information, it 
is impossible to make “adequate risk management measures” according to Massey, Hutchins, 
Becker and Tickner (2008).  
 
IOMC (2011 p. 4) describes how the focal company “pushes” the requirements up the 
production chain and then tries to “pull” the information from the upstream actors. According 
to this view of the process, the focal company first has to communicate the PCIR to the 
upstream supply chain. The next stage in the process consists of using various supply chain 
management practices to “pull” down the requested information, hence ensuring compliance. 
Therefore, the process of acquiring PCI can be divided into “the upstream flow”, consisting 
of communication of the PCIR (from the focal company and up the upstream supply chain) 
and a “downstream flow” of the actual PCI (from the suppliers and back to the focal company 
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down the chain). These flows are illustrated below in figure 2 by the arrows going in both 
directions. 

Figure 2. The up- and down-flow of product contents information 

The upstream chain consists of potentially millions of actors where each supplier has their 
chain of suppliers, who has their suppliers, indicated by the dotted line between the sub-
supplier and the chemical producer in figure 2 above. In addition, everyone is employing the 
services of presumably different chemical producers (see Kogg 2009 p. 9f). However, the 
black arrows in figure 2 illustrate the flow of focus for this thesis: the contact between the 
focal company and the 1st tier supplier. However, the figure points at the complexity of PCIR 
compliance.    

3.3 The PCIR  

3.3.1 The different types of PCI documents  

The PCIR imposed by the focal company can be connected to the contents-related product 
requirement, through the use of the PCI documents as proof of compliance to the product 
requirements, such as a certificate of compliance, issued by the supplier or a third party (PTC 
2011). It can also consist of required product-testing reports or other types of proof of 
compliance to the product requirements or product policies. Such PCIR are usually connected 
to the Restricted Substance List (RSL), which contains two lists: one list of substances that 
are completely banned from all products, and a second list of chemicals that are to be phased 
out or are allowed in specified small amounts in certain applications (see Scruggs 2013 p. 
108). The Certificate of Compliance can also be connected to a product policy, such as the 
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RoHS-directive, ensuring that the materials and substances incorporated in the delivered 
material is in compliance with the directives requirements. The second category of PCIR is in 
excess of the product requirements and serves an informative purpose for the focal company. 
It comes in two major forms: Disclosure of Hazardous Substance contents, in which the 
supplier lists the presence of certain substances outlined in the information requirements, and 
(unrelated to the product contents), Full material disclosure, in which all the ingredients in 
the product are listed (Rossi 2014; PTC 2011 p. 7f; Scruggs & Ortolano 2011 p. 608f).  
 
The focal company can also require hazardness information, in the form of, for example, 
Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS).17 MSDSs are designed to communicate the hazards of 
chemical products to workers and should, at minimum, identify toxicological properties, 
recommendations for handling, and first aid information pertaining to the products, but they 
have been criticized for lacking substance, depth, and clarity (Scruggs & Ortolano 2011 p. 
611). One issue concerned subjectivity, which is particularly troublesome when MSDS 
preparation is outsourced to third parties, since each such party may interpret risk differently. 
One interviewee reported sending the same product to different MSDS preparers for 
calibration purposes and receiving varying results back. Globally, several standards for 
MSDS format and content exist (Scruggs & Ortolano 2011 p. 611).  

3.3.2 The advantages and disadvantages  

The advantages of requiring information on only certain substances is that it is easy to 
determine which chemicals to monitor, and also easier to get the supplier's understanding. 
The disadvantages are less control, and the amount of work needed when regulations change, 
since systems of controls can sometimes takes years to develop and implement. Therefore, 
the reactive nature of such PCI is a downside (IOMC p. 3, 17; PTC 2011). With regards to 
product safety, as expressed by an apparel interviewee in Scruggs (2013 p. 111) study, “You 
don’t know what you don’t know”. The advantage with full material declaration is illustrated 
by an interviewee of Scruggs and Ortolano (2011) who, upon receiving a full material 
disclosure from their supplier, discovered the presence of a banned substance in the delivered 
materials, despite the fact that the supplier had assured its absence in another document. Full 
material disclosure also provides a competitive advantage mainly through the ability to stay 
ahead of regulations and legal problems, foster positive relationships with stakeholders, avoid 
negative publicity and reputational damage, and differentiate their products (Rossi 2014; 
Scruggs 2013 p. 107). Referring to access to full information on the product contents, PTC 
(2011 p. 8) explains “Companies are just beginning to realize the wealth of potential uses of 
this information.”  
 
Setting up a system for managing chemical data can be time consuming, can present a 
significant cost, and can sometimes be difficult to manage and report (Becker et al 2011 p. 
19; Scruggs 2013 p. 107), a problem which applies both to the focal company and their 

                                                
17 This type of information can also be obtained from outside the supply chain, such as websites and 
NGO’s. However, the risk is estimated differently which is why there is a preference to obtain this type 
of information from the supply chain (Scruggs & Ortolano 2011).  



Linnea Nilsson  Consumer product contents information  
Sahra Svensson  from the 1st tier supplier 

32

supply chain. The downside of wanting access to such extensive PCI is the increase in cost 
and work due to the acquisition of the information from the upstream supply chain (PTC 
2011). 
 

3.4 Issues regarding supplier compliance 
As discussed in the introduction, there can be two problems with the PCI: it can be 
unavailable (partly or entirely)18 or the information provided can be inaccurate (Singh et al 
2014; Nimpuno & Scruggs 2011 p. 13; Becker et al 2011 pp. 21, 26). As illustrated in figure 
3, the upstream communication of the PCIR requires the supplier awareness of the PCIR, in 
order to understand the implications of the requirements as well as the necessity to comply. 
The downstream flow of the PCI is the actual transfer of the PCI through the supply chain 
down to the focal company. Obstacles encountered in the literature are presented in this 
section according to this division.   

3.4.1 Cultural and linguistic aspects 

Linguistic issues were found by Fransson (2012) and Zhang (2009) to constitute an obstacle 
to the flow of the information, since it causes losses in accuracy and in the volume of 
information. Boström et al (2012 p. 102f) identified that actors along the product chain speak 
different languages and professional “languages”, have different cultural backgrounds and 
work in different contexts of the company, which brings about difficulties. They found that 
these differences in preconceptions and reference-frames does not only create problems in 
communication between the actors of the chain, it also creates problem for intra-
organisational communication, because people with different professional backgrounds may 
not be able to understand each other. In terms of purely cultural problems, Boström et al 
(2011 p. 31) identified issues with cultural power relations with Chinese suppliers. One of the 
interviewees held the opinion that the information they received was what the Chinese seller, 
providing the products to the procuring organisation, thought the buyer wanted to hear, not 
necessarily the truth. 

3.4.2 The PCIR upstream issues  

IOMC (2011 p. 31) found that some suppliers lack the understanding of what the PCIR 
require of them. Scruggs and Ortolano (2011 p. 611) also found that several of the 
multinational company interviewees mentioned a lack of supplier understanding regarding 
what they were asking for in their requirements. Nimpuno and Scruggs (2011 p. 68) made the 
same discovery, and attributed the problem to lack of experience. Boström et al (2012 p. 102) 
interviewees said that they have to clearly explain to their suppliers what their requirements 
demand. Boström et al (2011 p. 103) found that difficulties in interpreting the requirements 
arise due to the poor level of education among workers in developing countries. PTC (2011 p. 
11) also brought up that many suppliers simply do not have a thorough understanding of the 

                                                
18 The requested documentation can be missing and some chemical or information pertaining to the 
chemical can be missing, such as identity, percentage or weight or aspect of hazardness.   
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processes and the requirements involved in obtaining and delivering quality data; their 
expertise, systems and resources are insufficient. 
 
Scruggs and Ortolano (2011 p. 612) established that many suppliers don’t understand that 
chemicals are integral to the materials they are supplying, and that this low awareness of 
chemical risk and management hampered the flow of chemical information. One of the 
interviewees from Scruggs & Ortolano (2011 p. 612) said that: ‘‘Some [suppliers] don’t think 
chemicals apply to them because they’re not dealing with something that’s a liquid in a pot, 
so there’s quite a lot more education needed.’’ Cases of inaccurate PCI reaching the 
downstream user do occur due to failure to update the PCI document when changes in the 
product contents are made (Becker et al 2011 p. 21), but the authors failed to communicate 
whether this mistake was made due to lack of competence, or if it was more or less 
intentional. 
 
Boström et al (2012 p. 102f) also discovered that their interviewees had to clearly explain 
what will happen if the suppliers fail to change their practices. IOMC (2011 p. 31) noted that 
some suppliers question the necessity of the PCI requirements. Boström et al (2012 p. 102f) 
found that their interviewees had to clearly explain to their suppliers why they have certain 
requirements, and why suppliers sometimes should go beyond the national legislation or 
beyond what other buyers require.  
 
Supplier reluctance was noted by Scruggs and Ortolano (2011 p. 611), who found in their 
interviews that convincing suppliers to provide the PCI document constitutes a challenge. 
Scruggs (2013 p. 111) interviewees reported encountering considerable resistance from 
suppliers when it came to providing full materials disclosure. For example, an electronics 
company interviewee said, “Suppliers don’t want to do anything that is difficult, so 
sometimes there are questions [concerning whether] this is really necessary, but they always 
supply us with this information in the end.”  Scruggs (2013 p.110) interviewees said it was 
demanding to push their chemicals management requirements through their supply chains 
because their suppliers worked with many other companies that had less stringent 
requirements, and meeting one set of stricter requirements was “problematic” for some 
suppliers. In addition, PTC (2011 p. 12) explained how suppliers may also be struggling with 
different processes and requests from each of their customers. Becker et al (2011 p. 18) 
pointed out that compliance comes at an increase in cost for the supplier and the rest of the 
chain. Denison (2005 p. 2) claimed that suppliers’ competition for customers made 
producers, in general, reluctant to seek more information regarding how their chemical is 
handled and used, for fear of losing business with their suppliers. This, he found, could create 
disincentives, not only with respect to the sharing of information, but to the generation of the 
information.  
 
Boström et al (2012 p. 102f) identified a limited room for responsiveness from the supply 
chain and the use of one-way communication as a key communication barrier. They found 
this way of communication less preferable when the issue is as complex and uncertain as 
chemical information. However, Boström et al (2012 p. 103) also noted that their interviewed 
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focal companies employed a non-communicative strategy, which entailed “sticking their 
head-in-the-sand”.  Boström et al (2012 p. 102f) described how those responsible for CSR or 
procurement in organisations do not have an education in chemistry, and do not always know 
much about chemicals. If they do, they sometimes find it difficult to communicate with others 
within the organisation. Another key communication barrier that prevents the development of 
communication as an integral part of responsible procurement, identified by Boström et al 
(2012 p. 102f), was organisations struggling to develop an educational role in relation to 
suppliers; focal companies struggle with the role as “teachers” in their supply chain, since 
chemical management is not their main business, and maybe not even peripheral. Boström et 
al (2012 p. 102) found that when the buyers themselves are not experts on chemical matters, 
they may be seen as not having sufficient authority, or they may have difficulties explaining 
the complex matter in a way that the supplier can understand. Furthermore, Boström et al 
(2012 p. 103) finds that the capability to assume a pedagogical role depends on the amount of 
resources and the size and organisational strength of the buying company.  
 
Another problem in the upstream chain is the fact that the requirements themselves most 
often only reach the next tier up- or downstream in the supply chain (Fransson & Molander 
2013). However, dissemination of the requirements is crucial for compliance. Downstream 
user companies mandates that each actor in the supply chain communicates chemicals-related 
requirements to, and get chemicals-related information from, its own input suppliers, thus 
ensuring that all actors understand and meet the downstream users’ expectations regarding 
chemicals, which sometimes does not happen as it should (Scruggs & Ortolano 2011 p. 611). 
Zhang (2009 p. 32f) discovered, in the study of two Chinese textile supplies, a “pick out and 
pass” process, in which each actor of the chain would “pick” what part of the chemical-
information requirement they deemed relevant for their own suppliers’ manufacturing and 
“pass” on only that part of the requirement. This was found to lead to information loss, and in 
some cases, misunderstandings regarding the interpretations of the PCI that was passed on 
downstream.   

3.4.3 Downstream issues to PCIR compliance  

In Scruggs and Ortolano’s (2011 p. 610) study, confidential business information was 
considered the most important obstacle to knowing the contents of their consumer products 
by one of the multinational corporations.  The same study found that six out of the 20 
interviewed companies considered it an obstacle in their efforts to assure product safety. One 
of the problems with trade secrets is that products might look less hazardous when a part of 
the information is missing (Scruggs & Ortolano 2011 p. 610). One of Scruggs and Ortolano’s 
(2011 p. 610) interviewees said: “The building blocks of those chemicals are people’s secret 
sauce. It’s intellectual property that they quite rightly need to guard very closely.” However,  
Nimpuno & Scruggs (2011 p. 14) found that many stakeholders claim that information 
proprietary blocks their ability to determine product contents or chemical use. They also 
found that stakeholders suspect frequent misuse of the claim. Claiming that information is 
proprietary impedes the downstream flow of the information. Becker et al (2011) found that 
not only the ingredient information can be classified as a trade secret, but the chemical 
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producer or one tier of the suppliers might not even want to reveal any hazard information, 
out of fear that competitors might figure out the ingredient information using the hazard 
information.  
 
In some cases, a supplier may not have access to specific information, or sufficient detail, and 
can not respond to a fabricator or formulator’s request (Becker et al 2011 p. 18). One reason 
for this might be that many chemicals are sold and bought through intermediate distributors 
or brokers (“middlemen”) who, as a rule, have even less incentive to share information 
upstream or downstream (Denison 2005 p. 2). The use of middlemen when purchasing 
chemicals constituted an obstacle to informational access in the Chinese textile supply chains 
studied by Zhang (2009). Smaller chemical producers might not have the same toxicological 
testing resources or capabilities of a larger chemical manufacturer, and chemical 
manufacturers may not have easy access to data on health, safety and ecological impacts of 
chemicals. In addition, if the supplier is a chemical distributor that does not actually 
manufacture the substances, the level of knowledge may be even less (Becker et al 2011 p. 
19). Nimpuno and Scruggs (2011 p. 13f) found that upstream actors described how they 
provided their customers with relevant information about their products, but actors further 
downstream felt that needed data was unavailable, which obstructed the flow through the 
supply chain. Nevertheless, downstream manufacturers often feel that there is a gap at the 
beginning of the product chain, where the information made available and entered into the 
information system is not what they were asking for, or is not enough.  
 
Nimpuno and Scruggs (2011 p. 68) discovered the lack of a proper information system to 
allow for the flow of PCI downstream, meaning that a good way of collecting this data from 
the suppliers is missing. The transfer of the data between upstream actors’ databases to 
downstream users is usually done manually by the downstream user into their own systems. 
PTC (2011 p. 11) also found that the information systems to be lacking.   

3.4.4 Summary of the issues identified in the literature review  

The summary of the issues in table 1 in Appendix 1 shows that all the issues can be divided 
into one of the two common denominators “Supplier understanding” and “Various reasons 
for supplier reluctance”.   
 

3.5 Supply chain management practices  
The purpose of this section is to identify which supply chain management practices the focal 
company can employ in the context of PCIR, in order to make out, later in the analysis, how 
they can be used to ensure supplier compliance. The supply chain management practices 
identified can be divided into two categories: Reactive efforts, which consist of sanctions and 
consequences to supplier non-compliance, and preventive efforts, which have the potential to 
thwart the occurrence of non-compliance in the first place.  
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3.5.1 How to handle non-compliance  

Scruggs and Ortolano (2011 p. 612) declare that the focal company might have to put 
pressure on some suppliers to cooperate with their restrictions. PTC (2011 p. 3) explains that 
for any data acquisition strategy to succeed, it must have executive support. For example, is 
the management willing to stop purchasing from a supplier who does not provide the 
requested documents? To illustrate their point, PTC (2011 p. 3) describes how a 
representative from the company Seagate talks about the strong support he receives from 
management: “We remove suppliers from our approved supplier list if they don’t provide 
data; our policy has teeth and executive support...” he states. In addition, Seagate’s strategy 
requires support from other departments, as well, including procurement and the company’s 
legal teams, who must be willing to include data collection requirements in the supplier 
contracts. PTC (2011 p. 3) continues by relating how the Seagate treats chemical information: 
if a supplier sends a non-compliant component or incorrect data, that is a supplier issue to be 
managed as if the supplier sent an part not compliant with the quality specification. Hence, 
they treat compliance to the information requirements no differently than any other 
component parameter.   
 
Kogg (2009 p. 160, 205) found that H&M uses coercive measures in the form of sanctions, or 
the threat of sanctions, for noncompliance or failure to achieve set goals in their Code of 
Conduct programme. Suppliers are threatened with rejection and/or permanent rejection, if 
serious non-compliances are identified. Another example is H&M’s RSL programme, where 
suppliers are made aware that they may be held financially liable for any losses that H&M 
incurs as a result of delivered garments containing chemical residues above set restriction 
values. The possibility to sanction suppliers for non compliances is created through the 
contract provisions, and implies that H&M can require the supplier to fix the problem and 
claim any financial losses if the product is non-compliant to their RSL-list (Kogg 2009 s. 
160, 205). Scruggs (2013 p. 111) identified a company which, with the purpose of 
incentivizing supplier compliance, did not allow a new product to be sold, and in some cases, 
did not allow the supplier to be paid, until the company had obtained full disclosure of all 
chemicals information from all suppliers.  
 
When it came to acquiring information, as well as knowledge on chemicals, from suppliers 
and sub-suppliers, many respondents stated their prime approach to be continuing to ask 
suppliers for information, and to stressing the importance of providing data, so that the 
buying company can fulfill legal requirements, e.g. the REACH regulation (Börjeson et al 
2015 s. 134f). When the chemical information is unavailable, or when one actor in the chain 
is unwilling to provide the information, a fabricator or formulator may need to determine 
which data are most important to assessing chemical or product hazards and exposures, and 
whether those data are obtainable through other means. Some fabricators and formulators 
may count missing data as an indication of concern for a chemical, or deselect a chemical for 
which adequate data for chemical assessment are not available (Becker et al 2011 p. 18).  
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3.5.2 How to prevent non-compliance  

Becker et al (2011 p. 18) finds the provision of written information, such as guidelines, 
supplier portals or supplier questionnaires, to be strategically important for helping the 
supplier provide the requested data. The guidelines should preferably include the level of 
details required in chemical ingredient lists, and whether all ingredients contained in the 
mixture, component, or product above a certain threshold concentration should be listed, or if 
only all intentionally added ingredients should be listed, or if the PCIR only concerned all 
ingredients present on a particular list of chemicals. Börjeson et al (2015 p. 135) 
recommended the use of written guidelines to clearly communicate the PCIR. PTC (2011) 
retold how the company Seagate uses a supplier portal with information on the PCIR. In the 
IOMC guidelines (IOMC 2015 p. 12) on how to acquire chemical information from suppliers, 
they recommend that the company asking for the PCI should clearly explain the system 
through which the information should be provided.  
 
Becker et al (2011 p. 18) suggest the use of suppliers training on chemical data reporting 
requirements. Scruggs (2013 p. 109) explained how companies can increase the procurement 
of high quality information from suppliers through supplier training seminars, where the 
training consisted of how to read RSLs and complete reporting forms. IKEA provides 
training programs for suppliers’ personnel (Boström et al 2013 p. 42). Brian Martin from 
Seagate describes his organization’s process as: “Supplier training is critical to reduce 
confusion and improve the quality of compliance data. We work with suppliers, offer supplier 
training [...] The training sessions aren’t expensive and focus on specific issues on how to get 
the data right and avoid common mistakes.” (PTC 2011 p. 12). Seagate describes how 
supplier training is essential to the success of their chemical information program, as 
employees who fill in the forms are constantly changing (Rossi 2014 p. 16). Boström et al 
(2012 p. 202) bring up how courses and different kinds of education are other opportunities 
for communication between procurement organisations and their suppliers. Zhang (2009 p. 
33f) found that one of the companies in the study hosted meetings with suppliers and sub-
suppliers in order to explain the chemical related demands. Through these meetings, training 
was conducted. Further, Boström et al (2012 p. 103) find that the amount of resources and the 
size and organisational strength of the buyer determines the capability to engage in training of 
suppliers.   
 
Becker et al (2011 p. 18) recommend clearly communicating what will be the consequences 
if the supplier fails to provide the information, and so does IOMC (2015 p. 12). H&M uses 
their Code of Conduct programme to inform the suppliers of the consequences of non-
compliance, and informs their suppliers that serious cases of non-compliance result in 
suspension (Kogg 2009). In addition, IOMC (2015 p. 12) recommends that the company 
should communicate both the rational behind why the PCI is required and the advantages for 
the supplier to provide the information. Boström et al (2012 p. 102) also found that their 
interviewees explained to the necessity of compliance. PTC (2011 p. 12) emphasizes on the 
need for companies to ”... evangelize on the strategic importance of providing high-quality 
data”. Zhang (2009 p. 38ff) brings up the value of self-motivated suppliers and the 
importance for them of knowing why a substance is monitored. IKEA claims that their focus 
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when working with their suppliers is to motivate and support suppliers. Boström et al (2013 
p. 469) find that the idea behind IKEA’s work with their suppliers is that they shall become 
independent of IKEA’s presence and feel motivated to, amongst other things, collect and 
provide information for their own sake (IKEA 2008a p. 1 see Boström et al 2013 p. 42). 
Scruggs and Ortolano (2011 p. 612) found that some suppliers see PCIR in the form of full 
material disclosure as good preparation for the future since such PCIR are expected to 
become more and more common. Becker et al (2011 p. 26) also points out the importance of 
rewarding suppliers who have invested in the infrastructure to provide accurate chemical 
information (high level of assurance). 
 
According to a consultant in the area of chemicals in textiles, interviewed by Boström et al 
(2012 p. 202), personal communication is often considered the best way to communicate with 
regard to complex matters, such as chemical information, rather than communication on 
paper. In principle, they found that many organisation representatives interviewed by them 
underlined the importance of such dialogue. Nevertheless, the authors also noted a tendency 
to use linear, one-way communication (Boström et al 2012 p. 202), as described in the 
previous section on obstacles. Boström et al (2012 p. 102) also found that their interviewees 
explained to their suppliers what the requirements implied. 
 
Becker et al (2011 p. 18) brings up a good communication around and about the PCIR: 
communication about the types of information required, how it should be provided, how the 
information will be used, and the consequences if the information is not provided not only 
help to ensure a consistent flow of quality data, but also, they find that such clarity aids in 
maintaining a good relationship with the supplier. In addition, Becker et al (2011 p. 18) 
recommend that the company asking for the information communicates how the PCI will be 
used. IOMC (2015 p. 12) finds it preferable if the company requesting the information clearly 
explains to the supplier how the PCI will be used, what decisions and action will be based on 
the provided information, and what part of the PCI that will be passed on to others. 
 
Börjeson et al (2015 p. 135) described how organisations with a more proactive approach to 
capacity building and awareness-raising among suppliers aimed at building and maintaining 
far-reaching relationships with their suppliers, something that, in the long run, was argued by 
the respondents to facilitate not only information, but also knowledge development and 
exchange. One of Börjeson et al (2015 p. 135) proactive interviewees said: “We go there and 
talk with them, and we talk with them by mail or on the phone and they come here and we 
talk with them. We invite all our suppliers when we have a show each year. So then they all 
come here, and then we have joint meetings and talk” (Börjeson et al 2015 p. 135). Becker et 
al (2011 p. 19) explains that some fabricators and formulators have found that by developing 
strong relationships with a smaller number of suppliers, this not only allows them to reduce 
costs, but also increases access to PCI, and also increases leverage over their supply chain. 
According to Scruggs and Ortolano (2011 p. 698), long-standing and established 
relationships between downstream users and suppliers in general appeared to yield more 
useful and complete chemical information.          
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Both Scruggs & Ortolano (2011 p. 612) and Scruggs (2013 p. 612) interviewees mentioned 
the use of customized reporting form employed to make it easier for suppliers to provide the 
needed information and avoiding irrelevant requirements, which might cause confusion. 
Becker et al (2011 p. 26) find that the standardization of requests would constitute a 
facilitating strategy, which would allow for an increased flow of information and reduce the 
burden for both the supplier and the customer. PTC (2011 p. 12) describes how the use of 
standardized PCIR increases the communication up and down supply chains, particularly 
from tier to tier, since the expectations and needs are clear, and provides existing 
opportunities to improve chemical data flow. The more standards manufacturers and 
suppliers adopt, the lower the total cost of data collection will be in the supply chain. 
Standards help by providing data in a consistent format when it is imported into internal 
systems. For suppliers, adoption and adherence to standards reduces their struggle with 
unique requirements and different time-intensive forms. With a standard, they can create a 
response for each component and share it with all of their customers (PTC 2011 p. 12).  
 
Becker et al (2011 p. 18, 26) suggests that the buying company provides software systems for 
capturing and reporting chemical data in dynamic manufacturing environments, such as web 
portals for chemical data entries. Both technological and financial support is provided by 
IKEA (Boström et al 2013 p. 42).  
 
IOMC (2015 p. 12) recommends providing the supplier with details regarding the protection 
of the parties’ interests in the transferal of PCI. Nimpuno and Scruggs (2011 p. 14f) found 
that while there is an understood necessity for businesses to protect confidential business 
information (CBI), interviewees have discussed examples of how to nonetheless deal with 
sensitive information in a manner that meets the needs of providers, as well as recipients of 
information. According to the scholars, a sincere and open discussion is needed among 
stakeholders about what is real and not proprietary. Recipients need to be able to show 
suppliers that data can be protected. Ways must also be found to provide the information 
needed by different actors to conduct proper risk management in their particular stage of the 
life cycle (Nimpuno & Scruggs 2011 p. 14f). Seagate strives for 100% disclosure, but to 
allow for CBI claims, it accepts 5% miscellaneous proprietary data at the homogenous 
material level. Seagate also has a list of chemicals of high concern and suppliers cannot claim 
CBI for those chemicals; meaning all chemicals of high concern identified by Seagate must 
be reported (Rossi 2014 p. 14).  
 
Regarding PCIR dissemination in the chain, Scruggs (2013 p 109f) brought up how suppliers 
are made responsible for communicating chemicals-related requirements to their suppliers. 
Zhang (2009 p. 26) found that both of the Swedish companies in the study aimed at keeping 
the original intention of standard related documents, since they deemed such practice to be 
crucial in regards to the distribution of demands on chemicals. One company even decided to 
allow its supplier to pass on its requirements unchanged in the chain, despite initial hesitation 
due to confidential business information. Scruggs (2013 p. 108) also found that in order to 
enhance supply chain communication, companies occasionally directly contacted actors far 
back in their supply chains instead of relying on their first tier suppliers to manage the 
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communication. She found that direct contact occurred if companies were planning to 
introduce particularly important or challenging new requirements, or if product testing 
indicated RSL violations. According to Zhang (2009 p. 33f) one of the companies in the 
study included tiers beyond the first in communication about the PCIR.  

3.5.3 Summary of the supply chain management practices identified in the literature 
review  
The summary of the supply chain management practices in table 3 in Appendix 1 shows that 
all the practices can be divided according to one of the following objectives: 
● Sanction 
● Not sanction 
● Ensure focal company internal factors  
● Ensure supplier understanding of what compliance to the PCIR implies 
● Ensure supplier understanding of the consequences to non-compliance to the supplier 
● Ensure supplier understanding of why compliance to the PCIR is necessary 
● Point out or create supplier benefits with compliance 
● Create a good relationship with the supplier    
● Support cost-decrease 
● Handle sub-suppliers’ understanding and knowledge  
● Handle confidential business information  
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4. Empirical findings  

4.1 Characteristics of the companies, the interviewees and the PCIR  
In this section, a short description of the companies and the interviewees’ backgrounds will 
be presented, along with a description of the product content policies and the types of product 
contents information requirements the companies are putting forth in their upstream supply 
chain.  

4.1.1 The consulting firm 

The consulting firm is specialised in supply chain management consultancy, assisting mainly 
Swedish medium- and small-sized companies with their purchasing problems in Asia. The 
interviewee, hereafter referred to as the Consultant, is a senior partner, stationed in Shanghai, 
China. Before joining the firm, the Consultant previously worked in the procurement 
department at a large Swedish company manufacturing consumer technology products. He 
has worked at the company for seven years, both in Sweden and in China (Appendix 4 D1-
D2).  

4.1.2 The three Swedish focal companies  

The background information about the three companies interviewed and the interviewees are 
summarized below in table 1.  
 

 Company A Company B  Company C  

Industry  Electronics  Personal care Textile  

Type of company  Manufacturer  Manufacturer  Retailer 

Product 
portfolio 

Food-processing 
machines  

Hygiene products   Fashion products 

Production input Electronic components  Raw material and 
processed materials  

Finished products 

Interactions with 
tier 2 and 
beyond  

Supplier not allowed to 
change sub-supplier 
without notifying  

Sub-supplier 
requirements in the 
Global Supplier 
Standard 

Some suppliers 
access to training 
and information  

Product contents 
requirement 

Specific quality 
specifications  

RSL  
 

RSL19 
 

Type of PCIR 
required before 
purchasing  

Certificate of 
compliance 
 

Full material 
declaration21 
Safety Data Sheet  

Certificate of 
compliance22, 
MSDS  

                                                
19 Listing both banned substances and maximum limits of other substances.  
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Full material 
declaration20 

Certificate of 
compliance  
Test-reports  

Type of PCIR 
required on-
going  

Updates  
Test-report  

Updates  
 

Updates  
Test-reports 

Level of PCI 
policy  

Less developed  Well-developed  Relatively well-
developed  

Note about the 
profiling/ 
branding23   

Quality  Quality, Sustainability 
and product safety 

Sustainability and 
product safety  

Size of the 
company24  

Small/medium  Large Large  

Years in China 10 years  Over 20 years Almost 20 years  

Interviewee’s 
position at the 
company  

Interviewee A: 
Global Quality 
Manager 
 

Interviewee B: 
Director of Sourcing 
Asia 

Interviewees C 
(two): 
Chemical Manager 
and Sustainability 
Officer  

Years at the 
company  

9 years 9 years  5 and 2 years  

Interview 
controlled and 
corrected by: 

Sourcing & Operations 
Manager 

R&D Manager 
Product Safety 
Manager  

Regional Production 
Manager  

 
Table 1. Background information about the interviewed Swedish companies (Appendix 4 
A1-A7; B1, B1-B3, B13; C1-C5, C7-C8).  
 
The industry in which Company A is operating is perceived by Interviewee A to be less 
developed in terms of PCIR and general product contents awareness. Hence, Company A has 
adopted a limited focus on such questions. Nevertheless, they consider themselves relatively 
progressive in comparison to its competitors (Appendix 4 A4-A5). Company B has an 
emphasis on sustainability, product safety and environmental issues for a long period and is 
known globally for these policies. They have a Product Safety Department (Appendix 4 B3, 
B5, B7). Company C are trying to take a lead in sustainability work in general, with 

                                                                                                                                                  
21 Referred to as “complete composition lists” by Company B  
22 Company B offers several alternatives for the suppliers to assure compliance to the RSL, such as 
third-party testing reports, certificate of compliance but MSDS are the most prefered type of PCI 
documentation.  
20 Company A require a full material declaration when purchasing chemical solutions.  
23 This is an estimation based on the interviews.  
24 This a rough estimation, mainly based on their position and presence on the world market.   
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chemicals and product safety as big parts of that according to Interviewees C. Company C 
has a sustainability department and their own chemical experts (Appendix 4 C1, C4).   
 
The supply chains of Company A and Company C are similar in terms of the complexity of 
the chain: Company A purchases components and substances for larger electronics 
manufacturing while Company C procures finished fashion products. Company B, on the 
other hand, acquires mostly raw materials, indicating a shorter upstream supply chain than 
the other two. However, Company B’s production inputs also consist of some complex 
materials (Appendix 4 A2; B4, B11 and C2).    

4.1.3 The companies’ PCIRs and indirect ways they acquire PCI   

Company A puts forth a very detailed quality specification stipulating the exact materials of 
the components and which sub-suppliers that are to be used, which provides them with a 
certain extent of information of the contents of their products. Interviewee A explains how 
the careful consideration regarding which supplier and what materials to use makes them feel 
more secure that the products do not contain any dangerous chemicals. All of Company A’s 
suppliers have to sign Purchases Contracts where they guarantee the products comply to 
Company A’s requirements. What kind of documents the supplier needs to provide is stated 
in the contract, especially some standard requirements. In terms of PCIR, they require test 
reports, certifications and/or self-declarations for each delivery of goods, all based on legal 
requirements. By providing these PCI documents, the supplier is assuring that the product, 
components and material they are delivering are compliant. When it comes to the purchasing 
of actual chemical solutions, they require a full declaration of contents (Appendix 4 A6-A7). 
 
Company B sets product safety requirements for all materials and products. Overall 
requirements are set in the Global Supplier Standard, which includes the requirements for 
responsible business operations, quality and development. It refers to international standards 
and defines specific requirements. On top of that, the Product Safety Function will send the 
product safety requirements for the specific material and/or product to the supplier. Company 
B checks their products against legislation and the Global Supplier Standard. Regarding 
chemicals, Company B has a list of chemicals that should not be used in the products (a 
RSL). They also have the Quality Agreement with the supplier, which says they need a 
certain quality level in terms of functionality, for example. Interviewee B describes how the 
suppliers, at a first stage, have to read all the documents, called the Supplier Standard, and 
provide the company with a certificate of compliance to ensure their willingness to comply to 
the requirements. Otherwise they cannot start a business with each other. In order to qualify 
suppliers, Company B uses highly detailed Product Safety Assessments and, in order to be 
able to do that, they need to collect detailed information from their suppliers. Because of this, 
Company B requires a full material declaration from their suppliers for their Product Safety 
Function to review and assess. All materials used are assessed to make sure they fulfill all 
legal requirements and are safe for their intended purposes. All materials and products then 
get a Product Safety Approval by the Product Safety Function (Appendix 4 B13, B20-B21). 
Company B does not require self-declarations from the supplier; instead the company 
qualifies the supplier’s quality system and verifies their testing system (Appendix 4 B14). To 
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prove the product is safe, Company B requires Technical Data Sheets of the chemicals from 
the supplier, where they have to provide what kind of material they use and also toxicological 
tests. In addition, cytotoxicity testing and skin irritation testing is performed for materials in 
close skin contact. Only external test laboratories are used for these tests. Materials also 
undergo chemical analysis to check for presence of contaminants. These analyses are also 
performed at external laboratories (Appendix 4 B5, B13). When the supplier’s Full Material 
Declaration has been approved and the purchasing agreement is signed, the product and the 
material are specified in the contract. When Company B approves of both the material and 
the supplier through the passed Product Safety Assessment, they can start sending orders to 
the supplier. The Product Safety Approval is valid for a certain period of time, from 6 months 
to 5 years depending on material type and relationship with the supplier and so on. After that, 
Company B has to re-assess the supplier and the products, including control tests and  
analyses (Appendix 4 B20). 
 
Company C is using a RSLs and employs the precautionary principle when selecting which 
chemicals that should be on the list (Appendix 4 C4). The PCIR are a part of the 
Sustainability Commitments where the supplier assures compliance to these requirements. 
Company C has two levels of requirements, one for the supplier and one for the material. On 
the supplier level, they ask every supplier to present a declaration of compliance to Company 
C’s RSL. By providing this declaration, the supplier is making sure that the product, 
components and material they are delivering are compliant. This declaration is renewed every 
year. Regarding the material, which is the second level, Company C requires Material Safety 
Data Sheets (MSDS), testing reports, or some kind of certification issued by certain accepted 
third parties, to prove that their products or components are good (Appendix C5, C24). 
Regarding the latter, Company C provides a list of alternative documentation as proof of 
compliance from which the supplier can select. They also accept self-audits, self-reporting, 
self-assessments (Appendix 4, C7-C8).  
 

“These are all supporting documents to ensure compliance with our list of 
restricted substances. There is no routine saying that only MSDS applies. We 
define the problems, or challenges, and the case and then we use all the 
available supporting documents as help when deciding if the supplier is 
compliant.” (Interviewees C, Appendix 4 C8).  

 
The accepted format of the PCI, meaning the type of document, or proof of compliance, 
depends on the supplier in question, the substance, and other factors, and is required to be 
ongoing throughout the production process (Appendix 4 C8). Their aim is that all suppliers 
have to provide an accredited and qualified MSDS, but if they cannot, Company C has other 
options at this current stage. However, the long-term goal is that all suppliers should provide 
a full MSDS (Appendix 4 C7, C16). Third-party issued test reports are required for each 
order, and Company C is performing their own tests to double-check (Appendix 4 C16, C25). 
Company C has “zero tolerance” for departures from their chemical policy and are under the 
impression that the suppliers and sub-suppliers generally are well aware of the requirements 
(Appendix 4 C10, C29).   
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The empirical findings show the different types of PCIR described in the literature review are 
actualized in two different phases. The first one is the initial phase, taking place before the 
signing of the purchasing agreement and before the supplier is introduced into the focal 
company’s supply chain.25 The second phase is ongoing, throughout the duration of the 
business relationship. In addition, the structure of work employed by Company C show yet 
another possible division of PCIRs in how they clearly distinguishes between approving to 
the supplier and the approval of the material or product (Appendix 4 C5). This division can 
also be observed in the work of Company B, even though they did not explicitly state this 
division of PCI documents they require (see Appendix 4 B10-B11).  
 

4.2 Identified issues regarding supplier compliance  

4.2.1 Linguistic, cultural and societal aspects  

In the past, Company B have experienced problems regarding the linguistic aspect of the PCI 
documents provided, since the supplier could not provide the ingredient lists in English and 
the Headquarters in Sweden did not have the competence to interpret the documents in 
Chinese (Appendix 4 B16).  
 
Regarding the content of consumer products in general, the Consultant points to a great deal 
of consumer products, partially or entirely manufactured in China: 95 percent of the world’s 
consumer products, he estimates roughly. The Consultant therefore concludes that “... the 
biggest issue often occurs in China because they have so much exposure in China” (Appendix 
4 D3). He also brings up another problem in China in the form of a lack of standards, which 
poses obstacles to all neighbouring developing countries (Appendix 4 D7). However, the 
Consultant finds that the the access to PCI and the general transparency have significantly 
improved, since the development and industrialization of China has favoured the 
development of standards regarding PCIR, either through Chinese standards, or EU or US 
standards. In addition, the Consultant finds that industrialization has brought about increased 
environmental awareness in China regarding the negative effects of manufacturing (Appendix 
4 D7, D9). However, he describes how the notion in China that business is purely a matter of 
monetary reimbursement differs from Western companies who are starting to see increased 
value as the result of efforts put into the environmental image of the product, as well as the 
company. This value cannot necessarily be calculated, but it holds a long-term value for the 
brand and opens up an opportunity for long-term business. The consultant implies that the 
Chinese mindset results in a focus on the increase in costs generated by the information 
requirement, since the Chinese supplier does not necessarily see any personal interest in 
producing the information. The Consulate adds that it is not an ethical issue, but rather, is just 
business (Appendix D3-D4, D6, D9). Nevertheless, he also points to increasing 
environmental awareness in China and increasing long-term thinking in business (Appendix 4 
D6-D7). Interviewees C find that Chinese media reports and attention from the Chinese 
                                                
25 Hence outside of the scope of this thesis.  
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government have improved the awareness of product safety, along with company efforts. 
Interviewees C find that awareness, which is arising from multiple sources, is increasing in 
China as of late, and that the awareness of the necessity of the requirements, and the fact that 
compliance is a must if their buyer is going to be able to sell the products in certain markets, 
is also increasing (Appendix 4 C10). Interviewees C find that their suppliers are motivated to 
comply to the PCIR to ensure the long-term future of their business (Appendix 4 C25). While 
the Consultant finds that this understanding contributes to increased environmental 
awareness, access to PCI, and increased standardization he nevertheless finds that the level of 
transparency in China is not as good as in the EU and the US. However, he believed it to be 
“relatively transparent”. The problem in this regard, he finds, is the falsification of the 
information26 (Appendix 4 D7, D9).   
 
The Consultant claims the Chinese suppliers know that if they want to acquire the business, 
they have to comply to the PCIR, but he also brings up the existence of a “wide grey area”-
mentality: If a requirement states that 95 percent should be a certain way and the supplier can 
buy the material cheaper, achieving compliance at 92 percent, it is not perceived as much of a 
difference. Therefore the supplier might not see the relevance of the difference in percentage 
since 92 percent is not perfect either. According to the Consultant: “It’s not black or white, 
it’s more a grey. 88 and 92 is about the same. It’s a mentality...” (Appendix 4 D4).   

4.2.2 The upstream issues when communicating the PCIR 

Company B has experienced problems due to insufficient supplier understanding of what the 
requirements are telling the suppliers to do, an experience shared by Company A (Appendix 
4 A8-A9; B16). In this context, Interviewee A also describes how there is a big difference 
between Chinese suppliers and foreign suppliers operating in China. The later is not afraid of 
asking if there has been a misunderstanding, but with the Chinese suppliers, they experience a 
tendency of trying and hoping for the best, instead of asking first (Appendix 4 A15).  
 
With regards to supplier knowledge on their own products and general chemical awareness, 
Interviewee B explained how some suppliers initially did not understand the difference 
between data on the ingredients of the materials and data on the chemicals in the materials. 
She also points to the difficulties regarding the complexity of the materials, which contain 
combinations of a lot of different materials, and expresses that in the beginning, when the 
supplier is unfamiliar with the process, it is sometimes difficult (Appendix 4 B16). Company 
C was of the opinion that some of their suppliers lack “solid competence or awareness 
regarding the chemical area” (Appendix 4 C11).  
 
The Consultant explains that he finds the ability of the Swedish companies to be lacking 
when it comes to formulating clear and explicit requirements. They know their products and 
the specification, but the rest is unknown to them, and because the supplier is equally as 
ignorant regarding the requirements, which creates a gap. More specifically, the Consultant 
explains that the Swedish company knows about the product in the context of their R&D 

                                                
26 See section 4.2.2 below.  
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(Research and Development) lab, but knows nothing of the manufacturing process taking 
place upstream the supply chain, and as a result, fails to formulate the accurate requirements 
due to this lack of knowledge27 (Appendix 4 D2, D5-D6). 
 
The Consultant emphasizes that this is a problem mainly for small and medium-sized 
companies, since large ones have knowledge built up through history and have more detailed 
and structured ways of operating. Big companies implement very detailed requirements, often 
a one hundred page-document where the supplier needs to tick every box and must be 
prepared to be subject to investigation at any given time in regards to these requirements. 
Hence, large companies can create an environment that forces the supplier to be careful. For 
small companies, on the other hand, the Consultant finds that that, firstly, they lack the 
knowledge and resources needed and, secondly, they do not manage to formulate the 
requirements to their suppliers thoroughly and clearly to begin with. The requirements are 
formulated too vaguely, thus making hundred per cent supplier compliance difficult 
(Appendix 4 D2, D4-D5). This vagueness becomes a problem in China, because, as a 
developing country28, the Chinese suppliers “do as told” the Consultant says. “You tell them 
what to do and they do exactly” (Appendix 4 D10).  
 
Interviewee A has experienced that requirements need to be formulated more clearly for 
Chinese supplier than what is necessary with European suppliers (Appendix 4 A8-A9). The 
Consultant adds that the biggest benefit from producing in China comes from the low salary, 
not the production technology or the management philosophy. In the situation of unclear 
requirements, the supplier can try to comply, but the focal company cannot be sure of the 
outcome (Appendix 4 D10). In addition, the Consultant emphasises that hard communication, 
such as “I can pay you this but you have to do this”, creates less understanding (Appendix 
D12). 
 
The Consultant claims the issue is connected to the corporate strategy and the marketing 
strategy; a clear priory of which product, components, or aspects of the supply chain on 
which to focus is missing. He claims that: “If you have a clear ambition of your product or 
service, you have to define it. Because otherwise, the supplier might not know it is wrong to 
have this substance or that it is not good.” He finds that Swedish companies are not 
prioritizing product contents information; they are forced to focus on the business, to make 
margin, sustain, and survive. If they spend too much energy on PCI, they are not likely to 
make and launch a good product to begin with (Appendix 4 D10). He also points out another 
internal focal company problem: the attitude towards the purchasing function at the focal 
company, which is merely a “supporting function”, while focus is on the R&D or the 
marketing department, depending on the type of the company. In his experience with 
purchasing, he finds it is a struggle to put procurement into the higher level of the corporate 

                                                
27 The Consultant provided an example in the context of labour issues: The temperature inside the 
factory should be below 30°C in order to avoid chemical exposure.  
28  The Consultant made the parallel between developing country and China. China is considered an 
emerging economy.  
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strategy (Appendix 4 D12). Interviewee A reported a struggle to prioritize PCI in the midst of 
all other business interests (Appendix 4 A21).    
 
The Consultant explains that in the absence of clarity, insufficient supplier understanding of 
what exactly it is that the focal company wants arises. “There is a gap between the 
expectation and the understanding. And usually the companies blame the supplier as the 
reason why they cannot provide the information and why they do not understand” he 
concludes (Appendix 4 D6).  
 
Interviewee A explained how it is always a matter of cost that the focal company needs to 
deal with in order to achieve supplier understanding, and furthermore, supplier compliance, if 
there is a lack of motivation. If the supplier says they cannot do it or they do not know how 
to, then there is a matter of cost once again, according to Interviewee A. The focal company 
must always be prepared to pay (Appendix 4 A9-A10). Company B has experienced that the 
suppliers were not willing to provide the information because of the time it would take to 
collect the information from their sub-suppliers. She also adds that this obstacle has partially 
been overcome (Appendix 4 B16). In connection to the discussion about unclear 
requirements, the Consultant claims that most companies do not know what it is that they 
want, and have not thought through the “package” of requirements they are imposing. The 
requirements might even be contradictory, especially when looking at the price the Swedish 
company is prepared to pay the supplier. He says that: 
  

“...for making these things there are only so many ways of doing that and no 
matter what, unless it’s a breakthrough, it’s going to be that much. You just 
can’t cheat that. Otherwise something gotta be better or worse, otherwise you 
do not get this cost difference.” (Appendix 4 D10).  

 
Therefore the Consultant brings up that a lower price can only mean two things: either the 
supplier has a superior technology, or the supplier has found a way to decrease the costs 
(Appendix 4 D2). The more detailed information the focal company wants, the higher the 
price. He reminds us that when setting forth PCIR, the focal company is also putting 
restraints on the supplier’s possibilities to decrease the costs, since, in order to comply to the 
PCIR, they might not be able choose a cheaper component. Instead, they have to choose an 
expensive one, even though the performance, from a technical perspective, could be the 
same, or at least within the acceptable range. The Consultant estimates that this will lead to a 
price-increase of about 10 per cent. Expecting the supplier to increase cost and provide the 
information without compensation is not realistic, according to the Consultant, since the 
suppliers are business-driven and will not do anything that does not generate a profit 
(Appendix 4 D10). The Consultant described how, especially small and medium-sized 
companies, which are more price-sensitive, pick the more price-competitive suppliers and do 
not offer enough compensation to the supplier (Appendix 4 D2).  
 
Company A described how they experienced a combination of supplier reluctance and lack 
of understanding. They sometimes get the same delivery documents over and over again. The 
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supplier knew that the focal company wanted a document, but Interviewee A was of the 
impression that the supplier either did not care, or did not understand, that the document 
contained inaccurate or not updated PCI. Interviewee A thought the reason behind this 
attitude was that the supplier is not used to these kinds of requirements (Appendix 4 A9).  
 
Generally, the Consultant finds that the mentality in a buyer-supplier relationship is 
characterized by a mentality of “Who has the power source?” and the hard communication 
that follows creates less understanding, in his opinion (Appendix 4 D12).   

4.2.3 Downstream issues to PCIR compliance   

The presence of confidential business information was mentioned, by all the interviewed 
companies, as being more or less a problem (Appendix 4 A7; B5; C16). The Consultant did 
not bring up trade secrets.  
 
A problem experienced by Company A is that the supplier cannot get access to the requested 
information about the product contents from their upstream chain, therefore, they tell the 
focal company it is impossible; that they do not know or that they cannot provide it. 
Interviewee A explains how the contact with tier 2 and beyond sometimes can be difficult 
because of “agents” from which they buy small quantities of material. The agents are 
middlemen, since they distribute material from suppliers to buyers. This, however, 
exacerbates the issues regarding information access since the agents have very little influence 
on their supplier (often the chemical producer, see figure 2). Interviewee A described once 
again how this is a matter of cost (Appendix 4 A9-A10). The issue was also described above 
by the Consultant in the context of the consequences of insufficient payment to the supplier 
(Appendix 4 D2, D10).   
 
Company C brought up the case of incomplete MSDS’s with information, such as ingredients 
names and the percentage of the substance missing. The suppliers to Company C sometimes 
find that the information provided by their chemical supplier is incomplete, which is 
perceived by Interviewees C to be the main challenge for them. A qualified MSDS has 16 
sections, but sometimes, the supplier’s MSDS only has, for example, 8 or 11 sections. Some 
important information might not be listed, such as the ingredients and the percentages. In this 
case, Company C needs to ask them to provide this information. The incomplete MSDS is 
most likely due to incomplete information given to the supplier from the chemical producer 
further back in the chain. The supplier has to ask their suppliers to get this information. Since 
a big part of Company C’s work on product safety is based on MSDS, they cannot continue 
their daily work without the information. Interviewees C regard the problem with incomplete 
MSDSs as a non-country specific problem in the chemical industry sector that requires work 
with the supply chain. However, Company C feels that this challenge cannot be overcome by 
single companies or single suppliers, which is why they are involved in collaboration with 
stakeholders outside their supply chain, as well as chemical industry associations (Appendix 
4 C11-C13).  
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The Consultant points to corruption, claiming that there is a prevalence of false certificate, 
issued by both private and governmental organisation, and explains that some of these 
organisations are trying to increase their incomes by issuing falsified certificates. According 
to the Consultant, the granting of certificates from some third-party organisations only 
requires that the supplier provides the organisation with a few documents and pays a certain 
fee. Hence, the lack of control mechanisms makes falsifications easy. This especially 
becomes an issue when Chinese suppliers claim that they cannot obtain a EU or US 
certificate, because of linguistic reasons for example, and instead provides a Chinese 
certification, which is deemed to be equivalent by the Chinese government and/or the EU. 
The falsified or uncontrolled certificate could have been issued for an actor high up in the 
chain, and the product contents information will then have passed several actors of good faith 
in the supply chain. The Consultant finds that Swedish companies might be worried about the 
accuracy of the received PCI. On the other hand, he explains that since the existence of 
certificates protects the Swedish company from liability, were something to happen in the 
user-phase of the product, the Swedish companies might lack the incentives to question the 
correctness of the certificates since “... no one want to spend more money and spend more 
time to do unnecessary work”. The Swedish companies can simply claim that they had 
obtained the certificate, and therefore were unaware of the toxification. The Consultant 
claims that it is a question of business survival and not an ethical issue (Appendix 4 D7).   
 
The Consultant finds that, in his experience, the suppliers are not intentionally trying to break 
the agreement and cheat. Instead, unsuitable substances could be present in the delivered 
material or components because some of their sub-suppliers did not thoroughly check a 
particular batch. The same might happen in a certification process: ten prototypes might have 
been sent for testing for the purpose of obtaining certification, but then one thousand products 
are shipped. He agrees that the suppliers can still be blamed for the faulty product since the 
supplier’s quality control system failed to detect the default, but the Consultant stresses that, 
in most such cases, the supplier is not intentionally trying to cheat. In his opinion, “... most 
people have come to the realisation that they want a sustainable business” (Appendix 4 D6-
D7). This recent development in the business-attitudes generally present in China, he claims, 
impels suppliers to forgo short-term gains, and instead apply a long-term perspective on their 
business and conduct themselves in a manner which allow them to preserve a good 
reputation. Interviewees C were of the same impression (Appendix 4 C25; D6).   
 
Interviewee A describes how his organisation has received falsified certificates and has 
identified a problem regarding inaccurate documents. He explains that there have been 
situations when one of the contents, for example, the color, is no longer on the market but is 
listed as one of the product contents. Interviewee A believes the reason behind this is that the 
supplier used to add this material and now hopes no one will notice the change (Appendix 4 
A6, A16). Further, Company A experiences difficulties regarding whether to trust that the 
supplier delivers what the focal company requested. As an example, Company A found that 
even though they requested the color black, they got different shades of black each time, all 
depending on what color the supplier had access to at that specific time (Appendix 4 A8-A9). 
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Company B has also received falsified information from their suppliers, but further 
information was not given by the company, and it did seem like a rare occurrence (Appendix 
4 B27).  

4.2.4 Summary of the issues identified in the empirical study 

The summary of the issues in table 2 in Appendix 1 shows that all the issues can be divided 
into one of the two common denominators “Supplier understanding” and “Various reason for 
supplier reluctance”.   
 

4.3 Supply chain management practices  

4.3.1 How to handle non-compliance 

According to the Consultant, the focal company cannot stick with the supplier anymore if the 
supplier refuses to comply (Appendix 4 D15). If there have been repeatedly cases of non-
compliance, according to Interviewee A, the company ends the business relationship and 
seeks for another supplier (Appendix 4 A18). In situations where Company B does not get the 
required PCI from the supplier because of the time it would take to collect it from sub-
suppliers, Company B explains to the supplier that if they cannot provide the PCI they cannot 
continue the business (Appendix 4 B16).  
 
The Consultant claims that in the case of non-compliance, the focal company does not have 
many options available, depending on if they want to receive the goods or not, or if they wish 
to continue doing business with the supplier in question. If they still want the goods, they can 
only withhold the payment until everything is settled. According to the Consultant, that is the 
only measure available in that case (Appendix 4 D14-D15). Interviewee A explains that if the 
company does not receive the requested certificates or documentations they withhold the 
payment, but this happens very rarely, since the situation is most often solved within the 
payment period of 60 or 90 days. However, they cannot use the components until they have 
received the correct and accurate documents (Appendix 4 A18). Company C employs 
measures such as cancelling the order or retaining the product if it is already delivered 
(Appendix 4 C23). The Consultant also mentioned cancelling the order (Appendix D15). 
  
According to Interviewee B, one way to handle non-compliance is for the supplier to take full 
responsibility for the material (Appendix 4 B20). Company C holds the producer responsible 
for any damage caused by their products, which is stated in the supplier commitment 
(Appendix 4 C23). According to Interviewee B, their supplier is obliged to pay a penalty fee, 
which depends on the terms in the agreement. If there has been a quality fault, Interviewee B 
explains, the penalty is stated in the Quality Agreement Interviewee B says: “They really take 
responsibility signing the agreement but if we test and they changed something in the content, 
we can sue them. They have to pay the penalty.” (Appendix 4 B20). If the company does not 
want the product, suing the supplier is useless in the Consultant’s experience, since the 
supplier will only file for bankruptcy if the court favors the focal company. Instead, the focal 
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company can use it to create pressure and employ their own financial penalties (Appendix 4 
D10, D14). 
 
The Consultant explains that if the focal company still wants the product, they can ask the 
supplier to fix the problem and take on all the cost to do that (Appendix 4 D15). Company B 
asks the supplier to once again try to collect the information in situations where they do not 
get the required PCI from their suppliers (Appendix 4 B27).  
 
In case of supplier non-compliance, regarding inaccurate documents, Company A begins with 
a meeting, in which they try to figure out what went wrong and whether it was the supplier’s 
intention to let this happen. If Company A is willing to continue business with the supplier, 
they need to solve the problems. Interviewee A explains the company’s need for increased 
communication with that supplier (Appendix 4 A16, A18). If a supplier to Company C is 
found non-compliant, such as when they have provided an incomplete MSDS or if they lack 
certain documents, they are given a time frame to take corrective actions. They are expected 
to create a corrective action plan with a root-cause analysis and responsive system (Appendix 
4 C21).  

4.3.2 How to prevent non-compliance 

According to the Consultant there are two ways a company can facilitate supplier compliance 
to the PCIR: if the focal company does not possess sufficient knowledge themselves, they 
need to acknowledge this and hire external professionals. If they do possess sufficient 
competence, it is a matter of focus (Appendix 4 D10). The Consultant brings up the 
importance of the focal company policy and priorities. “There are certain types of PCIR 
where you need 100 percent compliance” he says, “and where no exceptions can be made. 
However, there are aspects of the company policy of less importance.” (Appendix 4 D4). The 
Consultant finds that it is important to leave the procurement function up to the management 
team, who decides what is important for the company; in other words, prioritizing PCI. If the 
product is important, then the quality control is important, which means that the focal 
company has to invest to ensure supplier understanding and compliance as well as 
development. The PCIR have to be connected to the business internally in the minds of the 
people in the focal company’s management team (Appendix 4 D12). Company C prioritizes 
the PCIR and they even have a Sustainability Department, which is why, according to 
Interviewees C, assuring compliance is not difficult. They believe this is also the reason why 
they have not experienced any serious cases of non-compliance (Appendix 4 C29). 
 
The Consultant finds that the starting point for the Swedish companies is usually for them to 
determine what it is that they want and to prioritize, especially when it comes to the price the 
focal company is willing to pay, since improvement on the behalf of supplier behavior stems 
from a business-perspective. The Consultant describes that: “It is business-driven decision 
rather than a conscious decision beyond the money itself.” (Appendix 4 D10). They want 
return on the investment they put towards getting the required certifications and so on 
(Appendix 4 D10). According to the Consultant, if the focal company is not prepared to cover 
the increase in cost, the focal company must instead put pressure on the supplier and make 
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clear that compliance to the requirements, and the initial investments that compliance require, 
is a prerequisite for initiating or continuing the business relationship (Appendix 4 D3, D12, 
D15). In connection to discussing the cost increase for the supplier, caused by PCIR 
compliance, the Consultant describes how large companies can evaluate the supplier 
expenses and verify that the supplier’s price-increase is justified, but small companies never 
have the opportunity, nor the knowledge, to conduct such assessments (Appendix 4 D10). 
Interviewee A emphasises that it is always a matter of cost, and that the focal company needs 
to be prepared to pay (Appendix 4 A9-A10).  
 
The supplier complies to the requirements, they deliver, and then the focal company fulfills 
their end of the bargain, which is to pay the supplier. The Consultant finds that, as long as the 
requirements are sufficiently outlined and clearly defined, his impression is that supplier 
compliance to PCIR is satisfactory. He says that it is up to the focal company to determine 
what they want, and then to develop clear instructions for the supplier to follow. “Otherwise”, 
he says, “you will just end up with a lot of missing information in-between.”  As it follows, 
the first step is to “ ...put the right requirements upfront.” (Appendix 4 D10). The Consultant 
explains that the requirements put forth should not need to be broken down further by the 
supplier, but that this should already have been done by the focal company (Appendix 4 
D10). Interviewee A points out that the requirements must be clearly defined, since it is the 
easiest way to help the supplier comply with the requirements. The company needs to define 
exactly what kind of material they want and what kind of documentation, for example test 
reports, they require. The company needs to say “this is what we want, this often and we want 
it to be signed by this person” according to Interviewee A (Appendix 4 A13). In addition, in 
the experience of Interviewee A, the requirements in China have to be more specific than 
with, for example, European suppliers (Appendix 4 A8).  
 
Company C provides the suppliers, and some sub-suppliers, with the information they need 
for compliance on a supplier portal. According to Interviewee, C this is their most important 
tool for communicating with the suppliers. Here, they can download documents, the rate, and 
the spread-outs (Appendix 4 C12, C14).  
 
The Consultant finds training to be the fastest way to improve supplier capabilities. In this 
context, he brings up the education system employed throughout Asia, which is based on 
acceptance. This renders training more efficient than a workshop for open discussions. It 
could be culturally related, but the most efficient way would be training, he concludes. 
However, he emphasises that the purpose is not only to tell them what to do, but should also 
be to increase their understanding of why they are doing this. This should be the key point for 
everyone who has the budget to do training, he says (Appendix 4 D13). Company C employs 
training both to raise awareness of the environmental and human health effects of certain 
substances, and to teach the suppliers to fill out the required information (Appendix 4 C10). 
Company B implemented supplier training two or three years ago. At that time, most of the 
suppliers did not speak English, so the company educated the suppliers to provide the 
documents in English. Working in conjunction with their Product Safety Department, the 
company hired a Chinese Supplier Quality Manager in Shanghai, and his job was to travel to 
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suppliers sites and give them training and education of what Company B needs. He explained 
to the suppliers what the company’s requirements were, and because of this, according to 
Interviewee B, the suppliers understand what Company B wants. Interviewee B describes 
how they give training and education to the suppliers regarding the quality system and the 
Product Safety Assessment (Appendix 4 B14, B21). Company A does not have any further 
educational events, but Interviewee A thinks that this is something for the future. He believes 
that it is even more effective than the meetings they have now (Appendix 4 A20). In addition 
to training, a certain amount of translation is needed according to the Consultant in order to 
achieve compliance (Appendix 4 D6).    

One prerequisite for compliance is communication, intended to create understanding of the 
requirements once the requirements have been clearly formulated, according to the 
Consultant. Subsequently, ways to achieve supplier compliance need to be identified 
(Appendix 4 D6). While training is a more efficient way of increasing supplier capabilities, 
he says, that option is mainly available for larger companies. However, the creation of 
supplier engagement and communication does not necessarily have to revolve around 
teaching or training, according to the Consultant, because sometimes, the focal company does 
not have the resources, and sometimes they do not even know how to do this. He claims that 
smaller companies then have to focus on the communication: what is needed, why, and how. 
“... it is about communication and sharing the knowledge equally so that you can work 
together on the same target.” (Appendix 4 D13). Company A employs follow-up meetings in 
which the company can make sure that the supplier understands the requirements. Company 
A has meetings with some of the suppliers every three months. Interviewee A explains how 
this is an opportunity for the company to discuss possible misunderstandings and develop a 
deeper relationship. The sourcing team and the supplier-quality team at Company A is 
responsible for regular meetings with the supplier, where they discuss what is and what is not 
important, and why this is so (Appendix 4 A15, A20).   

Company B has a global standard platform that is used as a supplier self-assessment tool. Its 
function is to evaluate the supplier's abilities, raise their awareness, and/or to provide them 
with a certificate of compiled information about their own product. This certificate can be 
used in dealings with current and potential customers (Appendix 4 B21). 
 
The Consultant finds that even larger companies are failing to put the requirement in a 
business context. For example the focal company can say “We gave you this much of the 
business this year, you are making money. Now, let’s invest this money into something new” 
(Appendix 4 D12). The way the Consultant sees it, the Swedish company needs to sell the 
idea of requirement compliance to to the supplier. They might, for example, point to 
increased business with customers similar to themselves. The Consultant says that the main 
objective should be to get the supplier to make a conscious decision, for the reason that they 
believe there is a future with the focal company and a future for the product they are 
producing (Appendix 4 D12). The Consultant finds that:  
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“... it’s difficult, or less experienced, if you just put the requirements as a 
straightforward requirement. It always has to be in the context of business or 
investment or return because it is a business relationship, no matter how 
friendly you are on a partner-level. It’s always related to business. So for me, 
the only comment or recommendation is just to put this on a higher strategy, 
include it in the business. That is a good way to put forth your requirements, 
not just shoot emails saying ‘This is a new requirements from EU, can you 
comply to that?” (Appendix 4 D12). 

 
Further, the Consultant stresses the fact that any activity in the context of business is 
never isolated, and can never be improved by employing an isolated discussion about 
it; it has to be treated in the context of, and connected to, the business. He also 
recommends, as a part of the business, to always try to involve the supplier to 
achieve a higher standard (Appendix 4 D13).  
 
Interviewee B explains they can motivate their suppliers to be on the company’s 
supplier list, because of Company B’s good global reputation in the industry, and the 
supplier can use their status as Company B’s supplier as a selling argument, which is 
very beneficial for the suppliers. Interviewee B explains that one way to motivate 
their suppliers is by pushing them, or encouraging them, to provide the information 
on time, but admits that Company B has not been working a lot on motivating their 
suppliers. However, Company B makes it clear to the supplier that if they are 
working well and providing the information, there will be even more opportunities to 
work with Company B in the future (Appendix 4 B27). Company C believes the 
business performance is of great importance for the supplier and motivates them to 
comply. Interviewees C believe the suppliers are foremost motivated by maintaining 
long-term business with Company C, rather than the fear of sanctions (Appendix 4 
C25).   
 
The importance of building a strong relationship and trust with the suppliers was explained 
by Interviewee B. Company B trusts the suppliers to inform them in cases when the supplier 
cannot fulfill the specifications or when they are experiencing any issues. She adds that when 
they face a problem, they can discuss and negotiate the best interest for both sides (Appendix 
4 B26). Also, Company A considers relationship building to be of great importance, 
especially when it comes to their Chinese suppliers. Interviewee A emphasises on the 
importance of operating in China and having people on site, since it is extremely difficult to 
conduct business with the suppliers from Sweden. He adds how this builds relationships. 
Company A is not the biggest customer of their suppliers, and therefore, they need to have an 
established, close relationship. Interviewee A explains how they invite their suppliers to 
Christmas dinners and other events to increase trust. The regular meetings held by Company 
A are a meant to establish a deeper relationship (Appendix 4 A11, A16.) The Consultants 
advise that: “Either you find a supplier who is willing to invest the time or the energy to 
discuss and develop together with you, which is very difficult, or you know what you want 
and they can follow your instructions.” (Appendix 4 D10).  
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In summary, the Consultant says, “Tell the suppliers why you want this and how you want 
this. If they understand it is easy to comply” (Appendix 4 D10). He says that the Swedish 
company needs to explain to the supplier why they want the specific PCI, because otherwise, 
the supplier will look at this only as a cost. So it is all about communication, says the 
Consultant (Appendix 4 D12-D13). 

According to Interviewee A, the suppliers are being informed in advance of the consequences 
of non-compliance through the Purchase Contract, which they all have to sign (Appendix 4 
A24). The Consultant claims that sanctions are mainly a mean to put pressure on the 
suppliers. In the context of executing sanctions, the Consultant points out that, at that stage, 
the damage is already done. Hence, he emphasises the importance of regulating the 
consequences or sanctions in the contract from the beginning, in order to create pressure 
(Appendix 4 D2, D10, D14-D15). The Consultant claims that the suppliers are generally 
aware of the sanctions to non-compliance (Appendix 4 D14). Company B clarifies the 
supplier consequences of non-compliance in the contracts with the suppliers. Interviewee B 
describes how the company explains the consequences to the supplier to ensure 
understanding (Appendix 4 B26-B27). Company C makes sure the supplier is aware of the 
consequences of non-compliance by listing them in the supplier contract (Appendix 4 C23). 
 
Company A uses standards when formulating PCI, since it simplifies the workload for both 
the focal company and the supplier. Interviewee A describes how a fairly newly developed 
EU standard has been instituted for their particular product group, allowing for more 
standardization of their PCIR (Appendix 4 A5, A14). Company B has their own internal 
Global Supplier Standards (Appendix 4 B3, B9), and their level of correspondence to 
“external” standards are not stated in the interview. Company C requires Internationally or 
European standardized PCI documents, as well as more customized PCI (Appendix 4 C7-C8, 
C17). The Consultant seems to be of the opinion that small companies lack the competence to 
set their own requirements, and therefore, have to rely on international standards (Appendix 4 
D4).    

As mentioned above, Company C is flexible regarding the extent of the information that 
needs to be presented, and the format in which it needs to be provided, and if the supplier is 
prevented from providing it, by reasons of confidential business information, they accept 
other formats to ensure compliance. Test reports are one such alternative. “They have several 
options to convince us that they are compliant to our requirements.” say Interviewees C 
(Appendix 4 C16). Interviewee B explains that the supplier will have to sign a Non-
Disclosure Agreement (NDA) to protect confidential business information. She adds that 
most of the suppliers are relatively cooperative and are fine with sharing the documents and 
information with Company B (Appendix 4 B17-B18). Company A is requesting that the 
suppliers sign a Purchases Contracts and NDA-documents as a customer request, which must 
guarantee the products, whoever manufacture them, to comply with the requirements and also 
prevent the suppliers to transmit any information without approval by Company A (Appendix 
4 A23). Company A experienced how the suppliers do not tell them all the ingredients of 
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their plastic products, however, Company A only needs the suppliers to ensure the goods 
comply to the requirements and the standards, and does not require a material declaration 
Company A has the right to investigate and put forth relevant claims, as stated in the 
Purchase Contract, to guarantee confidential documentation following a controlled recipients’ 
flow (Appendix 4 A7, A25).  
 
Regarding focal company contracts with tier 2 and beyond, the Consultant says that it is 
always difficult because “you are stepping over the supplier’s fence” (Appendix 4 D13). This 
is a problem all over the world he says. What the focal company can do relates to verification 
measures, he finds (Appendix 4 D13). Company C includes some tier 2 suppliers in training 
sessions and gives them access to information materials relevant to the PCIR. They also hold 
their suppliers responsible to communicate Company C’s requirements to their suppliers, and 
they sometimes even visit their sub-suppliers factories to ensure the transfer of requirements. 
Company C has a supplier portal available for both suppliers and sub-suppliers in order to 
train them (Appendix 4 C12). Interviewee A believes there is a need for more contact with 
tier 2 and beyond, in order to create traceability. The companies need to know what the 
suppliers bought from their suppliers, but it is resource-intensive. He gives the example that 
you would rather recall 5000 products than 300,000; you just have to know what component 
it concerns and that is achieved by traceability (Appendix 4 A7). Company A does not 
normally contact the sub-suppliers unless a supplier requests that they do so, which, 
Interviewee A adds, is not a common practice (Appendix 4 A17, A23). Company A’s 
minimum level of requirements must be fulfilled and the suppliers must guarantee that their 
suppliers also fulfill those levels. By specifying exactly what content or ingredient the 
supplier shall provide, Company A indirectly decides who their sub-suppliers are (Appendix 
4 A6, 23). Interviewee B explains that they have the requirements for the sub-suppliers, as for 
their suppliers. The same requirements in the Supplier Standard will be shared with the sub-
suppliers. Company B does not have any direct contact with the second tier; it is up to the 
suppliers to take responsibility and liability for their suppliers. The supplier shall ensure and 
implement appropriate measures to ensure that their own suppliers comply. Interviewee B 
explains that the supplier has to establish and maintain procedures that allow the traceability 
of used raw material and components (Appendix 4 B14, B25).  
 
Facing the risk of supplier non-compliance, the Consultant recommends that the focal 
company determines exactly what it is that they want from a supplier and then picks a good 
supplier instead of choosing the most price-competitive candidate. The Consultant explains 
that the focal company should find a supplier who is willing to invest the time or the energy 
to discuss and develop together with the focal company, something that is very difficult 
(Appendix 4 D10, D14). Interviewee A explains that the company prefers to pay attention to 
posing the PCIR in the beginning instead of making new requirements on-going (Appendix 4 
A9). This is also the routine of Company B and Company C (Appendix 4 B20; C5) Before 
entering into a business relationship with the supplier, Company C makes the supplier go 
through a couple of procedures regarding the quality and sustainability levels that the supplier 
has to meet. Company C requires the supplier to provide the requested information before 
signing the purchasing agreement, as well as on an ongoing basis. As expressed by Company 
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C, since access to the information is a prerequisite for working with them, their suppliers 
know how to gather the information (Appendix 4 C9-C9). Before Company B signs the 
contract with a supplier, they need to make sure they are aware of and understand the 
consequences. According to Interviewee B, this proves if the supplier is willing to take 
responsibility and, in the long run, build a relationship. Interviewee B explains how they only 
buy material from suppliers to whom they have already given approval. When Company B 
chooses suppliers, they only choose suppliers they can trust, and who have been selected by 
Sourcingn (Appendix 4 B20, B26). Company B experiences how small local suppliers 
generally fail to fulfill the supplier selection requirements (Appendix 4 B23).  

Interviewee A also adds the importance of trusting the supplier after they have evaluated the 
supplier’s abilities and reputation, and explains how the company went from 250 suppliers to 
150 for this reason. A supplier established on the global market is considered more 
trustworthy while, if Company A procures something from a small Chinese supplier, they 
have to run tests (Appendix 4 A6). The Consultant explains that, if the supplier is Korean, 
Japanese, or a big Chinese supplier, the plastic is traceable. However, if it is an unknown, no-
name brand, traceability is uncertain. Partly due to the traceability, and the guarantee that 
they offer, big brands are more trustworthy.  On the other hand, though, their prices are 
higher. The Consultant points out that smaller companies lack the resources or the 
competence to determine, or to focus on, the traceability in their supply chain (Appendix 4 
D13).   

4.3.3 Summary of the supply chain management practices identified in empirical study 
The summary of the supply chain management practices in table 4 in Appendix 1 
demonstrates that all the practices can be divided according to one of the following 
objectives: 

● Sanction 
● Not sanction 
● Ensure focal company internal factors  
● Ensure supplier understanding of what compliance to the PCIR implies 
● Ensure supplier understanding of the consequences to non-compliance to the supplier 
● Ensure supplier understanding of why compliance to the PCIR is necessary 
● Connect the PCIR to supplier benefits with compliance 
● Create a good relationship with the supplier    
● Support cost-decrease 
● Handle sub-suppliers’ understanding and knowledge  
● Handle confidential business information 
● Supplier selection  

The objectives are identical to the summary of the literature findings, safe for the “supplier 
selection”.  
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5. Analysis  

5.1 Obstacles to supplier compliance and why they hinder compliance  
In the pursuit of discerning the main-obstacles, the issues detected in the results (see table 1 
and table 2 in Appendix 1) are categorized into obstacles and explanations (see section 2.6.1 
for further explanation). In order to answer the first part of research question one, the issues 
pertaining to “supplier understanding and perception of the PCIR” are analysed first in 
section 5.1.1, followed by the issues related to “opposing interests” in section 5.1.2. Lastly, 
the Principal-Agent theory is employed in order to attempt to understand why these obstacles 
are hindering compliance in 5.1.3, and to therefore answer the second part of research 
question one.   

5.1.1 Supplier understanding and perception of the PCIR  

Insufficient supplier understanding of “what” is identified both by several scholars29 as well 
as intervieweess30. Lack of experience with PCIR was brought up by Nimpuno and Scruggs’ 
(2011) as a potential explanation for this lack of understanding which correlates with the 
Consultant’s comment about the short experience Chinese suppliers have had with certain 
standards when explaining why Chinese suppliers are struggling to understand what is 
required from them and how to achieve compliance. In addition, Boström et al (2011) bring 
up the lack of education in developing countries, a fact that presumably makes the supplier's 
personnel ill-equipped to interpret unfamiliar PCIR, and provides yet another possible 
explanation for what causes the perceived insufficient supplier understanding. However, 
Scruggs and Ortolano (2011) perceive the problem somewhat differently: they point at the 
fact that suppliers sometimes do not possess enough knowledge about their own production 
process and the contents of their product or material. This finding is supported by 
Interviewees C experience that some of their suppliers lack sufficient competence regarding 
chemicals, and Company B’s experience of a similar problem when the supplier could not see 
the difference between the more detailed chemical information and the less detailed material 
information about their products. Hence, this approach suggests that the reason why some 
suppliers struggle with understanding what compliance means is not inexperience with 
PCIRs, per se, but a more basic lack of competence regarding the product contents-aspect of 
their production. However, these explanations are, presumably, highly interconnected, since 
insufficient competence regarding product contents is brought about by the lack of experience 
with PCIR: there has not been any reason for the supplier to learn about this aspect of their 
production. Nevertheless, the distinction between these two explanations of the perceived 
lack of understanding is important, since they are at different level and to different extents.  
The two variations on this lack of understanding are remedied differently. While these 
explanations focus on the supplier understanding of the PCIR themselves, PTC (2011) 
attributes the difficulties to the lack of supplier understanding of how to carry out an efficient 

                                                
29 IOMC 2011; Boström et al 2012; Scruggs & Ortolano 2011; Nimpuno & Scruggs 2011; PTC 2011; 
Fransson & Molander 2013; Zhang 2009 
30 Company A; Company B; Company C; The Consultant 
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data-gathering process in general, suggesting that the challenge lays in the actual execution of 
the PCIR, and not the interpretation of what kind of information PCIR compliance requires 
the supplier to present.  
 
Yet, another explanation behind the lacking supplier understanding of the PCIR is brought up 
by the Consultant, and consists of the focal company’s overly vague formulation of the PCIR. 
Attesting to the opinion of the Consultant, Interviewee A also experiences that the 
requirements need to be more clearly formulated for Chinese suppliers than for their 
European suppliers, but the reason for this is not clearly stated. However, when ascertaining 
the aptitude of supplier training, the Consultant brings up the fact that the educational system 
in China is built on acceptance, as well as the suppliers’ tendency to “do as they’re told”. 
Therefore, the effects of the Chinese educational systems presumably makes the Chinese 
supplier more likely to adhere to a strict interpretation of the instructions from the focal 
company rather than, for example using other sources of information to try to figure out what 
the focal company really wants from the supplier. This assumption correlates with Boström et 
al’s (2012) remark on the role of the education systems when PCIRs are to be understood by 
suppliers in developing countries.  
 
Of all the scholars, only Boström et al (2012) points out the importance for the focal 
company to clearly outline and explain the PCIR. None of the other scholars bring up this 
focal company-problem to provide clear instructions to the supplier. Instead, the scholars 
point to the lack of supplier understanding of “what” the PCIR implies (IOMC 2011; 
Boström et al 2012; Scruggs & Ortolano 2011; Nimpuno & Scruggs 2011). One explanation 
for the absence of comments on the formulations of the PCIR is that the scholars seem to 
have studied mainly larger companies and/or proactive ones with more resources31 than 
smaller companies, as expressed by both Boström et al (2012) and the Consultant, which 
explains why Company B and C did not mention this issue when Company A did. Another 
possible conclusion from this absence of comments on the formulations is that the scholars, 
except for Boström et al (2012), are assigning the blame for the lack of supplier 
understanding to the suppliers alone, expecting them to understand or acquire the knowledge 
on their own. Perhaps they, or the scholars’ interviewees, do not see their own responsibility 
in the matter, and prefer to talk about the inabilities of their suppliers instead of 
acknowledging any flaws in the instructions provided. Another possible explanation for this 
absence is offered in the finding of Boström et al (2012), which outlines examples of 
companies making the effort to explain the PCIR, indicating that the problem is overcome by 
some companies or perhaps even considered a natural part of the PCIR efforts.  This might be 
why no one of the other scholars’ interviewees, or Company B or C, mentioned it. 
Nevertheless, it is remarkable that the results do not contain more of this aspect of supplier 
understanding, especially regarding those scholars whose studies include interviews of 
suppliers, such as Nimpuno and Scruggs (2011), Fransson (2012) and Zhang (2009)32. 
Consequently, this absence of comments on the formulation of the PCIR calls for a certain 
                                                
31 Such as Scruggs and Ortolano (2011) and Scruggs (2013) who selected proactive companies, as 
well as Boström et al (2013) who studied IKEA, see appendix 2.  
32 See Appendix 2. 
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amount of skepticism towards pointing it out as a contributing, or potential, explanation to the 
obstacle of “lacking supplier understanding”.  
 
Notwithstanding, as put by the Consultant: “There is a gap between the expectation [of the 
focal company] and the understanding [of the supplier]” but instead of explaining the 
instructions more thoroughly, both the Consultant and Boström et al (2012) point to the 
tendency of focal companies to use “one-way communication” rather than open up an 
opportunity for dialogue in which the supplier could air any element of confusion. Both 
Boström et al (2012) and the Consultant find that this hard communication is not suitable for 
the creation of supplier understanding.  He provides evidence that this communication 
approach could offer an explanation for the lacking supplier understanding, despite the 
relatively low level of  fact that this issue is not featured more frequently in the results. This 
is potentially particularly relevant in China, considering the reluctance observed by 
Interviewee A amongst the company’s Chinese suppliers to ask for further clarification when 
they do not understand an instruction, hence eliminating the possibility for the focal company 
to detect when further explanation is needed.    
 
A further fact, making the absence of any comments on deficiencies on the focal company-
level even more astounding, is the Consultant experience that some focal companies 
themselves are missing the necessary competence, which leaves them struggling to determine 
what they want from the suppliers and how to formulate the requirements to their suppliers. 
This impression is in correlation with the findings of Boström et al (2012) about the lack of 
chemical education amongst the focal company’s staff, as well as the focal companies’ 
struggle to support the suppliers and assume the role of “teacher”. These deficiencies are 
notably similar to the ones described above as pertaining to the supplier, again pointing to the 
interesting fact that Boström et al (2012) and the Consultant are the only ones raising these 
issues. The reason for this is possibly the same as the reason for the absence of comments on 
any vague formulation of PCIRs, as discussed above, in addition to the fact that the scholars 
might have chosen a focus that only allowed them to study the supplier level.    
 
The Consultant seems to believe that the root-causes behind the lack of competence and the 
vague formulations of PCIR are insufficient prioritization of PCI, the development of PCI 
policies and the procurement function at large. However, neither Company B nor Company C 
report having issues with prioritizing the PCI, while Company A experiences problems 
prioritizing PCI in the midst of all other business interests. This difference can presumably be 
explained by the different sizes of the companies; again Boström et al (2012) and the 
Consultant’s comment on the different conditions under which the focal companies are 
operating, giving larger companies with more capacity and resources an upper hand, is 
relevant. In addition, Company B and Company C also pursue pronounced environmental and 
product safety-branding, providing them with even more resources and focus on the issue of 
PCI, lending evidence to the conclusion that these focal company-internal issues, mainly 
pointed out by the Consultant, indeed do not constitute an obstacle for all types of focal 
companies. In addition, many scholars study proactive actors and large companies, a fact that 
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might explain the lack of attention on the subject in the literature review in addition to 
deficiencies on focal company-level.     
 
Fransson and Molander (2013) identify lack of proper dissemination of the PCIR upstream 
the chain, correlating with Zhang’s observations, something that Zhang (2009) found affects 
the amount and quality of the PCI negatively. More in detail, Zhang (2009) identifies a “pick 
out and pass” process where the supplier picks out which part of the requirements they deem 
relevant for its own supplier to know, and does not provide their supplier with the full PCIRs. 
In correlation, Scruggs and Ortolano (2011) also find that actors in the chain do not transfer 
the requirements properly, indicating both a partial, or perhaps even completely, omitted 
PCIR. As discussed above in the context of vague formulation of PCIRs by the focal 
company, a successful formulation of PCIRs requires knowledge of not only the receivers’ 
production processes, but also about the product contents in general. The presence of the 
obstacle, in the form of lacking supplier understanding of what the PCIR implies for 
themselves, indicates the prevalence of even more insufficient understanding and knowledge 
of what the PCIR implies for their suppliers. This is, presumably, one important reason as to 
why the dissemination is not carried out properly, an impression supported by PTC’s (2011) 
experience that the lack of supplier competence, discussed above, extends to their ability to 
formulate proper requirements to their upstream supply chain. In addition, as indicated by the 
findings of Zhang (2011), the insufficient dissemination has a negative effect on supplier 
access to the PCI, as will be discussed in the next section. Both Zhang’s (2011) and Fransson 
and Molander’s (2013) findings regarding the insufficient dissemination stems from studies 
of Chinese supply chains, while Scruggs and Ortolano (2011), on the other hand, studied 
global supply chains and reached the same conclusion, indicating that this is a problem 
experienced world wide, even amongst suppliers to proactive companies. The absence of this 
explanation for the lacking supplier understanding in the empirical results also indicates that 
it is not a Chinese specific problem. However, the interviewees might be unaware of the 
disseminations beyond their suppliers, and therefore, unaware of this problem.  
 
Lack of understanding of “why” compliance is necessary was identified by a few scholars33 
as well as interviewees34. Despite the three companies’ extensive “supplier selection”-
processes, all companies except Company C have experienced questioned supplier necessity, 
and the Consultant brought it up as well. However, Company C in particular expressed that 
full PCIR compliance constitutes a firm requirement for signing the supplier agreement to 
begin with. Hence, the necessity of the PCIR is connected to the business opportunity for the 
supplier from the start of the relationship, and Company C’s firmness and ability to prioritize 
PCI might be why they are the only ones who have never experienced questioned necessity.   
 
Supplier reluctance can be seen in the results, implying that the necessity was questionable, 
due to the presence of another obstacle to compliance. Supplier reluctance pertains to the 
category of obstacles that will be discussed below in section 5.1.2. Regarding possible 

                                                
33 IOMC 2011; Boström et al 2012 
34 Company A; Company B; The Consultant 
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explanations as to why suppliers question the necessity of PCIR compliance, it is very likely 
to believe that the lack of supplier competence in the area of product contents and the lack of 
experience with PCIR, discussed in the context of “what” PCIR compliance implies above, 
also instills the supplier with any deeper understanding of the importance of the PCI 
documents for the focal company. Therefore, it can lead the supplier to believe that it is not 
worth the efforts to try to surmount the mentioned difficulty to achieve compliance. Both the 
only two scholars who discovered questionable necessity derived from global supply chains. 
However, the difference between the appearance in the literature review and the empirical 
results is stark, indicating that questionable necessity might be more prevalent in China.  
 
Lack of understanding of the supplier consequences was implied by the results of Boström 
et al (2012). However, they were the only ones indicating such a supplier deficiency. On the 
contrary, the Consultant expressed that suppliers are generally well aware of the 
consequences and of which sanctions will be employed in case of non-compliance. It is 
therefore likely that the case in the study of Boström et al (2012) involved a focal company 
who had not implemented any sanctions, or at least not in a clear way. A possible reason for 
the lack of supplier knowledge of the consequences is brought up by PTC (2011) when 
emphasizing the need for executive support to both combine the PCIR with sanctions in the 
first place, and to actually execute the sanctions in the case of supplier non-compliance. This 
observation correlates with the Consultant’s remark on the failure to prioritize PCIR. These 
obstacles did not appear in the remaining empirical results.  
 
Linguistic and cultural/societal issues that might impede supplier understanding are 
identified by scholars35 and interviewees36 . More specific cultural aspects can hinder supplier 
understanding, as has already been shown in the analysis above.  
Linguistic issues are brought up by Fransson (2012), Zhang (2009), Boström et al (2012) and 
Boström et al (2011). Interestingly enough, both Fransson (2012) and Zhang (2009) study the 
flow of chemical information in Chinese supply chains while Boström et al (2011) and 
Boström et al (2012) study global supply chains, while including Chinese suppliers in the 
study. However, Company B is the only one out of the three companies that recalls 
experiencing linguistic obstacles, indicating that it is not that prevalent in China, despite what 
the results from the literature review might indicate. However, Interviewee B is firm on 
saying that such issues are a thing of the past. Interviewees C have not worked at Company C 
for as long as Interviewee B and might therefore be unaware of Company C’s potential 
language problem during previous operations in China. Nevertheless, Interviewee A has 
worked for Company A for as long as Interviewee B and does not report any linguistic 
problems, a fact that might be due to forgetfulness or to the fact that these issues are not that 
common in China.   
 
Regarding cultural aspects, the study conducted by Boström et al (2011) and Boström et al 
(2012), covering the same37 global supply chains, seems to have discovered more 

                                                
35 Fransson 2012; Zhang 2009; Boström et al 2012; Boström et al 2011 
36 Company B; Company C; The Consultant 
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communication issues with Chinese suppliers, judging from the fact that their more specific 
findings on cultural and communication issues consisted of the retelling of an interviewee's 
experiences from their Chinese sellers and no suppliers of any other nationality; the sellers 
would sometimes provide inaccurate information due to their perception of the power relation 
between themselves and the buying company. However, contrary to this impression, the fact 
that it was only brought up by Boström et al (2011) and that the same authors did not care to 
bring up this observation in their later publication of the same study (Boström et al 2012), 
indicates that they attached less importance to this observation, or that its absence in the later 
publication can simply be due to the lack of space. In the context of cultural aspects of the 
Chinese mentality affecting PCIR compliance, the Consultant brought up the mentality of “a 
wide grey area”, which might lead Chinese suppliers to deviate from the agreement due to a 
low perception of the necessity of full compliance. He also mentioned the short experience 
China has with standards in the context of PCI, along with an education system based on 
acceptance, which might make the suppliers unequipped to handle unfamiliar PCIR. This 
impression correlates with the experiences of Interviewee A, who has discovered that their 
Chinese suppliers need more explicit formulations of the requirements than, for example, 
their European suppliers. In addition, Company A mentions the problem that Chinese 
suppliers are reluctant to ask when they do not understand the instructions, which might 
relate to the findings of Boström et al (2011) about power relations, discussed above. These 
cultural aspects have already been analysed in the context of specific obstacles. Regarding 
environmental awareness amongst Chinese suppliers, the Consultant indicated that it is 
unsatisfactory as of today, but that it is improving, which is also the impression of 
Interviewees C. While the Consultant seems to attribute the change to companies increasing 
demand on their supplier, Interviewees C attribute it to the combination of the increasing 
pressure from buying companies on their suppliers, media reports, and governmental efforts 
to raise awareness for the negative effects of manufacturing, indicating a more societal 
aspiration than the Consultant who is of the opinion that supplier improvements on PCIR 
compliance stems from a business perspective. Looking at the culture as a general obstacle, it 
is interesting to note that not one of the mentioned cultural aspects, with the potential to 
influence the behaviour of the Chinese suppliers in terms of PCIR compliance, is exactly the 
same. This indicates that the process of attributing the behaviour of individuals to a 
cultural/societal phenomenon is rather subjective; it varies from supplier to supplier and the 
interpretations of these experiences might have been too generalized by the interviewees in 
the literature and the empirical study.  
 
Altogether, issues pertaining to supplier understanding seem to weight heavily in previous 
research38, which can also be said for the empirical findings39.  

                                                                                                                                                  
37 See appendix 2 
38 Fransson 2012; Zhang 2009; Boström et al 2012; Boström et al 2011; IOMC 2011; Scruggs & 
Ortolano 2011; Nimpuno & Scruggs 2011; PTC 2011; Fransson & Molander 2013 
39 Company A; Company B; Company C; The Consultant 
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5.1.2 Opposing interests  

In this section, issues related to supplier interests, which are deemed to be in conflict with the 
focal company’s interest to achieve PCIR compliance, are to be analysed. Several scholars40 
as well as interviewees41 mentioned some kind of opposing interest.  
 
As a possible explanation to the obstacle related to supplier access, Zhang (2009) points out 
the possibility of limited capacities pertaining to actors further up the chain to produce the 
PCI in the first place, which correlates with the experiences of Company C. Another possible 
explanation is brought up by Denison (2005), Zhang (2009) and Becker et al (2011) in their 
attribution of the difficulty to access PCI to the presence of middlemen in the supply chain, 
whom are said to lack the interest or even the capacity to provide PCI. Company A also 
experienced the problem regarding middlemen, but it was not mentioned by any of the other 
companies. One reason for this difference in the empirical results might be the company size 
and resources: Company B and Company C might have been able to avoid middlemen in 
their supply chains, indicating that supplier access is a cost-issue. However, Company C has 
obviously not managed to avoid other types of actors in the chain lacking the capacity to 
produce the requested PCI, judging from their problem with incomplete MSDS. This fact 
provides evidence for the conclusion that not only middlemen are to be blamed for 
insufficient supplier access. Furthermore, Nimpuno and Scruggs (2011) also noted an 
insufficient transfer of the PCI, once it has been created, downstream in the chain, mirroring 
the issue with insufficient dissemination of the PCIR upstream the chain discussed above.  
 
The literature review42 also indicated that the supplier sometimes lacks the technical capacity 
and the systems to collect the PCI. However, no empirical findings support these 
observations, which can be due to lack of insights into why the supplier is failing to comply 
to the PCIR. It might be due to efforts pertaining to supplier selection, since all companies 
can be said to test these abilities of the supplier by requesting the PCI before signing the 
purchasing agreement.  
 
The issue of falsified PCI documents was experienced by several of the companies in the 
empirical study. Although Becker et al (2011) confirmed the occurrence of “inaccurate” 
information (they did not specify whether the PCI was falsified or if it was simply the result 
of a mistake), there was no other referens to falsified PCI documents in the literature review. 
Interestingly enough, it was not even mentioned by the scholars studying Chinese supply 
chains, such as Fransson and Molander (2012), Zhang (2009) and Boström et al (2012). This 
is especially interesting, seeing that it was mentioned by the majority of the interviewees in 
the empirical study, which indicates that this problem might be more or less specific to 
China, nevertheless contradicted by the result of the literature review. The lack of comments 
on falsifications for the part of Fransson and Molander (2012) and Zhang (2009) might be 
due to the fact that they studied chemical risk information, which focuses on the hazard 
                                                
40 Scruggs & Ortolano 2011; Scruggs 2013; Becker et al 2011; Denison 2005; PTC 2011; Nimpuno & 
Scruggs 2011; Zhang 2009 
41 Company A; Company B; Company C; The Consultant 
42 Numpino & Scruggs 2011  
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information of the ingredients, and presumably is considered more to be incomplete or 
incorrect; not in terms of being falsified like certificates of compliance. This assumption is 
supported by the fact that Zhang (2009) did identify non-compliance to the requirements, but 
did not refer to it as falsification, perhaps due to inability to determine whether the non-
compliance was intentional or not. This might also have been the case for Boström et al 
(2012).   
 
The Consultant explains the issue by pointing to the corruption in China and claims that the 
issuing of certificates from both private and governmental organisations can be false, and 
some of the organisations want to increase their income by doing this. Furthermore, the 
Consultant explains that a falsified, or uncontrolled, certificate could have been issued for an 
actor high up in the chain after having passed several good faithed actors in the supply chain, 
which would make the supplier a victim as well. Hence, he finds that falsifications or 
mistakes that often render the information inaccurate are not intentional, but that mistakes 
higher up are due to an inefficient quality control. Contrary to this assertion, Interviewee A 
was of the impression that the cases of inaccurate information they had experienced were 
intentional, indicating a combination of supplier reluctance and lack of understanding. The 
Consultant attributes the issue of falsified certificates to insufficient control mechanisms, 
which make falsifications easy. Even though the Consultant has detected that the Swedish 
companies he has been working with can be worried about the accuracy of the received PCI, 
a worry shared by Company A, the Consultant also brings up the fact that the incentives for 
Swedish companies to put efforts on developing or enforcing their own control mechanism 
into examining or verifying third-party certificates are lacking, in turn due to the protection 
from liability that the very existence of the certificates provides for the Swedish company. 
However, this contradicts the assumptions and opinions put forth in Chapter 1 about an 
increasing focal company-responsibility for their upstream supply chain and the fact that the 
focal company brand gets damaged in the eyes of the consumers. However, as pointed out by 
the Consultant, this is a business decision, and understandably, the Swedish companies 
cannot verify all the certificates they received due to the costs implied. After all, the high 
costs of monitoring are what make PCIRs appealing to begin with. Regarding the 
trustworthiness of the actors in the chain, the Consultant points out how this is a question of 
cost: bigger brands offer a greater guarantee with their reputation in pledge for a higher price 
for their goods, again pointing at the cost-issue.      
 
Scruggs (2013) identify the general increase in workload as a disincentive for compliance, 
which is consistent with the testimony from Interviewee B, who has experienced that 
suppliers are not willing to provide the information because of the time it would take to 
collect the information from their sub-suppliers. Becker et al (2011) identify supplier 
reluctance towards compliance due to the increase in cost, presumably covering the resistance 
due to the increased capacity-demand. In addition, PTC (2011) provides further explanation 
to any general supplier resistance by describing how suppliers struggle with different kinds of 
requirements from their different customers, increasing their workload. Interviewees of 
Scruggs (2013) explain this resistance further by stating it is due to the fact that some 
suppliers have worked with companies with less stringent requirements, and they are not 
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really interested in meeting one set of stricter requirements, thus probably providing a 
disincentive to compliance PCIR in the form of questionable necessity43. Denison (2005) also 
brought up the supplier’s fear of losing business with their suppliers, which, according to 
Denison (2005), negatively affects the generation and sharing of PCI. These observations 
correlate with the impression of the Consultant: the PCIR is likely to limit the opportunities 
for the supplier to lower the costs, since not all of their prospective suppliers can fulfill the 
PCIR, and they therefore will have to choose a more costly production input. Interviewee A 
even said that when the suppliers claim that they cannot comply, this is not true. It is just a 
matter of cost.  
 
An interesting approach is taken by both Interviewee A, but mainly the Consultant, when 
they suggest that the cost issue can not be attributed to the supplier but to the focal 
company’s insufficient financial reimbursement to the supplier in exchange for obtaining the 
PCI. However, the Consultant also explains that, from his experiences, there are mostly small 
and medium-sized companies that do not offer enough compensation to the supplier, since 
these types of companies are more price-sensitive. This is confirmed by the fact that neither 
Company B nor Company C brought up the cost-issue directly, but the smaller Company A 
did. Nevertheless, Company B has experience with suppliers objecting due to the increase in 
workload that compliance would require, which is connected to the suppliers wish to not 
assume any more costs.  If they did not consider the payment sufficient for such a request, 
this indicates that the cost-increase that comes with supplier PCIR compliance is troublesome 
even for large and progressive companies.  
 
According to the Consultant, the insufficient supplier payment, meaning the choice of price-
competitive suppliers who might lack the capacity or even willingness to deliver the PCI, is a 
symptom of a larger focal company-problem; namely the lack of prioritization of the 
procurements function in general, and the PCI in particular. He finds that companies in 
general prefer to invest in “core functions”, such as R&D and marketing, which generate 
profit, and are reluctant to pay more for “supporting functions”, such as procurement. This 
correlates with Interviewee A’s experiences of the difficulties to prioritize PCI. Interesting to 
note is the Consultant’s explanation as to why the Swedish companies fail to give the PCI 
enough attention: they have to focus on surviving. Well, the same can be said about the 
suppliers who are also just trying to get by, and are focusing on running a profitable business. 
In a sense, the cost-issue can be seen as a sign of a faulty PCIR, as with the vague 
formulation of the PCIR, since, as the Consultant points out, the generally low price offered 
by the focal company is contradictive to PCIR compliance.  
 
The overarching nature of the cost-issue becomes evident when looking back at the supplier 
access-problem, insufficient technical capacity, and false certificates: some suppliers and 
their chains do not have the capacity to comply to the PCIR, and increased capacity is a cost-

                                                
43 Questioned necessity might be due to lacking supplier understanding of the necessity see section 
5.1.1 above.   
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issue. When looking at the above mentioned issues in this way, supplier reluctance related to 
cost increase was identified by several both interviewees44 and scholars45.  
 
Regarding cultural/societal aspects, the Consultant brought up the focus on monetary gain, 
along with the cost-issue as a compliance-problem in China. However, Interviewees C find 
that environmental awareness is increasing amongst suppliers in China, an impression shared 
by the Consultant, indicating a transition towards the western way of viewing companies’ 
environmental efforts as long-term investments. However, this aspect of the Chinese mindset 
when doing business is presumably making insufficient financial remuneration even more 
problematic when dealing with Chinese suppliers today. Nevertheless, the lack of priority of 
PCIR and the insufficient remuneration discussed above is also a sign of the Swedish 
companies’ lack of efforts and priorities to ensure the environmentally friendliness and safety 
of their products. Hence, the lack of priorities relating to this aspect of the business, which 
are either due to a low environmental awareness or a focus on short-term profit, can be said to 
constitute not only a Chinese problem but also a Swedish one, at least for small and medium 
sized companies.  
 
The presence of confidential business information was identified as an obstacle preventing 
the focal company from accessing the PCI by some of the scholars46 and interviewees47. 
However, amongst Scruggs and Ortolano’s (2011) 20 multinational, proactive companies48, 
only six found it to limit their access. Nimpuno and Scruggs (2011) observed that some 
stakeholders suspected that actors in the chain frequently misuse the classification of PCI as 
trade secrets. However, none of the companies in the empirical study expressed any such 
suspicions, probably because they wished to maintain a good image of themselves and their 
business partners. Nevertheless, the finding of Nimpuno and Scruggs (2011) illustrates the 
nature of the conflict of interest between the supplier and the focal company in the 
classification of the information as a confidentiality: the supplier can use the classification for 
the understandable reasons of wanting to protect the business from the competitors, or 
because the supplier wants to hide something from the focal company.  

5.1.3 Why the two categories are hindering PCIR compliance  

The agency loss for the focal company was defined in section 3.1.4 as, firstly, the case of 
non-compliance in the form of inaccurate information, potentially leading to product scandals 
and import bans, causing the focal company massive losses including potential damages to 
the brand in the eyes of the customer.49 Being further up the chain and not as exposed as the 
focal company, the supplier, on their hand, is presumed to be less visible in the event of such 
a crisis, and would presumably not suffer as long-term consequences. Nor can they be said to 
have invested as much in the marketing of their brand as the focal company has. 
                                                
44 Company A; Company B; Company C; The Consultant 
45 Denison 2005; Scruggs 2013; PTC 2011; Becker et al 2011; Franson & Molander 2012; Zhang 
2009; Boström et al 2012 
46 Scruggs & Ortolano 2011; Nimpuno & Scruggs 2011; Becker et al 2011 
47 Company A; Company B; Company C 
48 See Appendix 2 
49 See section 1.1.1 and 1.6 for the definition of “focal company”. 
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Nevertheless, the supplier would probably sully its reputation and ruin their chances of 
conducting business with, not only this particular focal company, but also with other 
prospective customers. However, since the supplier is less visible in case of a scandal, their 
losses are therefore deemed to be less than those of the focal company. Subsequently, the 
supplier is protected from the immediate effect of their non-compliance to the PCIR, which is 
instead, carried by the focal company. This also applies to the second type of agency loss for 
the focal company, arising due to supplier non-compliance in the form of partially, or 
entirely, unavailable PCI; depending on the strictness of the focal company policies, this non-
compliance can lead to unsaleable products, causing costs related to production or shipping 
delays for the focal company.   
 
The supplier behaviour is largely unobservable to the focal company, although the focal 
company can test the products to verify the accuracy and completeness of the PCI document, 
but would prefer not to, since that is very costly and not efficient enough (see Boström 2015; 
see Scruggs & Ortolano 2011). The supplier, therefore, has the upperhand in knowing the 
completeness and accuracy of the PCI document, meaning the actual contents of the product, 
material and component they are delivering, while the focal company does not. This situation 
gives rise to the second type of agency-problem in the form of information asymmetry (see 
Eisenhardt 1989). In essence, the two Principal-Agent problems can give rise to moral 
hazard, because the supplier has been persuaded, either out of fear of losing business with the 
focal company, or by the use of some incentive, to agree to provide the PCI documents even 
though this task is solely benefitting the focal company and brings only cost to the supplier 
(See Investopedia 2015).  
 
In addition, the Principal-Agent theory also claims that the supplier is pursuing some kind of 
self-interest, presumably seeking to minimize their own costs and the efforts involved to 
fulfill the agreement in the pursuit of decreasing the costs, giving rise to the first agency-
problem in the form of opposing interests and preferences (see Eisenhardt 1989). 
Furthermore, the supplier is said to possess limited ability to make rational decisions about 
the compliance-behaviour, opening up the possibility of the supplier pursuing a short-term 
gain by way of deviant behaviour, despite the fact that it makes the supplier forfeit a more 
substantial, long-term profit, which the supplier would have gained had they only stuck to the 
agreement with the focal company and provided a complete and correct version of the PCI 
document in time. This would presumably tempt some suppliers to take the risk of losing the 
business deal with the focal company and even sullying its reputation.  
 
The information asymmetry provides the supplier with the opportunity to deviate, and the 
opposing interest provides the motives behind doing so. The focal company is left with 
different means of transferring risk (agency loss) onto the supplier, making it in the supplier's 
own interest to choose not to deviate from the agreement. This is effective, since the theory 
also attributes a general risk-aversiveness to the supplier (see Eisenhardt 1989). The relevant 
question is therefore related to the supplier’s perception of the risks involved, and how the 
obstacles affect such a perception.     
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Supplier lack of understanding of the PCIR in terms of what it requires, hence the instructions 
from the focal company (the principal), can give rise to unintentional deviation, since the 
insufficient supplier understanding of what compliance implies prevents the supplier from 
knowing what behaviour is a deviation from the agreement and what is not. Overall, the 
analysis of obstacles pertaining purely to supplier competence, understanding, and capacity at 
large (“Supplier capacity”) is not at the heart of the Principal-Agent theory. However, the 
core problem with lacking supplier understanding and capacity is that, for the risk-transfer to 
take place successfully, meaning in a way that affects the behaviour of the supplier, the 
supplier must be aware of what is at risk and of what behaviour triggers the risks involved. 
Only then can the supplier, due to their presumed risk-aversiveness, act continuously to avoid 
this very behaviour (see Eisenhardt 1989). As a result, supplier knowledge about what 
compliance implies the supplier to do and, especially, knowing what the consequences to 
non-compliance are, serve as prerequisites for a successful risk transfer.  
 
Moreover, these obstacles to PCIR compliance (the identified insufficiencies related to lack 
of understanding and capacity) can make the supplier totally unaware of their shortcomings 
and inability to actually perform according to the agreement with the focal company. 
Following this logic, it is therefore not a question of opposing interest if they were to deviate 
from the agreement, but rather, of lacking ability. However, more likely is another scenario in 
which the supplier is more or less aware of their inabilities to comply, but does not take 
responsibility for their inabilities by, for example, acquiring the needed competence or tools 
from external sources, or by recruiting the competence.  The fact of this matter implies 
interconnectedness between capacity and the interest in opposing a behaviour that leads to 
ensured PCIR-compliance. This assumption conforms to the discussion above, concerning the 
focal company-internal problem of remunerating the supplier properly: it is a cost-issue. This 
aligns with the Consultant’s expressed believe that if the communication regarding the PCIR 
is insufficient, the supplier will look at the requirement only in terms of the cost of 
compliance for them, and will not fully grasp what is at stake or what they are supposed to 
do. Furthermore, this conclusion is supported by the experience of non-compliance by 
Interviewee A,50 who attributed the behaviour of the supplier to a dangerous combination of 
insufficient understanding and reluctance.  
 
With regards to the obstacles categorized as opposing interest, the Principal-Agent theory 
claims that both the agent and the principal are acting out of self-interest. Eisenhardt (1989) 
claims that this is what makes the principal do whatever he or she can to maximize their 
benefit from the agent’s actions, while minimizing the reimbursement to the agent. This can 
be observed in the way in which some focal companies clearly are trying to get away with 
PCIR compliance without paying the price for it, which is against the interest of the supplier. 
The supplier, on the other hand, does not want to produce the information “for free” since the 
supplier is business-driven. Adhering to that assumption, the Consultant finds that the lack of 
sufficient payment to the supplier prevents PCIR compliance. Further explanation of this 

                                                
50 Company A received the same document over and over again and the supplier did not update it, 
hence the contents became incorrect.  
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somewhat destructive behaviour by both parties is their limited ability to make rational 
decisions, attributed to both the focal company and the supplier by Eisenhardt (1989) in the 
context of the Principal-Agent theory, making the short term cost issue seem most important 
to them both.  
 
Regarding the situation in which PCIR compliance requires the supplier to reveal confidential 
business information, the supplier might fear being put out of business by the competitors. 
Therefore, in the conflict of interest between the focal company and the supplier, interest to 
prevent the disclosure of information, which might jeopardize their future as a business will 
presumably succeed over the interest to comply to the PCIR, persuading the supplier to not 
comply to the PCIR.   
 
The findings of Scruggs and Ortolano (2011) regarding the need to convince the suppliers of 
the importance of providing the information corresponds with the necessity, disputed by 
some suppliers, of fulfilling the PCIR and that compliance is necessary, identified by both the 
IOMC (2011) and Boström et al (2012). This impression is consistent with the experience of 
Interviewee A, who was of the impression that the supplier either did not care, or did not 
understand, that the PCI document contained inaccurate or not updated PCI. Interviewee A 
believed this attitude was the product of a lack of familiarity with the type of PCIR pertaining 
to the supplier or its upstream chain, indicating how very disadvantageous the prevalence of 
both lack of supplier understanding and opposing interests can be. This combination of a lack 
of understanding of the necessity and questionable necessity, identified in the empirical 
results, implies that the supplier might be lead to believe, due to the lack of understanding of 
the necessity, that the risks with non-compliance outweigh the opposing interests.  
 

5.2 Supply chain management practices to ensure PCIR compliance 
The analysis above shows that, despite the fact that the PCIR constitutes a part of the 
agreement between the supplier and the focal company, the focal company must take further 
actions to acquire the PCI information and limit the risk of a realisation of the agency losses. 
Firstly, the different objectives intertwined with focal company ensurance of supplier 
compliance will be elaborated in the beginning of each of the three different sections below. 
Secondly, the different practices will be categorized according to which objective they 
pertain to, based on their objectives (see table 3 and 4 in Appendix 1 and the summaries in 
section 3.5.3 and 4.3.3). This categorization will allow for the discernment of different types 
of supply chain management practices that can be employed to reach the objective in 
question, and to ensure supplier compliance. Thirdly, the usefulness of the identified types of 
supply chain management practices will be evaluated (see section 2.6.3 for more details) 
along with their capacity to fulfill the objective in question, seen through the perspective of 
the Principal-Agent theory.  
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5.2.1 Create risk  

As outlined in section 5.1.3, since monitoring the supplier's behaviour is not a valid option, 
the Principal-Agent theory implies that the focal company ought to look at ways of 
transferring risk to the supplier based on the outcome of the supplier performance, hence, the 
correctness and extent of the PCI provided by the supplier. Therefore, the first, most basic 
goal when trying to ensure supplier compliance to the PCIR should therefore be to create risk 
for the supplier, in terms of both the ultimate and the secondary agency loss, in order to 
ensure that the outcome is PCIR compliance and prevent supplier deviation from the 
agreement. The supplier is assumed to being risk-aversive as well as acting with its own self-
interest in mind, which is what makes the creation of risk a suitable way to ensure supplier 
compliance (see Eisenhardt 1989). However, it is important to note that, despite a successful 
risk transfer, and as a result, the removal of the moral hazard-situation, the supplier can still, 
according to the Principal-Agent theory, choose to deviate, due to their assigned limited 
ability to make rational decisions.     
 
Scruggs and Ortolano (2011) claims that it is important to put pressure on the supplier to 
comply and PTC (2011) even mention the necessity of being prepared to execute sanctions. 
The Consultant, on the other hand, puts an emphasis on connecting PCIR compliance to the 
business opportunity with the focal company, in correlation with Becker et al’s (2011) advise 
to reward compliance. These two approaches can be said to create a risk transfer in two 
different ways: by penalising non-compliance or by incentivising compliance. These two 
different approaches to create a risk-transfer will be examined in turn.  
 
Firstly, different sanctions were found in the results to be reactive practices, employed in 
confirmed cases of non-compliance. The risk transfer brought about by sanctions consists of 
transferring the financial hit affecting the focal company in case of supplier non-compliance 
onto the supplier. Hence, the ideal effect of sanctions would be to make the supplier’s 
deviating behaviour hurt not only the focal company, but also the supplier, which is an 
example of a risk-transfer. The Consultant, Company B and Scruggs (2013) mentioned 
retained payment as a sanction to PCIR non-compliance. However, an important 
circumstance that might limit the effect of the sanction referred to as “retained payment” is 
brought up by Interviewee A, who explained that delays of the arrival of the PCI document 
does not often require Company A to withhold payment, since the payment period is 60 or 90 
days and the problem has often been solved by then. Therefore, during this time, the sanction 
is not possible to execute. Interviewee A was the only one to mention this circumstance, 
which might be an indication that, while the suppliers of Company A are mostly guilty of 
shorter delays, Company B might experience delays beyond the payment period. The 
companies might also employ different payment periods, a fact we were unable to confirm in 
the empirical study. If the goods are already in the focal company’s possession, Company C 
employs a different method: they retain the goods instead, presumably to put pressure on the 
supplier to rectify the faulty or absent PCI. In case the goods can be sold to someone else, this 
sanction is presumably more efficient as a risk-transferor than retained payment, because then 
the supplier cannot avoid the effect of the sanctions by looking for another buyer of the 
goods. Company C was the only one to mention using cancelation of the order, but it was not 



Linnea Nilsson  Consumer product contents information  
Sahra Svensson  from the 1st tier supplier 

73

clear if this was a sanction put in place before the termination of the contract with the 
supplier, or if it was only a way to punish the supplier and show what will happen if they do 
not comply on the next order. The effect of this sanction is uncertain, the supplier will most 
likely feel the blow if they do not manage to sell the goods to someone else. However, 
regarding the implementation of the sanction, the focal company will be forced to look 
elsewhere for the same delivery, which is time consuming, and the prospects of finding a 
replacement will probably determine the choice to implement the sanction or not. Hence, it is 
questionable whether this sanction can be considered useful if the focal company does not 
intend to terminate the contract.  
 
The Consultant, Company B, Company C and Kogg (2009) brought up sanctions linked to 
penalty fees, in which the supplier is made financially responsible for the material they are 
providing. However, while this sanction directly transfers the financial loss onto the supplier, 
making the agency loss a supplier risk, the supplier is only reprimanded for having provided 
inaccurate PCI if the actual product contents give rise to financial losses, not necessarily for 
having provided faulty PCI per se. Hence, this sanction is more likely to have a risk-
transferring effect on the supplier choice regarding the actual contents of the goods than it 
will have on their decision to comply to the PCIR. Along the lines of financial sanctions, the 
Consultant finds that suing the supplier is useless in his experience; the supplier will only file 
for bankruptcy if the court favours the focal company, allowing the supplier to avoid the risk. 
Nevertheless, the filing of bankruptcy is presumably not a matter the supplier will take 
lightly, indicating some level of risk-transfer. In addition, contrary to the dismissive 
statement on suing made by the Consultant, Interviewee B says that they can sue the supplier 
if the information is found to be incorrect, indicating that such an action is found effective for 
some. Interviewee B’s opposing experience might be due to the fact that Company B is a 
relatively large company, providing them with the legal resources the small and medium 
sized companies from which the Consultant derives his experiences are lacking. This 
impression is supported by the Consultants remark regarding the resource requirements 
associated with the use of sanctions in general: larger companies have the resources to invest 
in legal expertise and a structured way of operating that allows them to create an environment 
where the supplier is more aware of the risks, and therefore, becomes more careful, indicating 
a positive effect of such well-developed sanctions, as well as the potentially high resource 
requirements for achieving them. In addition, according to Interviewee B, Company B rarely 
initiates a collaboration with smaller, local supplier, but prefers larger suppliers who, 
presumably, will not file for bankruptcy as easily as smaller ones.   
 
Finally, the last sanction mentioned consists of supplier suspension and was mentioned by 
Company A, Company B, the Consultant and Kogg (2009). Kogg (2009) found that H&M’s 
policy includes supplier suspension in case of serious non-compliances. Supplier suspension 
is most likely not the first sanction of choice in case of non-compliance, since it requires a 
presumably costly process of replacing the supplier. This onerous process is often a 
disincentive for the focal company to execute this sanction, which explains why it is only 
brought up in case of serious non-compliance. On the contrary, Interview A demonstrated 
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how the accumulation of less serious cases of non-compliance (delays), committed by the 
same supplier leads to permanent supplier suspension by Company A.   
 
The Consultant indicates that sanctions in general are hard to execute, which is in line with 
what PTC (2011) implies in the discussion about the need for the procurements department to 
acquire executive support for sanctions regarding the PCIR. This is presumably difficult if the 
supplier is valued in other regards of the business relationship, and if the focal company does 
not prioritize the PCI, an issue discussed in section 5.1. According to the Consultant, the 
issues come back to prioritizing the PCI. Evidence for the overall importance, not just with 
regards to sanctions, of doing so can be seen in how Interviewees C attribute their lack of 
experiences with serious cases of non-compliance to their ability to prioritize the PCI 
internally, specifically to their Sustainability department. However, Company B has a 
Product Safety Department with chemical expertise as well, and their branding consists of 
both sustainability and product safety, hence indicating that prioritizing PCIR internally does 
not eliminate all supplier obstacles to compliance. However, the amount of executive support 
poses a limitation in the form of a circumstance affecting the implementation of sanctions and 
the amount of pressure the focal company can put on the supplier. Another such circumstance 
was also brought up by the Consultant; regarding what sanctions that can be used in the 
context of PCIR, the Consultant describes the existence of a basic, but still valuable, 
distinction between the sanctions available when the focal company wants to continue the 
relationship, compared to the sanctions available in cases where the focal company seeks to 
terminate the business relationship and is no longer interested in the goods provided by the 
supplier. Presumably, a third situation can also arise in the form of the focal company 
needing the goods, but not wishing to continue the business relationship once the goods have 
been delivered according to the agreement. In order to achieve the first outcome, the focal 
company seeks to rectify the supplier’s mistake in a more constructive way by punishing the 
supplier enough to make them aware of the gravity, but without damaging, or ending, the 
relationship. Here, there is room for sanctions with a potentially risk-transferring effect, and 
which allow them to avoid moral hazard, since the focal company seeks to affect the 
behaviour of the supplier towards compliance. However, the Consultant claims that a wish 
for this outcome only leaves the focal company with one possible sanction: obligate the 
supplier to rectify the mistake while retaining the payment. The second outcome entails a 
wish to quickly get rid of the supplier, and termination of the contract is the only objective in 
the mind of the focal company. In this situation sanctions are useless to the focal company, 
since they are no longer interested in swaying the supplier towards a behaviour that leads to 
compliance. The third outcome is primarily aiming at getting the ordered goods and then 
terminating the relationship, thus the behaviour of the supplier is still of interest to the focal 
company.  In these cases, a certain amount of risk-transfer can still be of use to ensure 
compliance. 
 
The third, and last, identified circumstance limiting the implementation of sanctions is the 
cause behind the supplier non-compliance. When having received inaccurate information, 
Company A initiates an investigation to determine if the inaccurate information was provided 
intentionally or by mistake. Subsequently, they decide on increased monitoring or suspension 
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of the supplier. In correlation, in response to all forms of non-compliance, Company C 
requests that their supplier create a corrective action plan where they try to figure out the 
reason behind the non-compliance and ways to make sure that it never occurs again.  Hence, 
the incorrectness, per se, gives rise to an investigation into the reason behind the inaccuracy: 
intention, mistake or perhaps lack of necessary competence.  Depending on the findings of 
these investigations of the supplier, a suitable action from the focal company is thereby 
chosen. There is an assumed prevalence of ignorance, which is an extenuating circumstance 
that can be remedied. On the other hand, the discovery of reluctance and, even worse, 
intentional provision of inaccurate information is, with all probability, deemed to be very 
serious by the focal company, as was indicated by Interviewee A, since the risk of having a 
supplier who is providing false information on purpose is not acceptable. Nevertheless, the 
non-compliance might not be deemed to require sanctions, due to satisfactory assurance from 
the supplier that the mistake will not be repeated, as will be discussed below in the context of 
“a softer approach”.  
 
As put by the Consultant: at the time of non-compliance, the focal company does not have 
many options for actions that are likely to induce supplier compliance. Instead the Consultant 
claims that as a discouraging mechanism, capable of preventing supplier non-compliance in 
the first place, sanctions can create pressure on the supplier to not deviate. The realizations of 
deviation and the subsequent executions of sanctions are hardly in the interest of the focal 
company. Even the use of penalties covering the monetary losses experienced by the focal 
company does presumably not cover the entire agency loss, especially not the losses that 
cannot easily be translated into monetary terms. The risk-transfer at the time of confirmed 
non-compliance is therefore presumably less interesting than its potential to preventively 
discourage any form of deviation from the agreement. Further support for this function of 
sanctions is Kogg’s (2009) finding that H&M uses supplier suspension as a threat, hence 
owing to its preventive effects. Furthermore, Scruggs (2013) found one company who used 
sanctions to incentivise, presumably as a preventive purpose meant to discourage non-
compliance. In further support of this kind of preventive risk transfer, the statement from 
Scruggs and Ortolano (2011) that putting pressure on the supplier to comply might be 
necessary, along with PTC’s (2011) opinion that the implementation of sanctions is 
elemental, does not exclude the possibility of them referring to the necessity of the sanction 
as a pressure, rather than a means of actual execution. However, the limitations outlined 
above regarding the implementation are still applicable, since they will prevent the supplier 
from choosing them as pressure mechanisms.  
 
The supplier's perception of the sanctions plays an important part in the creation of risk, 
especially with regards to the discouraging effect of sanctions. The focal company’s leverage 
in their supply chain (see Kogg 2009), and the supplier’s dependence upon the focal 
company, is presumably one such factor that might determine the supplier’s perception of the 
sanctions. Less leverage, therefore, constitutes a circumstance with the potential to thwart the 
effect of the sanction. A larger company is potentially a more valuable customer to the 
supplier than a smaller one, hence, the sanctions from a larger customer will be felt, while 
losing business with a smaller customer might not even be noticeable. A further limitation to 
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this type of practices might also consist of the fact that the focal company cannot be sure of 
the supplier’s perception of the sanctions, nor of any potential opposing interest, which 
accordingly leaves the focal company without certitude regarding the issue of whether the 
moral hazard has been averted.   
 
The difference in appearance of sanctions in the litteraur review51 compared to in the 
empirical findings52 is likely due to the fact that the interview protocol contained questions 
about sanctions. However, the low occurance of sanctions in the literature review, and 
reactive practices at large, especially compared to the high level of occurance of proactive 
supply chain management practices in the litteratur review,53 gives the impression that 
preventive work is of higher interest and perhaps even deemed more efficient than reactive 
work amongst scholars active in the PCI field. However, the fact that all the interviewees 
mentioned sanctions implies that it is a common practice outside the scholarly world.  
 
The second type of reactive practices detected in the results is a softer approach, dealing 
with non-compliance in a much less punitive way. Börjeson et al (2015) noted that some 
companies continue to simply ask for the information, a practice which could also be seen at 
Company B. The mere asking can hardly be considered a palpable consequence to non-
compliance. It is likely that this approach precedes the use of sanctions, as is the case with 
Company A, when experiencing delays: they continued to ask for the PCI, but after a certain 
time, they resorted to the use of sanctions and suspended the supplier. Other reactive 
practices could be seen in the empirical results as increased monitoring efforts and the wish 
to understand what had caused the non-compliance. All the three companies seemed satisfied 
if the supplier could present an acceptable solution to the problem or the assurance that it 
would never happen again. Although these root-cause analyses might be costly to go through 
for the supplier, the risk-transferring effect must be considered uncertain, since they can 
avoid reprimands.   
 
Becker et al (2011) recommend that, in case of missing data from the supplier, the company 
should evaluate the necessity of the information and maybe deselect a substance where 
sufficient data is unavailable. This practice does not create any negative consequences for the 
supplier; on the contrary the supplier might even escape the obligation to produce the PCI. 
The choice of applying this type of practice can be a consequence of a lack of executive 
support, or it can constitute an active choice of strategy on the part of the focal company, 
maybe for the purpose of maintaining a good relationship. The non-compliance might also be 
deemed less serious by the focal company, hence, it is not likely to fit within the assumption 
of this thesis that the salability of the final product is dependent on supplier compliance to the 
PCIR. Practices pertaining to a softer approach were mentioned by a few scholars54 and 
interviewees55.  

                                                
51 Kogg 2009; Scruggs 2013 
52 Company A; Company B; Company C; The Consultant 
53 See column 1 in table 3, Appendix 1 
54 Börjesson et al 2015; Becker et al 2011  
55 Company C. However, Company C also employs sanctions and incentives.  
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The third type of practice with the potential of transferring risk, aims to incentivise 
compliance, rather than to penalise non-compliance. The incentivising practices create a risk 
transfer by aligning the interests of the supplier with the interest of the focal company. The 
focus is not primarily on the losses, but on missed opportunities for an increased profit or 
benefit. The focal company can incentivise their suppliers to comply by showing them the 
supplier benefits with compliance. The Consultant emphasizes how ensuring PCIR 
compliance is about conducting a sales-process to make the supplier committed to the 
collaboration in general, and to the PCIR compliance more specifically, by pointing out the 
business opportunities involved for the supplier. In their guidelines, IOMC (2015) 
recommends explaining the advantages of compliance, and PTC (2011) also claims that the 
strategic relevance of compliance should be emphasised in the communication with the 
suppliers. The validity of this advice can be seen in how Interviewees C are of the impression 
that their suppliers are mainly motivated in their efforts to comply to the company’s PCIRs 
by the prospects of maintaining a long-term business relationship, not out of fear for 
sanctions. 
 
Scruggs and Ortolano (2011) observed that some suppliers were driven to comply to full 
material declarations PCIRs by their ambition to stay ahead of competitors, indicating the 
prevalence of benefits outside the relationship that can be perceived as beneficial by the 
supplier. Furthermore, Becker et al’s (2011) advise to reward the suppliers who are compliant 
also implies that the focal company can not only point out existing benefits, they can also 
create their own benefits for the supplier. The different rewards that could be seen in the 
results are how Company B is rewarding compliant suppliers with the prospect of increased 
business. The same company also provides the supplier with a certificate that can be used as 
proof of the abilities of the supplier when contacting their other customers. The Consultant 
specifically advises to point out business opportunities with similar customers if the supplier 
manages to comply to the PCIR. In addition, Interviewee B claims that Company B is using 
the fact that they have a good reputation, and points out to the supplier how their 
collaboration provides the supplier with a selling point for other potential buyers, which 
could be regarded as an external benefit for the supplier.  
 
Börjeson et al (2015) found relationship-building instrumental for the gathering of PCI, and 
referred to this as a “proactive approach”. In correlation, Scruggs and Ortolano (2011) found 
that a long-standing relationship between the focal company and the supplier appears to be 
useful in providing the focal company with more complete chemical information than a less 
committed relationship, and Becker et al (2011) found that developing strong relationships 
with a smaller number of suppliers leads to increased access to PCI. Confirming the validity 
of these findings, Company A and Company B claim to be putting efforts into relationship 
building. For example, both Interviewee A and one of Börjeson et al’s (2015) interviewees 
mention how they, each year, invite their suppliers to events, such as Christmas dinners, in 
order to meet them and increase trust and commitment to the relationship at large. 
Interviewee A explains how these meetings constitute an opportunity to discuss possible 
misunderstandings and to establish a deeper relationship. In support of that effect, Becker et 
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al (2011) finds that clear communication and understanding of related aspects of the PCIR 
contributes to a good relationship, showing that, while increased communication and 
interaction have the potential to give rise to a good relationship between the supplier and the 
focal company, a good relationship has been observed to give rise to increased sharing of 
PCI. Trust and a good relationship was especially emphasised as a strategy to facilitate the 
sharing confidential business information (Nimpuno & Scruggs 2011) and facilitate personal 
communication of complex issues (Boström et al 2012), which will be discussed more in 
depth in section 5.2.2 respectively 5.2.3. The Consultant suggests that if the focal company 
cannot provide clear instructions to the supplier, as will be discussed below, they should try 
to find suppliers who are ready to invest in the process of developing together. However, he 
says that it is not an easy thing to do. 
 
That Börjeson et al (2015) would reach the conclusion that relationship-building is important 
when wanting increased PCI sharing, and this is not surprising, since they are studying the 
knowledge sharing-processes in the context of chemical information in the supply chain. 
However, Scruggs and Ortolano (2011) examine the proactive companies’ general chemical 
management strategies, so the fact they would bring up this aspect points to the more general 
applicability and advantageous effects of this practice. It is interesting to note that 
Interviewee A considers relationship-building to be of even greater importance in the context 
of China and the Chinese suppliers. However, neither Scruggs and Ortolano (2011) nor 
Börjeson et al (2015) studied the Chinese context, which indicates that the strategy of 
relationship building for PCIR compliance potentially has global applicability. Relationship-
building is presumably the most important goal before introducing a new PCIR, and 
convincing the supplier to share a certain type of PCI. However, there also seems to be a 
strategic advantage to enjoying a good relationship with a supplier, especially if the focal 
company is not the biggest customer of their supplier (Company A). In contradiction to the 
endorsed effect of, and the importance of relationship building, the Consultant brought up 
that: “... no matter how friendly you are on a partner-level. It’s always related to business.” 
This limitation of the effect of the relationship-building points at the importance of 
combining it with the supplier benefits of compliance discussed above. 
 
The suggested efficiency of relationship-building resonates with the criticism of the 
Principal-Agent theory, questioning the disregard of the social context and the fact that the 
agent is considered to be driven only by self-interest, hence that the theory does not take into 
account non-financial aspects of the relationship, such as recognition, loyalty, trust and the 
relationships with the principal (see Donaldson & Davis 1991; see Wiseman, Cuevas-
Rodríguez & Gomez-Mejia 2012). Relationship-building could also be interpreted as a way 
to increase the moral incentives for the supplier to live up to the focal company’s 
expectations that they comply to the PCIR. Even Eisenhardt (1989) seems to lend some credit 
to the suggested positive effects of relationship-building, at least in regards to the investment 
in a long-term relationship, through her claims that short-term relationships are characterized 
by a greater information asymmetry, while long-term relationships allow for the principal to 
learn about the agent and its behaviour. This can be seen in how Company B expects their 
suppliers to inform them of difficulties that hinder them from achieving compliance, and 
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invites the supplier to reduce the information asymmetry regarding their behaviour based on 
their well-established relationship and mutual trust. This will also be touched upon in the 
context of knowing the opposing interests to compliance in section 5.2.3.  
 
The trust of a committed relationship also seems important when seeking to eliminate the 
information asymmetry and ensure supplier compliance: Company B expects the supplier to 
tell them if they cannot comply, and makes their behaviour visible to the focal company and 
therefore reduce the information asymmetry by choice.  
 
Incentivising practices at large correlates with Jensen and Meckling’s (1976) example of how 
incentives in a Principal-Agent relationship should be structured: like the senior manager, 
who gets rewarded by the company owners when the company is doing well in order to align 
the manager's interests with the owners, the supplier should be convinced that compliance is 
in their own interest, because it provides them with continued access to the benefits.  
Additionally, compliance serves the supplier’s interests, especially regarding the relationship-
building and a committed relationship, because they get to share the success of the focal 
company through their partnership. They become a team. This application of the Principal-
Agent theory is in correlation with what the Consultant is saying when he talks about making 
the supplier commit to the relationship and emphasises the strategy of pointing out the 
business opportunities the supplier has with the focal company. When making the supplier a 
partner in both success and failure, the supplier risk is potentially made almost identical to the 
agent loss, since this type of practice creates a close proximity between the consequences for 
the supplier, if they fail to comply, and the consequences for the focal company, in case of 
such a deviation from the agreement. However, support for the inadequacy of this approach 
when seeking to eliminate moral hazard can be found in the example from Investopedia 
(2015) of a classic moral hazard-situation: the agent has been lured, or persuaded, into 
accepting an agreement whose fulfillment provides them with no benefits, only increased 
costs. Hence, the importance of establishing an explicit connection between the outcome of 
the supplier's behaviour and the benefits they enjoy from the focal company cannot be 
understated. This is in line with what the Consultant says about connecting PCIR compliance 
to the business relationship at large.  
 
In addition, the insight from Donaldson and Davis (1991) regarding the long-term 
compliance to the agreement suggests that the focal company advantageously should try to tie 
the supplier's compensation to the future success of the focal company by rewarding the 
supplier’s long-run value maximisation of the relationship, which in this case, is continued 
PCIR compliance, and should discourage short-run executive action (non-compliance) which 
might harm the focal company financially. This insight points to the importance of a clearly 
established reliance between the outcome of the supplier’s behaviour and the supplier 
benefits and/or the future joint performance of the supplier and the focal company, in order to 
ensure supplier compliance. The relationship-building requires investment in time and efforts, 
such as participation in activities, communication (see section 5.2.2) and even supplier 
selection processes, not only from the focal company, but also requires the same investments 
from the supplier. For example, Company B and Company C employs extensive supplier 
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selection processes where the supplier is investing time and effort to demonstrate their 
capacity, and they are doing this because they are calculating on getting a return on this 
investment. Hence, the relationship-building has the potential to entice the supplier to place 
an investment in the relationship. The future business prospects with the focal company 
determine the size of the repayment and return, and therefore, determine the value of the 
investment. If non-compliance threatens that value, the outcome of the supplier’s behaviour 
has been tied to the interest of the supplier, eliminating moral hazard. This perspective on 
relationship-building points to further potential endorsement of the possible effects of the 
practice and its requirements on the supplier, in the form of the creation of pressure. 
Incentivising practices could arguably be said to lack needed elements of pressure to comply, 
a need expressed by Scruggs and Ortolano (2011). However, in case the supplier has been 
made to invest in the future of the relationship they will inevitably, as with all profit-driven 
organisations, experience some kind of pressure to act in a way that allows them to collect a 
maximised return on the investment and increase their profit. Potential limitations to this 
perspective will be discussed at the end of this section.  
 
The agency cost involved in the implementation of incentivising practices, for example, the 
throwing of Christmas parties, as exemplified by Company A, or the hosting of a show, as 
was found by Börjeson et al (2015). The agency cost can also consist of the expenses to 
create benefits or to investigate the presence of such, which indicates the possibilities of a 
rather high claim on the focal company’s resources.  
 
Evidence for the existence of a limitation to the incentivising practices can be found when 
looking back at the limitations of sanctions: lacking executive support for PCIR and the 
general difficulties to prioritize PCI internally probably present the same limitations to the 
issuance of supplier benefit and relationship-building based solely on PCIR compliance, 
especially if the supplier in question is underperforming in other areas. Furthermore, the 
implementation of benefits or rewards based on increased business might be hindered 
because the focal company cannot offer any more business to the supplier in question, even if 
they wanted to. Not all suppliers are suitable candidate for a long-term relationship, 
especially with regards to relationship-building efforts, which leaves such a practice 
unsuitable, hence constituting a limiting circumstance to the implementation of this type of 
practices.   
 
As was the case with sanctions, a potential limitation on the effect the incentivising practices 
might have on the supplier’s perception of the risks involved is the fact that the supplier 
might not be interested in the benefits offered or the relationship-building efforts, pointing at 
the interconnectedness between the incentivising practices and the opposing interest to 
supplier compliance, which will be discussed below in section 5.2.3. In addition, the focal 
company might be of the impression that the practices have the desired risk-transferring 
effect, and put agency cost into Christmas dinners, and provides rewards to ensure 
compliance.  However, they cannot be sure of this effect, as was the case with sanctions. The 
supplier might seem dedicated and responsive to the incentivising practices but the risk-
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transfer might not have taken place in a way that eliminate moral hazard. Both scholars56 and 
interviewees57 mentioned some kind of incentivising practice.  
 
When comparing sanctions and incentivising, the Consultant claims that he finds the 
incentivising approach more useful to ensure compliance than the sanctioning approach. In 
support of this opinion, one of Interviewees C said that his impression was that their suppliers 
were less incentivised by the sanctions, and more by ensuring long-term business 
opportunities with Company C. However, a presumably important reason behind the 
usefulness of the incentivising practices in conveying the supplier to comply to the PCIR is 
that the incentivising practices increase the risk connected to the execution of sanctions. The 
need to clearly communicate and emphasise the business opportunities to the supplier is 
therefore two-folded; if they comply, they can continue working together, but if the supplier 
fails to comply, the collaboration is over, diminished or not expanded as promised. The 
supplier then experiences a loss. In particular, the risk-transfer offered by relationship-
building in the form of supplier investments points to a potentially effective combination of 
sanctions and incentivising practices, since the sanctions present the risk in the form of 
decreasing the value of the investment or losing it entirely. They will, therefore, both work 
towards the maintenance of the business relationship, and perhaps even its increase. A further 
example of how the combination of sanctions and incentives can introduce risk is Interviewee 
B’s mention of how their suppliers can use their relationship with Company B when 
marketing themselves for other potential clients, which makes the focal company a valuable 
asset to their suppliers, an asset they would not want to lose easily. Hence, the supplier 
benefit and relationship-building have the potential of making the focal company far more 
valuable in the eyes of the supplier. However, to persuade the supplier to invest, to the extent 
that it presents a risk to loose it, is presumably difficult when done strictly in the context of 
PCI. Other areas of the exchange probably present greater possibilities for such investments, 
such as special ordered goods or customized production procedures.  
 
5.2.2 Ensure understanding 
Insufficient supplier understanding was found to hinder supplier compliance in section 5.1.3. 
In order for the risk to be transferred properly, meaning in a way that affects the supplier’s 
behaviour, the suppliers understanding regarding what PCIR compliance implies, the 
necessity of compliance, and the consequences to the supplier in case of non-compliance, is a 
prerequisite, regardless of whether the risk transfer is made through the use of sanctions or 
incentives. It is therefore important to analyse the types of practices that can ensure this 
supplier understanding.  
 
The first type of practice with the potential to ensure supplier understanding is to provide the 
information in written instructions. Both the Consultant and Interviewee A mention the use 
of clear formulation of the PCIR themselves as a somewhat intuitive way to remedy the issue 
of vaguely formulated PCIR, as discussed in section 5.1. The formulation of the PCIR was 

                                                
56 Zhang 2009; Boström et al 2013; Scruggs & Ortolano 2011; Becker et al 2011; Börjeson et al 2015 
57 Company A; Company B; Company C; The Consultant 
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not discussed by anyone else, not in the literature nor in the empirical findings, which is 
remarkable. Instead, Becker et al (2011) suggest the issuance of written information in the 
form of guidelines, outlining how compliance is to be achieved, supported by the findings of 
Börjeson et al (2015) on how companies act. Both Company C and the company Seagate 
(PCT 2011) use a supplier portal, which must be considered a provision of written 
documents. Company C even calls their portal their most important supplier communication 
tool. The only thorough description of guidelines was provided by Becker et al (2011), given 
the appearance of being an extension of the actual PCIR. Hence, these guidelines regarding 
the PCIR might compensate, even intentionally, for any vague formulations of the PCIR, 
which might explain the lack of comments on the formulation of the PCIR. Regarding 
communication of the consequences, all the companies claimed to have their sanctions in 
writing58 and Kogg (2009) explained that H&M is doing the same.  

The portal and guidelines in writing are accessible to the supplier when they need it, which is 
probably an advantage when creating supplier understanding. However, increased 
understanding, which is a possible limitation to the effects, presumably consists of the fact 
that the supplier might not study the instructions. Nevertheless, for the focal company to gain 
certitude, this can always be included in the monitoring. In addition, Boström et al (2012) 
expressed that instructions on paper are not suitable for communication regarding such a 
complex issue as PCI, since it serves as one-way communication, something which was 
considered to be a possible explanation behind the obstacle of “supplier understanding” (see 
section 5.1.1). The resource requirements are presumably not that great, since it will mostly 
be a non-recurring charge to collect the material, followed by some updates when needed. 
Both some of the scholars59 and interviewees60 mentioned written documents in the context 
of ensuring supplier understanding.  
 
Another type of supply chain management practice with the potential to ensure supplier 
understanding is the provision of formal training sessions. The Consultant found training to 
be the fastest way to improve suppliers’ capability to achieve compliance, since the focal 
company is telling the supplier what to do. He also seems to find it especially suitable in 
China, due to the acceptance-based educational system. Boström et al (2013) pointed to the 
communication forum that training sessions offer the focal company and the supplier in order 
to conduct a dialogue. While both Company B and C employ supplier training connected to 
the PCIR, Company A did not conduct any training session. However, Interviewee A 
endorsed its good effects, and aspired to have the means to implement it in the future. The 
difference in execution between the companies is most likely due to the fact that both 
Company B and Company C are large companies with resources and capacity, something 
smaller companies like Company A generally do not possess. Both the Consultant and 
Boström et al (2012) are of the opinion that the resource requirements for conducting training 
are high. However, contrary to that impression, Rossi’s (2014) interviewee at Seagate 

                                                
58 Presumably for legal purposes rather than communicative.  
59 PTC 2011;Kogg 2009; Börjesson et al 2015; Becker et al 2011  
60 Company A; Company B; Company C; the Consultant 
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explicitly expressed that their training sessions were not expensive, indicating that there are 
ways to conduct training sessions without unacceptably high claims on the company’s 
resources. The only limitation relates to the resource requirements in the form of having the 
competence available to conduct the training, either through external means or internal. The 
Consultant recommends that the necessity behind imposing the PCIR be conveyed in the 
context of training. In correlation, Company C raises supplier awareness of the importance of 
PCIR compliance with regards to the environment and human health, which thusly explains 
the necessity to pay attention to product contents in general, by using training. Several 
scholars61 as well as interviewees62 mentioned supplier training.     
 
The last identified type of supply chain management practices with the potential to ensure 
supplier understanding is the use of personal communication. The value of capacity-building 
informal communication is supported by the findings of Börjeson et al (2015) and Boström et 
al (2012) who both endorsed the use of personal communication in order to increase supplier 
understanding of the complex issue that is chemicals and product contents. In correlation, the 
Consultant pointed out that the type of supplier capacity-building which is often needed does 
not necessarily have to come in the form of formally arranged training sessions. Instead, he 
finds that informal communication and the answering of questions regarding the PCIR is also, 
potentially, very efficient. He also finds that the necessity can be conveyed by the use of 
personal communication. Hence, smaller focal companies who do not have the resources to 
conduct training to increase supplier understanding can still support their suppliers by 
creating room for this kind of communication. This is confirmed by the practices conducted 
by Company A, which is a smaller company, in the form of informal follow-up meetings to 
clear out misunderstandings and create room for the (according to the Consultants and 
Boström et al [2012]), well needed dialogue. Meetings must be considered a form of personal 
communication. Moreover, the use of meetings correlates with the findings of PTC (2011) 
and Zhang (2009), who found it to be a useful forum for answering the supplier's questions 
regarding the PCIR. The Consultant finds that a certain amount of communication is 
necessary if the focal company wants the supplier to comply. However, the Consultant seems 
to imply that personal communication constitutes a more appealing option for smaller 
companies. Consistent with this impression, neither Company B nor C provided any 
indication that they employ any informal communication on a regular basis with their 
supplier. Nevertheless, Company B does expect their suppliers to communicate when they 
run into problems that could affect their abilities to comply, but that kind of communication 
does not concern their actual understanding of the PCIR, hence, it is not deemed relevant in 
this context. In addition, Company B seems to convey the supplier consequences by personal 
communication in order to ensure the understanding of the suppliers. Contrary to the opinion 
that personal communication should be less valuable to larger companies, Boström et al 
(2012), whose study includes companies of various sizes,63 which rules out the idea that the 

                                                
61 Rossi 2014; PTC 2011; Boström et al 2012; Boström et al 2013; Scruggs 2013; Becker et al. Both 
Rossi (2014) and PTC (2011) described the training strategy of the same company, Seagate, which 
could give a slightly exaggerated impression of the use of such practices. 
62 Company A does not use training but endorse the efficiency of it. 
63 See Appendix 2. 



Linnea Nilsson  Consumer product contents information  
Sahra Svensson  from the 1st tier supplier 

84

choice between personal communication and other practices is simply a question of focal 
company capacity and resources, emphasises the importance of personal communication 
regarding a such complex subject as PCI.  
 
However, a possible limitation to implementing personal communication was also discovered 
by Boström et al (2012): the difficulties for some focal companies in assuming the role of 
teacher to their supplier, since some focal companies do not have greater competence than 
their supplier (see section 5.1.1). Presumably, it is also difficult to have any greater 
knowledge of the supplier's operations that allows the focal company personnel to be helpful. 
This limitation provides for high claims on the focal company’s resources when it comes to 
implementing this type of practice in the form of arming personnel with the sufficient 
competence and making them available to the supplier. However, the Consultant seems to be 
of the opinion that the value of personal communication lays in the exchanging of 
information they both possess: if the focal company tells the supplier what they know and the 
supplier does the same, he believes they can work together more efficiently. Hence, the 
exchange does not necessarily have to be as demanding on the focal company as, for 
example, a training session, perhaps not even as focused on educating the supplier. This use 
of personal communication would correlate with how Company B seems to implement it. On 
the other hand, such a take on personal communication reduces the potentially good effects 
on the supplier understanding. A few scholars64 and interviewees65 mentioned personal 
communication.   
 
Concerning the extent of the supplier understanding of what compliance implies, the training 
practices identified by Scruggs (2013), Becker et al (2011), Rossi (2013) and (PTC 2011) 
were clearly employed in order to teach suppliers how to fill out the forms and complete 
reports with the purpose of increasing the quality of the data received. The Consultant also 
seem to have the impression that focus of the training should be on instructing the supplier on 
what to do, in correlation with both Company B and Company C’s provision of training on 
how to fill out the forms. In addition, Interviewee B spoke of training on translation to render 
the Chinese suppliers capable of filling out the forms in English, which is consistent with the 
statement from the Consultant about how translation efforts and training are necessary to 
ensure compliance. Furthermore, the provision of written instructions (including the 
formulation of the actual PCIR) supports the conclusion that the focus of the efforts made to 
ensure supplier understanding are on the reporting. However, the content of the message 
regarding personal communication is much more vague, and is presumably more specific 
depending on the focal company and the supplier. Although, while attempts are obviously 
made by some focal companies to remedy the part of the supplier understanding concerning 
what information they require (the reporting), less evidence indicates attempts on ensuring a 
wider understanding of how that information is applicable to the context of the suppliers own 
production, and of how the supplier is supposed to obtain it from their upstream supply chain, 
as was also identified as explanations behind the insufficient supplier understanding of what 

                                                
64 Boström et al 2012; Börjeson et al 2015; PTC 2011; Zhang 2009 
65 Company A; The Consultant 
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compliance implies in section 5.1 above. However, the vagueness of the contents of the 
training observed by Boström et al (2013), Zhang (2009) and Boström et al (2012), indicate 
the possibility of wider supplier capacity-building efforts than just the actual reporting in the 
results from the literature review. The absence of such efforts in the collective results can be 
due to the fact that the supplier competence required varies greatly depending on the industry, 
which would explain the vagueness in the literature which, for most parts, include studies of 
several different industries. Another explanation is that the authors simply do not perceive 
there to be any need for wider capacity-building efforts. One further explanation is that 
perhaps the scholars, their interviewees, and our participants in the empirical study do not 
consider such issues to be a part of the responsibility of a buying company, but the sole 
responsibility of the supplier as the supposed expert of their own business. For this reason, it 
is presumably more accepted that focal companies provide assistance on how to perform the 
reporting, since it pertains to the direct dealings between the two parties, and since it is more 
difficult to assign the focal company responsibility over the competence of the supplier in the 
product contents area, such educational practices are less common.  
 
Furthermore, in regards to the actual message of the necessity, the Consultant puts a great 
deal of emphasis on the fact that focal companies should explain why compliance to the 
PCIR is necessary, in correlation with Becker et al (2011) and IOMC (2015). Additionally, 
the Consultant explains that it is important, since it will allow the supplier to look at 
compliance beyond the increase in costs, pointing to the effects these efforts might have on 
the perception of the risks weighed against the opposing interests of cost increases. The 
explanation of the rational behind the PCIR must be regarded as consisting of the sharing the 
focal company’s motive behind imposing the PCIR in the first place. “Why” the PCIR is 
introduced constitutes a supplier understanding of the gravity, hence, the potential agency 
losses. In that sense, the practice of explaining the necessity behind the PCIR can be said to 
be closely related to the “incentivising” business-approach analysed above, and allows the 
supplier to calculate the consequences for themselves. This aligns with the context of supplier 
benefits as motivational factors when Zhang (2009), Boström et al (2012) and the Consultant 
talked about the supplier’s understanding as to why the requirements had been imposed in the 
first place. In addition, Zhang (2009) seems to refer to an even higher degree of necessity 
when talking about “self-motivated” suppliers who are complying to the PCIR, because they 
see how it is in their own interest to do so. According to Boström et al (2013) IKEA is putting 
efforts into developing self-motivated suppliers, showing that this company giant finds it 
profitable, and therefore, attests to the advantages of having self-motivated suppliers. It is not 
clear from the results, but presumably, this self-motivation also comprehends an 
understanding of the environmental and societal aspect of the necessity to comply. The fact 
that such a supplier understanding is profitable for the focal company can be seen in the 
training sessions provided by Company C, in which the training includes awareness raising 
regarding the environmental and health issues with product contents, hence creating a deeper 
understanding of the importance of paying attention to the contents of the products and put 
efforts into PCI. The reason for the absence of such a message in the remaining results is 
presumably close to the reasons discussed above regarding the contents of the 
communications on what compliance implies.  
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Becker et al (2011) and IOMC (2015) brings up the need to clearly communicate the supplier 
consequences if non-compliance were to occur. The Consultant recommends the clear 
communication of the consequences: “if you do this you risk this”. However, Kogg (2009) 
were the only scholars who explicitly described how a company communicated their 
sanctions, seemingly because she deemed it important for supplier compliance. The relatively 
low prevalence of comments regarding communication about consequences in the literature is 
in stark contrast to the empirical findings, especially since it seems like a rather basic practice 
when wanting to affect the behaviour of the supplier. The reason is presumably that it is 
considered a basic practice and that suppliers are generally well aware of the consequences 
they face, as suggested by the Consultant. Another explanation is, as discussed in the former 
section about the use of sanctions, that preventive actions are of higher scholarly interest and 
many of the scholars, such as Scruggs and Ortolano (2011) and Börjesson et al (2015), 
studied progressive companies who are presumably considered due to their less basic supply 
chain management practices and policies. The connection between the use of sanctions as risk 
transferal and supplier understanding of what sanctions is at risk are self-explanatory, 
especially if the sanctions are to create any pressure on the supplier to comply, as discussed 
in section 5.2.1.    

5.2.3 Pay attention to opposing interests 

The opposing interest in the form of cost-increases and the presence of confidential business 
information (CBI) were found to prevent a successful risk-transfer in section 5.1.3. The 
opposing interest “cost-increase” consists of the fact that PCIR compliance can imply more 
work for the supplier and require certain capacities in the form of, for example, software 
systems and choosing more expensive goods from capable sub-suppliers. The second obstacle 
is “Confidential Business Information” (CBI), which constitutes an opposing interest, since 
the interest to protect certain sensitive information from competitors might be perceived as 
stronger by the supplier than the risk implied by non-compliance, leading the supplier to 
deviate from the agreement. The types of supply chain management practices, therefore, need 
to be able to decrease these opposing interests. In addition, the analysis of types of supply 
chain management practices related to risk-transferal, as outlined in section 5.2.1, showed 
that both the sanctions and incentives could be rendered more useful in their effect on the 
outcome of the supplier's behaviour if the focal company could compare them with the 
opposing interests. This insight points to the strategically advantage of the focal company 
simply being familiar with the identity and, especially, the size of the supplier’s opposing 
interests. This section will, therefore, analyse the different types of supply chain 
management, identified in the results, that deal with opposing interests in any way to analyse 
how well their implementation manage to either decrease these opposing interests or 
familiarize the focal company with the same (hereafter “pay attention to opposing interests”).     
 
The first type of supply management practices identified as dealing with opposing interest is 
persuading, in which the focal company is trying to make the supplier ignore the temptation 
to give in to the opposing interests and chose to not comply to the PCIR. The Consultant is of 
the opinion that if the focal company is not prepared to cover the increase in cost, there is an 
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alternative, which will be discussed in the context of the next type of supply chain 
management practice.  This alternative is that they instead put pressure on the supplier and 
make clear that the initial investments that compliance require are prerequisites for initiating 
or continuing the business relationship, an opinion that is consistent with Interviewee A’s 
impression about making the supplier accept the price offered by the focal company. 
Regarding potential cost-increases related to sub-suppliers, Scruggs (2013) observed that 
some made the suppliers responsible for the dissemination of the PCIR and the sub-suppliers’ 
understanding of the PCIR while Company A regulates which sub-suppliers their suppliers 
are to use. In all, these practices can be said to deal with the opposing interest by including 
the cost-increasing measures required by the supplier, if they are to be able to comply, in the 
agreement.  
  
Concerning CBI, Rossi (2014) brings up a how the company Seagate sets a permitted limit of 
CBI claims and Seagate also lists certain chemicals which are not allowed to be classified. 
This approach is presumably conjoined with sanctions if the supplier breaks this rule, and 
constitutes a part of the agreement between the supplier and the focal company. However, 
Seagate is, with all likelihood, combining this approach with some kind of offer of a non-
disclosure agreement to keep the supplier’s information safe. However, this hard approach 
can arguably give rise to even stronger motives to deviate, in case the supplier interest to 
protect their PCI is strong and, at the same time, the supplier’s wish to keep the business with 
Seagate is too. They then have motives to utilize the opportunity that the information 
asymmetry provides them and deviate from the agreement, hoping the focal company will not 
notice. 

The resource requirements for the implementation of this type of practice presumably 
consists of the structuring of the agreement and the investigation into what the supplier might 
fail to do themselves. Hence, the focal company will acquaint themselves with the opposing 
interests, or may rely on standard agreements without learning about any the opposing 
interest of their supplier in question. However, it is important to keep in mind, when 
evaluating the usefulness of this persuasive type of practice where the focal company is 
trying to persuade the supplier to ignore the cost-increase, that a typical case of moral hazard 
involves a situation where the Agent has been persuaded, or forced, to accept certain, for the 
supplier, unfavorable terms (as described by Investopedia [2015]).  Hence, the supplier’s 
mere acceptance of the price or the responsibility to take certain measures against their 
interests does not affect the supplier’s perception of the same, and will therefore, hardly 
affect their decision to comply or not. The unfavorable terms of the agreement are still 
present if the costs are not covered in some way or the CBI protects them. Nevertheless, these 
type of practices do allow the focal company some insight into the opposing interests, which 
in turn, could allow them to implement incentives or sanctions, as discussed in section 5.2.1, 
that might be perceived by the supplier to outweigh the opposing interest. This more 
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persuasive types of supply chain management practices to approach the supplier resistance 
are only mentioned by Scruggs (2013) while several interviewees66 brought it up. 

Another type of practices for handling opposing interests can also be seen in the results: an 
accommodating approach, in which the focal company uses practices to accommodate and 
acknowledge the interests in some way. Interviewee A’s impression that supplier compliance 
is a matter of cost, not that the supplier cannot comply, points to the importance of offering 
enough financial reimbursement for obtaining the PCI and making the supplier’s increase in 
income proportionate to the cost-increase. This notion implies that, without this proportionate 
income increase, compliance is not in the interest of the supplier, who does not want to 
provide the PCI without sufficient compensation for the cost-increase. According to the 
Consultant, the alternative to putting pressure on the supplier is to increase the payment, 
which could decrease the opposing interest and even make the improvement of supplier 
capacity and interest to comply fit into the supplier’s own motivation to conduct a successful 
business. However, there are no certainties that a mere increase in price will ensure that the 
supplier use the “extra” payment for capacity-building efforts: the supplier might not invest 
the increased payment in better resources or pick more capable suppliers.  Instead, they might 
prioritize other investments or simply an increase in profit. This poses a possible limitation of 
the effect when trying to decrease the costs by increasing the supplier income  
 
Regarding the actual formulation of the PCIR, and what is less of a burden for the supplier to 
comply with, both Scruggs (2013) and Scruggs and Ortolano (2011) seem to have detected 
the attitude amongst their interviewees that customized PCIRs are better, since they avoid 
having the supplier produce PCI which are of no use to the focal company. Contrary to the 
use of customized PCIRs, PTC (2011) and Becker et al (2011) recommend the use of 
standardized PCIRs, as these facilitate supplier compliance and create room for 
improvement, which is why this practice could possibly be seen as a way to discourage the 
lack of supplier capacity. Furthermore, PTC (2011) and Becker et al (2011) argue that if the 
PCIR is standardized, the PCI document generated can be used by the supplier in its dealings 
with other customers. The supplier production of a PCI document, which can be used for 
several customers, is potentially more financially advantageous for the supplier, provided that 
its other customers seek this type of information and, under that circumstance, it reduces the 
cost and therefore can be considered useful. Attesting to this effect, Company A views 
standards as good facilitation for both themselves and their suppliers. However, Interviewee 
A also touched on a limitation to the implementation: if there are no standards to use, or if the 
company policy is beyond the available standards, then standardized PCIRs are not even an 
option. The Consultant pointed out that small companies generally lack the competence and 
resources to create their own requirements, and therefore, have to rely on international 
standards, which could correlate with why the smaller Company A only uses standardized 
PCIR while Company B and Company C use customized. The resource requirements must 
therefore be considered high on customizing PCIRs. The usefulness of customized versus 
standardized PCIR in decreasing the supplier cost, while still providing the focal company the 

                                                
66 Company A; Company B; The Consultant   
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PCI they need, which could be a limitation to implementation of standardized PCIR, 
presumably varies from situation to situation, and probably require investigations into the 
suppliers work.   
 
The cost-increase due to improvements of the supplier capacity can be said to be handled by 
IKEA by the provision of technological, as well as financial, support to some of their 
suppliers (Boström et al 2013), a practice which could also be seen in the advice from Becker 
et al (2011) and the findings of Scruggs and Ortolano (2011). By doing this, the focal 
company provides support that facilitates the supplier compliance and the supplier’s technical 
capacity in the form of targeted financial reimbursement with the potential to decrease the 
specific cost for capacity-increases required for supplier compliance and/or lending their 
expertise to the supplier which surely decreases the cost as well. Unlike an increase in the 
price payed to the supplier, the support offers a greater certitude that the reimbursement will 
be used for the intended purposes, and will have the desired effect. However, the limitation to 
the implementation is presumably the same as discussed under “Ensure supplier 
understanding” (see section 5.2.2): the focal company might not know what is to be done, 
hence the resource requirements might be high when investigating and even hiring external 
assistance. In addition to increasing the payment and providing support for decreasing 
specific costs, the Consultant also brought up how focal companies can assist the supplier in 
evaluating their operations and business to identify opportunities for cost minimization. The 
Consultant brought up the differences in the abilities to ascertain the justification of the price 
increase for obtaining the PCI as well as assisting the supplier with cost-evaluations and 
minimization; larger companies can verify the supplier’s cost increase and compare it to the 
price increase, while smaller companies lack that opportunity. The same can, with all 
likelihood, be said about the investigations and analyses required to ensure the effectiveness 
and suitability of supportive practices. The resource requirements to implement a price 
increase are, therefore, potentially high.     
 
Regarding dealing with sub-suppliers, Scruggs (2013) observed that some of her interviewees 
contacted the sub-suppliers, and even the chemical producers, themselves. However, she 
found it was done occasionally and not on a regular basis, correlating with Company A, who 
explained that they do not normally contact the sub-suppliers directly unless the supplier 
requests them to. Zhang (2009), on the other hand, found that sub-suppliers and even 
chemical producers were included in meetings where the PCIR were explained, correlating 
with Company C who also ensured proper dissemination of the PCIR on sub-supplier factory 
visits, indicating a more routinely interaction with the sub-suppliers. Another form of 
reaching the sub-supplier can be seen in Zhang’s (2009) observation that one interviewed 
company decided to let the supplier pass on the PCIR in its entity through the chain, which is 
in correlation with the practice of Company B. This could very well counteract the “pick out 
and pass” strategy that Zhang (2009) identified as hindering the information flow (see section 
5.1.1). All in all, these different practices involving contact with a sub-supplier regarding the 
PCIR can be seen as taking over the responsibility of the supplier through assuming the cost 
of ensuring the necessary competence, understanding of the PCIR and/or capacity pertaining 
to the sub-suppliers. However, the Consultant’s comment that involving sub-suppliers might 
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not be strategically wise since it might offend the supplier and also provide the focal 
company with an enormous amount of PCI, provides evidence to the limitation of the 
implementation and the focal company fear of potential “side-effects”. In addition it is 
considered resource-intensive (Company A).   
 
Other accommodating practices in the context of costly opposing interests, highly related to 
personal communication, is Interviewee B’s remark about how they expect their supplier to 
come to them if they run into problems that affect their possibilities to comply to the PCIRs. 
She also says that the ambition of Company B is to find a solution that satisfies both parties, 
an attitude that is presumably very effective in encouraging the suppliers to bring the 
difficulties to the attention of Company B. This practice aligns with the Consultant's opinion 
about the need for an honest and open relationship, in which the parties share what they 
know. In addition, as discussed in section 5.1.3 in the context of relationship-building and the 
positive effects of a committed relationship, this practice also reduces the information 
asymmetry regarding the supplier's behaviour regarding the PCI. Hence, in addition to be 
able to support the supplier and ensure their compliance, this communication also allows 
Company B to be aware of the opposing interests that might persuade the supplier to deviate. 
 
Regarding the second obstacle under “opposing interest”, Confidential Business Information 
(CBI), Scruggs and Ortolano’s (2011) study, involving 20 companies selected for the study 
based on their proactive efforts in the area of environmental protection and product safety67, 
only six found that CBI posed an issue, providing evidence that acceptable solutions to these 
two colliding interests between the focal company and the supplier exist. In addition, Becker 
et al (2011) promotes creating a good and trust-inspiring relationship with the supplier in 
order to allow for the sharing of information in general, and for this reason, the discussion 
about good relationships above (see 5.2.1) is interesting in the context of sharing confidential 
business information, as well.  
 
The accommodating type of supply chain management can be seen in IOMC (2015) 
recommendation to provide the supplier with details regarding how to protect the parties’ 
interests in the transferring of PCI. Becker et al (2011 p. 18) as well as IOMC (2015) 
recommend that the company asking for the PCI should be open about how the information 
will be used. This is an interesting way to reduce any known, as well as unknown, supplier 
reluctance to hand over the PCI. It is not unlikely that general supplier reluctance stems from 
suspiciousness regarding how the focal company will use the information and if the PCI can 
be used against the supplier in any way. If that is not the case that should then be 
communicated to the supplier to avoid any unnecessary reluctance. This recommendation is 
also consistent with Nimpuno and Scruggs (2011) approach about conducting an open and 
honest discussing with the supplier. This practice may potentially decrease the prevalence of 
unnecessary labeling of PCI, as was brought up as an obstacle, and probably also allow for 
more sharing of information that is currently classified. However, the effect might also be 

                                                
67 See Appendix 2  
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thwarted if the supplier learns that the focal company will use the PCI in a context they had 
not thought of before, and so it might have the opposite effect.  

Nimpuno and Scruggs (2011) suggest that the buying company should be able to show that 
the information can be protected. Both Company A and Company B state that they are using 
nondisclosure agreements with the supplier, presumably providing the supplier with evidence 
that they can safeguard the information under the risk of breach of contract. Interviewee B 
even states that their suppliers are collaborative, proclaiming the good effects of this practice. 
Due to the fact that Company A relies mainly on certificates, the problem with confidential 
business information seems less obvious to them. Company B, on the other hand, who 
requires full material disclosure and emphasis on their product safety policy, presumably 
need some of the information for certification of their products and therefore have to reveal 
some of the PCI to third parties, presumably has less space for considering the need of the 
supplier. However, Interviewee B stressed the importance of trust and mutual satisfaction, 
presumably why such a solution is appealing, even for them. Nevertheless, it is interesting 
that Company A and Company B has chosen the same solution to CBI, despite their different 
PCI needs. Further, sticking to the emphasis on how CBI should be handled in a collaborative 
manner, Nimpuno and Scruggs (2011) are of the opinion that both parties must find a way to 
be able to conduct proper risk management in a ways that meets the interest of both parties. 
Support for the prevalence of this collaborative and respectful approach to the supplier’s CBI 
can be found in the practice employed by Company C who allows their suppliers to provide 
alternative PCI documents that allows Company C to ensure compliance to their product 
policies, for example test-rapports attesting to the absence of the substances in their RSL 
without revealing the actual contents. However, such consideration is not possible for all 
focal companies, pointing at a limitation to the implementation. For example, Company B, 
who requires a full material declaration, could not implement this practice.  
 
A general limitation to the implementation of these accommodating practices is inevitably 
that the focal company might not be prepared to increase the remuneration to the supplier nor 
provide any support, conduct cost-analyses on the supplier's operations or seek mutually 
acceptable solutions to their supplier’s CBI claims. Several of the scholars68 and the 
interviewees69 mentioned the use of some of these more accommodating supply chain 
management practices regarding the costs involved in supplier compliance.  

 

 
 
 
  

                                                
68 Boström et al 2013; Becker et al 2011; Scruggs 2013; Scruggs & Ortolano 2011; PTC 2011; Zhang 
2009; IOMC 2015 
69 Company A; Company B; Company C; The Consultant  
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6. Conclusion  
Knowledge of the product contents is becoming progressively more important for focal 
companies, which, at an increasing rate, are being held responsible for the contents of their 
consumer products. In addition, focal companies require this knowledge in order to show 
compliance to product policies when selling and importing the goods to different countries. 
Legislators worldwide are paying increasing attention to the contents of products, and putting 
even more pressure on focal companies to establish reliable access to such information, since 
it can take years to search the supply chain for a specific substance to ensure its absence. 
There are also potential profits in store for a well-managed supply chain due to the 
advantageous risk management and branding opportunities that come with having access to 
product contents information (PCI). However, PCI does not travel through the upstream 
supply chain uninterrupted, but rather, is found to be hindered by various obstacles. 
Nevertheless, the focal company can affect their 1st tier supplier compliance by using supply 
chain management practices.  
 

6.1 The main obstacles and efficient supply chain management practices  

6.1.1 The main obstacles and why they can cause supplier non-compliance  

The first out of two main obstacles identified in the analysis is insufficient supplier 
understanding. Issues related to this main obstacles was brought up by several of the 
scholars70 in the literature review and all the interviewees71 in the empirical study mentioned 
at least one issue relating to lacking supplier understanding of the PCIR, giving impression 
that this main obstacle can be prevalent.  
 
Previous research and the empirical findings indicate that the main obstacle “insufficient 
supplier understanding” mainly consist of an insufficient supplier understanding of “what” 
PCIR compliance implies. The explanation for this perceived lack of understanding seem to 
be insufficient competence on the product contents-aspect and lack of experience with PCIR, 
presumably making the requirements in themselves difficult for the supplier to interpret, as 
well as apply to the supplier’s own production. Furthermore, the lack of supplier competence 
and knowledge on how to interpret the PCIR might also explain why proper dissemination of 
the requirements to their own suppliers does not take place, impeding access to compliant 
PCI. In addition, the Chinese cultural phenomenon of acceptance-built educational systems, 
as well as the reluctance to reveal any sign of not having understood the instructions, might 
make the Chinese suppliers ill equipped to understand unfamiliar PCIR. Additionally, 
potential explanations related to deficiencies on the focal company-level was brought up in 
the form of vaguely formulated PCIR. The Consultant pointed at the root-cause as lacking 
focal company priorities of the PCI, leaving the focal company unequipped to formulate the 

                                                
70 IOMC 2011; Boström et al 2012; Scruggs & Ortolano 2011; Nimpuno & Scruggs 2011; PTC 2011; 
Fransson & Molander 2013; Zhang 2009; Fransson 2012; Boström et al 2011 
71 Company A; Company B; Company C; The Consultant 
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PCIR sufficiently and preventing them from possessing the required competence on product 
contents needed be able to support their suppliers. However, this criticism was supported 
only by Boström et al (2012). Nevertheless, it is interesting to note that the Consultant’s and 
Boström et al’s (2012) collective descriptions of the missing aspects of the focal company 
competence is notably similar to the aspects brought up regarding the insufficient supplier 
understanding and competence. This observation implies that the weaknesses found at the 
supplier level can be traced back to the same kind of weaknesses at the focal company level, 
as indicated by the base level in figure 3 below. 
 
The second obstacle, pertaining to the main-obstacle insufficient supplier understanding, is 
linguistic and cultural/societal aspects, suggesting the prevalence of a few such aspects. In 
addition, cultural aspects, and perhaps even linguistic aspects, which hinder compliance, 
could be more prevalent in China. However, the findings regarding the cultural aspects that 
might hinder compliance were not unanimous, indicating a certain level of subjectivity when 
assigning a problem or difficulty a cultural or societal origin. Hence, it is questionable 
whether there validity is an explanation as to why suppliers might not comply to PCIR, or 
whether it is an obstacle.  Nevertheless, the ones mentioned in the results are listed below in 
figure 4, and can affect the supplier’s ability to comprehend the meaning of the PCIR, and 
therefore hinder compliance. However, it is important to remember the very reason why 
China was chosen as context for this very study, which was also brought up by the 
Consultant, and that is the large amount of consumer products manufactured in China. This 
might draw more attention to the Chinese market. Hence, the PCI-related problems in China 
can most likely be explained largely by this fact, and not by any particular cultural or societal 
aspect. Awareness of the importance of PCI has increased, due to the combined efforts from 
companies, media, and the government, and this increasing awareness can be said to cover 
both business- and educational aspects of the issues.  Because of this, misunderstandings 
about the importance of PCI from a societal perspective, as well as from a business 
perspective, will likely diminish. In addition, the Chinese suppliers’ experiences with PCIRs 
will likely grow in time. The nature of this obstacle prevents it from being attributed to 
neither the supplier nor the focal company, but it instead constitutes a common problem, 
which is indicated in figure 3 to be the lack of separation between the supplier and the focal 
company in level two from below. 
 
The third obstacle pertaining to the category of supplier understanding consists of lacking 
knowledge of the necessity of compliance, hence the consequences of non-compliance for the 
focal company. This is presumably a consequence of the insufficient knowledge of what PCI 
implies the supplier to do, as well of the inexperience with PCI. An important observation 
was that despite “supplier selection”-processes employed by all the companies, two had 
nevertheless experienced this obstacle. However, out of the three, this obstacle was the least 
mentioned in the results, and therefore constitutes the smallest piece of the main obstacle, 
“insufficient supplier understanding”. A fourth obstacle identified was lacking understanding 
of the supplier consequences of non-compliance. The focal companies can lack sufficient 
executive support behind the PCIR, which might make the supplier unaware of the 
consequences for themselves if they do not comply, a further expression of lacking focal 
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company priority of PCI. The obstacle was only brought up by one scholar and directly 
contradicted by the Consultant, making the validity in viewing this as an obstacle 
questionable, which is why it is not included in figure 3 below. 

 
Figure 3. The constitution of the main obstacle “Insufficient supplier understanding”  

Figure 3 illustrates what the first main obstacle “Insufficient supplier understanding” entails, 
indicating to what level (focal company or supplier) to which the explanations behind the 
obstacles pertain. 

The second main obstacle consists of different opposing interests. Several scholars72 and all 
the interviewees73 mentioned some kind of opposing interest, implying a similar prevalence 
for this main obstacle as for the preceding one.  

As identified in the analysis, this main obstacle mainly consists of various opposing interests 
in the form of cost increases. Increased workload for the suppliers themselves and their 
suppliers, along with the implied technical incapacity of some suppliers, is directly connected 
to the unwillingness of the supplier to increase the costs by investing in the equipment and 
work needed to achieve PCIR compliance. The issue of supplier access to the PCI consists of 
the inability and/or unwillingness of actors further up the supply chain to generate the PCI, as 
well as these actors’ inabilities to pass the information down the chain to the supplier once it 
has been created. With all likelihood, this problem can be avoided by not choosing low-cost 
suppliers, who are likely to have a less capable upstream supply chain; hence, it must be 
regarded as a cost issue. In addition, the prevalence of false certificates and inaccurate PCI is 
presumably also connected to the choice of supplier and their trustworthiness, implying that it 
a cost issue as well. However, the most interesting part of the problem with the prevalence of 
false certificates seems to be that neither the supplier nor the focal company have any 

       
72 Scruggs & Ortolano 2011; Scruggs 2013; Becker et al 2011; Denison 2005; PTC 2011; Nimpuno & 
Scruggs 2011; Zhang 2009 
73 Company A; Company B; Company C; The Consultant 
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particular incentives to invest in remedying the problem of insufficient control mechanism 
by, firstly, controlling the validity of the certificates provided to them, or, secondly, choosing 
more trustworthy suppliers, such as bigger brands, since the liability of the buying company 
(which both the focal company and the supplier are in the chain) is secured by the mere 
existence of the certificates. For this reason, the cost of ensuring their validity exceeds the 
realisation of any risk connected to the information in the certificate. Nevertheless, as 
discussed in the introduction, the opportunities for focal companies to renounce the 
responsibilities for their chain and to put the blame on their suppliers are decreasing. Hence, 
there are reasons to believe that the prevalence of false certificates are going to be combated 
more actively in the future as the the focal companies’ responsibility of the contents of their 
products expands. 
 

In conclusion, the first obstacle cost increase consists of various difficulties which can all be 
traced to the increase in cost for the supplier encompassed with the remedying of these 
difficulties, presenting an opposing interest in the form of decreased profit, which hinders 
PCIR compliance. The unwillingness to assume the costs of compliance, either in the choice 
of supplier and/or in the financial remuneration offered, seems to pertain to both suppliers 
and focal companies alike. Even lacking supplier understanding, analysed in section 5.1.1 
above, can be regarded as a financial question, since competent suppliers most likely are 
more costly to hire, both for the focal company and for the supplier. By focusing on price 
competitive, and therefore less capable, suppliers in terms of competence, technical capacity, 
and trustworthiness, focal companies are putting PCIR compliance at risk. Thus, regarding 
the obstacles of disincentives, the focal company faces similar, or even identical, problems 
and decisions faced by their supplier. In essence, it seems to be a question of whom is to 
carry the costs of PCIR compliance. If the focal company chooses not to do so, it is highly 
unlikely that the supplier is going to assume the increase in cost free of charge, since it goes 
against their profit interests. In the case of moral hazard, the supplier then has the opportunity 
to not comply.     
 
The cultural aspects which might make Chinese supplier less interested in delivering the 
requested PCI, such as a focus on short-term monetary gain when evaluating compliance 
instead of environmental benefits, was not found to be limited to Chinese suppliers; Swedish 
companies are found to be just as guilty of not prioritizing the PCIR by increasing the 
payment to their suppliers in exchange for the PCI. At least this was found to be the case with 
small and medium-sized companies. Hence, the cultural aspects mentioned in the results can 
hardly be considered an obstacle of its own, nor unique to the Chinese context. 
 

The second, and last, type of opposing interest consists of the case when the supplier, or 
someone above the supplier, considers the PCI as confidential business information (CBI), 
making the interest of the supplier to safeguard their sensitive information from their 
competitors in opposition to what PCIR compliance requires of the supplier, which is 
illustrated below in figure 5. In addition, Nimpuno and Scruggs (2011) brought up potential 
misuse of such claims to prevent disclosure of PCI, which the supplier suspects the focal 
company will react to. Obviously, this should be particularly worrisome for the focal 
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company, as it potentially makes all supplier claims of confidential business information 
suspicious. Not only does it leave the focal company without much of a need for PCI, but to 
accept the goods would also mean a great deal of risk.  

Figure 4. The constitution of the second main obstacle “Opposing interests”  

The second main obstacle therefore consists of two obstacles: cost increase and confidential 
business information, both which can be traced to the will to maintain and run a profitable 
business. Figure 4 illustrates what the second main obstacle “opposing interest” consists of, 
indicating to what actor level the explanations behind the obstacles pertains to in the third 
row of the triangle from above. 

An interesting observation is that more or less every obstacle detected at supplier level can be 
found at the focal company level as well, which is why not only the supplier can be said to be 
lacking in efforts; the focal companies also show signs of such neglect in their unwillingness 
to pay, communicate, provide executive support and acquire sufficient competence to handle 
“their share” of PCIR compliance. Therefore, the lack of focal company-willingness to pay 
for the PCI, and to prioritize the PCI internally, seems to be reflected in the priorities of the 
supplier as well, leaving the supplier unequipped, in terms of competence as well as resources 
at hand, to perform according to the agreement, and consequentially achieve compliance. As 
expressed by the Consultant, such features in the behaviour of the focal company essentially 
make the PCIR itself contradictory to supplier compliance, hence, they constitute an 
important basic flaw in the focal company strategy, which can lead to supplier non-
compliance. 

In order to establish a deeper understanding of why the presence of these two main obstacles 
can lead to non-compliance, the obstacles were seen through the lens of the Principal-Agent 
theory. The information asymmetry that plagues the situation gives the supplier (the agent) 
the opportunity to provide inaccurate or incomplete PCI, or even no information at all, to the 
focal company (the principal), thusly deviating from the PCIR (the agreement). The 
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prevalence of insufficient supplier understanding can be said to lead to non-compliance 
since it blocks attempts by the focal company to transfer risk in a way that affects the supplier 
behaviour; the fact that the supplier fails to understand what is at risk (the consequences) and 
what is triggering the realisation of the risk (what compliance implies) can make them non-
compliant. The second main obstacle, opposing interests, can lead to supplier non-
compliance, since supplier compliance might not be in the interest of the supplier, and hence, 
presents a reason to use the opportunity that the information asymmetry presents. This can be 
clearly observed in the case of the cost issue, where the question of who is to pay for the 
supplier’s cost increase for compliance seems to create a conflict of interest between the 
supplier and the focal company, where the supplier will pursue their own profit interests 
before PCIR compliance. In addition, the case of confidential business information also 
constitutes a conflict of interests where the supplier might feel persuaded to reward their own 
interest before the interests of the focal company in order to protect the future of their 
business. These opposing interests make deviation from the agreement to comply to the PCIR 
interesting to the supplier, hence increasing the propensity for deviation, since the suppliers 
are generally said to be motivated by self-interest. Both parties’ interests in minimizing cost, 
the apparent conflict with PCIR compliance and such an ambition, could be explained by 
their presumed limited abilities to make rational decisions, preventing the parties from 
investing the respective resources needed to achieve compliance (see Eisenhardt 1989).  
 
The composition of the two main obstacles can further be seen in the connections between 
the two: the first main obstacle “insufficient supplier understanding” also contains elements 
of “opposing interests,” since acquiring capacity and competence is costly (see Boström et al 
2012; see the Consultant) and therefore, is not in any parties’ interest if it cannot be regarded 
as a profitable investment, implying that it can be seen as yet another cost-related 
disincentive under the second main obstacle “opposing interests”. Furthermore, the supplier 
lack of understanding inevitably affects the supplier’s perception of the necessity of 
achieving compliance and how to achieve it, which might contribute to a reluctant supplier 
attitude towards the same, presumably even more so when combined with the prevalence of 
any, or several, of the “opposing interests”. Therefore, the prevalence of the two main 
obstacles at the same time can be said to lead to a higher likelihood of non-compliance, since 
the two main obstacles have been observed to have a simultaneous effect, and could be 
strongly connected to the agent’s lack of effort to perform according to the agreement with 
the principal, as was directly observed by Interviewee A.  

6.1.2 Ensure compliance through efficient supply chain management practices   

The nature of the two categories of obstacles outlined in the previous section (lack of supplier 
understanding and the prevalence of opposing interests), along with the Principal-Agent 
theory, suggest that focal companies, in their dealings with their 1st tier supplier, preferably 
should strive towards achieving the following three objectives in order to ensure PCIR 
compliance: 1.) create risk connected to the realization of the agency loss74 to discourage 

                                                
74 The agency loss for the focal company was defined in section 3.1.4 as, firstly, the case of non-
compliance in the form of inaccurate information, potentially leading to product scandals and import 
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non-compliance, since the supplier is assumed to be risk-aversive and also to act with its own 
self-interest in mind, 2.) ensure supplier understanding and, by that, ensure the proper transfer 
of the risk to the supplier, and/or 3.) pay attention to opposing interests, meaning decreasing 
the perceived supplier benefits from non-compliance, practices which, with all likelihood 
would decrease the interest to deviate from the agreement, since non-compliance then 
becomes less beneficial for the supplier. In addition, the focal company can pay attention to 
the opposing interests by simply familiarize themselves, which allows them to structure the 
incentives and/or sanctions accordingly in a way that lets the scale (see figure 5), illustrating 
the supplier choice between complying or not, tip in favor of the risk which makes the 
supplier comply to PCIR. 

 
Figure 5. The supplier choice to comply to the PCIR or not illustrated as a scale. 

In essence, as figure 5 illustrates above, these three categories of different supply chain 
management practices constitute two different approaches: firstly, increasing the risk (make 
the left weigh bowl heavier) through the categories “create risk” and “ensure understanding”. 
Secondly, acknowledging and/or decreasing opposing interests (make the right weigh bowl 
lighter) through “paying attention to opposing interests”, which serves to align the supplier’s 
own interests and goals with the ones of the focal company and, through that, reduce the 
propensity for the supplier to choose not to comply (see Eisenhardt 1989; see Jensen & 
Meckling 1976). 

By looking at all types of supply chain management practices in the context of PCIR in the 
Responsible/Sustainable Supply Chain Management-literature, and by learning how Swedish 

                                                                                                          
bans, causing the focal company massive losses including potential damages to the brand in the eyes 
of the customer. The second form of agency loss is the delays caused by awaiting a compliant PCI 
document from the supplier, if the focal company not chose to proceed with the shipping, despite the 
omitted documents. Then the risk distorts back to the ultimate agency loss: that the product might 
contain unwanted substances. 
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companies are operating in China, the different practices employed in the context of PCIR 
were mapped out. Subsequently, the practices were categorized according to which one of the 
three above mentioned objectives they had the potential to fulfill. Thereafter, different types 
of supply chain management practices could be outlined. The usefulness of these types of 
supply chain management practices in fulfilling the objective were evaluated based on the 
apperance in the results and qualitative data on their effect, resource requirements from the 
focal company, and the mention of any circumstance limiting the focal company’s choice to 
implement the practice or circumstance hindering the effect of the practice.      
 

The first objective - create risk: Regarding which type of supply chain management practices 
can achieve the creation of risk, three types can be discerned: sanctions, a softer approach and 
incentives. The softer approach was least mentioned in the results of all the three types of 
supply chain management practices, and cannot be considered to hold any potential in 
creating a risk transfer on its own. It must therefore be considered useless. 
 
A wide array of different sanctions, such as the retainment of payment, penalty fees and 
termination of the contracts, could be found in the results. These types of sanctions, in the 
form of supply chain management practices, introduce risk for the supplier. As they 
themselves are connected to non-compliance, they primarily work by dicouraging the 
supplier from deviating from what has been agreed upon to begin with, and not creating risk 
at the time of non-compliance, since there is little that can be done at that point. The next 
identified type of supply chain management practice that is able to create risk is incentives. 
Unlike sanctions, which in comparison, could be said to constitute an almost artificial version 
of the agency loss, the implementation of the incentivising practices constitute a form of 
invitation to the supplier to share the focal company’s risk in relation to supplier non-
compliance (the agency loss). Hence, rather than penalising non-compliance this type of 
practices encourage compliance by the use of supplier benefits and relationship-building to 
align the supplier's interest with the ones of the focal company. The supplier will be induced 
to try to avoid the realisation of the product scandals, import bans or delays for the focal 
company since it means that the final products cannot be sold and, therefore, the benefits and 
realization of the business opportunities offered in the relationship with the focal company 
not realized. In addition, a committed relationship might also create a sense of loyalty with 
the potential to affect the supplier’s behaviour in the wished for direction when presented to 
the choice between deviation or not. The results, however, imply that in itself relationship-
building can hardly be considered risk-transferring enough since the supplier is business-
driven, but in combination with the use of supplier benefits and commitment to the business 
opportunities it might prove successful in proving the supplier with a sense of missing out 
from non-compliance.  
 
The occurance of different incentivising practices in previous research exceeds the amount of 
references to sanctions by far, although their apperances in the empirical results are the same. 
The difference are most likely due to the contents of the interview protocol. However, the 
fact that incentives apperas more frequently in previous research speaks for their potential, 
while the high level of occurance of sanctions in the empirical results implies that sanctions 
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are, nevertheless, widely used. Regarding the resource requirements, both types demand 
rather quite high costs from the focal company. Sanctions are plauged by limitations on the 
implementation of the practices, which reduses the usefulness of the sanctions. Incentives, on 
the other hand, are certainly limited by the benefits and opportunities that are available to the 
focal company to offer the supplier in question.  Potential supplier benefits are found to exist 
both in the context of the relationship and also outside of it. In addition, the focal company 
also has the choice between pointing out already existing supplier benefits and actively 
creating their own supplier rewards, in both these contexts. Therefore, depending on the 
amount of agency cost the focal company is prepared to invest, there ought to be at least 
some kind of benefit that can incentivize the supplier enough to create a risk-transfer. 
However, the analysis shows that the incentives should preferably be explicitly connected to 
the PCIR compliance, somewhat limiting the use of incentives outside the PCIR context. The 
possibilities to use incentives might be limited in that narrow context. Nevertheless, despite 
the many limitations pertaining to the incentives, they are considerably more useful than 
sanctions, since there are larger possibilities to structure useful incentives than there are for 
sanctions, which have limitations that appear more insurmountable than the ones pertaining 
to incentives.    
 
However, both types of practices share the same limitation to the following effect: the focal 
company cannot be certain of the risk transfer in the mind of the supplier since the supplier 
perceptions and the existence of opposing interests might be hidden from the focal company 
and might make the supplier deviate from the agreement, despite the implementation of 
sanctions and incentives. A possible remedy for this lacking certainty of the effect is provided 
by the supplier investments, consisting of the efforts in time and work required from the 
supplier when participating in relationship-building and committing to the focal company. 
Since the supplier’s cost for doing this can be regarded as an investment, in which the value 
is tied to the future success of the relationship with the focal company, such investment 
induces the supplier into a behaviour that ensures the investment will be safe, and that a 
return can be reaped from it, all while complying to the PCIR. Ironically enough, compared 
to the objective regarding the emphasis on opposing interests, the increase in cost might be 
the way to encourage the supplier to comply, not the decrease, as was analysed in section 
5.2.3. However, when using aspects outside of the PCIR context to create such supplier 
investments, there still has to be a clear connection between the reward and the PCIR 
compliance (see Investopedia 2015; see The consultant) for this combination to bring about a 
successful risk transfer and to eliminate moral hazard. The risk perceived with non-
compliance is that it could convince the focal company that the collaboration is not working, 
and as a result, the value of the investment decreases, depending on the measures taken by the 
focal company. Hence, the risk transferring potential with incentivising practices is enforced 
by the pressure of sanctions, while the incentivising practices potentially make the sanctions 
more useful for discouraging deviation, since incentives increase the possible loses for the 
supplier, in the event that the sanctions are realized. All the while, the results imply that the 
incentivising practices are arguably the most useful type of supply chain management 
practices identified when wanting to create risk with non compliance, the results suggest that 
a combination of the two types of practices is even more useful when wanting to create risk, 



Linnea Nilsson  Consumer product contents information  
Sahra Svensson  from the 1st tier supplier 

101

as opposed to the implementation of incentives alone. Nevertheless, the difficulty of 
prioritizing PCIR among all other aspects of the focal company business, and of 
implementing practices solely based on PCIR performance, which are limitations to the 
implementation of both incentives and sanctions, are still potential threats to the usefulness of 
this combination. These limitations point to the inevitable need for focal companies to 
actually prioritize PCIR in order to ensure supplier compliance to the PCIR, a measure which 
allows them to forego their dealings with their 1st tier supplier. 
 
The second objective - ensure supplier understanding: There are three types of supply chain 
management practices that can be considered most useful in terms of ensuring understanding: 
formal training, personal communication and the provision of written instructions. The results 
show that training is the most frequently mentioned practice in the results; it appears in half 
of the previous research and is practised and/or endorsed by all the participants in the 
empirical study. However, it is followed closely by the appearance of both written 
instructions and personal communication. Nevertheless, written instructions were mentioned 
by more interviewees than personal communication.   
 
Even though personal communication, such as the hosting of meeting, seems to be a possible 
substitute training, the converse is not as doable, due to the identified need to create room for 
a dialogue between the focal company and the supplier, both to enhance supplier 
understanding and for the development of a good relationship between the parties. However, 
this impression is in sharp contrast to the fact that larger companies Company B and 
Company C were lacking when it came to practice, instead employing written instructions 
and training. Their choice seemed to indicate that personal communication is considered less 
useful by a company with access to more resources. This impression was, however, 
contradicted by the findings of one scholar. Training must be considered generally endorsed 
in the results. Furthermore, training was found to offer something of an opportunity for a 
dialogue between the supplier and the focal company. The advantage with written 
instructions is, however, that the supplier has access to the information at any time and can 
seek the answer to their question themselves without taking up the time of the focal company. 
In addition, written instructions were found to have the ability to compensate for vaguely 
formulated PCIR, as was found to offer an explanation behind insufficient supplier 
understanding. Additionally, written instructions were strongly endorsed by Company C, who 
referred to their supplier portal as their most useful communication tool. In summary, the 
results regarding the effects of the three types of practices must therefore be considered to be 
somewhat divided, but with a certain preference for training. 
 
A presumable limitation to the effect of written instructions is the chance that the supplier 
might not use the material as intended, or will not find the answer to the question in the 
material. In addition, the lack of room for a dialogue between the focal company and the 
supplier also limits the effect, even though the need for such communication is questioned 
(see above). In section 5.1, focal companies were found to struggle with the role of teacher, 
since they sometimes do not know more than the supplier does.  This constitutes a possible 
limitation to the implementation of resource requirements regarding training (if not hiring 
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outside expertise) and especially the reliance on personal communication to ensure supplier 
understanding. Training must, therefore, be considered limited, in the least. However, 
training does require resources and capacity from the focal company, either in the form of 
maintaining the in-house competence to be able to conduct the training, or the hiring of such 
external experts, and might, therefore, not be an option for all types and sizes of focal 
companies. Nevertheless, the results regarding the resource requirements for training were 
contradictory, indicating the possibility for conducting less costly training sessions. It is 
interesting to note that personal communication might very well require the same amount of 
resources, if not more, since the focal company personnel need to be made available, and 
need to be competent enough to handle all the supplier’s questions. Written instructions, on 
the other hand, only require the focal company to collect the material and to perform 
occasional updates. Hence, the resource requirements for using written instructions must be 
considered low, in regards to their usefulness.  
 
In conclusion, the most useful type of supply chain management practice for fulfilling the 
objective of ensuring supplier understanding would be training. However, it is clear from the 
results that each type has their strengths and weaknesses, presumably making a combination 
of the three types suitable for ensuring different aspects of supplier understanding.  
 
Regarding the actual message mediated through the employment of the practices discussed, 
and as a result, the aspects of the supplier understanding that were targeted, it is interesting to 
observe that out of the nine75 scholars discussing supplier understanding of what compliance 
implies, eight76 of them mentioned at least one practice for creating such understanding. This 
can be compared to supplier understanding of the necessity: while the ensurance of such an 
understanding was brought up by three scholars in total and an additional two who spoke 
about the importance of self-motivated suppliers, only two77 of these five78 scholars 
mentioned any practice they believed would create such understanding. This number can be 
compared to the empirical results, in which such a message was mentioned by two 
interviewees79, in the context of supplier training and personal communication. Furthermore, 
out of four80 scholars mentioning the communication of supplier consequences, only one81 
pointed to a practice allowing them to do so, while the remaining scholars only emphasized 
the message. This absence of actual practices to convey the message within the previous 
research might be due to the fact that two of the scholars were drafting guidelines, 
presumably aiming at basic measures for focal companies to take and expecting them to use 
their normal communication channels. It might also be due to the opinion that the 
communication of the necessity of the PCIR for the focal company is a fairly simple message, 

                                                
75 IOMC 2015; Börjeson et al 2015; Becker et al 2011; PTC 2011; Zhang 2009; Scruggs 2013; Rossi 
2014; Boström et al 2013; Boström et al 2012 
76 IOMC 2015; Börjeson et al 2015; Becker et al 2011; PTC 2011; Zhang 2009; Scruggs 2013; Rossi 
2014; Boström et al 2013 
77 Boström et al 2011; Börjesson et al (2015)   
78 IOMC 2015; Boström et al 2012; Börjesson et al 2015; Zhang 2009; Boström et al 2013 
79 The Consultant; Company B 
80 Kogg 2009; PTC 2011; Becker et al 2011; IOMC 2015 
81 Kogg (2009) 
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and does not require an elaborate communication strategy. However, it also points at a 
potential lack of knowledge in this area, especially with regards to creating a deeper 
understanding of the necessity of PCI, hence, the importance of knowing what is in the goods 
and compiling the information, and how to communicate the consequences for the supplier. 
However, the Consultant did claim that this was not an issue, because suppliers know this.  
Overall, the analysis regarding what type of practices the focal company can employ, in 
combination with the general advises to simply communicate the PCIR properly, lay forth the 
necessity, and explain the consequences, points to the fact that the practices might be 
subordinated to the act of simply getting the messages out to the supplier; it seems to be more 
of a focus on what the focal company is communicating to the supplier rather than how the 
message is communicated. This will be further discussed below in section 6.3.   
 
Moreover, on the subject of which aspects of the supplier understanding the focal company 
must ensure, there is a clear, observable absence regarding efforts taken to remedy lacking 
supplier competence in the area of product contents and data gathering. The focus was on 
training session on how to do the reporting. Regardless of the perception of what is within the 
sphere of responsibility of the focal company to remedy, and can be said to be the duty of the 
supplier to acquire, these aspects of the supplier understanding might prevent the risk 
transfer, and therefore, need to be dealt with. An interesting observation is that an obvious 
way to ensure this type of competence, and also, the assurance that the supplier knows how to 
fill out the form without having to conduct any educational practices, require the PCI 
documents before signing the purchasing contract to begin with (“supplier selection”), just as 
all the companies in the empirical findings are doing.  This practice eliminates, or at least 
diminishes, the need for concerns regarding the supplier understanding, as well as the need to 
put efforts into assuring such understanding. 
 
The third objective - pay attention to opposing interests: The opposing interest in the form 
of cost-increase and the presence of confidential business information (CBI) was found in 
section 5.1.3 to threaten a successful risk transfer. More specifically, in section 5.2.1, it was 
found that the supplier’s perception of the opposing interests will affect the usefulness of 
incentivising practices as well as sanctions. Hence, the usefulness of the supply chain 
management practices outlined in this section were not evaluated based on their ability to 
affect the risk, and instead, they were analyzed for their ability to either decrease the 
suppliers’ opposing interests or familiarize the focal company with the existence of the 
opposing interests, in order to allow for the structuring of an equal incentive and/or sanction 
to ensure a risk transfer (see figure 5). As could be observed in the analysis, both the 
opposing interests were treated with either persuading or accommodating types of supply 
chain management practices. 
 
The persuasive types of supply chain management practices could be detected in the form of 
making the supplier accept the offered price, or convincing the supplier to hand out CBI, 
despite concerns for its disclosure to parties outside of the relationship. These practices are 
meant to persuade the supplier to abandon their interests in favour of the business opportunity 
at large. However, the agreement (the PCIR) still contains unfavorable terms, which might 
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make the supplier deviate by providing untruthful, or partially missing PCI, and as it follows, 
this type of practice cannot be regarded as useful when seeking to decrease the opposing 
interests. Nevertheless, it can provide the focal company with some insights regarding their 
identities. This type of practice obtained the least attention by scholars and the interviewee 
alike, compared to the following type.  
  
The accommodating type of supply chain management practices meets the interests of the 
supplier in various ways instead of persuading the supplier to comply and abandon the 
opposing interests. These practices have the potential to decrease the costs that supplier 
compliance demands from the supplier, both due to capacity-increase and general cost-
increases. The capacity-related costs can be decreased by either increased reimbursements or 
targeted support, while the general cost-increase can be combated by providing increased 
reimbursement but also by evaluating the PCIR in regards to the amount and type of 
information required. The focal company can also assist the supplier in cost-evaluations of 
their entire business. The targeted support provides more of an assurance to the focal 
company of the effects of eliminating an expense item, which will enable the supplier to 
comply. However, the more involvement the implementation requires of the focal company 
in the operation of the supplier, the more resources the practices will require. Overall, the 
particular wishes of the focal company might prevent the implementation of the 
accommodating practice, such as the need for customized PCI when the supplier would have 
found a standardized PCIR less of a financial burden or full access to the PCI without the, for 
the supplier, ideal consideration for the supplier’s CBI. All the while the accommodating 
supply chain management practices must be considered very resource demanding and 
somewhat limited, this type would be considered the most useful when handling the opposing 
interest and ensuring supplier compliance to the PCIR.  
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Figure 6. Main obstacles and useful types of supply chain management practices. 

 
Figure 6 illustrates how the supply chain management practices ensure supplier compliance 
by combating the identified main obstacles and, most importantly, assisting in the creation of 
risk combined with supplier PCIR compliance. The findings of this thesis especially stress the 
importance of combining the incentivising and/or sanctioning practices with at least some 
accommodating practices regarding how the opposing interests are dealt with, if only to be 
aware of the opposing interests and their effect on the scale (see figure 5), a tipping that will 
determine the choice of the supplier to deviate or comply to the PCIR. In addition, the 
findings also clearly point out the significance of ensuring supplier understanding of the 
PCIR. Important to note, however, is that despite a successful risk transfer, hence a removal 
of the moral hazard-situation, the supplier can still, according to the Principal-Agent theory, 
choose to deviate, due to their assigned limited ability to make rational decisions (see 
Eisenhardt 1989).  

The connection between the incentivising practices and an understanding of the necessity was 
pointed out in the analysis. A further connection between relationship building and ensured 
understanding can be seen in the Consultant's suggestion, about how the focal company 
essentially has the choice between putting efforts into ensuring the supplier understanding or 
trying to find a suppliers with whom they can develop together, in a relationship in which 
they learn from each other. All the while, he points out that finding a supplier with whom to 
develop is not easy. However, Becker et al’s (2011) connection between clear communication 
about the PCIR, which they found not only contributed to improved information flow, but 
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also helps to build a good relationship with the supplier in general, provides evidence for the 
fact that, by putting efforts into ensuring supplier understanding, the focal company is 
automatically rewarded by a more committed supplier. Therefore, the supply chain 
management practices employed to create a complete supplier understanding of the PCIR are 
also suitable for focal companies seeking to create a good, committed relationship with their 
supplier, hence, creating a circle of positive effects ensuring supplier compliance. 
 
An important observation is that the work towards supplier compliance to PCIR is not a 
separate piece of the focal company-supplier relationship and dealings, clearly 
distinguishable amongst all other aspects. To the contrary, it is entangled in many aspects of 
the relationship; it plays a part in the decision to initiate a business relationship, the quality of 
the relationship, and the ability of the focal company to make the supplier 
committed, determines the level of trust regarding PCI sharing and might even lead to 
conflicts and the implementation of sanctions, or even bring some of the parties to terminate 
the business relationship. However, despite the overall impact on the focal company-supplier 
relationship, and not to mention, the grave consequences non-compliance might cause in 
terms of product scandals or import bans on the finished product, the literature review and the 
empirical findings show that relatively little attention is given to PCIR in the company's 
strategies and supply chain management practices. As a result, the assumption that this thesis 
finds the problems to be outside of the focal company might be premature; first, the focal 
companies need to set their priorities straight. 
 
Looking at the problem of supplier compliance from the perspective of opposing interests, 
supplier understanding, and also their perception of the risks involved, show the importance 
of departing from our limitation regarding supplier selection for a brief moment in order to 
point out the importance of choosing a capable supplier to start with, not just the most price-
competitive, as was emphasised by the Consultant and done by all the companies in the 
empirical study. All company interviewees emphasized the importance of trusting the 
supplier and Interviewee A even expressed the need to put faith in the performance of the 
supplier once they have passed the supplier selection-process. It is important to note how the 
type of supplier determines the trustworthiness; Interviewee A mentioned that they test goods 
from local Chinese suppliers more frequently and Interviewee B found that local suppliers 
often do not succeed in reaching their requirements. In addition, the Consultant brought up 
how no-name brands can offer less reliability and traceability, as opposed to the ones who 
can require a higher price for their goods. Therefore, in addition to inducing the supplier to 
place a long-term investment into the collaboration and, in that way, increase the risk of non-
compliance, as discussed above, the choice of supplier also provides the focal company with 
further certitude of the supplier’s risk perception; a more established supplier will want to 
safeguard their hard-earned reputation and is, therefore, less likely to depart from what has 
been agreed upon. Because of this logic, despite our initial assumption that the issue of PCIR 
compliance could be rectified in an ongoing relationship, the most efficient supply chain 
management practices the focal company can execute in order to ensure compliance is 
presumably the choice of supplier; simply by choice of supplier, PCIR compliance can be 
more ensured.  
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The overall perspective of this thesis is applicable to all types of organisations, considering 
the challenges focal companies face when assuming responsibility for their supply chain, a 
suggestion put forth by Boström et al (2011) in section 1.2.3, in the specific context of PCIR. 
Moreover, the conclusion of this thesis contributes to a comprehensive understanding of 
supplier difficulties relating to PCIR compliance by viewing them as either opposing interests 
or lacking understanding. The presentation of potentially useful supply chain management 
practices provides an inclusive image of how these obstacles can be dealt with by the focal 
company: create risk, ensure supplier understanding, and pay attention to opposing interests. 
In addition, by including all obstacles identified in the literature review, as well as in the 
empirical study, we have conducted a rather rigorous examination of the obstacles in the 
results, as Scruggs and Ortolano (2011) suggested was needed.  Furthermore, in the empiral 
study, by conducting a systematic investigation of strategies of proactive Swedish companies 
in their efforts to ensure product safety, the research gap identified by Scruggs (2013), 
illustrated in figure 6 above, is considered to have made a contribution. In addition, Fransson 
and Molander’s (2013) comment on the need to know more about how chemical risk 
information is handled is somewhat answered by this conclusion, since the results show what 
might hinder the information flow and why such an event occurs. 
 

6.2 Limitations 
The first limitation that possibly could have affected the results is the fact that the interview 
study only included three companies and one consulting firm. As mentioned in section 2.3.2, 
there were four companies participating in the study, but the last one turned out to not be a 
focal company. The low amount of participants in the empirical study decreases the 
generalizability of the findings. The openness of the interview questions provided us with the 
supply chain management practices that the interviewees considered important, but omitted a 
full image of the company’s entire means of working on the issue. However, what we were 
looking for was the opinions of the interviewees, as well as their experiences and 
impressions; otherwise, we could have used website material. We could not expect the 
interviewees to represent the entire companies outside of their own experiences. One of the 
downsides with this is that the results are not ideal for comparison. Furthermore, two of the 
interviewees did not find the time to answer follow-up questions via email after the interview 
was conducted, hence answeered only partially, and the Consultant never got back to us 
despite several attempts to contact him. This put a constraint on the usefulness of the 
material, and we are of the opinion that the material would have been more complete, and 
therefore, more comparable, if we had received replies on all our questions. An additional 
downside posed by the individual interviewees we got to meet was that we were hoping to 
interview Swedish staff members to hear their comparison between work experience in 
Sweden and in China. However, this was only the case with two of the four interviewees. 
Moreover, the combination of literature on global supply chains and the empirical findings 
from only Chinese supply chains prevents the results from being indiscriminately applicable 
to the Chinese context, even though it provides an idea of the process of ensuring supplier 
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PCIR compliance, as well as a global context, since the result is so angled towards a Chinese 
context. Nevertheless, the overview we attempted to create might be said to make the 
findings relevant, regardless of the nationality of the supplier.    
 

Lastly, it is safe to say that more specific knowledge on how to conduct training and structure 
sanctions and incentives, as well as how to provide support, can be found in various other 
disciplines outside the specific context of R/S SCM and PCIR. For such information, if 
applicable to the PCIR context, these disciplines are undoubtedly immensely more 
informative than our findings. Nevertheless, since the goal was to look at the obstacles and 
supply chain management practices conducted in that context of PCIR, the result is useful for 
answering the questions and fulfilling the purpose of the study, whilst providing an overall 
view of where the research in this area stands.  
 

 
6.3 Further research 

Our literature review revealed a surprisingly limited amount of research pertaining to PCI and 
supply chain management. Since the PCI will most likely come from the upstream supply 
chain, as was shown by the findings of Scruggs et al (2015), such research is potentially very 
important. Without a doubt, there is more general research and knowledge amongst 
practitioners on the subject of how to obtain quality data in general, which can most certainly 
be applied to the context of PCIR. However, PCI can hardly be considered to be just any 
quality data; due to the enormous consequences a product scandal might have, the amount of 
trust of the supplier seems to govern the question of monitoring the contents and the growing 
importance of such information. Overall, the lack of details in the previous research points to 
the need for more research on the matter in this particular context instead of what seems to be 
an indiscriminate belief in the previous literature that the findings regarding quality data in 
general, or similar quality data, is directly applicable to PCIR. We have encountered no 
evidence in support of such lack of discrimination, hence, the outlining of differences from 
other type of quality data is warranted. Additionally, this tendency can be seen especially in 
how the scholars state the suitable contents of the message of the educating efforts, rather 
than which supply chain management practices can be considered useful for transferring such 
a message to the supplier. It would also be interesting to see research on which type of supply 
chain management practices are useful for which kind of message, and the depth of the 
message (what compliance implies, the necessity and supplier consequences). The results 
regarding the need for a dialogue between the focal company and the supplier are somewhat 
contradictory, meriting more research. Furthermore, in addition to more detailed knowledge 
in how supplier understanding can be ensured in the specific context of PCIR, it would also 
be interesting to see research on the extent to which focal companies take responsibility for 
the supplier's competence to achieve compliance. 
 

Regarding the opposing interest, it was noted that knowledge of their identity and size 
provides the focal company with the opportunity to ensure risk by structuring the incentives 
and/or sanctions accordingly. However, it would be useful to see research mapping out in 
more detail the general cost-items compliance requires the supplier to cover, and how such 
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opposing interest can be handled to ensure supplier PCIR compliance by the focal company. 
In addition, it would be further research on the reasons behind deviation to PCIRs would be 
merited as well, partly because it would allow one to understand the main obstacles better, 
but also, because it would demonstrate the kind of situation that can induce a supplier to 
make a non-rational decision and depart from PCIR compliance, despite the risk.  
 

The connection between the PCIR context and the overall dealing between the 1st tier 
supplier and the focal company ought to be the subject of further research in terms of the 
priorities of both parties, which incentives and commitments the supplier perceives as helpful 
for PCIR compliance, and what options the focal company has in creating such incentives. 
Another possible subject for further research is the question of what makes focal companies 
invest in PCIR, and how this manifests in their supply chain management strategy, since 
insufficient focal company priorities of PCI could be seen in this thesis as a core problem. 
Furthermore, research on how focal companies can act when PCIR is not a part of the 
agreement, as indicated by the Consultant and PTC (2011), if no executive support can be 
obtained for the PCIR, is a potentially important area of research.   
 

6.4 Managerial implications  
The findings of our thesis could be said to offer focal company managers an overall 
perspective of the process of ensuring supplier PCIR compliance, a perspective they can 
apply to their own situation, regardless of size, industry and geographic location. The goal 
behind the thesis was to be able to make a contribution to a variety of industries and 
companies regarding the question of how to conduct their supply chain management practices 
in a way that increases the supplier’s propensity for PCIR compliance. Initially, the findings 
show the need for focal companies to prioritize PCIR, and then to implement the supply chain 
management practices accordingly to the unique situation of the focal company in question, 
since the obstacles encountered and the practices available and useful for the focal company 
to implement will presumably vary highly from case to case. The results can be said to 
encourage focal company managers to identify the supplier difficulties and any potential 
opposing interests to remedy these difficulties, or opposing interests, which the supplier in 
question might seem more important than to achieve compliance and therefore, will target 
these instead. Given that the findings demonstrate how the situation of the supplier bears a 
great resemblance to that of the focal company, the insight provided by the expression “it 
takes one to know one” is worth contemplating for any focal company wanting to get an idea 
of the obstacles the supplier is encountering in order to achieve PCIR compliance. 
 

The findings show the advantage of putting efforts into explaining the PCIR, since the 
relationship with the supplier is improved by these clarifications, and the chance of receiving 
compliant PCI increases. With regards to the ensurance of supplier understanding, it is 
evident that if the focal company has access to less resources, training might not be an option. 
However, written instructions have proved to be useful as well, which then might constitute a 
better option. On the other hand, if the focal company staff is knowledgeable and they do not 
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want to put together the information in writing, it might be preferable to invite the supplier to 
engage in personal communication. The choice appears to be a question of resources and in-
house competence, and all three practices ought to be considered. Regarding communicating 
the necessity and the depths of the supplier understanding, in the end, it is up to the focal 
company to decide if it is enough that the supplier feels motivated to comply simply because 
the business relationship is considered profitable or, if the focal company thinks it is worth 
the extra cost of raising awareness of, for example, the legal, environmental and human 
health consequences of the presence of certain substances in consumer goods, to have a 
supplier that complies to the PCIR because they understand why they are set forth in the first 
place. The Consultant mentioned the focus on monetary gain in conducting business in 
China, somewhat different from the growing notion on the (long-term financial) value from 
environmental investments amongst Western companies, which might indicate that the 
former focus is more advantageous. However, the Consultant also mentioned an increased 
environmental awareness in China, which might render the later approach efficient in time.  
 
As mentioned in section 6.2, the combination of research on Chinese and global supply 
chains in the results makes it difficult to apply the findings directly to any of these cultural 
contexts, but it should be regarded as mere inspiration or preparation for the focal company. 
However, nothing in the results indicates an obvious difference between a Chinese context 
and a global. Nevertheless, the Consultant implied a greater focus on short-term gain in China 
as opposed to the West, which might affect Chinese supplier’s perception of the risk and 
opposing interests, pointing to the importance of focal companies to structure the incentives 
with a more short-term return when seeking to ensure PCIR compliance amongst their 
Chinese suppliers. Insight about any potential cultural or societal phenomenon when putting 
forth PCIRs in Chinese supply chains, such as, for example, insufficient competence on 
product contents and the reluctance to ask for more information, can be advantageous to 
know about. It might not be necessary to expect certain obstacles, but it is presumably very 
useful to be prepared for it. In addition, since obstacles are identified in a partly Chinese 
context, the supply chain management practices must be considered especially useful for such 
a context. Since the research of this study is concentrated on Swedish corporations operating 
in China, the results are presumably especially useful even for other companies in China, or 
even in other parts of Asia. 
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Appendix 1. Summary of the obstacles and practices from 
the literature review and the empirical study 
Table 1. Summary of obstacles identified in the literature review  
         

 Common 
denominators 

Identified issues Scholar  Specific  Total  
(of 13) 

Generic 
issues  

 Linguistic82 issues Fransson (2012)  
Zhang (2009)  
 

 
2 

 

  Cultural issues Boström et al (2012) 
Boström et al (2011) 
 

 
2 

 
4 

Upstream 
issues  

Lack of supplier 
understanding of 
what the PCIR 
implies 

General lack of 
understanding of what 
the PCIR require them to 
do  

IOMC (2011)  
Boström et al (2012)  
Scruggs and Ortolano 
(2011) 
Nimpuno & Scruggs 
(2011) 

 
 
 
 
4 

 

  Lack of supplier 
competence on their own 
production process, 
product and chemical 
awareness    

Scruggs and Ortolano 
(2011) 
PTC (2011) 

 
 
 
2 

 
 
 

  One-way communication  Boström et al (2012)  1  

  Lack of focal company 
competence  

Boström et al (2012)83 1     

  Insufficient 
dissemination of the 
PCIR  
 

Fransson & Molander 
(2013) 
Scruggs & Ortolano 
(2011) 
Zhang (2009)  

 
 
 

     3 

 
 
 

7 

 Lack of supplier 
understanding of 
why the PCIR is 

Questioned necessity  IOMC (2011)  
Boström et al (2012)84 

 
 

 
 

                                                
82 Linguistic issues as an obstacle can be caused by both the supplier and the focal company since 
they are failing to understand each other.   
83 Boström et al (2012) mentioned both insufficient competence regarding the PCIR but also lacking 
communication skills and insufficient support to the supplier.   
84 Boström et al (2012) found that the supplier did not know what would happen if they failed, 
indicating that the supplier was unaware of the consequences for themselves in case of such an 
event.   
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necessary  
2 

 
2 

 Various reasons 
for supplier 
reluctance 

Supplier reluctance  
  
 

Scruggs & Ortolano 
(2011) 
Scruggs (2013)85 
Becker et al (2011)86  
Denison (2005)87  
PTC (2011)88  

 
 
 
 
5 

 

Downstream 
issues  

 Confidential business 
information  

Scruggs & Ortolano 
(2011)  
Nimpuno & Scruggs 
(2011) 
Becker et al (2011) 

 
 
 
3 

 

  PCI not accessible to the 
supplier 
due to actors in the chain 
above the supplier   

Becker et al (2011) 
Denison (2005)  
Zhang (2009)  
Nimpuno & Scruggs 
(2011) 

 
 
 
4 

 

  Insufficient information 
systems 

Nimpuno & Scruggs 
(2011) 
PTC (2011)  

 
2 

 
7 

 
Table 2. Summary of obstacles identified in the empirical study  
 

 Common 
denominators  

Identified 
issues  

A B C The 
Consultant 

Specific 
(of 4) 

Total  
(of 4) 

Generic 
issues  

 Linguistic issues  
 

   
 

1  

  Cultural/societal 
aspects  

    
 

2 3 

Upstream 
issues 

Lack of supplier 
understanding of 
what compliance 
implies 

Insufficient 
supplier 
understanding of 
what the PCIR 
require the 
supplier to do 

 
 

   3  

  Lack of supplier 
competence of 
their own 
production 
process and 
chemical 
awareness   

    2  

                                                
85 Increase of workload and that the suppliers’ other buyers’ requirements were less stringent.   
86 Becker, Coffin & Tickner (2011) specified the resistance to be due to increase in cost.  
87 Fear out of losing business with suppliers if introduced the PCIR  
88 Difficulties to meet different PCIRs from different buyers.  
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  Vague PCIR     2  
  Hard 

communication  
    1  

 Various reasons 
for supplier 
reluctance (part 
1) 

Focal company 
problems 
prioritizing 
PCIR  

 
 

   2  

  Insufficient 
financial 
compensation 

89    3  

 Lack of supplier 
understanding of 
necessity (“why”) 

Supplier 
reluctance and 
lack of 
understanding of 
necessity 

 90  91 3  
 
 

3 

Down- 
stream 
issues 

Various reasons 
for supplier 
reluctance part 2 

Confidential 
business 
information 

    3  

  Supplier access      3  

  Falsified and/or 
incorrect PCI 
documents  

    3  
4 

 
 
Table 3. Summary of identified supply chain management practices identified 
in the literature review  
 

 Objective  Practice  Scholar  Total  
(of 12) 

React to 
non- 
compliance   

Sanctionize Supplier rejection 
 
Withhold payment and/or goods 
 
Hold supplier accountable for 
loss due to non-compliance  

Kogg (2009)  

Scruggs (2013) 

Kogg (2009)  

2 

 Not sanctionize Continue to ask 
 
Explain necessity  
 
 
Reevaluate the need for the PCI 

Börjeson et al (2015) 
Börjeson et al (2015) 
 
Becker et al (2011) 

 
 
 

2 

                                                
89 Interviewee A acknowledged that PCIR compliance was a question of costs.   
90 Interviewee B referred to the reluctance due to the increase in workload  
91 Insufficient payment 
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Prevent 
non- 
compliance  

Ensure supplier 
understanding of 
what compliance 
to the PCIR 
implies  

Explain clearly what the PCIR 
implies  

IOMC (2015)92 1 

  - Provide detailed written 
description, e.g. guidelines 

Börjeson et al (2015) 
Becker et al (2011) 
PTC (2011) 

3 

  - Provide training on what the 
PCIR implies  

Becker et al (2011)  
Scruggs (2013)  
PTC (2011)  
Rossi (2014)93 
Boström et al (2013)  
Boström et al (2012)  

7 

  - Use personal communication 
and create a dialogue94 

Boström et al (2012) 
Börjeson et al (2015) 
Zhang (2009) 
PTC (2011)  

2 

 Ensure supplier 
understanding of 
the 
consequences to 
non-compliance 
to the supplier 

Communicate the consequences 
of non-compliance for the 
supplier  
 
- In writing  

IOMC (2015) 
Becker et al (2011) 
PTC (2011)95 
 
Kogg (2009) 

3 
 
 

1 

 Ensure focal 
company 
internal factors   

Internal focal company executive 
support behind the PCIR  
 
Put pressure on the suppliers  

PTC (2011)  
 
 
 
Scruggs & Ortolano 
(2011) 

1 
 
 

1 

 Point out or 
create supplier 
benefits with 
compliance 

Advantages with other customers 
 
 
 
Reward suppliers who have 
invested to be able to comply to 
the PCIRs 

Boström et al (2013)  
Zhang (2009) 
Scruggs & Ortolano 
(2011)  
 
Becker et al (2011) 

3 
 
 
 

1 

 Create a good 
relationship with 
the supplier    

Create an established 
relationship to the supplier 
 

Scruggs & Ortolano 
(2011) 
 

1 
 
 

                                                
92 IOMC (2015) recommended explaining “how” the information should be provided (which system to 
use).  
93 Both Rossi (2014) and PTC (2011) describes the training of the same company.  
94 The capacity-building personal communication is assumed to consist of explanations of the 
implications of the PCIR.  
95 PTC (2011) emphasized the strategic importance to clearly describe the strategic importance of the 
supplier to comply to the PCIRs.  
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Create a good relationship to the 
supplier by extensive 
communication and interaction  

 
Börjeson et al (2015)96 
Becker et al (2011) 

 
2 

 Ensure supplier 
understanding of 
why compliance 
to the PCIR is 
necessary  

Communicate the reasons behind 
the PCIR (the rationale behind 
the PCIR)97  
 
- Through personal 
communication 
 
Self-motivated suppliers 

IOMC (2015) 
 
 
Börjeson et al (2015)98 
Boström et al (2012) 
 
Zhang (2009) 
Boström et al (2013) 

3 
 
 

 
 

2 

 Support cost-
decrease  
 

Provide templates or chemical 
data reporting systems  

Becker et al (2011)  
Scruggs & Ortolano 
(2011) 
Boström et al (2013) 

3 

  Provide financial support  Boström et al (2013) 1 

  Use standardized PCIR  PTC (2011)  
Beckner et al (2011) 

2 

  Customize the PCIR Scruggs (2013) 
Scrugg & Ortolano (2011) 

2 

 Sub-suppliers’ 
understanding 
and knowledge  

Make suppliers responsible for 
their sub-suppliers  

Scruggs (2013) 1 

  Allow the PCIR to be passed on 
in its entity  

Zhang (2009) 1 

  Direct contact with sub-suppliers  Scruggs (2013) 
Zhang (2009) 

2 

 Handle 
confidential 
business 
information  

Find a solution that protects all 
interests  
 
 
 
Inform about usage of the PCI  

Nimpuno & Scruggs 
(2011)  
IOMC (2015) 
 
Becker et al (2011)  
IOMC (2015)   

2 
 
 

2 

  Set a permitted limit  Rossi (2014) 1 

 
 

                                                
96 Börjeson at el (2015) emphasised on “far-reaching relationship” to the supplier  
97 The training efforts discussed in the context of capacity-building and filling out the form presumably 
involve explanations of why the requirements exist etc but that is not explicitly stated.   
98 In the context of reactive measures, the necessity of compliance due to legal requirements on the 
focal company was brought up according to one interviewee of Börjeson et al (2015).   
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Table 4. Summary of identified supply chain management practices identified 
in the empirical study 
 

 Objective Practice  Company 
A 

Company 
B 

Company 
C 

The 
Consultant 

Total 
(of 4) 

React to 
non- 
compliance   

Sanction Supplier rejection     3 

  Withhold payment 
and/or goods 

    3 

  Cancel the order     1 

  Hold supplier 
accountable for 
loss due to non-
compliance  

    2 

  Supplier penalty 
fee 

    1 

 Not sanction 
(yet)  

Ask the supplier 
to fix the problem 

    2 

  Understand why 
non-compliance 
occurred and how 
to prevent it from 
happening again 

    2 

Prevent 
non- 
compliance 

Ensure focal 
company- 
internal 
factors  

Prioritize the 
PCIR in general 

    2 

  Ensure internal 
competence or 
acquire external 
help  

 99 100  3 

  Pay sufficiently      2 

 Ensure 
supplier 
understandi
ng of what 
compliance 
to the PCIR 
implies  

Formulate the 
PCIR clearly 

    2 

                                                
99 Company B hired a Chinese Quality Manager to conduct training of the suppliers. They also have a 
Product Safety Department.  
100 Company C has a Sustainability Department. 
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  Provide written 
details on the 
PCIR  

  
 

101 102 1 

  Provide training 
(capacity-
building) 
 

103    4 

  Use personal 
communication to 
explain what the 
PCIR implies  

104   105 2 

 Ensure 
supplier 
knowledge 
of 
consequence
s to non- 
compliance  

Communicate 
supplier 
consequences to 
non-compliance 

    4 

 Ensure 
supplier 
understandi
ng of why 
compliance 
to the PCIR 
is necessary 

Communicate the 
rationale behind 
the PCIR  

 
106 

 
 

 
 

 
107 

2 

 Connect the 
PCIR to 
supplier 
benefits 

Increased business 
opportunities with 
the focal company 

  
 

  
 

2 

  Advantages in 
dealings with 
other customers  

  
108 

  
 

2 

                                                
101 Company C uses a supplier portal with written information.  
102 The Consultant says that the focal company can either develop together with the supplier or they 
can provide clear instructions on how the supplier should comply to the PCIR. 
103 Company A does not conduct any formal training session but Interviewee A says it is something 
for the future.  
104 Instead of training Company A is using regular meetings. 
105 The Consultant talks about creating supplier commitment and communication. He also mentions 
that the focal company has the choice between developing with the supplier in a dialogue or provide 
clear instructions to the supplier.   
106 Company A is using the meetings to communicate the rationale behind the implementation of the 
PCIR. 
107 The Consultant mentions training as most preferable, but seems to be open for other ways of 
communicating the reasons why the PCIR has been implemented.  
108 Company B provides the supplier with certificates from the self-assessment tool and also with a 
sales argument in the form of their relationship with Company B.   
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  Encourage 
supplier 
compliance  

    2 

 Create a 
good 
relationship 
with the 
supplier  

Meetings and 
informal 
gatherings  

 
 

   
 

 

1 

  Emphasis on trust  
 

    1 

  Create committed 
suppliers  

   109 1 

 Support 
cost- 
decrease 

Use standardized 
PCIR 

    3 

  Customize the 
PCIR 

    2 

  Provide support 
such as templates 
and reporting 
systems  

    1 

 Sub- 
suppliers’ 
under- 
standing 
and 
knowledge  

Make suppliers 
responsible for 
their suppliers  
 

    3 

  
 

Provide sub-
suppliers with 
information 

    1 

  Sub-supplier 
training 

    1 

  Allow the PCIR to 
be passed on in its 
entity 

    1 

 Handle 
confidential 
business 
information  

Accept other PCI 
formats 

    1 

  Non-Disclosure 
Agreement 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 2 

                                                
109 The Consultant claims that by pointing at the business opportunities the focal company can make 
the supplier committed to the relationship.   
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 Supplier 
selection 110  

     4 

 
 

  

                                                
110 Supplier selection constitute a part of the demarcation but the prevalence in the empirical results 
revealed a connection to other choices of practices and priorities.  
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Appendix 2. Table of literature results 
 
 

Scholar  Type of study  

Becker, Coeffin and Tickner (2011) A Guidance document for suppliers 
developed by Green Chemistry & 
Commerce Council and the University of 
Massachusetts Lowell.  
 
The aim is, 1) to advance the efforts of 
companies trying to obtain the chemical data 
needed for regulatory and corporate 
sustainability programs and in response to 
market demands, and 2) to advance the 
efforts of suppliers to provide chemical data 
needed by their customers.    
    

Boström et al (2011)  
Boström et al (2012)  

Interview study: 16 qualitative, semi-
structured interviews with representatives of 
13 Swedish public and private procurement 
and two other types of organisation. Their 
supply chains are global.  
      
The objective was to gain insights about the 
opportunities and challenges that private and 
public organisations face regarding the 
development of responsible procurement in 
a complex and uncertain issue. The paper 
focuses on chemicals in textiles.   

Boström et al (2013) Case study of IKEA (documents available at 
IKEA’s website, field visits at a few of 
IKEA’s suppliers in southern India and 
interviews with staff, and previous staff, 
within IKEA as well as older and recent 
reports from various stakeholders as well as 
central news media reporting on IKEA’s 
environmental performance).  
 
IKEA’s management and communication 
surrounding sustainability in general and 
chemical risks specifically was the subject 
of the study.  

Boström (2015)  One set of interviews was conducted by 
project participants between 2008 and 2011, 
and included qualitative semi- structured 
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interviews with 30 interviewees, 
representing 23 Swedish public and private 
procurement organizations.  
 
A second set of empirical data consist of 
three additional and more detailed case 
studies during the period 2009–2012. The 
project focused on two cases of public 
organizations (Stockholm County Council 
and the Municipality of Örebro) and one 
private organization (IKEA).   
     
The aim was to demonstrate, both 
theoretically and empirically, the limits and 
possibilities of monitoring and trust for 
developing extended upstream 
responsibility.  

Börjeson et al (2015)  Interview study with representatives from 13 
Swedish public as well as private textile 
procuring organisations plus two other 
organisations: six private companies selling 
clothes; three public organisations in the 
train and public transport sector; one private 
hotel chain; one municipality; one company 
conducting procurement on behalf of a 
municipality; and one county council. In 
addition, one environmental NGO and one 
research institute and consultant (specialised 
in chemical risks and CSR).   
     
The authors aimed at exploring how retailers 
and professional users of textiles, i.e. textile 
procurers, experience and deal with 
knowledge- related challenges associated 
with responsible supply chain management 
of chemicals.   

Denison (2005)  Workshop background paper, “Framing a 
Future Chemicals Policy” 

Fransson (2012)  
Fransson & Mollander (2013) 

Two case studies of two product chains: 
Textile and paint. Actors from all parts of 
the product chain was interviewed (from 
chemical producers to waste handlers): in 
total 24 semi-structured interviewees, 46 
short-structured and three by email).  
     
  
The aim of this thesis and the article is to 
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describe how chemical risk information is 
handled in product chains and which 
information that is communicated. A second 
purpose is to investigate how this handling 
of chemical risk information is affected by 
external factors, such as legislation.  

Kogg (2009) Doctoral thesis in R/S SCM including a case 
study of H&M. 

Nimpuno & Scruggs (2011) Interview study on chemical information 
regarding electronics. 38 interviews with 
stakeholders in the value chain of electronic 
products: from the product chain (i.e. 
chemical producers, components 
manufacturers and brand owners) as well as 
consultants, NGOs, consumer groups, 
recyclers and electronics waste handlers.  
 
The objective consisted of identifying to 
what extent existing information systems 
meet the information needs of different 
stakeholder groups for managing and/or 
minimizing potential risks of chemicals in 
electronic products, to highlight the 
information gaps, and to identify obstacles 
and potential solutions to optimize flow of 
information.  

Parametric Technology Corporation (PTC) 
(2011)  

White paper111 by a software company 
delivering a complete portfolio of integral 
Product Lifecycle Management solutions.   
 
The paper provides an overview of the 
levels of PCI and their advantages and 
disadvantages, along with a summary of 
‘best practises’ regarding collecting product 
material information and compliance data.  

Rossi (2014)  A report on the advantages on chemical 
information, published by Inter-organization 
programme for the sound management of 
chemicals (IOMC)112 in support of 
the SAICM emerging policy issue of 
‘Chemicals in Products’.     

                                                
111 A white paper is an informational document, issued by a company to promote or highlight the 
features of a solution, product or service. 
(http://www.investopedia.com/terms/w/whitepaper.asp#ixzz48yCCktie)   
112 IOMC is a collaboration program between FAO, ILO, UNPD, UNEP, UNIDO, UNITAR, WHO, 
World bank and OECD.  
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Scruggs & Ortolano (2011)  
Scruggs (2013)  

Interview study of a diverse set of 20 
multinational consumer product companies; 
(seventeen European companies and three 
U.S. companies). Swedish companies well-
represented. The participants were 
considered to be in the forefront of chemical 
management and the 20 companies 
generally fell into five categories based on 
business and product types: (1) 
telecommunications and IT; (2) apparel; (3) 
retailers and/or companies with multiple 
product types; (4) construction/home goods 
(i.e., home, office, and/or building and 
construction-related products); and (5) 
transportation.  
 
The objective was to study how proactive 
actors pursued product safety regarding 
chemicals.   

Scruggs et al (2015)  Survey of 205 companies (656 companies 
were offered to participate), both small, 
medium and large.  
 
The subject of study was how companies of 
different sized comply to REACH: their 
understanding, how they obtain and use 
chemical information, what actions (if any) 
companies took to obtain additional 
information when they were not satisfied 
with the amount of chemicals-related 
information available through their supply 
chains. They also looked at assistance for 
compliance.       

Zhang (2009)  
 

Empirical study of two Swedish retail 
companies and their Chinese suppliers and 
sub-suppliers respectively in the textile 
industry.   
     
The aim was to investigate and understand 
the ways of chemical related information 
management.   

United Nations Environment Program DTIE 
/ Chemicals Branch (IOMC) (2011)  
 
United Nations Environment Program / 
Strategic Approach to International 

CiP project. Study of global textile supply 
chains (primarily located in east Asia) 
 
Guidance for stakeholders on exchanging 
chemicals in products information to support 
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Chemicals Management (IOMC) (2015) the chemicals in products program. Intended 
as a guide to those who are designing a 
chemicals in products information system or 
those seeking to participate in an excisting 
system. It is also aimed at guiding 
stakeholders who require assistance in 
exchanging information on their chemicals 
in products by describing the steps that are 
commonly taken in scoping, designing and 
building information exchange systems on 
chemicals in products. 
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Appendix 3. Interview guide  
 

 

Interview about product contents information 
Interviewers: Linnea Nilsson and Sahra Svensson  

 
1. Background information about the study and information to the 
interviewee  
 
Who we are 
We are two business students from Blekinge University in Sweden and we are conducting 
this research project about product contents information flow in the upstream supply chain in 
the context of our Bachelor thesis in Business Administration. The project is executed in 
collaboration with the IVL Swedish Environmental Research Institute and is partly funded by 
the Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency (Sida).  
 
Short presentation of the study  
We are studying the flow of product contents information in the upstream supply chain, both 
how the information requirements are being communicated to the upstream actors and how 
the information is obtained.   
 
Terms used in the study  
Focal company refers to the actor with most control in the chain, usually the manufacturer, 
retailer or brand, and is therefore considered the most liable in case of insufficient product 
safety. The interviewee's company is considered to be a focal company.   
By product contents information we are referring to the nature of the information required by 
the focal company. It can be ingredient identity, data about the quantity of certain substances 
and hazard information.   
By compliance we are referring to the focal company’s access to the required information, 
that the data is accurate and received in the required format. 
 
The objectives of our study  
The study takes the perspective of the focal company and how the focal Company can ensure 
supplier compliance to product contents information requirement regarding residues in the 
final products. The objective of our study is to determine efficient, and less efficient, supply 
chain management practices that the focal Company can implement in order to ensure 
supplier compliance. Our focus is on the obstacles to compliance as experienced by focal 
companies, preventive measures to avoid non-compliance and actions in case of non-
compliance.  
 
The interview session  
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During the interview we will pose our questions while recording the interview. The interview 
will then be transcripted and sent to the interviewee for verification. The interviewee is then 
free to make the changes necessary in order to feel comfortable with the material collected.  
 
How the material collected during the interview will be used  
The interview will be used, in parts, in the thesis and attached, in its entity, as an appendix to 
the final thesis. The thesis will then be published online and accessible for the public. While 
we would prefer to use the full names of the interviewee in the thesis, as well of the name of 
the company the person is representing, we offer the choice of full anonymity.      
 
2. Background information about the interviewee and the company  
 
The interviewee:   

- Years and position at the company   
- Earlier work experience   

 
Brief description of the company:  

- History and development  
- Product portfolio  
- Presence and activities in China  
- Position on the world market and the biggest competitors  

 
1. a.) Can you please describe your company’s product safety policy and/or environmental 
policy regarding the contents of the finished product? 
    b.) How would you describe the policy in comparison to the policies of your competitors?     
 
2. a.) What kind of contents information does your company require from the suppliers 
delivering materials, components and/or substances purchased for the manufacturing of the 
finished products? 
   b.) Please describe what is motivating your company to put forth these requirements.  
 
3.  a.) In what format (form) is the required contents information accepted in?  
     b.) What factors affect the choice of accepted formats?  
 
Obstacles and problems regarding access to product contents information 
 
4. a.) How would you say that your Chinese suppliers manage to comply with your 
information requirements concerning the contents of the products?  
   b.) How would you describe the general awareness amongst your Chinese suppliers 
regarding the environmental and health issues concerning hazardous substances in products?  
 
5. a.) What problems have your company experienced regarding supplier compliance to the 
information requirements?  
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    b.) Have you been given the impression that some information requirements are more 
demanding for the Chinese suppliers to comply with than others? 
    c.) What do you think are/were the reasons behind the compliance difficulties experienced 
by the Chinese suppliers?   
    d.) What lessons did your company learn from these experiences?  
 
Preventive measures taken to avoid non-compliance  
 
6.  a.) How are the product contents information requirements communicated to the Chinese 
suppliers?  
    b.) What are the reasons behind this choice of medium?  
 
7. a.) How would you say that your company is facilitating the efforts required by the 
Chinese suppliers to achieve compliance with the information requirements?  
    b.) At what extent is your company using standards in the formulation of requirements?  
    c.) In what way is your company ensuring a proper supplier understanding of the 
requirements and of what information it is that you want from the Chinese supplier?       
 
8. a.) What is your company’s experiences of detecting compliance difficulties experienced 
by your Chinese suppliers at an early stage (before non-compliance has been discovered)?  
    b.) How was the problem identified?  
    c.) How did your company act when this came to your attention?  
 
9. a.) In what way, direct or indirect, are you involving actors in the chain above your 
Chinese suppliers (their suppliers and so on) in the effort required to achieve compliance to 
your information requirements?  
    b.) In what way are your company making sure that the information requirements are 
disseminated along the upstream chain (beyond your suppliers)?  
    c.) In what way are your company making sure that the information requirements are 
understood by actors above your suppliers in the chain?  
 
Sanction/consequence of non-compliance  
 
10. When the requirements are being communicated to the suppliers, are you also informing 
them of the consequences of non-compliance? If “no”, why not?  
 
11. a.) If the answer is “yes”, what are the stated sanctions or consequences?  
      b.) What are the reasons behind the choice of this sanction/consequence?  
      c.) In what way are the sanctions/consequences communicated to the Chinese suppliers?  
   
12. At what extent would you say that your company is using the stipulated 
sanctions/consequences to motivate the Chinese suppliers to comply with the information 
requirements?  
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Verification of compliance to the information requirements  
 
13. How is the accessibility of the information and the format verified?  
 
14. a.) How does your company verify the accuracy of the received contents information 
from the suppliers?  
      b.) What factors are influencing the choice of verification method?   
 
The use of sanctions in case of non-compliance  
 
15. a.) What are your company’s experiences of supplier non-compliance regarding your 
information requirements among your Chinese suppliers?  
      b.) How was the non-compliance discovered?  
      c.) How did your company act?  
      d.) Why did you choose this action?   
 
16. a.) Would you say that there is an action to non-compliance that has proven to be more 
successful than others here in China? Why?  
     b.) Have you found any action to be less successful? Why?  
 
17. Have your experienced any difficulties in putting pressure on your upstream supply chain, 
both through the stipulation of sanctions/consequences and the actual execution of these, only 
due to non-compliance regarding the information requirements?   
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Appendix 4. Interview transcripts 
Interview with Company A 

Shanghai on the 12 April 
 
A1. Information om interviewee A 
Intervjuperson A har arbetat på företaget i Kina i snart nio år. Han blev erbjuden att starta upp 
kvalitetsavdelningen på företaget som då hade cirka 35 anställda. Idag är han ansvarig för det 
globala kvalitetsarbetet på samtliga fabriker samt teknisk support och kundsupport i samtliga 
länder.  
 
A2. Information om Company A 
Company A tillverkar större elektronisk utrustning som används till livsmedel. Sedan 2008 
har företaget i Kina växt 30-40 % per år. Nu har företaget 220-230 anställda. Organisationen 
strukturerades om för tre år sedan vilket innebar att all R&D flyttades till Kina. 
Utvecklingsavdelningen i Kina består idag av cirka 35 personer. 
 
Intervju 
A3. Hur skulle du säga att er position på världsmarknaden för [food-processing]maskiner ser 
ut? Du nämnde att ni är väldigt breda och har många olika typer av maskiner. 
Marknaden är relativt fragmenterad när man tittar på [food-processing]maskintillverkare. Det 
finns tre-fyra stycken som är jättestora och de är väldigt mycket större än alla andra. Sedan 
finns vi tillsammans med några andra lite grann i mitten som har växt och sedan finns det en 
jättelång rad med mindre företag. Det kan vara små familjeföretag i södra Europa som 
tillverkar [food-processing]maskiner. De gör ganska bra produkter men inte så många. Vi gör 
ju ungefär 60 000 maskiner om året och de gör kanske ett par tusen. Däremot finns det 
väldigt många sådana företag. 
Hur många av de 60 000 går till Sverige? 
Till Europa i alla fall går 50 000 om året, alltså en väldigt stor del går till Europa. Vi har 
kunder i Japan, Korea, Australien, Kina, Vietnam, Thailand… 
[Produkten] är kanske inte så stort här ändå? 

[Konsumtion av produkt] i Vietnam är jättepopulärt men de gör det på ett annorlunda sätt. 
Man tillverkar det lite annorlunda. Thailand är ganska stort, där är det mycket [konsumtion av 
produkt] och [konsumtion av produkt], på bensinmackar och liknande. Då har de en [food-
processing]maskin som gör en riktig [konsumtion av produkt] och sen blandar de i [produkt] 
och så, precis som på [stort företag]. I Indien finns också en del, men den marknaden är 
väldigt svår att komma in på. Du måste känna rätt personer, ha rätt kontakter och kanske till 
och med vara på plats i Indien för att lyckas och bli väldigt stor. Vi säljer en hel del till Indien 
men det är ingenting vi fokuserar på. Vi fokuserar mer på marknader som Japan och Korea 
som är en av världens största [food-processing]marknader. Japan, Taiwan och Korea har 
väldigt mycket maskiner och [konsumtion av produkten]-shops I Korea finns det nästan en 
[produkt] var 25e meter, så där är det nästan så att marknaden är mättad och det får inte plats 
med fler. Men de behöver ju byta ut maskinerna någon gång. De företag som är drivande vad 
gäller [produkt]konsumtion är många kunder till oss där som exempel [stort företag] är störst 
i världen på antal [konsumtion av produkt] per dag men även [food-processing-steg] som 
driver på konsumption av sina varumärken. Finns flertal varumärken som [företag] och 
[företag] som är väl kända i Sverige. Dessa företag driver också på utvecklingen och kraven 
på den utrustning som de behöver för att sälja sin produkt och det är där vi kommer in med 
utveckling och tillverkning av maskiner av olika typer. De driver ju på den här utvecklingen 
där du hela tiden måste bli bättre. De mindre företagen klarar inte av att jobba med den typen 
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av kund. Och det går undan. Jag brukar säga att branschen är efterbliven för att all 
kravställning som finns i andra branscher har inte skötts ordentligt här och nu ska alla lagar 
och direktiv följas. De driver på vår bransch men vi lever fortfarande i en långsam bransch… 
Trots att det är livsmedelsmaskiner vi gör. 
Man kan ju tänka sig att den skulle vara lite mer i framkant egentligen. 
Det går fort framåt och senaste åren har det gått undan. Vissa av våra kunder är duktiga på 
det och ställer samma krav på oss som på sig själva. De har ju extremt höga krav på sig. 
Tror du att det beror på ökad lagstiftning och certifieringsprocesser? Att det är det som driver 
utvecklingen? 
Absolut, speciellt för Europa. I Asien finns det ju fortfarande ingen som bryr sig, i USA är 
det ju väldigt hårt styrt. Europa blir ju mer och mer för varje år. 
 
A4. Fråga 1: Company A’s product safety policy, eller environmental policy, som berör 
innehållet i produkterna, hur skulle du generellt beskriva den? 

Det blir ju väldigt relaterat till lagar och krav, det är ju det vi går på helt och hållet. I och med 
att man måste komma ifatt i branschen är det ju bara att gå på de lagar och krav som finns för 
de marknaderna som vi finns på. Vi har även en del kundspecifika krav att förhålla oss till 
men de flesta är även där baserade på de lagkrav som finns. 
Inte certifiering eller några sådana intressen? 
Europa är ju lite beroende på vad man tittar på, allt går inte att “certifiera” heller. Vi 
certifierar allt inom elsäkerhet för där är det väldigt tydligt hur man ska göra. Om man tittar 
på sådant som har med livsmedelssäkerhet att göra, där är det fler kemikaliekrav men de är 
fortfarande lite mer lösa än elsäkerhetskraven. Det är många självdeklarationer och så i 
Europa. Du kan deklarera och säga ”vi uppfyller allting”.  Problemet blir ju den dagen någon 
ifrågasätter och kanske testar någonting i ett labb och du inte kan visa på att du har uppfyllt 
det. Exempel på en ny kravställning för [kravställning] där vår nya produkt skall uppfylla 
kraven i [kravställning]. En lång lista med innehållande kemikalier som man måste på något 
sätt reda ut och deklarera. Många av dem kanske man inte ens behöver testa emot i vår typ av 
produkt. Den typen av krav börjar vi ju komma in på och se till att vi uppfyller, men det är ju 
styrt från marknaden och Europakrav framförallt. 
 
A5. Hur skulle du säga att medvetenheten är i er bransch, gällande kemikalier i färdiga 
produkter? 
Väldigt beroende på vem man frågar tror jag. De som jobbar med dem, de som driver det, de 
vet. Vi börjar få rätt bra koll på det och vi har rätt bra koll på det idag. Jag tror inte att alla 
ligger så långt fram att de har testat allt de har, men de vet om det. De vet om vad de borde 
göra men det är fortfarande så, tror jag, att många självdeklarerar saker utan att ha 100 % 
back-up i paper work. Det tror jag, men det är svårt att veta. Vi jobbar alltid efter att ha 
papper på allting vi säger, så vi lovar inte saker utan att veta att den dagen någon frågar eller 
testar då kan vi backa upp det. Jag tycker att det är fel att göra tvärtom. Det är inte rätt emot 
konsumenten att göra så, att bara lova saker. Det vi lovar det vet vi att vi kan hålla, från vår 
sida men jag tror inte att alla jobbar så. 
Ser ni det som en produktsäkerhetsfråga eller är det mer miljöaspekten av era produkter? 
Vi skulle nog se det mer som en produktsäkerhetsgrej, som end-user safety. Man värnar om 
personer som tar någonting ur en maskin. Mer så än att vi pratar om att det är miljöfrågor. 
Vad är risken egentligen när man använder en [food-processing]maskin för exposure för 
materialet som är i? 
En [food-processing]maskin består ju av metall så det kan vara mässing, och vissa av de 
metallerna kan ju läcka bly och nickel och så. Det finns det ju regler på i alla länder, vad som 
är OK att få i sig gällande mängd bly eller andra element. Det där har det ju varit liv om i 
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Sverige om [food-processing]maskiner. Jag tror att det var på [stort svenskt företag] de hade 
mätt sina [food-processing]maskiner och fått för höga blyvärden exempelvis. Det beror ju på 
vilka typer av metaller man använder i sina maskiner, och hur de är tillverkade och hur man 
kan behandla dem så att det här inte händer. Det är ju en sak vad gäller tungmetaller, att man 
är noggrann med vad man har. Men det kan man testa ganska enkelt. [Nyligen] kom faktiskt 
en ny Europastandard på hur man ska testa en [food-processing]maskin. Så det är så pass 
nytt, alltså bara en vecka gammalt, att det ens finns en sådan standard som gäller i hela 
Europa. Och då får man ha 0,04 mg/kg bly och 0,01 mg/kg nickel i vattnet som testas. I 
Sverige är nivån för dricksvatten 0,2, så det är till och med lägre. Sen är det ju såklart mycket 
plast och silikon och där finns det ju väldigt många olika typer av till exempel plats. Men där 
kan man ju testa vad plastmaterial ger ifrån sig. Man kan göra olika migrationtester med olika 
typer av lösningar. Svårigheten är att veta vad man ska testa och hur man ska testa för att det 
ska ge ett resultat som motsvarar hur en [food-processing]maskin fungerar. [Konsumtion av 
produkt] som är fett, då behöver du ha en lösning som tar hänsyn till att det är en fet produkt 
och så vidare. Så det är komplext att bara veta vad du ska göra. 
Beror det på vad det är för produkt, exempelvis [konsumtion av produkt], drar det åt sig olika 
mycket kemikalier? 
Det kan det göra. Och likadant om det är silikon eller plast, där är också skillnader. Det är 
inte så lätt att veta vad man ska göra. Det finns ett direktiv som säger vad man ska uppfylla, 
att du ska göra migrationtester. Men hur är inte så lätt att veta. Vi använder oss av NSF som 
är globalt stora inom det här. Vi berättar för dem vad det är för typ av produkter vi har, vad 
det är och sedan designar de tester åt oss och säger ”då gör ni såhär”. Sedan får vi ett papper 
från dem som säger att vi uppfyller Europadirektiv till exempel. 
De certifierar er? 

Det är egentligen inte ett certifikat men det är ett officiellt papper. Det är ingen standard som 
man certifierar mot utan det är lite krångligt att alltid veta vad man ska ha för att visa 
compliance. Det börjar komma mer i Europa också. Nu mot den här nya standarden kan man 
ju faktiskt få ett ordentligt papper som säger att den här produkten uppfyller Europastandard. 
Vem utfärdar det? 
Än så länge skulle jag tro att inga labb är ackrediterade att göra det eftersom det är så nytt, 
men det finns ju många labb som gör sådant. Det finns ju Eurofins, Intertek osv. i Europa 
som är populärt. NSF finns ju i Europa också. Det finns några tyska bolag som är duktiga på 
det också, så det finns labb att ta hjälp av, det är inga konstigheter. Men det är svårt att ta till 
sig internt och veta allting. Det är en komplex värld för oss som har så många olika material. 
När ni väl har fått testprotokollet, eller vad man ska kalla det, kan ni då använda det? Är era 
problem lösta då? 

I och med att i CE-märkningen… När man CE-märker någonting, det är ju en 
självdeklaration. ”Den här produkten uppfyller elsäkerhetskraven och food-contact material-
kraven, energikraven och så vidare.” Då behöver man ha någon slags bevisande 
dokumentation för att säga att självdeklarationen gäller. Och ett sådant papper räcker ju då. 
Om det skulle komma till att… ”Visa på att ni uppfyller 1935”. Då kan vi visa på att vi har 
gjort det här testet, från NSF och då är det OK. 
Och för er egen skull? Du pratade om tidigare att ni vill ha en känsla av att ni levererar det ni 
säger att ni levererar. 
För vår egen skull… Det man får lov att göra i och med att vi har över tusen artikelnummer 
och man kan inte testa varje för att få ett papper som säger att alla uppfyller kraven. Då får 
man istället titta på vad det är för råmaterial, vad produkterna är uppbyggda av. Sedan får 
man testa komponenter och det räcker att man testar en även om man har 300 som har samma 
material, då får man anse att samtliga är lika bra. 
Om de kommer från olika leverantörer? 
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Då ska man ju gärna testa från de olika leverantörerna och därför vill man inte ha för många 
leverantörer. Då ska man testa de olika leverantörerna. 
Har ni bara kinesiska leverantörer? 
Nej, vi har även amerikanska och en del från Italien och Spanien och så. Men jag skulle tro 
att det är ungefär 70 % kinesiska och 30 % som kommer utifrån. 
 
A6. Fråga 2: Vad för slags innehållsinformation kräver ni från era leverantörer, på 
regelbunden basis? 

Vi kräver dokumentation per leverans. Så alla leveranser som kommer in ska ha 
dokumentation med sig. Beroende på vad det är för någonting… Vi kräver exempelvis, om 
man har en färgad plast har man ju ett råmaterial och en master color batch. Då ska de ha 
certifikat med sig på att de är vad vi har beställt. Vi specificerar ett specifikt material och 
säger ”vi ska ha den här exakta plasten från den här exakta leverantören”. Vi kan inte bara 
säga att ”vi vill ha den här i pp-plast” utan det måste vara mer specifikt än så, exempelvis 
poly-black och ett exakt nummer. Så det är väldigt hårt specificerat. 
Så ni bestämmer alltså vilka deras leverantörer är? 

Ja, så vi måste ta det ansvaret och säga att vi ska ha det här och det här färgmaterialet. Då 
skickar vår leverantör med ett bevis på att de har uppfyllt det. Det är ju ett sätt för att vara 
säker på att vi får vad vi har beställt. Ibland får vi testa att det faktiskt stämmer, att det är rätt 
material, rätt silikon, rätt rostfritt stål och så. Vi försöker att jobba med leverantörerna istället. 
På vilket sätt? 
Vi gör revisioner hos dem, vi ser till att vi åker dit och tittar på att det material de säger att de 
har… Att vi är på plats och jobbar med dem istället för att lägga massa pengar på att testa. 
Ibland kräver vi tredje parts-rapporter från leverantören på att det är rätt rostfritt stål eller rätt 
plastmaterial. 
Vad för slags intyg från tredje part? Är det underleverantör…? 

Nej, normalt sett kräver vi att det ska vara ett labb. NSF, SGS, Intertec eller vad det nu kan 
vara. Då får man en testrapport från tredje parts-labb som säger att den här kompositionen är 
OK, att det är det materialet som det ska vara. 
Så ni arbetar utifrån era kvalitetsspecar och sedan kollar att det faktiskt stämmer när ni får 
tillbaka produkten? 
Ja. 
Använder ni någon form av hazardous substance list där det ska deklareras mängd och 
ingrediensnamn? 

Nej, det gör vi inte. 
Utifrån vilket material ni bestämmer vet ni vad för slags… 

Egentligen beror materialvalet inte på… Det är ju mer om vad produkten ska innehålla i form 
av vår maskin, inte så mycket efter vad det finns för kemikaliekrav. Det mesta av den plast 
som sitter i våra maskiner måste ju vara food-approved, och då finns det ju råmaterial hos 
råmaterialtillverkarna som redan är klassade för den typen av applikation. R&D går inte in 
och tittar på den detaljnivån för vi har inte alltid tillgång till det heller. Säger en 
råmaterial/plastleverantör att det här är EU-godkänt eller liknande då får man lita på det. Det 
är ju stora leverantörer som har den här typen av material, men vi går inte in på den typen av 
detaljnivå. 
Vi intervjuade en svensk-kinesisk konsult som menade på att det förekommer att certifikat är 
förfalskade. Hur har ni upplevt det här i Kina? 

Inte så mycket på plast, men på elektroniksaker absolut. Det har hänt att man får 
elcertifikat… Där vi normalt går in i databaserna och tittar, man kan ju gå in och söka på en 
produkt från en leverantör, ett leverantörsnamn och då säger den att det här certifikatet är 
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godkänt för den här standarden. Vi kan alltid gå in och titta i den databasen, och finns den då 
inte med då är det någonting som är lurt. Det gör vi på i princip allt vi får in. 
Så ni kan verifiera att informationen… 
Elsäkerhetsmässigt är ju också väldigt mycket lättare än kemikaliemässigt på plast för där 
kan du inte göra riktigt samma sak när du får en färdig detalj. Man kan ju skicka till ett labb 
och testa att det är det material de säger att det är. 
Gör ni det någon gång? 
Ibland. Speciellt när vi tar in en ny leverantör eller nya material och komponenter. Då får vi 
göra det. 
Men innehållsinformation, certifikat som gäller det, de läggs inte i en sådan databas? Som 
elcertifikat. Man kan kolla validity… 
Vi kräver ju den typen av information men då är det ju oftast från leverantören. Att de ger det 
här FDA-godkännandet, det amerikanska ”food and drug administration”. Det är ett visst 
förfarande för att få någonting FDA-godkänt, men inte på samma sätt… Säger de att det är 
NSF-godkänt exempelvis, då finns det en jättebra databas för den typen av information. Men 
om de säger att det är godkänt för Europa 1935, som är contact-material-direktivet, finns det 
inte på samma sätt i Europa. 
Kan ni fördra FDA-standarden då för att ni kan verifiera certifikaten eller hur tänker ni kring 
det? 
Nej, det är det som är lite dumt också för NSF gäller inte för Europa för det är inte exakt 
samma krav. För egen del, om du har ett FDA- och ett NSF-godkännande, känner du dig rätt 
så trygg men det betyder inte att om du skulle göra ett fullt test för Europa att det är helt OK. 
Det är inte exakt samma krav. Det finns inga globala krav på det sättet vad gäller… Ja, det är 
inte elsäkerhet heller. Man får ofta göra en bedömning, att den här leverantören är en 
världsomspännande och bra leverantör och dokumentationen ser riktig och bra ut, så vi tror 
på den. Och det kan man ju göra jämfört med om man köper någonting från en liten kinesisk 
leverantör. Då får man ju gå till labbet och faktiskt testa. 
Så vissa leverantörer litar ni på och andra leverantörer testar ni mer? 

Ja, och vi försöker såklart att bara jobba med de leverantörerna som vi litar på. Om man ser 
under de här åtta åren, så är det många nya leverantörer. Dels får man större volymer så att 
man kan jobba med bättre leverantörer. Det finns ju extremt bra leverantörer i Kina och det 
finns många som är extremt dåliga också som vi inte alls litar på. Vi har gått från 250 till 150 
leverantörer på bara den sista tiden, och vi vill försöka komma ner ännu lägre för att kunna 
jobba med dem som man litar på, som är duktiga och som jobbar globalt. 
Så för er handlar det snarare om valet av leverantör? Det ger er trygghet i att den 
informationen som ni skickar vidare till era kunder är korrekt. 
Ja, precis. De flesta av våra kunder begär väldigt lite dokumentation. De kräver att vi säger 
att saker och ting är OK. 
Handlar det om liability? 
Det tror jag inte, utan det är nog lite branschen också. Det är inte säkert att de vet, de vet att 
det ska vara CE-märkt men det är inte säkert att de vet vad det innebär. 
Tror du att det kommer att öka i och med att medvetenheten ökar och det kommer fler 
standarder, och konsumenterna ställer högre krav? 
Det har vi redan märkt nu sista åren bara. Att kunder börjar fråga efter faktiska testrapporter 
på speciellt elsäkerhet. Det är det som ligger först. Större kunder frågar dessutom efter att vi 
ska deklarera plast och silikon exempelvis. Då ska vi deklarera att vi uppfyller vissa saker, de 
kräver inga dokument som stödjer det utan vi ska bara skriva under på att det är så. 
Elsäkerhetsmässigt börjar vissa länder kräva full-säkerhets-rapport på produkten, och det är 
under de senaste två åren det har ändrat sig. 
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Har ni fler kunder än [en av Company Bs stora kunder] som ställer krav på er, utöver den 
lagstiftning som finns? 

Ja, en del. [Kund] gör det och det kan bero på vilken region maskinen skall till. då För t.ex. 
maskiner går till USA och där måste den vara NSF-godkänd, så de ställer krav på att 
produkten ska NSF-certifieras. Då finns det en standard att certifiera produkten mot, som har 
med food contact att göra, för USA. Men vi har använt oss av vissa av de delarna i andra 
produkter vi utvecklar för att ha lite bättre insyn i vad vi har gjort. 
Kan ni använda det som säljargument? Att era produkter är ännu säkrare, eller är det mest för 
er egen skull? 
Nej… Frågar du en kund så säger de att det är självklart att det ska vara så, men det är inte 
säkert att de frågar efter det. Men det kommer mer och mer. Varje vecka börjar folk fråga 
efter saker. 
Vad tror du att det beror på? Är det ökad medvetenhet? 
Ja, precis. Den ökade medvetenheten plus att vissa länders tullorganisationer har blivit 
mycket hårdare på att papperna är rätt, speciellt när produkter från Kina ska föras in. 
Ja, det har ju hänt en del saker här i Kina, bland annat kemikalieskandaler, och det är ju en av 
anledningarna till varför vi är här. Men Kina producerar ju mest konsumentprodukter i 
världen, så det är klart att det händer saker. Det hade ju säkert hänt i Sverige också, kanske 
inte lika mycket… 
Nej, i Sverige hade det nog inte hänt. 
 
A7. Fråga 3: Formatet som ni begär informationen i, då är det certifieringar? Ni begär inga 
listor över innehåll utan det är olika typer av certifikat som står specificerade i 
kvalitetsspecifikationen? 

Ja, det är speciellt på en ritning till en leverantör som säger att ”du ska göra såhär”, vilket 
material… 

Vilken komponent som ska vara var…? 
Ja, precis. Men det kan man väl säga är en kvalitetsspecifikation på sätt och vis. Vi kräver 
egentligen inte innehållslistor på plast… Köper vi rena kemikalier, då gör vi det. Det är ju 
väldigt lite, men visst har vi locktights och så. Sådant som man tar på gängor så att det inte 
går att skruva upp dem. Eller i en [food-processing]maskin där man monterar kopparrör mot 
olika typer av infästningar. Då har man en vätska man tar på innan man skruvar på muttern 
och när den stelnar då läcker det inte. Företaget som tillverkar dem heter [företagsnamn]. Den 
typen av kemikalie som är en ren kemikalieprodukt kräver vi innehållsförteckning och så 
vidare, och även certifiering av att det ska vara food- contact-approved. Men vi begär inte 
innehållsförteckning på exempelvis plastmaterial. Inte längre än att vi säger att det ska vara 
det här materialet och det här färgmaterialet. 
Så valet av material garderar er mot att den här typen av plast inte innehåller några farliga 
kemikalier? 
Yes. 
Och det kan inte hända att det blandas ut? 
Jo, det är klart att det kan. 
Hur säker kan man vara gällande valet av material? 
Du kan aldrig vara hundra procent säkert, det kan man aldrig vara. Oavsett vad man köper 
tror jag. Vi hade något… Det finns ju ett RoHs-direktiv för Europa och vi skickade en hel 
maskin för att testa allt, minsta lilla skruv i maskinen. Och vi fick tillbaka att det var några 
saker som inte uppfyllde RoHs-direktivet och det var så enkla saker som en skruv som satt 
monterad i en växellåda, den som driver och får ut pulvret, mjölkpulver och så. Den här 
komponenten har vi testat förut och då var den ordentlig. Men då har troligtvis leverantören 
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köpt en billigare skruv, och sådant kan hända och det händer alla, det är jag helt säker på. Så 
nej, det går inte att veta till hundra procent. 
Jag tänker på när man specificerar en plasttyp till exempel. För att få kalla plasten en viss typ 
av plast, så vet man vad den innehåller. Är det så man gör? Jag försöker bara förstå hur det 
går till… 
Ja, jo visst. En leverantör av plast har ju sina typer av plast, sina varumärken. De kommer 
aldrig att berätta exakt vad plasten innehåller, men om det är en viss typ av plast får ju den 
inte innehålla vissa saker. Alla stora tillverkare har sina egna varumärken och de försäkrar att 
de uppfyller vissa typer av standarder och krav och så vidare. Men det är inte så lätt att få 
reda på exakt vad det innehåller. 
Vad är hindren, tror du? 
Det är nog deras proprietary information. Men just den diskussionen ligger ju mer hos R&D, 
så jag kan inte säga exakt vad de ser, hur mycket och så. Det vet jag faktiskt inte. Men när vi 
tar in material, när vi får hit det, då får vi inte en innehållsförteckning på exakt vad allt 
innehåller. 
Beror det mest på att ni inte kan få det eller att ni inte begär det? 

Svårigheten är väl att även om vi begär det måste ju någon titta på det som måste kunna det. 
Det följer med väldigt mycket saker, så man vill ju göra det när man väl specar materialet och 
ha en leverantör man litar på istället då. 
Om ni skulle få tillgång till informationen skulle det bli lite ”vad ska vi göra och hur kan vi 
veta att det är sant”. 
Precis, det tjänar inte så mycket till att få in en sådan lista hela tiden. Men en leverantör 
skickar till oss vid en leverans och säger att ”vi levererar vad ni har beställt”. Det är värt lika 
mycket som ”det här är vad som ingår”. För oss och för dem som tar emot det är det ju värt 
lika mycket, förutsatt att man har gjort jobbet innan. 
Så det handlar om att varje aktör i kedjan gör sin del och är expert på just sin komponent? 

Precis. 
Av ren nyfikenhet: tror du, i och med att medvetenheten har ökat, att konsumenterna och 
även ni också till slut kommer vilja ha mer specifik information om innehållet i produkterna, 
eller tror du att det kommer att stanna här? 

Jag tror att man kommer behöva jobba mer med leverantörers leverantörers leverantörer. Jag 
tror att man kommer tvingas bli bättre på den delen. 
Vad menar du att arbetet eventuellt skulle bestå av? Vad skulle man göra? 
Om vi jobbar med en leverantör som köper någonting hela vägen bort är det ju extremt svårt 
att veta att den där master color-delen är borta… Man känner av att de stora kunderna till oss, 
de kommer att revidera oss på hur bra koll har vi egentligen på spårbarheten. Om det händer 
någonting hos oss måste vi kunna spåra det hela vägen tillbaka. Spårbarhetsmässigt räcker det 
inte med att vi bara vet vad vi har köpt, utan snart måste vi börja veta vad våra leverantörer 
har köpt. Det kan jag tänka mig att man skulle vilja jobba med mer, men jag vet inte. Det är 
ju ganska resurskrävande att göra en sådan sak. 
Också av ren nyfikenhet: vad ger spårbarheten? För skulle det väl hända någonting är väl 
varumärket för skadat för att kunna åtgärda problemet? 

Ja, och om det händer någon på fält, med en maskin, då behöver man snabbt kunna gå 
tillbaka och konstatera att den här komponenten var det, och den kom därifrån, därifrån, 
därifrån och därifrån. Och då kan man konstatera att det är just de här maskinerna det gäller. 
Så de maskinerna plockar vi tillbaka för att ta hand om det som finns istället för att återkalla 
alla maskiner bara för att man inte vet. Då behöver man ha ett sätt för att gå tillbaka och gå 
tillbaka ut och säga ”ja, men då plockar vi in de här”. Då vet vi att det kan gälla de 
maskinerna, om det nu är någonting som är så farligt 
Är det främsta anledningen till att man lägger resurser på spårbarhet? 
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Ja, jag tror det. I vår typ av bransch är det nog det. I slutändan är det ju konsumentsäkerhet 
man värnar om men sedan finns det ju självklart ett finansiellt perspektiv på det också. Att 
man inte vill kalla tillbaka 300 000 produkter för att man inte har någon koll, när det kanske 
gäller 5000 av dem. Men självklart är det ju konsumenten man värnar om. Åtminstone ur vår 
synpunkt, men jag är inte alls säker på att ett kinesiskt bolag skulle ha samma syn på det. Jag 
är ganska säker på att det inte skulle vara så. 
 
A8. Fråga 4: Hur skulle du säga att era kinesiska leverantörer, hur fungerar deras compliance 
till era informationskrav? 
Det fungerar rätt så bra nu för tiden faktiskt. Men det handlar om att specificera vad det är du 
vill ha, annars fungerar det inte. Den hårda vägen har vi nog gått de här åren, att du måste 
vara extremt tydlig med vad det är du vill ha. 
Kan du ge ett exempel? 
Ett enkelt exempel är att i Sverige beställer du en målad plåt och säger att den ska vara svart. 
Du får den svart, och du får samma svart varje gång eftersom fabriken ligger några kvarter 
längre bort och de vet precis vad det är du vill ha för du har jobbat med dem i några år. 
Beställer du svart här i Kina får du olika svart varje gång, för de tar den svarta som de hade 
just då. Så man får vara extremt noga. En sådan enkel sak som färg måste man specificera 
med färgkoder, exakt vad det ska vara. Annars blir det olika varje gång. Det kan vara 
jätteduktiga leverantörer men det krävs annorlunda specifikationer i Kina. 
Och det har ni lärt er av erfarenhet? Det har blivit många olika… 
Det har blivit många olika under åren ja. I början kanske vi specificerade ABS-plast. Det 
handlar ju såklart också om kunskap internt, som man har fått bygga upp under åren. Att det 
här passar bra för det här för att det är godkänt och klarar en viss temperatur och så vidare. 
Då har det ju inte alltid blivit rätt, utan man måste specificera stenhårt. Men då fungerar det 
rätt så bra, om man gör så. 
Rätt så bra? 
Ja, eller det fungerar bra skulle jag vilja säga. 
Fråga 4b: Hur skulle du säga att kinesiska leverantörers medvetenhet gällande just 
kemikaliefrågor och produktsäkerhet, även miljö, ser ut? 

Det är nog lite beroende på vad det är vana att jobba med för typ av kunder. Vissa av våra 
leverantörer är ju väldigt internationella och de vet, de har bra koll. Leverantörer som kanske 
är väldigt lokala, de har inte så bra koll. Men de är ofta villiga att lära sig. Kräver man saker 
löser de det ofta. Medvetenheten skiljer sig nog… det är en stor skala, beroende på vilket 
företag man åker till. 
 
A9. Fråga 5: För att få en känsla av vad som är svårt här i Kina… Vilka problem med 
compliance eller non-compliance har ni upplevt gällande informationskraven om produktens 
innehåll? 
Det är svårt att lita på vad man får ibland. Det blir lite av en utbildningsfråga då vi ska utbilda 
leverantörerna i vad som krävs. 
Regelverket och så? 

Vad det är och varför kräver vi de här sakerna. Om vi inte gör det, vad händer med oss och 
vad händer med er och vår business och så. Det är en sak vi måste jobba med. 
Förankra nödvändigheten av att leva upp till det här? 
Ja, absolut. Och alla leverantörer är inte villiga att lägga ner jobbet. 
Är det en kostnadsfråga? 
Det är alltid en kostnadsfråga. Ibland kan det vara så att de inte förstår eller tycker att det är 
viktigt, trots att man försöker. Eller att de skickar ett papper, men det kan vara samma papper 
flera gånger på rad. För det skulle ju vara ett papper med. Det kan också hända och det är ju 



Linnea Nilsson  Consumer product contents information  
Sahra Svensson  from the 1st tier supplier 

142

väldigt svårt att lita på. Så man måste ha en egen kontrollmekanism på något sätt som följer 
upp det. 
Så det finns en viss vårdslöshet i efterlevnaden? 
Det tror jag absolut är ganska vanligt. 
Vad tror du att det beror på? 
Jag tror att det gäller de som inte är vana vid det, de som inte har den typen av krav. Där det 
kanske är nytt eller att de inte är vana vid det då de bara har kinesiska eller lokala andra 
kunder. Det handlar nog mycket om förståelse för varför. 
Tror du att leverantörerna själva har problem att generera den här typen av information eller 
certifikat? Har ni upplevt något sådant, att leverantörerna har sagt att ”nej, det här fungerar 
inte”? 
Ja, absolut. De leverantörerna finns förhoppningsvis inte kvar idag, men historiskt sett har vi 
haft den situationen då vi behöver ha en viss typ av dokumentation på vad plasten innehåller 
men det kan de inte få fram. Då blir man ju lite misstänksam såklart. 
Vad säger de då? Kommer de med något skäl eller säger de bara att ”nej, det går inte”? 
De skyller nog ofta ifrån sig på att det inte går eller ”vet inte”, eller ”kan inte” eller… Jag vet 
faktiskt inte exakt vad de skulle säga. Min kinesiska är inte så bra så jag pratar inte så mycket 
med leverantörerna direkt så man får informationen i andra hand. Men det är nog ofta att det 
inte går. Då kostar det… Den typen av diskussioner kan det lätt bli. 
Vet du hur ni förhåller er till det? Är man beredd att betala extra? 

Det måste man göra, men det är viktigt att man gör det direkt. Problemen kommer ofta om 
man börjar köpa någonting och senare börjar kräva massa saker, det är då diskussionen 
kommer. Är man noggrann med det från början att vi ska ha det här och det här, och det blir 
det här… då är det lättare, för då får man betala för det på ett eller annat sätt. Men visst får 
man betala för det på något sätt. Så är det ju likaväl som att våra kunder kanske får betala för 
det, att vi gör saker. Så det får man på ett eller annat sätt. 
 
A10. Fråga 5b: Utifrån dina erfarenheter, har du fått intryck av att vissa krav är svårare att 
efterleva än andra? Vissa material eller en viss typ av information. 
Vissa typer av material går inte att få tag på i Kina. Då tvingas man köpa från Europa. Vi 
köper till exempel en del silikon från Frankrike för det är det enda ställer vi kan köpa det 
ifrån, för att få rätt typ och för att den ska uppfylla alla krav som vi har. 
Jag tänker mer på informationskrav för leverantörerna. Om det är någon speciell certifiering 
som är svår att leva upp till eller uppvisa för er. 
Nej, inte speciellt så. Jag tror att det är ganska enkelt att ta fram ett certifikat om man kan 
uppfylla det och om man betalar för det. Att gå till ett labb i Kina och certifiera ett material är 
väldigt enkelt. Det finns väldigt utspritt. Det är inget problem. Den ursäkten är inte OK, att 
”vi kan inte”. För det går absolut att göra allt, det är inga problem. Vi certifierar alla våra 
produkter i Kina. All produktcertifiering sker här. Så det är inga problem alls. 
Så det är ingen speciell del av en certifiering som ni har haft problem med gällande 
efterlevnad? 
Nej. 
Nu har vi gått igenom en del av vilka anledningar du tror ligger till grund för att det är svårt. 
Att det är en kostnadsfråga, kanske lite bristande motivation, vårdslöshet. Kan du tänka dig 
någonting mer som det beror på? 
Nej, jag vet inte. Ibland kan det ju vara så att de vet att de inte uppfyller det, och därför 
vägrar för att de faktiskt har koll. Det tror jag existerar också. Det har jag aldrig upplevt så 
det är mer en gissning. Jag tror att det är mer på andra saker, att det fuskas med [produkt 
tillhörande konsumtion av produkt] och hela den biten. Men i Kina som sådant är jag rätt 
säker på att det finns. Det var ju inte så längesedan som det var ett hus som rasade för att de 
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hade byggt ett hus med betongpelare av plast istället för betong. Sådant händer i Kina hela 
tiden. Så visst, det är nog en sak som existerar också. De vet, men de vill tjäna pengar på det. 
 
A11. Fortsättning fråga 5d: Vi har ju också gått igenom vad det är för lärdomar ni har dragit 
från de här upplevelserna. Då har vi pratat om tydligare krav. 
Ja, det är absolut viktigast. Men även att ha någon slags kontrollmekanism internt för att 
faktiskt följa upp ordern. Att man gör tester själv är viktigt. Att man är på plats är viktigt. Det 
är extremt svårt att göra det här men sitta i Sverige, utan att ha någon här. Om man ska jobba 
mot Kina speciellt, och börja köpa saker och hålla koll på det här då måste man vara här. Helt 
klart. Det är omöjligt annars. Eller ha en partner här som man litar på. Men annars är det helt 
omöjligt. 
Tror du att det handlar om relationsbyggande med leverantören? 

Relationer ja, mycket relationer. Vissa kinesiska företag tar chansen också, får de sälja tre 
containrar med grejer är det bra. Det är inte så noga liksom… Det är dessutom saker som inte 
är så enkelt att upptäcka, men att de tjänar pengar på det. Det är nog många mindre som tar 
chansen. Och då behöver man vara här, man behöver ha en relation och man behöver vara 
hos leverantörerna för att få en känsla för vilka de är, hur det ser ut och så. 
Är det ett sätt att också sätta press på dem? Att visa att ni faktiskt är i närheten och kan hålla 
koll? 
Absolut. Relationen mellan leverantörer är ju jätteviktig i Kina. Att man bygger en relation 
med dem. Vi är ju inte den viktigaste kunden till våra leverantörer för vi är ju så pass små i 
Kina vad gäller kvantiteter. En del leverantörer har vi istället väldigt bra relation med och är 
väldigt nära. De är med på vår julmiddag och lite sådär. Saker som man gör tillsammans med 
dem, vilket gör att man istället får väldigt bra respons från dem. Så det är viktigt. 
Då skulle de inte blåsa er? 
Man får väl tro det i alla fall! Men visst är det så att man litar mer på dem. Vissa leverantörer 
får man ju inte ens komma innanför dörren hos. Så har det varit, men de finns inte heller 
kvar. Det är ju sådant som man har upplevt. Vi har problem med den här komponenten, den 
fungerar inte eller det håller inte, så kan vi komma och titta? ”Nej, det får ni inte”. Vi får inte 
ens komma in och titta hur de gör saker och då helt plötsligt tappar man ju allt förtroende. Då 
är det ju viktigt att vara här, för från Sverige… Det blir ju liksom att du kan åka och knacka 
på dörren men inte få gå in. Det gör ju att man får en känsla av att man kanske ska titta på 
något annat. 
 
A12. Fråga 6: Förebyggande åtgärder för att undvika non-compliance. Hur är era 
informationskrav kommunicerade till era kinesiska leverantörer? Just vad det är ni vill veta. 
Det är en bra fråga… Jag har inte riktigt koll på hur vi gör idag. Allt som vi vill ha… dels 
finns det ju en ritning eller specifikation på vad det är vi vill ha. Sedan finns det krav på vad 
vi alltid ska ha tillsammans med en leverans. Uppmärkt på vissa sätt och vi ska få med det 
här inspektionsdokumentet på att de har gått igenom och, kanske beroende på vad det är för 
någonting, inspekterat leveransen. Det finns vissa standardkrav som vi alltid ska ha. Det är 
väl egentligen det som jag vet, i form av vad vi kräver tillbaka. Men vi kräver ju inte, som jag 
pratade om innan, detaljerade innehållsförteckningar som standard på många saker. Det gör 
vi inte. 
Då kan vi nästan hoppa över fråga b. 
 
A13. Fråga 7: Hur skulle du säga att ni underlättar för era leverantörer att uppfylla era 
informationskrav? Vilka åtgärder vidtar ni? 

Det är nog att vara tydlig. Det är nog det sättet som är enklast att hjälpa dem på, att vara 
tydlig på vad det är man kräver. Vad förväntar vi oss att få. 
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Och i kontexten av information om innehållet då är det materialvalet? 
Materialval och även vara tydlig i vad det är för dokumentation det är man vill ha tillbaka i 
form av testrapporter eller liknande. Oavsett vad det är man kräver, om det är materialval 
eller dokumentation, måste man vara tydlig och säga att ”det är det här vi ska ha, såhär ofta 
och det ska vara underskrivet av den här personen”. Man måste vara extremt tydlig. Man 
kanske till och med säger att det ska se ut såhär. Etiketter på kartonger är vår design så ni ska 
göra den såhär, såhär ska den se ut och den ska se ut så på varje kartong. Det måste vara på 
den nivån bara på en sådan enkel sak. Så det är bara att vara extremt tydlig. 
Bara för att dubbelkolla: den information i dokumentationsform som ni kräver är antingen 
testrapporter eller certifikat? 

Ja, eller självdeklarationer. 
Finns det någon annan form? 

Nej, det tror jag inte. På rena kemikalier kan det ju vara en innehållsförteckning. 
Hur kommer det sig att ni vill ha det på kemikalierna? Är det någon specifik anledning? 

Nej, det är nog mer för att se att det är rätt. 
Ur kvalitetssynpunkt? 

Ja. Därför om det är en specifik locktight 242 som är godkänd så är 243 inte det, och inte 
heller 241. Det är så pass många versioner av samma sak men det kan vara så att det är just 
242 som är food contact approved. Och när det kommer in hit, de som går igenom alla 
inkommande… inspektion, då har de ett dokument där det ska vara lika. Det här kom med 
leveransen och det ska vara samma siffra på och så. Vi gör en enkel koll på att det är rätt 
saker. De läser ju inte och kan inte värdera om det är rätt i form av vad den innehåller, utan 
det är mer för att se att det är samma som vi skulle ha. 
 
A14. Hur tänker ni gällande användningen av standarder i hur ni formulerar era 
informationskrav? 

Finns det, då vill man ju använda en standard att referera till så ofta det bara går, för det 
förenklar det väldigt mycket. 
För dem eller för er? 
För båda. Dels är det enkelt att speca efter en standard för du behöver inte skriva så mycket 
och det är enkelt att testa mot. Det är enkelt att visa uppfyllnad mot en standard, normalt sett. 
Har ni krav som inte finns i en standard? Som ni måste specificera själva. 
Det finns det nog… men jag kan inte komma på några. Men jo, det finns ju såklart saker som 
hamnar utanför just standarder. Det kan ju vara… det finns ju rekommendationer och 
guidelines och så, men om man säger att det är en slags standard då är det mesta täckt. 
Men då faller det på er att visa tydligt och exakt lista vad det är ni vill ha att det innefattas i 
era krav?   
Ja, men det är svårt att hålla koll på allt. Och det ändras hela tiden också. 
 
A15. Hur arbetar ni med att försäkra er om att era leverantörer har förstått vad det är ni frågar 
efter? I preventivt syfte, innan non-compliance har upptäckts. 
Det enda som egentligen görs… Jobbet som görs med en leverantör… Beroende på vad det är 
för leverantör och vad det är för typ av business finns det ju alltid uppföljningsmöten där man 
kan prata om sådana saker och vi gör ju revisioner på alla leverantörer. Dels när de är nya 
men också årligen. Vissa leverantörer har vi kvartalsdiskussioner med där vi träffas en gång i 
kvartalet, och då kan man ju följa upp sådana saker. Det är väl egentligen det enda sättet som 
vi gör det på. Att träffas och att revidera. 
Tror du att leverantörerna själva skulle ta upp om det var någonting som var oklart? 

Det beror nog också helt på vilken leverantör det är. 
Är det mentaliteten? 
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Allt från ja till nej. Vissa leverantörer gör nog det. Det finns ju vissa leverantörer som vi har i 
Kina som är utländska företag, om de har någonting som är oklart då tar de upp det och frågar 
oss. Kinesiska leverantörer gör det inte alltid utan då kan de göra och sedan hoppas på att det 
blev rätt, istället för att fråga först. Det är svårt med Kina på det sättet för du har alltid… det 
är svårt att generalisera i form av om kinesiska leverantörer gör på ett eller annat sätt, för det 
är extremt olika. Det kan bero på vem som är general manager för det bolaget. Det kan vara 
så enkelt. Byt ut en person så kan hela företaget ändra sig över en natt. Den situationen har vi 
också varit i flera gånger. Att vi har en leverantör som vi jobbar med, som är billig och som 
är villig att förbättra sig och jobba tillsammans med oss, och sen försvinner han som är 
general manager och någon annan kommer in. Två veckor senare kan businessen vara död. 
Då är det ”ni är inte intressanta längre. Ni ligger däråt och vi vill jobba däråt”. Så det har ju 
absolut hänt, och det är ju inte så kul, men det händer. Det händer att folk i ett företag bryter 
ut sig och startar sitt eget, vilket gör att hela relationen… man kanske hade en relation med 
den personen som bröt ut sig. Då får man välja om man vill jobba med den personen eller… 
det kan ibland bli väldigt personrelaterat. Om den personen tycker att det är viktigt, ja då 
sköter de det. Då frågar de och de jobbar med det. Kommer nästa person och tycker att det är 
helt oviktigt och tycker att nu ska vi göra något helt annat, då blir det inget gjort. 
 
A16. Fråga 8c: Det är ju ganska liknande hur ni upptäcker svårigheter. Har du något exempel 
på hur ni har jobbat innan där ni har upptäckt problem innan det har uppstått? 

Jag ska se om jag kommer på något, men det har vi ju säkert haft. Det vi pratade om tidigare 
om förfalskade dokument, det har ju hänt. Man hittar en leverantör och vill börja köpa 
någonting och så kollar på dokumentationen och så är det någonting som inte stämmer. Det 
har absolut hänt flera gånger. Och det har även hänt, på färgade plastmaterial exempelvis där 
man tittar på just färgtillsättningen, att det är någonting som inte riktigt stämmer. Den säljs 
inte längre eller den finns inte längre tillgänglig på marknaden, utan den heter någonting 
annat. Men de säger att de har använt den. Då kanske de har använt den tidigare år… det har 
ju hänt. Då hinner man ju inte tillverka en massa grejer och sätta det i en produkt i och med 
att man kontrollerar dokumentationen och faktiskt lyckas nosa fram att det är någonting som 
inte riktigt stämmer. 
Hur agerar ni gällande sådant? 
Då får man ju såklart sätta sig ner med leverantören och reda ut vad som har hänt, varför det 
är såhär. Om vi vill ha kvar leverantören då får vi ju lösa problemet, men det händer ju också 
att man går ifrån leverantören och går till någon annan. Ofta har man ju gjort en bedömning 
av att leverantören kan leverera bra grejer, och då måste man kanske vara tydligare med vad 
man specificerar, vad det är man vill ha, vad de får göra och inte göra. 
Så det är ökad kommunikation helt enkelt? 
Ökad kommunikation, man får följa upp och göra fler revisioner. Kanske vara på plats när de 
producerar. Man får vara med och titta vad det är de stoppar i plastsprutan när de ska göra de 
här grejerna. Dokumentationskontroller kan man ju såklart göra. Det har vi gjort någon gång 
också, att man går in i deras inköps… man kräver deras inköpsdokumentation på vem de har 
beställt ifrån, när och hur mycket. Då kan man ju se att det är någorlunda rimligt för vad vi 
har i form av si och så många plastdetaljer. De har såhär mycket råmaterial och då kan man 
kolla att det stämmer på ett ungefär. Ofta gäller det att vara på plats och se att det blir rätt. 
Till att börja med åtminstone. 
Vad tror du att man får ut av det? Är det snarare awareness-raising eller att de förstår att de 
har ögonen på sig? Eller varför tror du att det är framgångsrikt? 
Dels förstår de att det är viktigt, så awareness såklart. Sedan tror jag att det är både och, att de 
förstår att vi har koll och de förstår att det är viktigt. 
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Jag tänker på det du beskrev, att de kanske använder samma dokument till flera leveranser. 
Att det är okunskap men kanske också vårdslöshet, fusk och oetiskt. Att det är en 
kombination av de två. 
Det kan nog vara en kombination av de två. Det kan nog också bero på vem som bestämmer. 
Det kan nog vara lite olika, men att åka dit och vara på plats det gör ju att de förstår vikten, 
att man har koll och vill vara med. Och då kanske de kommer tillbaka med att man får betala 
mer, men då får man kanske göra det. Hellre det om man vet att det är rätt. 
 
A17. Fråga 9: Du beskrev ju lite ovan att ni specificerar vilken typ av underleverantör er 
leverantör ska använda sig av. Finns det några andra sätt, direkt eller indirekt, som ni 
involverar aktörer ovanför era leverantörer i kedjan i det här arbetet med 
informationsinsamling? 

Nej, inte så att vi direkt går till deras leverantörer. Det är sällan som vi jobbar direkt med 
leverantörers leverantörer. Vi jobbar ju oftast via leverantörerna. Ibland är det svårt för det 
kan vara agentverksamhet mellan. De köper saker av en agent eftersom behovet är så litet så 
det finns ingen i det här stora företaget som ens vill ha med något så litet att göra. Och då går 
man via en agent och då blir det helt plötsligt mycket svårare att faktiskt komma till det stora 
företaget som tillverkar vad det ni är vi vill ha. Ett exempel skulle kunna vara att man köper 
en motor, och det köper man av [stort företag] som är ett av världens största motorföretag. De 
bryr sig inte så mycket om Company A som köper 10 000 om året när de tillverkar 10 000 i 
halvtimmen. Då finns det agenter och mellanhänder på massa ställen för att distribuera de här 
sakerna. I den typen av situation i leverantörskedjan kommer man aldrig åt… man kan inte 
sätta sig och prata och säga ”men [stort företag], vi skulle ju ha testrapporten på den här”. 
Och agenten kan inte sköta det? 

Oftast inte. Agenten har oftast väldigt lite inflytande. En annan situation kan ju vara där vi 
har 70 % av en leverantörs business och då kan man absolut göra det. Då kan man gå in och 
kräva att man ska ha full koll på vad de blandar i färgen som de målar chassit med, då kan 
man gå in och börja kräva den typen av information. Då kan man göra det. Med vissa 
försöker vi göra det också, att man kommer lite närmre de som är högre upp. Men det är inte 
så lätt. 
Använder ni någon typ av kontraktuella medel, som du sa innan, där ni säger vilka 
underleverantörer de ska använda sig av? Finns det några andra sätt som ni lägger över 
ansvaret på era leverantörer? Hur de ska hantera sitt led för att få tillgång till information? 
Nej, inte vad jag vet. Jag tror inte att det är med i några kontrakt på något sätt. 
Ett exempel som vi har läst om är att man blir skyldig som leverantör att se till att 
underleverantörerna förstår vad kraven innebär och även utbilda vid behov. 
Inte vad jag vet. Det var ett tag sedan jag läste våra leverantörskontrakt så jag är faktiskt inte 
säker. Men det kan jag säkert kolla upp. 
Vi kan maila till dig. 
Ja, precis. Jag kan kolla med vår sourcing-chef. 
Tack. På vilket sätt ni arbetar för att försäkra er om att era krav sprids uppåt i kedjan för att 
försäkra er om compliance. Att man, som underleverantör, förstår vad kraven innebär… 

Men jag kan ta de frågorna och prata med vår sourcing-ansvarige. Jag vet att han dessutom 
jobbar med nya kontrakt och lite bättre sätt att göra det på. Jag frågar honom. 
 
A18. Fråga 10: När non-compliance väl har konstaterats… där fusket du beskrev förut är en 
del av vår definition av non-compliance, att informationen inte är sanningsenlig, att formatet 
är fel eller att informationen inte ens finns tillgänglig. Så det är väl de tre typerna. När ni 
lägger fram era krav, hur kommunicerar ni sanktionerna? Kommunicerar ni dem över huvud 
taget? 
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Så länge de inte är med i kontraktet tror jag inte det. Jag tror inte att det finns nedskrivet så, 
att om ni inte uppfyller blir det si eller så. Vi har varit lite kassa på att faktiskt göra så, men vi 
har pratat om att det ska vara med på lite olika sätt. I och med att vi ofta har kraven på oss 
från en kund om det blir si eller så många fel, då är det ert fel. Man specar serial defects eller 
någon incident crisis-information. Om det skulle vara någonting som kanske innebär fara för 
personen. 
Så ni funderar på det mest för era kunder? 
Som bolag vill man ju vara… Vi vill ju inte hamna i en situation där vi inte har någonting 
bakåt men allt framåt. Så man vill ju att det ska hänga ihop kontraktsmässigt hur man gör 
saker och ting. 
Så det beror mer på det än att ni själva har märkt att det blir något fel på vägen, i 
förebyggande syfte? Är det pressen därifrån som gör… 

Ja, absolut.  Det händer väldigt lite saker som har med det här att göra. Vi har aldrig haft 
problem på fält med en av våra maskiner, där det har varit en hälsofarlig situation. Det har 
aldrig hänt. Som tur är. Andra maskintillverkare har ju haft den typen av incidenter. Till 
exempel den där blygrejen i Sverige och en maskin som exploderade i England. Så vi har 
aldrig tvingats in i den situationen genom att vi har massa saker som har hänt, utan det är mer 
att man vill förebygga. Om det händer vill man ju vara redo för det, och därför vill man ju att 
leverantörsleden, även kontraktsmässigt, att man har en sådan sak. Men vi har ju inte haft det 
tidigare så tydligt att händer det här då händer det här hos er. Men det kommer nog. 
Om de skickar en batch utan att certifikat eller testrapport finns med, vad händer då? 
I det fallet blir det en avvikelse till leverantören, man åker dit, man sätter sig i ett möte och 
man pratar med dem. Är det så att de har levererat massa som har blivit rätt och så är det en 
sak som har blivit fel, då får man titta på varför. Är det flera återkommande, då hamnar ju 
diskussionen med en gång i att man får avsluta den här businessen. Det finns ju inte 
nedskrivet i ett kontrakt att efter tre batcher är ni out. 
Eller vi betalar inte för den här leveransen innan vi har fått certifikatet eller testrapporten? 
Ingenting sådant? 

Nej, inte vad jag vet. Inte den typen av konsekvenser. 
Utan det är lite mer i det långa loppet? 

Ja. 
Så ni informerar inte era leverantörer? Det var egentligen det som var frågan. När ni lägger 
fram ett informationskrav då vet inte leverantören vad som händer om de inte gör som ni 
säger? 

Inte på papper åtminstone. Jag vet inte exakt, om de faktiskt diskuterar en sådan sak. Men 
vad jag vet finns det inte nedskrivet några tydliga regler eller åtgärder. Det kanske det finns 
nu, beroende på hur det går med det här sourcing-jobbet. Förhoppningsvis gör det det. 
Vad tror du är anledningen till er ganska soft approach? 

Jag tror att det dels har att göra med att det har gått extremt fort för oss. Att gå från 35 till 200 
personer och att ha nästan inga leverantörer till att ha alla leverantörer. Det tror jag är en sak 
som gör att man lätt halkar efter på sådana saker om man inte har det på plats innan man gör 
en sådan sak. Att man är van vid att jobba med kontrakt, eller att man är van och redan har ett 
ramverk för hur saker och ting ska fungera. För oss har ju det aldrig funnits i företaget. Det 
har alltid varit ett extremt entreprenörsdrivet bolag och då har man normalt sett inte den typen 
av saker med sig, tror jag. Det handlar alltid om att lösa kundens problem och det är sak 
samma hur man fixar det. Du kan gå ut till verkstaden på hörnet och hämta skruvlådan och så 
fixar vi det, sedan spelar det ingen roll vad det är för något. Jag tror att det beror mycket på 
att man kommer från en sådan värld. Och får man inte in någon som har gjort det förut, då 
halkar man efter direkt, då går det för fort. Man får 0-250 leverantörer och kanske tio av dem 
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har man med sig för att man har koll på alltihop. Och så kommer man från en värld där 
kundkraven inte över huvud taget… det följer inte med därifrån, och sen rullar det på. 
Så det blir lite case-by-case-mentalitet när det kommer? 
Ja, det tror jag. 
Kan det också bero på att ni har haft så många problem med just det? Att ni inte har behövt… 
Vi har inte behövt, branschen har inte efterfrågat det och ja… det är ju en efterbliven bransch 
helt enkelt. Men nej, vi har aldrig behövt tidigare heller. Det är knappt så att frågan ställs i 
Sverige heller. Många av de här sakerna förutsätts, men det är ingen som frågar eller 
kontrollerar. 
Vad händer om ni får en leverans där ni inte får certifikatet eller testrapporten? 

Den leveransen spärras tills vi har löst problemet. 
Ni gör ingenting förrän ni har fått informationen? Det är inte så att ni kan jobba den på något 
sätt, utan ni är beroende av att den finns? 
Normalt sett spärrar vi en sådan leverans och använder den inte förrän vi vet vad vi har. 
Speciellt inte om det är en food-contact eller en elsäkerhetskomponent. Man riskerar så 
mycket genom att använda den och då gör vi inte det. 
Betalningen, om ni spärrar er leverans, hur gör ni då? 
Vi betalar faktiskt normalt inte. Jag ska inte svära på hur det är för det kan vara olika mot 
olika leverantörer. Men normalt sett har vi kanske 60 eller 90 dagars betalningsperiod ändå vi 
hinner ofta lösa problemen ändå inom normal betalningsperiod. Vi betalar ju inte direkt efter 
eller innan. 60 dagar har vi på de flesta och då hinner man ju lösa problemen. 
Betalningsmässigt är det inte så stort problem för oss då det sällan är saker som tar tre 
månader att lösa, utan man hinner. 
Tror du att det påverkar leverantörernas motivation, att gör vi inte såhär då händer det här? 
Det känns ju som att det finns en tyst överenskommelse… 
Ja, det är klart att det gör det. Om de inte gör rätt och vi märker det, då får de ju inte betalt. Så 
det påverkar nog. 
Ja, det är ju fråga 12: på vilket sätt skulle ni använda stipulerade sanktioner eller andra 
konsekvenser för att motivera era leverantörer att ge er den informationen ni vill ha. Men det 
har vi ju redan gått igenom. Det låter ju snarare som att det är någonting som kommuniceras 
informellt, med vad som händer och att leverantörerna lär sig när det händer. 
Vi tar ju till åtgärder varje gång det händer, så de vet nog vad som händer. Det är ju inte så 
roligt att få tillbaka 3000 detaljer heller, bara för att det är något fel på dem. Och det händer 
ju hela tiden av olika anledningar. Att det är någonting annat, ett tillverkningsfel. Men just 
relaterat till dokumentation och så, det händer väldigt sällan. 
Tror du att det beror på att det sällan blir fel eller att det är dokumentation som ni klarar er 
utan? 
Det blir nog fel ganska sällan på just den delen. 
 
A19. Hur kontrollerar ni att dokumentationen finns tillgänglig? På vilket sätt förs den över till 
er och hur checkar någon att nu har vi det här certifikatet eller liknande? 
Om det är så att det krävs då ska det vara med i varje leverans. De som gör inkommande 
kvalitetskontroll de gör check på vår checklista, så att det är med där. Så det kollar de. 
Och formatet, om certifikatet kan komma i olika format… 

Ofta är det ju en papperskopia som kommer med godset tillsammans med leverans och 
följesedlar. Exakt hur det ser ut är ju olika såklart, beroende på vad det är. 
Fråga 14 a har vi ju varit inne på, hur ni verifierar att informationen stämmer. Att certifikatet 
är utfärdat och att materialet är det det är. Och det är framförallt tester? Finns det något annat 
sätt att kolla att informationen stämmer? 
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Det är ju beroende på vad det är… Om det finns en global databas för certifikatet kan man gå 
in och titta där. Men det görs ju oftast inte på varje inkommande leverans utan det görs när 
man börjar köpa någonting. Varje ny komponent som vi plockar in i vår databas görs ett 
godkännande på först, en part approval. Genom att det som är specat uppfylls, ritningen 
stämmer, dokumentationen finns, FDA-cetifikatet finns och är giltigt och så vidare. Så det 
görs en genomgång på varje ny sak som vi ska köpa. Så där gör man ju en koll på att allt 
stämmer, och sen börjar det rulla på och då ska det finnas med på varje leverans. 
 
A20. Fråga 16: Finns det några sätt att hantera non-compliance som är mer framgångsrika än 
andra just här i Kina? Jag vet inte riktigt vad ni har testat… 

Jag tror att det handlar om att man måste jobba tillsammans med leverantörerna för att få dem 
att förstå. Sen måste ju viljan finnas hos en leverantör att vilja bli bättre. Och den finns ju 
oftast. Det har väl hänt någon gång att man har upptäckt att den inte finns och då får man 
vända sig till någon annan. Men annars får man jobba tillsammans med dem. Man får utbilda 
dem. 
Hur sker oftast utbildningen? 

Det gör i så fall vårt sourcing-team eller vårt leverantörskvalitets-teamet genom att ha 
regelbundna möten och faktiskt prata igenom och visa på vad som är viktigt eller inte och 
varför. Det där får man försöka prata igenom. Vi gör inga större leverantörsutbildningar och 
så, dit har vi inte kommit än. Det är något för framtiden, något att fundera på. Jag tror ju att 
man kan få ännu större genomslag om man faktiskt gör något bra event där man kan få fram 
sitt budskap. 
Har ni behövt ta in tredje part i utbildningssyfte? 
Nej, inte vad jag vet. Det har vi aldrig gjort tror jag. Utbildningen i sig är ju mer att hålla efter 
och hålla kontakt och prata med dem. 
Vad standarden innebär och sådana saker? Och den kompetensen besitter ni, känner ni? 

Oftast i alla fall. Vi har ett compliance-team som vi startade för ungefär två år sedan så vi 
börjar bli bättre och bättre. Vi har ett team som bara jobbar med det, och det är ett svar på att 
det börjar bli viktigare och folk börjar på koll. Det är 3,5 heltidspersoner som bara jobbar 
med det, så det är extremt mycket jobb med det. 
 
A21. Fråga 17: Skulle du säga att det är svårt att sätta press på just dokumentationskraven när 
er relation med leverantören består av så många andra faktorer också? Blir det svårt att 
specifikt trycka på gällande det här? Och sanktionera non-compliance? 

Ja, absolut. Jag tror verkligen inte att det är det som gör att man får bättre business med en 
leverantör utan det är de andra faktorerna som gör att du kan plocka med det här. Inte göra 
det på andra hållet och se det här som det viktigaste utan om man har byggt en bra relation 
och man litar på leverantören och de litar på oss och man har business under en period, då 
kan man börja kräva mer gällande en sådan här sak. Men jag tror att det är svårare att göra det 
som en prio ett i början. 
Det handlar om era prioriteringar också? Ni har väl krav som är viktigare för er och för er 
verksamhet? 

Absolut, så är det ju. Och vissa kanske inte har så bra kunskap och då är det ju ännu svårare, 
antar jag. 
Att ställa de kraven? 
Ja. 
Det var alla våra frågor. Är det någonting du vill tillägga eller dela med dig av? 
Nej, inte just nu tror jag. Jag kanske kommer på något. 
I så fall får du jättegärna maila. 
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A22. Ytterligare en sak: Att ni är mer medvetna än era konkurrenter, tror du att det har att 
göra med att ni arbetar mer med kvalitetsprodukter än massproducering till lägre pris? Att 
kvalitetsfrågan är starkare för er. 
Det kan nog ha att göra med det, att vi egentligen inte jobbar med pris på det sättet. Vi vill 
ställa ut en bra och säker produkt som inte ska vara farlig och som ska uppfylla alla kraven. 
Det är en intressant fråga. Jag funderar på konkurrenterna, hur de ser på det. De större är ju 
medvetna och jobbar med det, de mindre… Det behöver inte betyda att de inte vill ställa ut en 
kvalitetsprodukt, men de kanske inte har musklerna att göra det på samma sätt. 
Vi får uppfattningen av när ni beskriver ert varumärke att ni är kvalitet. Att det är det 
kunderna köper. 
Ja, absolut! Det är väl det vi vill i alla fall. Visst är det så. Våra produkter är ju inte de 
billigaste, inte alls. Sedan finns det mycket dyrare produkter, men de är inte bättre 
kvalitetsmässigt för det. Vi kan vara billigare för att vi har den här fabriken till exempel. Det 
är få [food-processing]maskinstillverkare som finns i Kina, som gör den här typen av 
utrustning. Köper du en [food-processing]maskin är den garanterat gjord i Kina, men inte den 
här typen. 
Är det svårt att hitta leverantörer här? 
Nej, jag tror inte att det är det. Det är inte så lätt att flytta hit och börja producera. Visst, 
leverantörsnätverket är en sak, men det finns ju redan. Det är många som producerar i Europa 
men som köper en del grejer från Kina. Men att starta upp produktion här är inte så enkelt. Vi 
var tidiga på det sättet när vi kom hit 2006. Det finns några här i Kina som har gjort det OK 
och det finns några som har försökt men som det gick väldigt dåligt för. 
Vad tror du att de gjorde för fel? 
De försökte nog för snabbt tror jag. Det har ju ändå gått rätt långsamt för oss, även om det har 
gått hyfsat fort. I början hade vi väldigt enkla produkter, som var enkla att sätta ihop och som 
var enkla att köpa grejer till. Sedan flyttade vi kontinuerligt fler och fler produkter hit. Så det 
har gått i en kontrollerad process i att flytta hit. Att bara ta en fabrik och lyfta den från 
någonstans i Europa och slänga ner den i Kina, det är svårt. Så det är väl en av våra fördelar 
och att vi nog var först av alla [food-processing]maskinstillverkare. 
Om du kommer på någonting mer som du vill tillägga får du mer än gärna höra av din. Vi 
skickar den nedskrivna intervjun till dig för godkännande. Tack! 
Tack!  
 
Addition, Company A’s Sourcing & Operations Manager 

A23. Fråga 9. a.) In what way, direct or indirect, are you involving actors in the chain above 
your Chinese suppliers (their suppliers and so on) in the effort required to achieve compliance 
to your information requirements? 
By requesting our direct suppliers to sign Purchases Contacts and NDA documents (Non-
Disclosure Agreement as a customer request for CDP and for all new vendors) which must 
guarantee the products, whoever manufacture them direct or indirect suppliers, dully fulfill 
compliance with our requirements and also prevent our vendors to transmit any Company 
A’s  information without prior approval by Company A. 
b.) In what way are your company making sure that the information requirements are 
disseminated along the upstream chain (beyond your suppliers)? 

Direct interlocutors are normally direct suppliers, unless any supplier requests us to get 
contact with their own suppliers, which is not a common practice. Our minimum levels of 
requirements must be finally fulfilled and so direct suppliers must guarantee that their own 
suppliers also fulfill those levels. 
c.) In what way are your company making sure that the information requirements are 
understood by actors above your suppliers in the chain? 
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Same answer than 9. b) 
 
A24. 10. When the requirements are being communicated to the suppliers, are you also 
informing them of the consequences of noncompliance? If “no”, why not? 

Yes, by requesting those suppliers to return fully signed a Purchase Contract, but also a NDA 
document as per Company A’s customer requests and for all new vendors. 
 
A25. 11. a.) If the answer is “yes”, what are the stated sanctions or consequences? 

As stipulated in the Purchase Contract: Vendor shall keep Company A’s trade secrets from 
the disclosure of any customized product information, if any leakage, Company A will have 
the right to investigate and put forward relevant claims. 
b.) What are the reasons behind the choice of this sanction/consequence? 

To guarantee confidential documentation follows a controlled recipients’ flow, anytime under 
Company A’s acknowledgement. 
c.) In what way are the sanctions/consequences communicated to the Chinese suppliers? 
By receiving from supplier a letter acknowledging its receipt which guarantees the 
consequences are dully communicated to supplier contact. 
 
 

Interview Company B 

Shanghai on the 15 April 
B1. Introducing the interviewee 

Interviewee B has been working at Company B since 2007 and is now the Global sourcing 
director of Asia. 
 
B2. Brief description of Company B 

Company B develops and produces sustainable hygiene products. Sales are conducted in 
about 100 countries under many strong brands. 
 
Interview 

B3. Question 1a: Can you please describe your company’s product safety policy and/or 
environmental policy? How you work with the contents of your products and if you do it 
from a product safety perspective or more towards an environmental perspective? You can 
include both, everything that concerns the content. 
(Interviewee B is handing over a document: Global Supply Standards) 
At Company B, we are constantly working to improve our organization, our processes and 
the skills of our employees to the best in class. We are committed to a customer focused 
approach and continuous improvement. We expect and encourage our suppliers to adopt 
these same principles and practices. In support of Company B’s strategy we seek to work 
together with our suppliers to improve overall performance. The Global Supplier Standard 
(the “Supplier Standard”) applies to suppliers of goods and services to Company B’s 
businesses, hereinafter referred to as Company B. This Supplier Standard comprises the 
requirements for responsible business operations, quality and sustainable development 
required by Company B of its suppliers. It refers to international standards and defines 
specific Company B requirements. This Supplier Standard may be supplemented by other 
documents containing additional requirements, such as the chemical list. In this document, 
the term “goods” includes materials (e.g. non-wovens, fibers, plastic films), packaging 
materials, chemical substances and preparations (e.g. industrial chemicals, functional 
[material] and [material], as well as [material] incoming to Company B. In addition to goods, 
all services are covered by this document, as applicable. The term “services” includes all 
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types of services provided by suppliers to Company B, including services provided in 
connection with the supply of goods. If a supplier’s production is conducted at separate sites 
or if part of the production process is subcontracted, the requirements in this Supplier 
Standard continue to apply in full and are relevant for all subcontractors. 
 
B4. Our project is on the residues of the product, so product ingredients and not during the 
production. 
We have both. For products manufactured by Company B, all materials and substances shall 
have a Product Safety Approval (PSA) for their intended uses. 
What kind of requirements? 

Product Safety is a primary focus area for personal care products placed on the market by 
Company B. All materials used are assessed to make sure they fulfill all legal requirements 
and are safe for their intended purposes. To ensure the continuous production of safe products 
each raw material is subject to a safety assessment by the Product Safety Function and has to 
obtain a Product Safety Approval (PSA). Two important complementary procedures to our 
product safety process are the registration of all adverse effects that occur in consumer testing 
and systems to register customer/consumer complaints on adverse effects. 
Only external? May I email you if there are any questions? 

Yes. Internal and external. 
 
B5. Question 2a: What kind of product contents information are you requiring from your 
suppliers? 

Suppliers of materials have to submit very detailed information on chemical composition for 
the Product Safety Function to review and assess. The safety assessment is based on the ISO-
standard 10 993 on “Biological Evaluation of Medical Devices”, which gives guidance on 
biological testing. Accordingly, cytotoxicity testing (damage to cells) and also skin irritation 
testing is performed for materials in close skin contact. Only external test laboratories are 
used for these tests. Materials also undergo chemical analysis to check for presence of 
contaminants. These analyses are also performed at external laboratories. 
Is it the identity of the chemical, or the quality? 

Chemicals. 
So, a limited amount of people have access to the information? 

Yes, only people within the product safety function has access to this information 
Does it work? The supplier trusts you and give you the information? 

Yes, after this document is signed the supplier feel safe and provide us with the information 
needed. 
So trade secret is not a problem for you to access this kind of information? 
Most of the suppliers so far are pretty cooperative and are quite ok with sharing the 
documents and information with us. 
So you are requiring a full material disclosure? 

Yes. 
So that would be a positive list. Do you have any negative lists where the supplier need to 
guarantee that this kind of substances are not presence? 
Yes. 
So you work with both kinds of requirements? 
Yes. For the chemicals we have the lists so if you go to the link (Interviewee B showing a 
website link in the document she brought) they have a list of chemicals that should not be in 
our products. 
And they buy that argument? 
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Yes, because we made clear to the supplier told them very clear: “If you will not replace the 
prohibited or risky chemicals the on your site, not only for our products also for other 
customers, we will not able to start business with you.” That is how we convince the supplier 
to do it. 
 
B6. Question 1b: What would you say about you competitors, are they as aware as you of 
chemicals in their products? How is your policy compared to their policy? 
I should not give comments on our competitors. 
Do you think it is because of the product safety scandals? 
Yes, I think so. Most people like to buy their [hygiene product] from other trustworthy 
companies. 
So, local producers feel that if we want Chinese people to buy our products we need to pay 
attention to safety? 
I think there is a good chance, if they want to sell their products. Then they have to make 
their product better quality and also more safe. Otherwise the consumers want to spend more 
money because of the safety reason. For example the milk powder. 
Is it a development that is ongoing and Company B is pushing it? 
Yes, we are pushing that as well and also from the government. In China the next five years-
plan the current administration they pay quite high attention to the environment protection. In 
the [hygiene product] industry we can see that the papers have a pretty big impact and the 
small factories have been forced to close because they can not reach up to the environmental 
standard. 
 
B7. Question 2b: What is motivating the requirements? What you have told me so far, it is 
the legal requirements but it is also sense of responsibility towards the customers? 
Yes, Company B is a recognized company because of the ethical and also for the bigger 
responsible sourcing, environmental and so on. Company B has the leading position, I think 
most of the suppliers they are willing to work with Company B because we have this global 
reputation. 
So they can use you business relation as a selling argument? 

From suppliers side, probably. 
What is motivation Company B to put forth these requirements? It is legal, product safety… 

Company B has listed ethical companies so it is very important. We have a lot of well-known 
certifications of this ethical side, so we continue to show our position in that place. 
And it is branding? 
Yes, exactly. I think it is also a Company B strategy so we should be at that level, to be the 
leader of the industry. 
B8. Question 3: In what format does the supplier give you this information about the product 
contents? 
For the format I can maybe ask the Product safety department and they can send you some 
details. For each of the substances they have very detailed information so they can probably 
show you some examples. I can ask them to provide some information to you. 
Question 2: So, you are requiring full disclosure of the ingredients. Is that the only type of 
information that you want from your suppliers? Do you want certificate of compliance, a list 
of substances that are not present in the product or what type of information? 
Very briefly, the product safety working process follows the elements listed below: 
● Collection of information from the supplier such as safety data sheet and complete 
composition lists and certificate of compliance. 
● Chemical analyses of materials 
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● Toxicological tests for properties such as cytotoxicity (= causing damage to living cells) , 
skin irritation and sensitization (= causing allergy) 

● A product safety assessment and judgement of the material taking into account: 
�- all facts available and considering the intended use of the material 
�- national and/or international legislation regulating product safety 

Š- the category of consumers that will be using the material 
(children and elderly can be particularly vulnerable to risks posed by the products) 
And you even regulate the GMO? 

The vast majority of Company B’s product assortment does not include raw materials with a 
GM (Gene Modified) origin. Forest fibers shall always be free of GMOs (Genetically 
Modified Organisms). In those few cases where a raw material could be of GM origin, the 
GMO-free alternative shall be the preferred choice. If a GMO-free alternative is not 
available, an assessment from a safety and environmental perspective will be performed by 
Company B before potential approval can take place. Company B recognizes the existing 
long term uncertainties regarding environmental and health risks in relation to the use of 
Genetically Modified Organisms (GMOs) and takes a precautionary approach to 

using materials derived from GMOs. Company B actively monitors on-going research and an 
alternative GMO-free material should always be considered.• Company B does not make use 
of GMOs in its forest management practices and does not use wood fibers derived from 
GMO trees. Company B’s forestland is FSC certified, and the Forest Stewardship 

Council Standards do not currently permit use of GMOs in forestry.• Company B uses raw 
materials originating from external sources. To ensure that the composition of its raw 
materials is known, Company B works with its suppliers to understand whether GMOs are 
contained in their products. 
 
B9. So that is more certifications about quality and not really which ingredient but about the 
ingredients? 
Yes, and for this one, for the fiber, it is a lot about the sustainability in these areas. It is very 
important for us, we check all the fiber suppliers in our products. So we are very strict on this 
one. 
Can you think of any other type of ingredients information that you require? 
Yes, for example safety data sheet. 
How extensive the requirements are? 
Yes. 
And the extensiveness depends on your risk assessment, legal requirements or something 
else? 

For personal care it is hundred per cent covered by the product safety requirements. 
For 100 per cent you want to know everything? 

For hygiene care products, All materials, whether of natural origin or man-made, contain 
trace amounts of different substances. This is true for all sorts of material such as food, 
cosmetics or pharmaceuticals as well as for materials used in personal care products. These 
trace amounts can be detected with very sensitive analytical methods. A requirement for 
“total absence” or “zero concentration” of trace substances is neither technically feasible for 
any material nor necessary for toxicological reasons nor required by legislation. Our products 
are manufactured to be completely safe when used but not with the total elimination of all 
traceable substances. 
Information on restricted substances, what is that? 
See answers above. 
So you provide them with a list and ask them if the substances are present in your products? 
See Global Supplier Standard 6.1. 
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This information of the restricted substances, how does the supplier know what a restricted 
substance is? 

The product safety department will let the supplier know. 
So, Company B sends a list to the supplier? 

See Global Supplier Standard 6.1. 
You start with a one hundred per cent full material disclosure and then you decide what is a 
restricted substance? 
I can ask of more detailed information from the Product safety because I am not really 
working closely in that process. Maybe they can answer that. 
Perfect, I am just trying to understand how you do it. 
Company B has set product safety requirements for all materials and products including what 
is restricted substances. Overall requirements are set in the Global Supplier Standard and on 
top of that the product safety function will send Company B product safety requirements for 
the specific material and/or product to the supplier. 
 
B10. Question 2 and 3: What we are interested in basically is the extent of the information 
that you require. We are working with three levels: the first level will be a certificate of 
compliance from the supplier where the person is saying that the substances are in 
compliance with previous quality requirements. The second is the use of a negative list where 
the supplier is ensuring that these substances are not present in the product, or the third level 
would be full material disclosure, declaring everything that is in the product. Would you say 
that Company B is using the three levels or only one? 

Company B is using all three levels, first and second levels are set when signing GSS and 
quality agreement. Third level is set when disclosing information to the product safety 
function. 
Do you mean the contents, the ingredients? 

Yes, they need to provide this for all the material and for all the substances. 
The verification? 

See the process addressed above. 
But this is the only time you accept the certification of compliance? 

--- 
 
B11. The suppliers must be overwhelmed when they work with you! 
When they are familiar with the process then it is not so difficult for them. The first time, 
maybe it is more difficult but after the first time they already have the documents in place. 
For example, if they changed a color – ok, I will give you the same ingredients as the white 
color and I just give you the different chemical for the blue color. But it is more difficult for 
the products that have a combination with a lot of other materials so that is really complex. 
Do you have any disclosure of hazardous substances? A negative list where the supplier has 
to declare that these substances are not present? 

This is something that is not acceptable. 
Are they doing the same to you? Like certifying or writing some kind of declaration that says 
that these substances are not present in our products and they can hand it to you? 
Yes, for the supplier standard we already have this list in attachment. All the suppliers who 
want to start a business with us they need to sign the compliance letter. They acknowledge 
what we require on the chemical and then they are willing to fulfill these requirements. 
But you are not demanding any documentation in return? Is it covered by the one hundred per 
cent material disclosure? 
--- 
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We interviewed a smaller company in Shanghai and they do not have the resources. They can 
not put that kind of pressure on their suppliers, while you have so much leverage in your 
supply chain. 
Yes, some companies can write a letter that is saying “you can not use this” to the supplier 
but if you do not check, how could you know? For product safety, we have a lot of work. 
 
B12. Question 3b: What are the factors affect the choice of formats? Why are you choosing 
certain formats? The safety data sheets for example. Is it because it is standardized or is it 
easier for the supplier to understand what to give you? 
I will check with our product safety department for their comments. 
 
B13. Question 3: What about the way that the companies are sending you the full material 
declaration? In what kind of format are they providing you with this full material disclosure 
list? How are they giving you the information regarding what is in the product? In what way 
are they providing it? 
By e-mail, a PDF. They can just scan it and send us. 
So, they do not have to put it in a certain specific computer system? 
So far my understand no. 
And what the chemicals are called, all the ingredients’ names. There are so many names for 
the same chemical. 
Yes, exactly, for chemicals we would ask supplier to specify INCI name. 
 
B14. Question 4a: How would you say that your Chinese suppliers are managing to comply 
to your information requirements? 

At the beginning, maybe five years ago, it was a little bit difficult because some of the local 
suppliers... Because our expertise all sit in Gothenburg and they can only read English and 
Swedish, and some of the local suppliers, and ever the raw material suppliers, can not provide 
the English version of the documents. So that used to be the problem. We had an employee in 
Shanghai for this department, I think it was two or three years ago, and that really helped a 
lot. He spent a lot of time travelling ti suppliers’ sites, give them training and education of 
why Company B needed these documents, what are our requirements and just help you to do 
the business and be responsible for our consumers. So we give them the training so they will 
understand what we need. So they did just ask the raw material supplier to provide the 
English version. So that would speed up the whole process. 
So, the suppliers are now able to provide this information in English? 
Yes. All the information provided need to be are now in English. 
What about, for the suppliers to understand what you are asking for and access this 
information from their suppliers? 

As I explained above, the colleague of product safety team in Shanghai had done lot of work 
to train the suppliers and explain what we need. 
About traceability and liability? 
The supplier shall establish and maintain procedures that allow the traceability of used raw 
materials/components and goods. The traceability system shall be tested regularly. 
Traceability records needed to identify delivered goods, which have a risk of non-conformity, 
shall be made available to Company B on demand and in critical situations on short notice. 
Goods identification shall be recorded in a manner that permits relevant recall procedures. 
This procedure shall be documented and tested. 
So, no self-declaration? 

No, we qualify their quality system and verify their testing system. If their testing system is 
qualified, then we can see the report is reasonable or not. 
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So, today you would say that compliance is achieved? 
Yes. 
 
B15. Question 4b: How would you describe the general awareness among your Chinese 
suppliers? About chemical issues, the product safety problems and the environmental 
problems that can be caused by the ingredients. 
I think the suppliers are kind of aware of that now. We give them the education and also from 
the local administration so they pay more attention to that. 
But once after training from you? 
Yes, have spent a lot of time, to give the training to the suppliers so they are full aware of… 

Through this one guy you talked about? 
The product safety and also from the SQM, Supplier Quality Manager, he worked a lot with 
the suppliers, on quality systems and environment, CSR etc. Compliance with the Global 
Supplier Standard is monitored by audits at the suppliers. 
So you use audits as training? 
Not training. We use the tool of the audits so they can see their score and after they get the 
score, of course no supplier is perfect, and we work with them the corrective action plan to 
improve after the audit. That is the way we help the suppliers to a better standard. 
You detect areas that need to be developed through auditing? 
Yes, and we work together with the suppliers to improve. 
 
B16. Question 5a: What problems have you experienced regarding supplier compliance to 
your information requirements? 
In the past, the language was the problem. In the very beginning the did not understand the 
requirements. 
Because they were in English? 

Yes, in English and maybe a little bit early for them to understand these safety requirements. 
But now they understand and today they can provide the documents in English. 
What is it that they do not understand? The necessity to provide the information or what is it 
that they fail to understand? 

We ask them to provide the substance… For example is I ask the supplier who produce the 
cup and say “ok, you need to give me a substance of this cup”. And they answer “what is the 
substance? We gave you the document of the cup”. No, not the cup, we need the documents 
for the chemicals, and the supplier does not understand because we ask for very detailed 
information. 
Do they have problems accessing the information themselves? From their suppliers and at the 
end of the chain the chemical producer. 
My feeling is that they are not so willing because it takes a lot of time to collect this 
information. When we tell them they can not pass this assessment and if you can not provide, 
we can not continue the business. So please go back to you supplier and collect the 
information. 
Have you been told any reasons for why it was difficult for the supplier to obtain the 
information? For examples from actors further up the chain. 
I think so far it has not been difficult. They fully understand and are quite cooperative today. 
But before, like five years ago? 
Beside the language issue I think they were still quite cooperative. If you ask them to provide 
and if they are willing to do the business, then they will provide. At the beginning it really 
takes time. We spent maybe a couple of months for one assessment but now we have speeded 
up to maybe a couple of weeks. 
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B17. Question 5: As a part of our research the first question is actually what kind of obstacles 
that the companies have encountering, so we are very much interested in why it is so difficult 
for the suppliers to provide this type of information. What makes it so difficult and time 
consuming and if the suppliers refuse to give the information then they can not provide it of 
course. Obstacles like that, maybe negligence or… 
Yes, one obstacle, just like I mentioned before, the suppliers had the concern for us sharing 
the detailed information with their competitors. We will sign the non-disclosure agreement 
with suppliers to protect it. 
And some unwillingness, because they did not understand in the beginning? 
Exactly, in the beginning. But so far I think in the recent years it has been fine. The other 
competitors also ask the same things so they are familiar with this. 
 
B18. Question 5b: Have you been giving the impression that some information requirements 
are more demanding for the Chinese suppliers to comply with than others? Any specific 
substances for example. 
No, I do not work a lot with other region’s suppliers so… But the Chinese suppliers are ok. 
There is nothing that is more difficult? 
No. They are very cooperative. 
 
B19. Question 5c: What do you think were the reasons for the difficulties experienced? It was 
unawareness and lack of understanding and language difficulties? 
Yes. 
The lesson your company has learned from experiencing these compliance difficulties were 
training basically? 

Yes, so far for us, in the very beginning. The problem is that it takes quite a long time. For 
our case it took a few months because of the language issues, they did not understand and so 
on. And we have already corrected that. We recruit the people here in China to help them and 
give them training so they understand what we require. And they can speak Chinese to 
explain what we really mean otherwise they provide totally wrong documents. They are also 
looking for any other certified lab in the Asian region, but this could also speed up the lab 
tests. Because now the testing labs exist in European countries, in Sweden and in Germany 
and in some other places. So the supplier has to send the samples to Sweden or Germany. 
They receive a lot of test requests so when the material has arrived in their lab you have to 
wait for a couple of months. But if we can find another lab in Asian region, of course we 
could do this faster. We are still working on that. 
So there is no lab here? 

There are a lot of labs but the thing is that the labs have to certified by Company B to fulfill 
Company B’s standards, that they are aware of the tests, understand our requirements. Those 
kind of labs… We can only accept the European labs and documents. 
 
B20. Question 6a: How are product contents information requirements communicated to the 
Chinese suppliers? Is it through contracts or specifications? 

Not only specifications about what material to use in that product but product safety is more 
detailed in the substance. This will be communicated by the Product Safety Department. As I 
explained, we have the colleague here so he can ask the supplier to provide the full list, the 
request from Product Safety. 
So the supplier will be contacted from someone from Product Safety? 
Yes, from that department directly. 
When you are placing an order, for example to buy something, that is not included? “We 
want to buy this, but we want this information”. That is not how it works? 
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No, this product safety assessment has to be done before we give the order to the supplier. So 
only the assessment approved, when the supplier and the materials are approved, then we can 
send orders to the supplier. For the orders we only see the description of the material we want 
to buy, the quantity and the price. And of course, we have the quality agreement with the 
supplier where we say we need a certain quality level, the consistency and the penalty if the 
have a quality fault. And also specifications the supplier should be able to provide within the 
product specification. If the supplier change any of the chemicals in the material, in the 
process, they need to get approval from Company B before they really do it. 
So there is actually no information when you receive the goods? 
No detailed chemical information be provided by each batch of raw material. 
That has already been handle? 
Yes, when we receive the goods the supplier will provide us the COA, the certification for the 
technical data, for each batch. 
And the certification of compliance, is that issued by a lab? 

COA will be provided by suppliers. 
For each batch? 

Yes. 
So, before you place the order you know what is in the product you are buying and once the 
product arrive to you, to you facilities for the manufacturing process, then you receive a 
certificate of compliance from the supplier assuring my goods are fulfilling your 
requirements? 
Yes. 
So, you take care of the verification? 
What verification? 

That the supplier is speaking the truth? 
Yes, the supplier should be responsible. In our contract all the suppliers should be responsible 
for their product quality. 
What if it is not true? That you receive a certificate of compliance that is actually wrong. The 
supplier has not checked properly from his or hers supplier, is lying or… 
If our test proves this product is out of the specification, that it is not right, then the supplier 
take full responsibility for the material. 
Ok, so there are penalties for non-compliance? 

Depends on the terms in the agreement. 
Just to be sure that I understand this, the certificate of compliance is provided by the supplier. 
Not with support from a third party or a laboratory. The supplier is saying “I am sticking to 
our deal”. And you accept that and you test some of the goods or…? 

No, we do not have that in our manufacturing site. When we do the audit to make sure 
believe the supplier has the capability and can fulfill the commitment. 
So, the supplier is testing every batch and you are testing every batch that is leaving your 
factory down the retailer? 

Yes. 
To check the contents? 

Yes, to check the quality. 
Do you want to check the contents, the product ingredients? 

No. That is before. The Product Safety are checking the contents and the lab test the 
performance. 
What about the contents of the product? How are you testing the contents that the supplier 
says… the list for example? 

That is in the product safety approval. 
How do you detect it? 
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If they have very big variance of the performance then we can see the same contents. But 
this… we can not test each batch so we chose to trust the supplier. They really take 
responsibility by signing the agreement but if we test and they changed something in the 
content, we can sue them. They have to pay the penalty. But we do not check each batch, it is 
not possible. The product or material specification will state our requirements. Then we of 
course have to trust the supplier that is what they are supplying us with. 
Do you do random tests or how does it work to determine the contents of the product? 
For this PSA approval (product safety) we have a certain period of time. So after they run out 
of the time we need to retest again. 
So you send some to the lab? Of your own products… 

All material and/or products have a PS approval limited in time. After that time all materials 
and/or products from our suppliers are re-assessed, including testing in judged necessary. 
 
B21. Question 7: How would you say that Company B is facilitating the efforts that it takes 
for the supplier to comply to your product contents information requirements? How would 
you say that you help them and make their life easier when you impose all this work on 
them? 
Maybe we did not make their lives easier… but we just convinced them there would be 
benefits for them as well. 
But it is in their interest? 

Yes, if they pass the PSA they can do the business with Company B and we have a good 
reputation in this industry. So they can have other customers who want to buy the material 
from them. And also they fulfill the safety data, that could be another selling point for them. 
Maybe not direct benefit for them but it is in their interest. 
You mentioned education, to help them understand what they need to do. 
Yes, we give them the education and training for the quality system and also the PSA, the 
product safety assessment, and it has really helped them a lot. 
Are you using standards in the formulation of the requirements to help your suppliers? Maybe 
they can use the same standards with other customers. To what extent are you thinking about 
those… 

For example, like I mentioned, the [name of a platform] system which is a public information 
platform. It is not in the chemical but it is on the CSR area. The global standard platform and 
we convince the supplier to use that platform to do the self-assessment and the reports can be 
shared with other customers if the supplier’s willing to. 
Do you have any equivalent regarding the contents of the products? Like standard formats, if 
they fill out this format they can provide it to all their customers, not only Company B. 
I do not know, maybe I can ask the Product Safety Department. 
Like an example on how to make their lives easier. 
Yes, I will check with them. 
 
B22. Question 7b: At what extent are your company ensuring a proper supplier understanding 
of your requirements? You have already explained the education and the training. 
They need to understand, otherwise they give you the wrong documents. 
What kind of wrong documents? Do you have any examples on how it can turn out? 

Yes, sometimes we ask about the safety data sheet and the supplier gives you the technical 
data sheet. 
 
B23. Question 8: What is Company B’s experiences of detecting difficulties that the supplier 
might have before it causes any problems to you? 
Do you mean the technical? 
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No, detecting. Like this supplier will not be able to provide us this information. It is not really 
applicable to you since you ask for the information before… 

We have been working with a lot of small local suppliers and some of the supplier really can 
not fulfill the supplier selection requirements. some of the suppliers, their strategy is working 
with smaller companies. Focus on the price, they do not pay attention to the environment, 
they do not pay attention for the hygiene. Of course they can exist but it is different with 
Company B. For this kind of supplier we started to contact them, talk to them to see their 
company strategy and to see their focus for the next four or five years. Now we can see it 
they can work with us and if not, we do not have to go through all these details because they 
do not really take care of it. 
 
B24. In an on-going relationship, one that you have already established, you know the 
supplier is good and that you want to work with the supplier. Do you have any ways of 
detecting problems before the occur regarding the contents of the product? 

We have set specification on material supplied to us as trust our suppliers will inform us in 
case they cannot fulfill the specification or in case they are experiencing any issues with the 
material. 
But that was suppliers you have not contracted already, right? 

No, not yet. 
I am thinking about the on-going relationships with someone you already know and trust. 
Have you any ways of detecting, even though you trust the supplier, that they have an issue 
or a problem? 

I assume we audit also suppliers we already have a working relationship with. 
That is the threat? 

Yes. 
Have you had any experiences of detecting any non-compliance to your requirements in an 
on-going, established relationship? Has that ever happened to you? 
We only buy the material from supplier we have already given the approval to. Otherwise we 
will stop at the very beginning. We had one case in China where the supplier sent us the 
wrong information. This was then handled by sourcing. 
 
B25. Question 9: Are you involving actors beyond your suppliers in any way, direct or 
indirect? Sub-suppliers or actors above them in the chain. 
Yes, for the sub-suppliers we also have the requirements, also in the supplier standard. We 
will not do the audit for the sub-suppliers but the suppliers should be… for our suppliers, 
when they use sub-suppliers they should be legally and commercially fulfill Company B’s 
requirements. Our suppliers should be responsible for their suppliers. 
Ok, so they take liability for the suppliers? 

Yes. 
 
B26. Question 9: Are you requiring any training or education of the sub-suppliers? So the 
suppliers take care of training and education for their suppliers and so on. 
We have the requirements in the GSS, see 1.7. 
How are you asking them, informally or through contract? 

We have the requirements in the GSS, see 1.7. 
And that question, when you ask the supplier, is it contractual. You make sure ”you are 
responsible for you suppliers, you might have to train them” and things like that? 
The sub-suppliers will be shared the same requirements in the supplier standard. The supplier 
shall ensure and implement appropriate measures that its own suppliers compliance. 
… But that is not in the contract? It is more…on-going communication? 
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It is the requirements from the Supplier Standard. 
You are creating the incentives, at least. 
Yes, exactly. The supplier take responsibility for their sub-suppliers. 
How does that work here in China? We have been told, me and my colleague, that if you 
want to sue someone here in China, it takes years and years, and if you, on top of that, is a 
foreign company, you are most likely to lose? 

No! It depends on how complex the case is. Company B have experiences of lawsuits with 
suppliers in different situations. I think that now it should be the same the government to treat 
a foreign company or the local company. 
Aha, because we have been told that the use of contractual means to put pressure on suppliers 
and create liability is not really efficient here in China? That is what we have been told. But 
you would not agree? 

We do not have any experience of that. If the supplier has any quality default and we ask 
them to pay the penalties based on the terms in the contracts, then there are no problems. 
They fix the problem or take care of the costs. So it should be okey. So I guess it’s the same 
practice as the local companies. 
We have been told that it is more efficient to, through a contractual clause, create the right to 
retain payment if you don’t receive the information that you have required. Those kind of 
buyer-supplier consequences, or sanctions, are much more efficient here in China than to rely 
on the opportunity to sue your supplier. 
Normally there are few cases of buyer-supplier lawsuits because most of potential arguments 
can be regulated in the contract. And also for the supplier side. For them, if they want to do 
business. So that is more important. We need to build the strong relationship and trust with 
suppliers, when we face the problems we could discuss and negotiate the best interests for 
both sides. 
So a huge incentives NOT to do anything wrong. 
Yes. And before we sign the contract we need to understand… It is about risk management. If 
you are working with a very small supplier, they probably can’t fulfil their commitment. So 
the better you don’t start any business with them. And if you really see the supplier is a good 
one then you explain the consequences and they will understand the consequences. Then you 
know that they are willing to take that responsibility. But of course, they want to build a long-
term relationship with you so they will fulfil that. It’s very important before you sign the 
contract. 
 
B27. Question 10. The consequences of non-compliance with the requirements. You 
mentioned that they have to pay for the damaged caused. The loss in value for Company B. 
It will be clarified in our contract with suppliers. 
What about here in China? Those contracts with your Chinese suppliers? 

We have common way to manage the suppliers wherever they are in China or other countries. 
So, if a supplier would change the substances in the product, without notifying Company B 
and deliver the batch to you and you tested the finished product and see that there is a foreign 
substance there, which is not on the full material disclosure-list , what would you do? How 
would you act? 
To be honest, we have not experienced that. The suppliers should be very honest to us. 
Because we are working with them together for a long time and they would not say “We are 
just working for the penalty”. No, we are working together. 
But if that happened, what would Company B do if a supplier changed the contents? 
Like I said in previous comment, we have had issues with Chinese supplier falsifying data to 
us and then that was handled by sourcing. Not sure if they allowed the supplier to continue to 
work with us or not. 
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It’s important that you share the same values. 
Yes, exactly. 
At what extend would you say that Company B is using sanctions to motivate the suppliers to 
comply with the information requirements and provide you with the information you want, 
accurate and in the correct format? 
You mean the motivation? 

Yes, the sanction. Are you using them as a threat you would say? “If you don’t do this, you 
won’t get payed?” 

For us… Maybe motivation is that “You will be approved of Company B, you are on the 
supplier list” and that would be enough to motivate. Because they can use that to work with 
other customers. 
Are you using sanctions in anyway for the purpose of motivating the suppliers? “If you don’t 
give us the information this will happen”? Is that a way to motivate them and make them 
comply? 

No, I think we simply just push them. “Come on, just given us the information on time” and 
then we can speed up the information. We did not work a lot on that part. 
What we were thinking about when we wanted to ask this question was that if the supplier 
knows what will happen if he or she does to manage to provide the requested information, 
then the supplier will feel the need to provide it. 
If they give us the information we would tell them that they work very well and that we 
would like to work with them, and in the future we could work on more projects together. We 
also motivate them in the business. 
So you are more incentivising than threatening? 
Yes. we just say that if they work well they will have more opportunities to work with us. 
But this is before they have signed the contract? 
All the time. 
What about the on-going relationship? 
In the on-going relationship, they still want to continue because they want a bigger volume 
from us. We work together to create more values for both sides of business. 
 
B28. Question 17. Do you think it is difficult to put in sanctions or persuade the suppliers 
just, only, on the requirements regarding the product contents when there are so many other 
things they need to do? Do you think it’s difficult to put pressure on them on that aspect of 
the product? 

This is the trend in this industry, if the suppliers want to do good business and keep 
competitive, then they need to follow the trend. 
But do you see my question? The contents of the product is but one out of so so many aspect 
of the product where the supplier need to be good at. Is there not a risk that this tiny little 
aspect will drown in all the other requirements you have? 
--- 

 
B29. Question 13. How is the accessibility of the information and the format verified? In 
Company B’s case that would be the certification of compliance. 
We had specified COA requirements in the Quality Agreement with our suppliers. 
I´m thinking more, every time there is a delivery to Company B production site, how does 
Company B check that the information is there, in the right format, for each delivery? 

The quality manager of manufacturing site will check the COA for each batch of material. 
 
B30. Question 14.a. How are you verifying the accuracy of the received documents? We have 
already been talking about this. You have said that the suppliers are conducting product 



Linnea Nilsson  Consumer product contents information  
Sahra Svensson  from the 1st tier supplier 

164

testing themselves and then Company B is verifying, that is how you notice any non-
compliance in the form of inaccurate information. 
Yes. 
 
B31. Question 14.b. What factors are influencing the choice of verification measures? It’s 
because you are auditing the suppliers so well before you are initiating the supplier 
collaboration and you know for sure that they have the capacity to live up to your 
requirements? So you trust them and then you check yourself. To make it manageable? 

--- 
What do you mean by “fix the specifications”? 

The base for the different performance. You can change a little about the formula, maybe you 
don’t change the chemical contents but you can change the percentage. For example, “I want 
polypropylene from 95-85 % to increase the strength” but from the chemical side, nothing 
changes. The contents is exactly the same, you only change the percentage and the influence 
of the performance. 
Ah, so if the contents would change you are likely to notice it in a performance test? 

In a different test. So we have a very complex process to qualify the materials to begin with. 
And on in on-going relationships, regarding the delivered products, you send samples for 
product testing every second year or third year? 
The product safety approval is valid only for a limited time, a given product specification and 
identity. This approval means that the material may be introduced in manufacturing or a 
product introduced on the market. The safety approval is regularly renewed, including control 
tests and analyses when judged necessary. 
 
B32. Question 15. And you have no experiences of non-compliance? 
On the quality-side, yes. 
And on the contents-side? 
If we already approved of the contents… So far we have not experienced that they have 
altered the contents. 
So when you send samples for testing, never ever have you discovered the presence of a 
substance that was not reported to you? 
No. After the supplier gets the product safety approval. 
But they can reduce cost, if they change the formula. No one has ever tried to do that? 
Maybe there is one way to reduce costs by changing the sub suppliers which the suppliers 
need to communicate with us before they did so. And formula change may cause the variance 
of product performance that cause high risk for the supplier and us, which we need to qualify 
again for the material.  
Would you say that your suppliers would never change the chemicals in your products 
because you are Company B and you are the world leader in [hygiene products] production? 
When we are choosing suppliers we are choosing suppliers we can trust. That is very 
important to us. 
 
B33. Question 16. Would you say that there is an action to non-compliance that is more 
successful than others here in China? But this question is not really applicable to you. 
I probably will not say that, we try to do good job here. 
 
B34. Perfect, then I don’t have anymore questions. Is there anything you would like to add 
that you feel haven’t come up? 

So far is okay, because I feel you have gotten a lot of details.  
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Addition by R&D Manager Product Safety, Company B 
B35. What kind of product contents information requirements is Company B asking for 
before signing the contract with the supplier ("supplier selection")? 
For the product safety requirements, we asked the suppliers to provide general information, 
regulations supplier working with, chemical names and so on. 
 
B36. What kind of product contents information does Company B require on-going (after the 
contract have been signed and during the time material and products are being delivered to 
Company B)? 
--- 

How often do you require this information/this format? 
In case material is not changed we will ask for confirmation on that, we may still send 
samples for testing. PSA are only valid for limited period of time ranging from 6 months up 
to 5 years depending on material type, relationship with supplier etc. 
You mentioned a Certificate of Analysis, what is that?    
--- 

B37.  In what format (form) is the required contents information accepted in?   
--- 

What factors affect the choice of accepted formats? 
--- 

 
B38. Once you have received the full material disclosure from the potential supplier, does the 
Product Safety Department investigate the substances on the lists or do they only check 
against a predetermined list of substances?  
We check against legislation, GSS, our own requirement documents. 
Regarding the supplier self-assessment tools "The [name of a platform]" global standard 
platform, does Company B have anything equivalent regarding the contents of the products? 
A system that evaluate their abilities, raise their awareness and/or provides them with a 
certificate or compiled information about their own product that they can use in their dealings 
with their other customers?  
No. 
 
B39. How does Company B check that the supplier has actually provided the product 
contents information requested? During supplier selection? During the ongoing business 
relationship (deliveries of the ordered goods)?  
We of course only work with suppliers that we trust and that has been selected by sourcing. 
 

Interview with Company C 

Shanghai on the 18 April at 10:30 
C1. Introducing the interviewees 

Interviewee 1: Chemical Specialist, Sustainability department at Company C, Shanghai. He 
has been working for Company C for more than three years. He is working with the chemical 
management in the supply chain, the requirements from Company C regarding chemicals and 
compliance in the supply chain. The role is similar to that of a consultant. 
Interviewee 2: Sustainability Manager for accessories. Sustainability Department at Company 
C, Shanghai. He has been working for Company C for five years. His role consist of ensuring 
compliance to Company C’s Sustainability requirements in the Chinese supply chain 
producing accessories as well as proactively raising the suppliers’ sustainability awareness 
and competence. He job is also to identify sustainability risks in these supply chains.   
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The main function of the China production office is to ensure that the products are made 
according to Company C’s requirements on quality and CSR. 
 
C2. Brief description of Company C 

The Company C group owns several brands. The product portfolio consists of shoes, 
accessories, clothes etc. Company C does not own any factories, instead they are working 
with hundreds of suppliers globally. The majority of the products are produced in Asia and 
China constituting one of the key producing markets. The China region consist of China, 
Cambodia, Myanmar, Vietnam and Korea. 
 
The interview 
C3. Question 1. a) Can you please describe Company C’s product safety policy or 
environmental policy, concerning the contents of your products? 
Interviewee 2: The contents of the products is a part of the product safety policy (the health 
of the consumer) as well as the environmental policy since chemicals can be discharged from 
the supply chain to the environment. The issue of chemicals in the supply chain is also 
comprised of a third interest, namely workers safety since the workers might be exposed to 
hazardous chemicals. Our major document is the Chemical restriction list listing thresholds of 
certain substances in the final products. 
 
C4. Question 1.b) How would you describe Company C’s policy compared to the biggest 
competitors? Would you say that Company C is in the forefront of the industry or…?  
Interviewee 2: I’m not sure since I’m not familiar with the policies of our competitors. But 
Company C is trying to take a lead in sustainability work, with chemicals and product safety 
as big parts of that. As an example, the Chemical Restriction List has been updated 14 or 15 
times since 1995. 
Interviewee 1: It's updated every year now. 
Interviewee 2: Company C is using the precautionary principle, meaning that we preventively 
restrict the use of chemicals even when there is scientific uncertainty. By doing this Company 
C is definitely trying and having a high ambition on the sustainability and chemical 
requirements on the supply chain. 
 
C5. Question 2. a) What kind of information on the contents of the products does Company C 
require from the upstream supply chain? 

Interviewee 1: Generally we have two levels. First, on the supplier level we have declaration 
of compliance. Every supplier has to sign this declaration of compliance to make sure that 
they are compliant with the Company C requirements on chemical restrictions. By doing this, 
the supplier is making sure that the product, components and material they have purchased 
are compliant with Company C’s requirements. The second level is the material level and 
component level, we need the Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) or testing reports or some 
kind of certification to prove that their products or components are good. 
When is this taking place? For each delivery of products to you or when you are signing the 
initial purchasing agreement with the supplier?     
Interviewee 1: It’s is taking place at the purchasing stage.  
Interviewee 2: But before that the supplier need to sign the sustainability commitment. 
So at the purchasing stage Company C is interested in confirming that the suppliers are living 
up to the initial agreement? 
Interviewee 1: It’s more like evidence, we need to make sure they are compliant to our 
requirements. 
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Okey, just to be clear: By “the purchasing stage” you mean the initial signing of the supplier 
contract or do you mean when they are delivering the actual goods on an on-going basis? 

Interviewee 2: Before placing an order the suppliers have to go through a couple of 
procedures regarding the quality and sustainability levels that they have to meet. That’s all 
before the production stage. They have to go through what we call “verification process” 
before we are actually signing the purchasing contract. This means that the suppliers have to 
be compliant before. 
Interviewee 1: We have an entire process of controlling the supply chain before signing the 
contract AND during the production. Since you are focusing on the chemical residues in the 
final products we are talking about the production. At that phase we are requiring MSDS and 
testing reports, it is during the production. 
So you are require that kind of information on an on-going basis? 

Interviewee 1: Yes, on an ongoing basis. 
 
C6. Question 2. b) Please describe what is motivating Company C to put forth these 
requirements. We have already gone through this, you mentioned that Company C wants to 
be in the forefront of the industry regarding product safety and environmental protection as 
well as labour safety. CSR issues in general. 
Interviewee 2: By doing this Company C is also securing a long-term business.   
 
C7. Question 3. a) In what format are you requiring the contents information? You mentioned 
test reports, certificate of compliance and MSDS? Do you require all of them? 

Interviewee 1: The requirements depend on what the supplier can provide. They need to have 
a legal certificate or other kinds of proof of compliance. 
Does these requirements demand the involvement of a third party for issuing the certificates? 
Interviewee 1: Yes, NGOs or governmental organisations need to issue the certificates of 
compliance. 
And regarding the product testing report, does it have to be issued by a specific lab? 

Interviewee 1: Mostly Company C is using the services of Bureau Veritas (BV) labs. 
So the formats are “certificate of compliance”, “Product test reports” and “MSDS”? Are there 
any other types of information requirements? 
Interviewee 2: There can be others, but the three that you mentioned are the typical ones. 
Can you tell us what these requirements are? We are very interested in getting the full 
picture. 
Interviewee 2: It depends, from case to case so it is very difficult to list them all. But we are 
using self-audits, self-reporting, self-assessments. 
 
C8. Question 3. b) What is affecting the choice of format you are requiring and what kind of 
information? 
Interviewee 1: [Name of an organisation] is a textile organisation that issues certificates for 
textile suppliers. That is one of the certificates we can accept. 
Interviewee 2: These are all supporting documents to ensure compliance with our list of 
restricted substances. There is no routine saying that only MSDS applies. We define the 
problems, or challenges, and the case and then we use all the available supporting documents 
as help when deciding if the supplier is compliant. 
Interviewee 1: The more they can provide, the better. 
Interviewee 2: But that does not mean that they have to provide all, they only have to provide 
certain documents. It depends on the case. 
Does it depend on the supplier in question, the substance or other factors? 
Interviewee 2: Yes, it could be all. 
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C9. Question 4. a) How would you say that your Chinese suppliers are managing to comply 
with your information requirements, generally? Is it difficult for them, for example to obtain 
this information from their upstream chain? 
Interviewee 1: All suppliers commit to comply with the chemical restrictions when signing 
the contract in the first stage. Company C use a system to ensure that all supply chains are in 
compliance with the chemical restriction list, as well as other requirements in the form of a 
control system in the entire supply chain. 
So you would say that your Chinese suppliers comply to your requirements? They haven’t 
expressed any difficulties to achieve compliance? 
Interviewee 2: I think for most cases they know where to get the information they need for 
compliance. After all, it is a prerequisite for working with us. 
 
C10. Question 4. b) How would you describe the general awareness amongst your Chinese 
suppliers regarding the danger of including certain substances in products? The 
environmental issues and health issues? 
Interviewee 2: For most parts the awareness is quite good. We give training to raise 
awareness but also Chinese media report and attention from the Chinese government as well 
helps the issue. So it is like multi-source of awareness rising. They know that if they are 
producing for certain sales countries they definitely have to comply with the requirements. 
 
C11. Question 5. What problems have Company C experienced regarding supplier 
compliance to the contents information requirements?   
Interviewee 1: We have some examples, such as unqualified MSDS. A qualified MSDS have 
16 sections, but sometimes the MSDS that we receive only have for example 8 or 11 sections. 
So they are incomplete. Some important information is not listed, such as the ingredients and 
the percentages. That is not acceptable. So then we need to ask them to provide this 
information. Some suppliers do not have solid competence or awareness regarding the 
chemical area. 
 
C12. (Question 5. c) So, the main difficulties you have experienced consist of filling out the 
format correctly? Why do you think that is? Do they have problems accessing the information 
themselves or are they unaware of what it is that you want from them? 

Interviewee 2: The information they need to fill out the MSDS they have to get from their 
chemical suppliers, and sometimes it happens that the information provided by their chemical 
supplier is incomplete. So that is the main challenge for them. 
Interviewee 1: We need to ask them to ask their suppliers to get this information. 
And has that ever presented an issue for you? 
Interviewee 2: Yes, it could be the major issue, one of the challenges. That is more related to 
the chemical industry. MSDS is a legal requirement, but of course in practice there are some 
MSDS of chemical product where the information is not provided in the correct way. 
Interviewee 1: A big part of our work is based on MSDS, so if we don’t have the correct 
information in the MSDS we cannot proceed our daily work in the correct way. 
Do you ever communicate with your suppliers’ supplier, your sub-supplier, or do you always 
go through your suppliers? 

Interviewee 2: Both ways. When you are talking about sub-suppliers, are you talking about 
material suppliers? Garments and fabrics? 

Everyone who are suppliers to your suppliers. 
Interviewee 2: If we are talking about fabric suppliers for example. That is what we are 
referring to as tier 2 suppliers. We are communicating with both our tier 1 suppliers and our 
tier 2 suppliers. The 1st approach should be that our tier 1 suppliers are responsible to 
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communicate our requirements to all of their sub-contractors. But of course, we are extending 
our scope of influence to our tier 2 suppliers, meaning mapping the majority of our tier 2 
suppliers to know who they are and Company C visit their factories. We ensure that our 
requirements have been transferred to their levels. 
By contacting them and conducting visits, you are ensuring that the sub-suppliers get access 
to the requirements in a format that they can understand? 

Interviewee 2: Yes, in a format they can understand and we also check that they really 
understand. 
Do you train our sub-suppliers? How? 
Interviewee 2: Yes, through classroom training but also we have websites called “supplier 
portal”.  It is available for our supplier and some sub-suppliers. 
Interviewee 1: We have supplier websites for all our suppliers all over the world. When they 
sign the contract they are given a “Supply portal”-account where they can access the 
information they need free of charge and download documents. All the information Company 
C needs the suppliers to know are there on the portal. They need to download the documents, 
the rate and the spread-outs. 
Have you any way of checking that your tier 1 supplier and tier 2 suppliers have actually read 
the information and absorbed the relevant information they need? 

Interviewee 1: Of course, we have the onsite audits where we visit the factories and verify 
compliance to the requirements and the responsible personnel about the requirements, 
including some understanding and knowledge of the documents found at the Supplier Portal. 
That is one part of the audit. 
 
C13. (Question 5. d) So, back to the problems you have experienced in your supply chain, 
what did Company C learn from the difficulties experienced by the suppliers to fill out the 
MSDS format correctly? What did you learn and what actions did Company C take to help 
the suppliers? 
Interviewee 2: This is an industrial problem, not specific to Company C or a country so that 
kind of a challenge requires work with suppliers, with sub-suppliers and we feel that this 
challenge cannot be overcome by single companies or single suppliers. That is why Company 
C feel that it should be tackled with collaboration or joint efforts with our stakeholders, for 
example we, suppliers, supply chains but also industrial associations in China. We have 
worked with the [an association] in China, but also with chemical suppliers. We have worked 
with the chemical industry as well. 
To raise awareness of the importance of the issue? 
Interviewee 2: Not only to raise awareness so much more. More in order to convey our 
requirements. We are also working with them to develop positive lists, which means these 
kind of products are compliant with our requirements. These positive lists are available on the 
Supplier Portal and the suppliers know that we provide this aid to them. All the stakeholders 
that are related to this issue. 
 
C14. Question 6. How are the product contents requirements communicated to the suppliers? 
You mentioned the contracts. In what form? 
Interviewee 1: In what form in the contract? Or other forms? 

In the contract or other ways as well. All the communication means Company C is 
employing. 
Interviewee 1: As I mentioned, the most important way we are using to communicate with 
our suppliers is the Supplier Portal. 



Linnea Nilsson  Consumer product contents information  
Sahra Svensson  from the 1st tier supplier 

170

What about the communication of the requirements in themselves? How are you telling your 
supplier “This chemical is forbidden” “This chemical is only allowed this much of in this 
product” etc? 
Interviewee 1: The Supplier Portal. 
Interviewee 2: That information is in our Chemical Restriction-list. In that list we are setting 
the restrictions on limits. But that is a public document that can be found on Company C’s 
website. 
And how are they confirming that they are going to comply to your information 
requirements? Is that in the contract? 
Interviewee 1: Suppliers would sign the Sustainability Commitment to comply with these 
information requirements. 
 
C15. Question 6. b) What is the reason behind this way of communicating the requirements? 
I presume you have a clause in the contract referring to the Chemical Restriction-list and the 
Supplier Portal? Then they themselves identify the specific requirements that apply to them 
in the Supplier Portal? Is that how it works? 

Interviewee 2: What do you mean “the reason behind this format”? 
For example, why don’t you have an appendix to the contract stating the product 
requirements and the information requirements? 
Interviewee 2: --- 

 
C16. Question 7. a) How would you say that Company C is facilitating the work required of 
the suppliers if they are to be in compliance with your information requirements? You are 
imposing a lot of work onto them by wanting to know the contents of the products, so how 
are you helping them to comply? Making their lives easier? You are educating them you 
mentioned? 

Interviewee 2: Yes, I think we have already mentioned a couple: The Supplier Portal, regular 
trainings and onsite assessments and capacity building. And, for each product we also test the 
products for quality assurance to ensure that the suppliers are compliant. 
You also mentioned that you are flexible in regards to how and what kind of information you 
are requiring? Has that anything to do with the supplier’s ability to present the information? 
If a supplier can’t present the information in a certain way, can you be flexible and ask for the 
information in another way? 
Interviewee 2: We will always require suppliers to submit qualified documents to show that 
how they are compliant with our chemical requirement. 
So that is how you deal with trade secret-labelled information? You allow the supplier to 
ascertain that the product is compliant. Without Company C having access to the actual 
product content information? 

Interviewee 1: We would like them to provide the information, but if they can’t they could 
offer testing reports to ensure compliance instead. They have several options to convince us 
that they are compliant to our requirements. 
What can that be? Can you give an example?  
Interviewee 1: Some certificate of compliance. 
… To ensure that they are assuming liability for the contents of the product? 

Interviewee 1: For example, we have A,B, C and D requirements. If they cannot fulfil A, we 
will ask them to provide B and so on. If they can provide us with all these four options we 
will consider them as being good suppliers. If they only have one it is okay, we can trust them 
but it is less good. 
Are the A, B, C and D-options equally good? Are they ensuring you of compliance equally 
well? Or is one better than another? 
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Interviewee 2: Of course the accredited MSDS is the best, most assured way. But for some 
cases we are flexible. Our aim is that suppliers need to provide an accredited and qualified 
MSDS. But if they can’t we have other options, at this stage. But our long-term goal is that 
all suppliers should be able to provide a full MSDS. 
Are you only working with a negative lists (the Chemical Restriction-list stating the 
permitted limits of certain specified substances) or are you working with positive-lists at all, 
meaning listing the substances that are allowed in your product? 
Interviewee 2: No, only negative-lists. 
And you are not checking the full content of any of your product? You are only interested in 
certain listed substances? 

Interviewee 2: We are only working with specified restricted substances and do not require 
information on of the full contents of any product. 
 
C17. Question 7. b) To what extent is your company using standard in the formulation of 
information requirements? You mentioned MSDS, that is pretty standardized. 
Interviewee 2: Testing reports, that is pretty standardized. Declaration sheets, we provide the 
format. 
Are they standardized according to other declaration sheets the supplier might receive from 
their other customers? 
Interviewee 1: Not quite standardized. We are focusing on the key information, not the 
format. 
 
C18. Question 7. c) We have gone through this question “In what way are Company C 
ensuring a proper supplier understanding?” You have mentioned the training and the Supplier 
Portal. 
Interviewee 1 and Interviewee 2: Yes, exactly. 
 
C19. Question 8. a) What is Company C’s experience of detecting compliance difficulties in 
the upstream supply chain before non-compliance is an affirmed fact? So, before non-
compliance, before the information has not reached you as it should have. 
Interviewee 1: We have a quality control of their quality systems to ensure that their products 
are compliant with Company C’s requirements. This system is monitoring the entire supply 
chain, the whole procedure. Do you understand? 
Not fully, what we are asking for is if you have any way of knowing in advance if your 
suppliers are struggling to comply to your information requirements? 
Interviewee 2: I can give an example. We are working with our suppliers control systems and 
chemical management systems. 
Interviewee 1: I will make that clear, this system is working with suppliers from the 
beginning stage, from the development, the quotation, the countering samples. This is a 
whole production line, not just the production stage, to make every stage have the quality 
control actions. To make sure that their production and their product comply with Company 
C’s requirements. Not just for chemicals, but all the requirements. 
So you are examining their quality control system? 
Interviewee 1: Yes. 
… And approving of it? Or how does that work? 
Interviewee 2: I think first, it is factory in-place systems that we check: their policies, 
routines are in place and the competence of the factory staff. The second thing is our own 
control system, starting with the product development. 
And the control of the suppliers quality systems, that also includes their ability to gather the 
product contents information Company C is requiring? 
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Interviewee 1: We are conducting chemical audits, lot by lot. Not product by product. The 
audits are conducted several times a year to check the documents and the supplier procedures. 
If they are approved, that approval lasts for a certain period. 
But are you in any way controlling the suppliers’ ability to provide you with, for example the 
MSDS? Meaning, generate the information you are requiring from them? 
Interviewee 1: For key suppliers we are checking their ability, as described. 
 
C20. Question 8. a) Have you any experiences of detecting non-compliance before it has 
actually occurred? Non-compliance with the information requirements, that would be?[1] 
Interviewee 2: Yes, that has happened. We do chemical assessments before the products are 
produced. Our developers go and check their chemical storage and each chemical in the 
factory. Maybe they can identify a chemical they don’t have an MSDS on or the factory don’t 
know about. These are of course findings and violations of our chemical requirements. But 
usually our suppliers comply. 
 
C21. Question 8. c) So how does Company C act when this is discovered during an audit, for 
example? 
Interviewee 2: We have some minimum requirements and some of the minimum 
requirements, for example on banned organic solvents, where compliance is a requisite for 
Company C to work with the suppliers, before production. So we expect the suppliers to 
correct these faults before we work with them. We give them time to take corrective actions 
during a given time-frame. For example, if the MSDS is incomplete or they are lacking 
certain documents. 
Interviewee 1: We need them to set up a responsive system. 
Do you tell them what to do or what you want from them? 
Interviewee 1: We focus on the working system and need supplier to create a corrective 
action plan with a root-cause analysis. Then we just follow-up the status and push if 
necessary.              
 
C22. Question 9. We have gone through this question already: whether you are 
communicating with actors in the chain above your suppliers, tier 2 and beyond. 
Interviewee 1 and Interviewee 2: Yes. 
 
C23. Question 10. When the requirements are being communicated to the suppliers, are you 
also informing them of the consequences of non-compliance, meaning what happens if they 
do not present the information you are requiring? 

Interviewee 1: Yes, they know because this is listed in the contract. And the commitment 
they make at the first stage. It is very clear. 
So it’s stated “If you do not comply to this, this will happen?” 
Interviewee 1: Yes, like cancelling the order or retain the product if they are already 
delivered. We hold the producer responsible for any damage caused by their products. That is 
in the commitment. 
 
C24. Question 11. So, the consequences are: cancelation of the order, what else did you 
mention? 
The payment is withheld, or how does that work? 

Interviewee 1: All suppliers are responsible for their delivery. 
In what way are you holding the supplier responsible? 

Interviewee 1: We need them to pay the costs. 
So, each day that you are without the information you have requested the supplier has to pay? 
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Interviewee 2: I’m not sure, I will have to double-check that. That is a part of the production 
team's job. But again, we are trying to solve the problem before mass production. Of course 
the problem could happen after this, but at the end if there is certain problems with our 
products, we want to protect our consumers. 
Ah, so for example a certificate of compliance, that is not required on an on-going basis, only 
at the time of placing the order? Suppliers are saying “Yes, we are complying to Company 
C’s restricted substance list. There are none of these substances in my products”? 
Interviewee 2: I think it is part of the chemical assessment we are running regularly, each 
year or month. We go onsite and check documents. 
 
C25. So you are not asking for a certificate of compliance for each delivery of the goods? For 
each unit? 

Interviewee 2: We are asking for test report for each order. 
Interviewee 1: But certificate of compliance is not for every order. 
So how often are you asking for a certificate of compliance?    
Interviewee 1: They are issued by specific chemical suppliers and last for a certain amount of 
time. For example, a certificate of compliance can be valid for one year. Then the next year 
we will ask them to provide us with a new declaration of compliance. 
So the certificate of compliance is based on your list of restricted chemicals, it is connected to 
the list? So it’s a commitment they are making each year when Company C is updating the 
Chemical restriction-list?   
Interviewee 1 and Interviewee 2: Yes. 
And on an on-going basis, what kind of product contents information are you requiring? For 
each order? 

Interviewee 1: On an on-going basis, for orders, we have a quality assurance system that are 
securing the products in the production line. From the first stage of development to the 
productions and then we have some testing and we also have the suppliers’ quality systems to 
secure the quality of the products. 
So there is no actual information that you are asking the suppliers to provide for each order? 
Interviewee 1: We have the system to assure compliance on an on-going basis. 
Yes, but since we are looking at information requirements we are interested in the kind of 
information you are requiring your supplier to provide for each order. 
Interviewee 2: We need to check this, but definitely test reports. 
Question 12. To what extent would you say that Company C is using the sanctions to 
motivate the suppliers to comply to the product contents information requirements? To what 
degree would you say that the suppliers are motivated by the “threat” of sanctions if they do 
not comply? 
Interviewee 2: Yes, of course they care about the sanctions. But for them their overall 
business performance is important. If these problems happens again and again, they know 
they might lose the business. In my impression they are concerned with their long-term future 
business. 
So they know that long-term business requires compliance, it’s not the sanctions themselves 
that motivates? 
Interviewee 2: Yes, I would say its foremost the long-term business that is motivating them. 
 
C26. Question 13. How is Company C verifying the accessibility of the information that you 
have required and that the format is correct? 
Interviewee 2: For each order, it is a question for merchandiser and we are not directly 
involved in the production process. But if you would like to learn about this we can check it 
for you. There is a system to ensure this, we will check it for you. 
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C27. Question 14. a) How does Company C verify the accuracy of the received information? 

Interviewee 2: We do on-site visits and check the documents in the factory. And then of 
course we check through final product testing. 
How often is Company C testing their products? 
Interviewee 1: We don’t know the details of the quality assurance system. 
Interviewee 2: There is a routine for how to check for each order. 
Interviewee 1: Yes, and there are detailed requirements for each order. 
So you are requiring your suppliers to test and then Company C test the final products as 
well? 

Interviewee 2: Yes, the supplier tests and then Company C double-check. 
Does Company C have any experience of falsified test reports and certificates? 

Interviewee 2: We are not involved with the production process, so it’s not something we 
have experienced. It’s more related to production problems. Then transparency is always 
among the top requirements, the principle regarding how we are working with our suppliers. 
 
C28. Question 15. What are Company C’s experiences of non-compliance to the product 
contents information requirements?[2] 

Interviewee 2: Well, besides the unqualified MSDS… Maybe we can ask our QA colleagues, 
they are the ones who are verifying these documents all the time. 
Question 15 and 16, we will email them both to you then so you can ask your colleagues. 
Interviewee 2: We are using specified contracts, but I believe the contracts look the same for 
all of the production markets. 
 
C29. Question 17. Have you experienced any problems in putting pressure on your supply 
chain with regards to the contents of the products, since that is only but one out of many 
information requirements? 
Interviewee 2: Traceability to farms or raw material? 

All the supply chain. Can it be difficult to put forth and put pressure on the product contents 
information requirements since there are so many other types of information on the product 
that Company C want the suppliers to provide? 
Interviewee 2: No, because chemical information is one of our top priorities that we are 
looking at. So I believe most of tier 2 are able to provide the kind of documentation we need. 
… Because you are emphasising on it’s importance? 

Interviewee 1: Yes. We have zero tolerance on chemicals. 
Interviewee 2: … so they must comply. 
So that would be a “no” then, Company C have not experienced any difficulties because 
Company C is so firm on these requirements. 
Interviewee 2: Yes. 
C30. So, that would be all we wanted to know. Is there anything you would like to add that 
you feel have not been brought up during the interview? 
Interviewee 1 and Interviewee 2: No, not really. 
 

Interview The Consultant 

Shanghai on the 8 April 
 
D1. Could you please tell us a little bit about your position at the company. 
I represent [consulting firm], which is actually a Hong-Kong-based company, owned by 
[consulting firm] in Sweden. So it’s a Swedish owned company but my base would officially 
be Hong-Kong. 
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But you are operating mainly in Shanghai? 
Both in Shanghai and… Actually, my role is to cover the entire Far East Asia because we 
have manufacturing in Taiwan, and also some are placed in Vietnam and Thailand and 
Indonesia not so much, depending on the customer. But roughly speaking it’s this territory. 
Some of the suppliers are based in Korea. Not so much Japan anymore. So the full name of 
the company is [consulting firm]. I am a senior partner of the company, that is my title since I 
own a part of the company. And previous working experiences, I have been working with [a 
large company] for over 12 years and I actually started as a marketing professional and then I 
moved over to sourcing and purchasing for indirect services, which covers marketing 
expenses and then from that point on I moved over to the indirect purchasing that is covering 
all the non-product related purchasing. That could be telephone bills, machinery and 
equipment, HR services and legal services and all those kind of things, ICT computers for 
companies. Basically, managing the buying policies and activities for these kind of products. 
From that point on I moved over to product related purchasing management, responsible for 
accessories for [large company] mobile phones: packaging, Bluetooth, chargers, things like 
that. I have also been responsible for components inside the phone, like the memory card. 
That is basically my work span around the procurement and the supply chain. I have been in 
Sweden during most of my career and moved back to China on behalf of [large company] in 
2007. I studied at the University of Linköping. 
How long were you in Sweden? 

13 years. And I left [large company] in 2011 and joined [consulting firm] as an independent 
consultant representing mainly the purchasing areas. We help primarily Swedish companies, 
small and medium sized companies, about their purchasing problems in Asia. It can be simple 
problems such as a factory visit to see that what a supplier has said is actually real. It can also 
be more advances, like formulating a company's purchasing strategy and applicable scope 
which covers the maintenance and delivery, things like that. With products it always comes 
with warranties and services and repair. That is all, primarily. [Consulting firm] as a company 
is specialized in purchasing and consultancy for Swedish companies. 
 
D2. Question 1. What are your experiences of chemical information requirements? In what 
contexts have you been working with these requirements? 
Regarding consumer products… My direct working experience is primarily 
telecommunication product as well as consumer electronic products. Those particular sectors, 
I believe the information is very good. Sufficient, detailed requirements as well as a good 
compliance. Since 2011, as a consultant, which helped as lot of different Swedish companies 
in different areas. Packaging company, printing companies, some of the electronic 
components companies. Their design-department is in Sweden while the manufacturing is 
located in China. Not much of [large Swedish company]-type of garment and clothes. I have 
no experience of that. And also I have been working as a consultant for [large Swedish 
company]. So not much for cosmetics, so consumer products but not specific. No experiences 
on food. For these companies I have been working with I would say that information is less… 
good. The chemical information is not good. It’s two-folded the question, for big companies 
they have very detailed requirements on the information which requires the suppliers and 
their sub-suppliers to comply one by one. It’s a document of maybe one hundred pages. You 
have to tick every one of the requirements and be prepared to be subject of investigation at 
any given time. So, it’s an environment that forces the supplier to be careful. For small 
companies, that’s the experience I have had as a consultant, firstly the companies themselves 
don’t have much knowledge and they are not formulating the requirements to their suppliers 
thoroughly and clearly to begin with. Therefore, it is difficult for suppliers to comply hundred 
per cent correctly. 
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Because the requirements are flawed?  
Yes, exactly. It is formulated on a high level, which means it could be broken down into 
detailed requirement so to speak. So, that is one way of looking at it. The other way around: 
that because the companies that I have been with are relatively small, they don’t have the 
resources and they are more price-sensitive. So when they pick suppliers they are often 
picking more competitive, price-advanced, which means… Anything has a value to produce. 
When someone is offering you something significantly cheaper, then something is different. 
Either they have a superior technology that produces much cheaper or they have found a way 
to come away from some of the costs. And that is reflected in this particular area. Not 
necessarily to be harmful toxication, that could just be replacing things that does not withhold 
the standard of the product according to the specification. So supplier, on their side are also 
trying to make a minimum fulfilment of requirements, which originally are less perfect or 
less detailed. So that is my take on the situation. Again, I want you to remember that my 
experience only extend to certain industries, not the full scope. I have had contacts with 
[large Swedish company] and their way of looking at supply chain management is totally 
different. The struggle for them is child labour, not chemical information, but they have 
moved to Vietnam so we don’t have to discuss about those things. 
 
D3. Question 2.a) What kind of chemical information do companies want to have from their 
suppliers regarding the contents of the material and components they are buying? 

It depends what the companies are asking for, it can be the components of the product, the 
chemical contents for each product and the limitation on the hazard and toxication that should 
be included, things like that. It’s just product – or production environment related. And for 
big companies, they are additionally asking about Social responsibility and suppliers’ 
information when they produce something, not necessarily for the Swedish company but also 
for others. How much waste the factory is producing and so on. So this is what I mean, when 
big companies are purchasing they have a team, the expertise and the detailed instructions in 
that way. For small companies they don’t really have the competence, the money, the budget, 
the team to do that. That is the kind of information they are asking from suppliers, depending 
on the customers. If it’s is a big company, like [large company], they are much more detailed. 
We’re talking about hundreds of pages of documents that they have to go through. For a 
small company it’s maybe just one page. Because they cannot say anything more. They might 
refer to a standard “Can you comply to this standard?”. Things like that. 
Question 2.b. Why do companies usually impose such requirements on the supply chain? 

That is pretty much the same: it’s either product related or process-related. 
… And we are looking at the product-dimension, we have excluded the process-dimension 
from the scope of this thesis. 
Okey. 
Question 2.c. Which format are they requiring the information to be in? We are just 
presuming that depending on the type of information the focal company are requiring they are 
adapting the format. 
It’s basically documentation on paper. First of all, the requirements are often on several 
items. Not as much as one sentence for one item. Either they comply to the product 
specification, which means that either a third-party, or the customer back home in Sweden, 
have the possibility to verify this. The other type.. I’m sure there are other types, but these are 
the two types I can come up with… reference to a certain standard organisation’s standards. 
And then… things like that. So what they are asking is “What you have used on your 
products, are they compliant to our requirements?”. That usually comes down to a further 
consequence: when they are actually exporting the goods from China. Then they have to 
show all these documentation, otherwise they are going to have a problem at the customs. 
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And also for liability when you are selling further on to the consumers. So that is typically 
two types of information that they usually require: One is product related, which they have to 
test in-house responsible third party specific competence laboratories to ascertain that a 
certain high-level requirements that is linked to a European or International standard. 
So it’s a supplier certification of compliance? 
Or it can be a certification from a sub-supplier regarding what is being used in the product. 
So someone is guaranteeing compliance to the product requirements? 
No one is actually guaranteeing compliance, except there is a paper-proof that it comply to a 
certain requirements. 
A piece of information? 

Exactly. 
What is your experience of hazardous substances list where the supplier is handing over a list 
of substances which are not present in the product or the other way around, positive lists 
require full material disclosure? 

Business is business. When I ask you to provide documentation, you provide me with that. It 
is as simple as that. But if I never ask for it, it is not your responsibility to provide it either. If 
the product regulation does not cover this area… That is basically the reality. I believe this 
isn’t… I can’t comment on positive or negative lists but I believe this is a problem that exist 
everywhere, not just in China. Everywhere, in the US, Europe and South America. 
Definitely, that is what our research is indicating: that access to chemical information is a 
problem everywhere. 
But it goes both ways. If you have a clear ambition of your product or service, you have to 
define it. Because otherwise the supplier might not know it is wrong to have this substance or 
that it is not good. He thought that it is the best way to produce this, it fulfils your 
requirements and he can get the money that he wants. That is basically what are his 
objectives. It never comes to an ethical issue, it’s pure business. And of course there are… I 
don’t remember exactly where but there are investigation indicating that 95 per cent of 
products consumed worldwide are manufactured somehow in China. So China is really a big 
manufacturing country. So for example, 90 % of toys that you can buy are coming from 
China, even if they have [large company] brands on them they have granulate that is 
manufactured in China. [Large company] and whatever it is... That is just the reality. So the 
biggest issue often occurs in China because they have so much exposure in China, 75 per cent 
of the products are coming from China.  
 
D4. Question 3. Swedish companies setting forth these types of requirements in Chinese 
supply chains, how do they experience the level of compliance? 

Again I, want to mention that Swedish companies are not always good at setting the 
standards. The small companies do not have the knowledge, they can only refer to 
international standards, EU-standards etc. One is for fulfilling the import requirements, two is 
for them to have certain reference to begin with otherwise they do not know where to start. 
And I believe the compliance is good, as long as you can provide the requirements. The 
suppliers know that if they want the business they have to comply. Maybe there can be a grey 
area, like 95 % of this should be like this and they can buy it cheaper with 92 %, something 
like that. I mean, that is a mentality not only Chinese actually but mostly in Asia. It’s so-so. 
It’s not black or white, it’s more a grey, 88 and 92 is about the same. It’s a mentality and it 
depends. I’m not an expert in this but I believe that it’s business driven, they just want to 
make the sale, two is that they don’t see the point in 92 and 90. Why settle with 90 when 92 
is perfectly fine? It doesn’t do more harm, but it does not give perfect production either so, 
why 90? If you really want to go into this type of discussion with a Chinese owner or supplier 
they would rather, I mean, take a smoke and discuss it like that. So it’s kind of worthless. But 
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it also require supplier professionals to be able to be problematic about where to push and 
how to push. 
And have leverage? 
Yes. There are certain types of information where you need 100 percent compliance. No 
exceptions can be made. But there are things or states of the company's policy where you 
don’t have to push too hard. Because that is what I do. I’m not sure if [large company] and 
[large company] wants to hear about this but that is just the reality because you cannot be 100 
per cent correct. And also the product involves, or the requirement involves, chemicals which 
are deemed to be safe today but regarded as dangerous tomorrow so it’s never… it’s an 
evolving process. 
 
D5. What do the Swedish companies usually struggles with in your opinion? 

Still the two things: One, they don’t really know how to do it. At the same time they are 
worried that they did not get the correct information from the suppliers. The supplier could 
fake this, but they don’t have the proof. So it’s actually kind of a struggle. I would say it’s 
contradictable because seldom would a Swedish company acknowledge that they have no 
knowledge on the requirements, because it looks stupid, they would not say it upfront. But 
the… quite often they just ask ‘Consultant, can you do this? You have the experience.’ ‘Yes, 
sure, I have a template, you can use that’. Something like that. 
Is that usually enough? That you hand them a template and say ‘Give this to your supplier’? 

I can give them a template that is so complicated that they don’t even know what to look at. 
So ‘Can you just decide for us?’, something like that. I mean, they know their product, if it is 
a product. They know the product definitions, the way to do the product. So they will have 
the knowledge of the product. For one product it has to contain this much of that and that. It’s 
part of the design, included in the product specifications. But, other than that they know 
nothing. Then there’s a problem that the supplier does not know the requirements either. ‘I 
can produce this, but is my way of producing good enough for you?’. So there is a gap 
somehow. I am mainly referring to small and medium sized companies, not the big ones. 
Because they have knowledge built up through the history and have more detailed and 
structured way of doing things.  
So what kind of knowledge do they need? Can you specify? What kind of knowledge and 
what is lacking at small and medium sized companies? 

When it comes to chemicals? 
Yes, when imposing these kinds of requirements. You are saying that they are lacking 
knowledge, but what is the knowledge, if you have to break it down? What do they need to 
know? 

First thing is to know how to formulate the requirements. They have a description of the 
product, they say that this is how to leave it out. 
Ah, how to transmit it into…? 
…in the format that the supplier can comply to and understand. That is the first thing. The 
second thing is everything around that product: manufacturing process, raw materials that are 
included in the product and the composition that is required… Things like that. Or even the 
around the machinery and the tools. Because some of the companies have knowledge about 
the product but no knowledge about the manufacturing. They can play around something in 
the laboratory but it is not the way in mass production. There it is a different environment, 
which they did not know. If they don’t know they cannot put a requirement, for example 
‘You should have a temperature level at the factory less than 30 degrees in order to diminish 
the exposure of chemicals’. Things like that. That are not things they are aware of. 
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D6. There is a gap between the expectation and the understanding. And usually the 
companies blame the supplier why they cannot provide the information and why they do not 
understand. But I think the problem starts with their own, actually. And then, yes, there is still 
a gap. Then it requires certain translation and communication to understand the requirements 
and then to find a way to comply. But the first step is, again, to put the right requirements 
upfront. 
Once that is done, what are the issues then would you say? 
I think usually the suppliers are committed to majority of the time because they know that the 
business rely on it. If they fail and or at least be caught cheating so it’s less problem if you 
put the requirements correctly and in the good majority of the case, I would say 99 per cent, 
they will comply to that. So it should be fine. And then, again, small companies do not have 
the resources or the routines to check on those requirements. It’s not that the suppliers 
intentionally trying to break the rules, it could be that their sub-suppliers did not do it right on 
this batch.  So they end up in the product. Yes, you can blame the supplier because it did not 
have the correct process to control it, but again most of the cases they are not intentionally 
trying to cheat. 
What about the sub-suppliers, would you say that there are intentions to cheat there? Or is it 
the lack of knowledge? 

It the same, it does not matter which part of the chain because ultimately most people have 
come to the realisation that they want a sustainable business. They are not… At least 
compared to ten years ago, one deal is just one deal and you don’t know if it comes a second. 
We might as well get the maximum profit out of that. 20 years happened and most suppliers 
are now understandable enough that it’s more important with reputation than getting to one 
time extra money out of the product. 
You would say that they have employed a more long-term view on things? 
Yes.   

 
D7. Question 5. What differentiate China from other countries when trying to get access to 
product contents information? 
Are you referring to other developing countries or all countries? Because it does not 
differentiate that much in developing countries where there are no standards to begin with. So 
it’s getting difficult to get all the information through independent source. I can get this from 
you but I cannot double check through an agency. Of course they can hire [the Consultant] to 
do that, but that is a different story. But it’s the same for Thailand, Indonesia and Vietnam. 
It’s the same story. They are just starting to picking up the industrialization and the 
manufacturing. And they build up from scratch so from the components and the raw material, 
everything require a standard that did not exists before. That is why they are developing 
countries. So, the times passed and twenty years later, now in China, so everything is more or 
less standards, either a Chinese standards, US or EU standard. So it’s easier to get 
information. The transparency is maybe not as good as in Sweden or Europe and the US, but 
it’s relatively transparent. They major challenge now is actually comes down to the 
falsification of the information because even standard bureau, which are supposed to be 
independent, are actually trying to maximise their money to give falsified information as 
falsified standards. That is the issue. The information and transparency has significantly 
improved since the Chinese development and I believe it’s the same situation as in other 
countries such as Vietnam. The current challenge is the falsification of the information. So 
you could check with a third-party, so called a state laboratory but they will show you a 
certificate which look perfectly fine but it could be that the supplier just paid the money to 
get the certificate. 
So a third-party is falsifying? What about the suppliers? Are they falsifying anything? 
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There is no point in doing that. Proof needs to come, somehow, from a standardized 
organisation. If it’s not standardized it is something that the company will check on their 
own. If it’s something they invented of course they can check this in the lab if it consist of the 
right substances. It will never be the case that no one can check. It’s up to the supplier to 
prove that would never be the case. At least I cannot think of any right now. 
Can you give an example of a standard? And how that is checked? 

Yeah, the supplier could argue that they don’t have enough knowledge of English. So their 
system, their ERP and accounting system is in Chinese, so they cannot 100 per cent fulfil EU 
or US regulation because they have nothing to show, everything is in Chinese. So they are 
referring to a similar requirement or standardization, which is a JB standard, a Chinese 
standard. So they say “Listen, I don’t have certification on this one but I have on this one 
which according to the Republic of China is equivalent and is accepted by the EU”. So it 
should be fine. However, to get the certification from a third-party is simple as sending a few 
document and pay the fee and you get the certification. So that is a lack of control that makes 
falsification easy. 
We are discussing the use of the information, it can be for environmental declaration, it can 
be for legal compliance but it can also be a verification measure. You know, for example lead 
in electronics, that the supplier is doing to what it is told and the information in a proof, in 
itself, that the product does not contain too much lead. So that kind of use of chemical 
information would be a problem here in China? 

If you are thinking specifically about lead in electronic devices: a Swedish company could 
have a requirements and their main supplier could also have the same requirement which is 
fully correct and compliant. The tier 1 supplier is doing the same, but the tier 2 and 3 are not 
doing the same. Although they are not intentionally doing that they are getting the correct 
certificate which means downstream, all the way to the Swedish company to the company 
that import the product. By the time they sell the product to the consumer they can also 
provide the correct information so they do not have liability. Again, no one want to spend 
more money and spend more time to do unnecessary work. So, I’m not challenging the 
ethical ground of the Swedish companies but I believe most businesses are here to survive. So 
if they get the certificate they need and they fulfil their liability to the consumer it is fine. 
There is still more lead in this device than what it is supposed to be. 
But if they get caught, and the product contains too much lead… 

Every contract ensures that they have a limited amount of liability if they provide supporting 
documents. What they will do is that they say ‘In the contract will have said this and that and 
the supplier provided us with that certificate, which is not their own but a state issued 
certificate” so they are not aware of the toxication, therefore they have limited liability. 
So the state is issuing certificates, is that what you are saying? 
It could be state or it is just an EU standard certification, as long as you are sending… It 
could be that you send ten prototypes for certification but you ship one thousand products. 
Out of one thousand it could be one which is not good enough. That kind of a thing. It is not 
that the supplier is intentionally trying to falsify. It could be that it just slipped out in the 
process. That is why big companies who have the resources and the personal are sending 
these engineers to the factories on a quarterly or even weekly basis. For [product] companies, 
when we are on the peak, we have thirty models so every week or every month there is a new 
model, a new bunch of engineers there to see the process and how they make it and check 
that and check that. It’s a different focus. Of course, you get less faulty products. But for 
small companies, they will never have the resources to do that. It is a cost issue. 
 
D8. Question 6. Societal and cultural factors 
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It is not much of social or cultural factors affecting. The worst thing that I mentioned, I mean 
you guys have to formulate on your own if you understand, what I am trying to say is about 
mentality formation. 90 % as a requirements goes in a grey area between 88 % and 92 %. 
 
D9. Question 7. We have read about the developments and changes in the Chinese culture 
regarding environmental awareness and attitude towards quality issues. Do you think that this 
development will have any effects on the accessibility of chemical information perceived by 
focal companies operating in China? 

Yes, if course there in an impact on the access on information. But it’s more about 
industrialization, it’s more sort of knowledge transfer and standardization. Things have not 
been aware to the Chinese before, has become more aware now. So it is building up. I mean 
the conscious of the environment is because of the industrialisation and there are okay ways 
to do this and there are also negative consequences, besides the wealth that can improve for 
the average worker and the country, but there is a negative impact for that as well. Of course 
it helps with the information, it helps with the awareness and it also helps with establishing 
standardization which did not exist before. 
 
D10. Question 8. What, in your experience, constitute efficient ways for focal companies to 
facilitate suppliers efforts to achieve compliance to the information requirements? What can 
focal companies do? 

They just have to hire a third-party consultant. Simple as that. 
(Laughter). 
No, I mean it is like this. Either you acknowledge that you do not have the resources or 
competence to do that and then you have to have some professional help. Or, if you have the 
resources, have the function to actually focus on that. Because there is no other way. 
So they need help identifying what needs to be done? 

Yes. 
So what is it, usually, that needs to be done? Once the problems are identified, what needs to 
be done ? 
The starting point is usually what they want. Most companies do not know what they want. 
They want this, they want that and everything in the package, but they did not think through 
because some are contradictable to start with. 
Like…? Can you give me an example? 
The price! Because for making these things there are only so many ways of doing that and no 
matter what, unless it’s a breakthrough, it’s going to be that much. You just can’t cheat that. 
Otherwise something gotta be better or worse, otherwise you do not get this cost difference. 
So if you want to have the information about what the product contains you have to pay 
more? So that is the problem? 

Yes. The more detailed information you want, the more details you want, it has a cost. More 
constraints also limit the possibilities for the suppliers. They cannot choose a cheaper 
component, they have to choose an expensive one. Although the performance from a 
technical perspective could be the same or within the acceptable range. Add on to all those 
things, that will increase the cost with maybe 10 per cent. That is roughly what we do. 
Because when we at [large company], we usually said that the price difference we said that 
the price difference should never be bigger than 5 or 8 % except most know that every two 
years the price should be half because of the electronics development for the components. 
And when you have a component which is 10 % higher up on the cost, then something is 
wrong. Either they are not doing it the right way or… It is so standardized that it is very 
difficult to falsify that. If you add on those costs together you will end up with a 30 or 50 % 
higher cost on the same product which is more or less the same as the other models. But what 
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big companies do is that they send an expert in to look at the components price and the way 
of manufacturing, including salaries and working hours and packaging costs. They are 
basically trying to... They are not saying it is wrong, they are just identifying why it is 30 % 
higher and then help suppliers to cut off that 30 %. But small companies never have these 
possibilities or the knowledge to do that. So, I think it is like this. It is starting from the 
company, what they want to achieve and as a business to survive, again, they start with a 
product, they start with a basic requirement on the cost and functionalities… Things like that. 
I have to say, it is a hard fact that chemical information is not the highest priority. I mean for 
business, they have to survive. They have to make margin and sustain. So if they spend too 
much energy on those things they are not likely to make a good product to launch to begin 
with. So, they have to involve why the company involve. That is my take on this one. It 
connects to the company's corporate strategy and their marketing strategy, things like that. 
And then put on a hold, what items on the procurement or the supply chain side is important 
to focus. And then break down into the different categories, is it price, is it quality or user 
experience? Things like that. That is why there are startups that fails, they only have a good 
idea on the product. Maybe they only have a good idea on the concept or the marketing 
strategy but they don’t have other things. It is not easy to make the helicopter fly. 
We are thinking that you are imposing… You are giving your supplier more work to do when 
you are asking for this type of information. 
But the suppliers do not know what to do. Because most suppliers in developing countries do 
as told. You tell them what to do and they do exactly. The biggest benefit comes from the low 
salary, it is the labour cost that generates the biggest differentiation. It is not the production 
technology, it’s not the management philosophy, it’s nothing about that. So when you don’t 
tell they do not know what to do. They can try to solve on their own, which could be good or 
bad. It’s never guaranteed a positive outcome. That is…  I believe that is the real situation. 
Either you find a supplier who is willing to invest the time or the energy to discuss and 
develop together with you, which is very difficult, or you know what you want and they can 
follow your instructions. This is the current situation, so to speak. Otherwise you will just end 
up with a lot of missing information in-between. 
Presume that you have managed to come up with good requirements “This needs to be done”, 
how can the focal company facilitate supplier compliance? How can they help the suppliers? 
The work that needs to be done, the computer systems, the awareness… 

I think it is like this: First, you know what you want to do. First it is still about 
communication. Tell the suppliers why you want this and how you want this. If they 
understand it is easy to comply. The second thing is that you have a routine either on your 
own or through a third-party checking through maybe not something direct, but indirect. For 
example, it could be related. It does not have to be exactly a standard, it could be different, 
indirectly checked. A contract from their sub-suppliers: is it stating any requirements on 
chemicals? If you don’t put the requirements and you have not asked... I mean, there are 
small things you can check as directly or indirectly proof of compliance and you have to keep 
up with this. And then the third thing is: make sure you cover that in the contract as well as a 
part of the damage or liability. Actually it never works, to be honest, because the legal things 
in this type of area takes years to solve. But it is always good to have something black and 
white, something written putting pressure. 
More as a communication tool? 
No, it’s more about pressure. ‘If you fail this you risk this’. 
But since it takes years to go to court, so it’s kind of an open threat? 
No, you can. The court will not much help you but you will be protected on the business 
transaction. You can hold the paper and things like that, which create a financial penalty and 
pressure. 
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Your own financial penalties? 
Yes, but the legal terms and the contract are still less effective in reality when it comes to 
implementation. So that’s the three things I can mention. 
So what about support and the use of standards, how you pose your requirements and how the 
supplier is supposed to implement the requirements in their own purchasing system and 
manufacturing? Computer systems and chemical awareness, things like that, do you have any 
experience of those types of facilitating measures?         
I think it is like this: for supplier to grow usually it is the case that he meet a customer and the 
customer put lots of requirement then he made more or less consciously decision: ‘Yes I will 
take this costumer’. So he will invest the money to comply with the requirement, ‘I will get 
the certifications in order to make that sale’ because he believe that is the future of the 
company. That is usually the case, how they actually improve themselves. It is business-
driven decision rather than a conscious decision beyond the money itself. And because they 
did this first customer, they have implemented so many certificates and they want to get the 
return on the investment so they are trying to sell a similar product because they… Suddenly 
they know, ‘Oh, those guys from Sweden they like this kind of things and they want 
assurance on these kinds of things’. So they will keep pumping other customers in that 
region. ‘We are one of the few suppliers in China that can comply to this and that’. It’s more 
like a selling strategy going forward. So that’s how they involve in this one.                       
 
D11. So you are saying that the suppliers are ready before, once the business contact in 
initiated and the business is starting? 

Yes. I see… That is how a developing country becomes developed: it is a pull from the 
customers that draws them up to a higher level. Of course, there are local companies trying to 
innovate and trying to look around. ‘There are people doing this and that, those are good 
things, those are appreciated. Let’s do this’. It’s more likely that the situation is customers 
driving them to improve, rather than themselves.   
 
D12. Question 9. We are looking into actions that the focal company can take to help the 
supplier, and the sub-supplier maybe, to implement the requirements. Information systems 
and the work it takes to gather this type of information. Have you had any experience with 
this kind of support? Like training or chemical awareness-raising efforts? 

Yes. The biggest thing is actually communication. They need to explain to the supplier why 
they want this because otherwise the supplier look at this as a cost. ‘Why do you want this?’ 
Because it is not helping, it is not damaging the product neither. 
… it is unnecessary. 
Yes. So first thing is about communication. The second thing, when it comes to training and 
help, it separates from the companies: the big companies have the resources to do that but the 
small do not have, even if they want to. So even if the small company knows what they want 
they do not have the resources enough. The only thing they can do is to communicate, again: 
Why we want this, how we want this.. Get that understanding. So basically get the supplier to 
make a conscious decision. Because there is a future with this customer and a future for this 
product. The only way is to convey they are matching. It is actually a sales from the Swedish 
company. Sell to the supplier why they need to do that for us. It’s about the mentality ‘They 
have a good product, we are going to buy it’. Now, Swedes are much less arrogant compared 
to Americans, but the mentality usually is ‘Who has the power source?’. ‘I can pay you this 
but you have to do this’. It’s more like hard communication which creates less understanding. 
Engagement and communication, not necessarily teaching or training, because sometimes 
they don’t have the resources and sometimes they don’t even know how. And then, as part of 
the business always try to involve the supplier to a higher standard. Actually, it should be, 
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because I come from the procurement profession, we always struggle to put the procurement 
process into a higher level at the company, because at a technology company they put the 
biggest focus on R&D and they don’t care about anything else, anything else is supporting 
functions. If it is a marketing or fashion-type of company they are more focusing on the 
market and branding. They don’t care about anything else either. So depends on the type of 
business, seldom is a supporting function regarded as important, like procurement, like HR, 
no matter how they say it. They say that the company culture is important, and things like 
that but no. You do not spend you money on those supporting functions. Only… it is 
understandable, you only spend money on the core functions of the business. If it is a 
technology advance you of course focus on your R&D, if it is branding or service, concept or 
mind-set, of course you spending more money on communication and creation of the idea. It 
is understandable. But as always, said, it is important to put the procurement function into the 
management team to decide what is important for the company. If the product itself is 
important then the quality control is important, which means that you got to spend a certain 
amount of time in making sure that the supplier understand it, comply to that and develop on 
top of that. You want a supplier doing a higher level of quality than you, instead of the other 
way around. Again, it comes down to the cost issue: they will not overinvest. But if you are 
putting these requirements, year by year in terms of set up a routine on the annual review, and 
look at the business, always connect the requirements with the business. ‘We gave you this 
much of the business this year, you are making money. Now, let’s invest those money into 
something new’. Things like that. But generally, even for a big firm, it is not necessary to 
connect those things in their daily work, in their policies. So, I think that, from my 
profession, is the biggest focus to improve that. To get the awareness from the company’s 
management team. Let them understand that it is a part of business to include suppliers, if the 
suppliers are an important part of the product. Otherwise it is difficult to detalize the things 
because it changes, the company change the products from year to year so you have to say 
‘good bye’ to your suppliers even though you have a good relationship to them because 
simply you are shifting to something else. But doing that you are getting your awareness of 
what you want from someone, so when you look for new suppliers you know what you are 
looking for. Know what to ask and how to ask it. It’s also beneficial for the Swedish 
companies. 
So in an established supplier-buyer relationship, how would you say that focal companies 
should work with new issues, for example new information requirements? REACH for 
example is changing all the time, just as an example. In an existing relationship, how should 
the focal company act to facilitate? Like, ‘I want this type of information now’. How can they 
act to help the supplier with these new types of requirements? 

This is what I said, when you have a new requirement you have to always link it to the 
business. Because it is not enough for a CPO to sourcing professional to go to the supplier 
and say ‘You have to get REACH-certification for next year’, the supplier will only say 
‘Okay, are you willing to pay more money for that?’ because that costs money. Of course, a 
less senior professional would say ‘It’s not my decision, we just want that’. A seasoned one 
would say ‘Okay, but let’s your business marginal for next year, maybe you are looking for a 
bigger volume for next year’. If you have the money to do that. So it’s difficult, or less 
experienced, if you just put the requirements as a straightforward requirement. It always has 
to be in the context of business or investment or return because it is a business relationship, 
no matter how friendly you are on a partner-level. It’s always related to business. So for me, 
the only comment or recommendation is just to put this on a higher strategy, include it in the 
business. That is a good way to put forth your requirements, not just shoot emails saying 
‘This is a new requirements from EU, can you comply to that?’. 
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D13. Question 10 a.) What is your experience of Swedish focal company's ways of 
communicating with their upstream chain and detect difficulties with compliance before non-
compliance has occurred? A way to detect beforehand, ‘They are actually lacking these 
abilities’. 
No I think it is difficult, because you are stepping over the supplier’s fence and talking to a 
third-part which has direct impact on the suppliers. It’s equally difficult, as for anyone else in 
the world, where you step over you supplier to tier 2 or tier 3 suppliers. All you can do is 
establish a routine of checking the requirement, not just on the specification itself but also on 
how to control that. You are asking your supplier to do their supplier review on an annual 
basis. You can ask your suppliers to support documentation and store in their own database 
all that they need to do. It doesn’t matter if it is in Chinese or Swedish, you just have to make 
sure that they have certain measures taken to cover those areas. It’s virtually impossible to 
secure that sub-suppliers do not make mistakes. They are not intentionally making mistakes. 
They are making it because their suppliers are making mistakes and so forth. And usually, 
even if you have the resources you can only cover one tier, you can never go beyond. You 
can go there, but it’s too much information and impossible to handle. 
… Information that you are collecting far, far back in the chain? 
Yes, exactly. For example, for a mobile phone it has usually to one to four hundred 
component counts. When I say component counts, screw is one count for one component. So 
it’s… a smart one can design a phone with one hundred component, a stupid one, like [large 
company], can design very complicated phones. And they think they are the engineers, the 
genius. That is the problem… But anyways, screw is not a problem because it’s metal 
anyway, there is no profit thinking about it so you don’t put much focus on it. But plastic 
could be sensitive, you don’t need to check the sub-supplier, you just need to know what kind 
of brand you are buying. Because plastic is more like particles. They are heating the particles 
so it makes soft and then press them into shape. You just want to know what kind of particles 
they are buying. If it is a Korean one, you know it is traceable, if it’s a Japanese you know its 
traceable, if it is Chinese, big one, you know it is traceable. But if it is a no-name brand you 
have never heard about you say ‘No, I cannot accept that’. That’s what big companies do, but 
the small ones do not have the resources or the competence to do so. 
But why would you want traceability, in case of something happening? 
It’s just a trust issue. None of these big brands makes these kinds of mistakes… 

… Because you can trace them, so they don’t make mistakes? 
Yes, exactly. But again, bigger brands have a higher price. So it’s always linked to the 
business. Again, whatever information or purchasing it is never isolated. Any activity, in the 
context of business, is always related to business so it’s never an isolated issue and it is never 
possible to improve that with only isolated discussion. It always had to be connected to 
business. 
So you are not a big believer in capacity-building and training then? 
Training, yes, if you have more knowledge than the supplier. Then, of course… Just like I am 
saying, it is about communication and sharing the knowledge equally so that you can work 
together on the same target. So whether it is through training or workshop… 

Is it usually effective in your opinion? 
Yes, it is. Absolutely, it’s the most speedy way to improve. I mean, the education in Asia is 
built on acceptance ‘I tell you what to do. That is the right way to do, you just remember 
that’. So training is a more effective way because you basically tell them how to do. ‘You do 
not need to invest anything, just follow this’. So it’s actually more straightforward and it’s 
easier for them to accept. Do a workshop for open discussion, that is tricky. It could be 
culturally related, but the most efficient way would be training. But the purpose is not telling 
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them what to do, the purpose should also be increasing their understanding, why we are doing 
this. That should be the key point for everyone who has the budget to do training. 
 
D14. Question 11. What are the company actions to non-compliance? 

Not much, because if there’s issues they will either turn back the products or redo it.   
So would you say that it differs from company to company, how much leverage they have in 
their supply chain? How much they can push for the information, if it has not yet arrived? 
What formal consequences they can use? 

No, no. The contract is between the customer and the main supplier in China so it does not 
matter where is the problem, they just send back the products, either redo, rework or repair or 
hold the payment until everything is fixed. 
And then it is up to the supplier to… 

Yes, that is one of the reasons… Even if you don’t know much about the supplier it is 
important to regulate all those activities in the contract to begin with. Again, the reality it is 
never easy to implement or regulate exactly but at least it puts some pressure. And you 
minimize your loss and damage. It’s the only thing you can do, you can’t do anything else. 
You can’t sue those companies. They just go bankrupt, it is not like in America where you 
can sue you for accidents for millions. Actually, you do not have much to do, you can only 
ask them to redo, rework, refuse payment. Things like that. But the damage has happened. 
So, it is important in the beginning: know what you want, explain and communicate 
correctly, pick a good supplier of course, do not just look at the lowest price. Things like that. 
Legally cover all those liabilities. Clear.. and also discuss with them: ‘We want this and this 
and this. If you fail it will be this and this and this’. That is a part of the communication as 
well. 
Can you see a difference between using those sanctions as a threat, as motivation, and 
actually go through with it? Because chemical information is only one out of many, many 
requirements… 
It’s mainly a threat, rather than actual legal actions. 
Do you think suppliers know that? 
No, they just know that they won't get payed. 
But don’t they know, ‘We can get away with it. They really need our product so we don’t 
really need to send the information’? 

No, they know it upfront. They know the consequences. Those who want to fail to that, they 
are just gambling on that you will never discover that. So it was never an unconscious 
decision, it was always conscious if they were trying to falsify. I'm not convinced that anyone 
would be knowing that and doing that consciously, actually thought that ‘Oh, I did not know 
that was in the contract’. No, that is just… No, I do not think so. If you are smart enough to 
do the factory you have to know. 
 
D15. Question 12. What are the factors, in your opinion, determining the choice between the 
what action to take in case of non-compliance? 
This is a question of in case of non-compliance. Well, as I said I don’t see that there is much 
of a choice to make. If you want the product, you just ask them to fix it and take all the cost 
to do that. But I need a time, maybe two weeks and then you send it to me. Then you send it 
by air, not by boat because I cannot wait any longer. Things like that. Other way around is 
that I don’t want those things, will sue you for damage. That’s the only two options that I can 
see. And the second way does not usually end well. It was never a real option because it will 
cost a fortune just to sue. And you will never get paid anyway. Or you can sue them in 
Stockholm Chamber of Commerce and they can favour you for two million in damage but the 
supplier will not care, ‘Why would I pay two million to you? I just bankrupt the company. 
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So, no money’. Things like that. Sorry, so in my experience it’s not much of a choice. You 
either accept, try to rework…  And before, it can go beyond that. ‘Okay, we need the 
products so we try to fix it now, we need the supplier now but we cannot stick to that supplier 
anymore’. In parallel development, but it is a continuous… 

What about the more fuzzy requirements? For environmental declarations, certifications and 
the Swedish companies does not really need, but want more? It’s not a reason to reject the 
delivery or something like that, but they would very much like to have the information. 
It could be certification? 

Yes, information they need for certification, but it’s not something they have to have in order 
to sell their products. 
That will not be a problem because if it is important for the company they will clearly state 
that already several times from the beginning. So it is a part of the fulfilment, if you want to 
deliver the product to me you have to have those certificates. 
So you mean that if the requirements are not important enough they will not be in the 
documents, the quality specifications or…? 
They will not forget. They will not ever forget. Sell them to be a grey area.. It can only be a 
grey area that you mention a higher level, but the actual fulfilment could be interpreted 
differently. That is a subject for discussion. But, if it is subject for interpretation then it could 
also be subject to interpretation in Sweden. So it depends on your stand, if it is a hard stand 
that you have. ‘Okay, No, I would not like to listen to your explanations, I would rather you 
stick to my terminology’. It is just ‘Yes’ or ‘No’ in reality, for my take. If it is a ‘no’ then I 
use your argumentation in my situation to see if we can pass the regulation here, if it is okay 
then you don’t need to redo. Things like that. But it’s not much factors into it, it’s a 
subjective judgement. 
So have you ever experienced that situation where the company wants something but they 
can’t put enough pressure behind it? 

Yes, that is what I get payed for. 
… for the small and medium-sized companies who does not have the resources or money to 
reject the deliveries for example, or refuse payment..? 
No, but if they are payed a customer then I have to think it over it for them. I haven’t missed 
anything yet. So, if they payed me for the service I think I have drafted the policy or the 
contract is enough… 

But do you see my point? That they want a piece of information but they need the delivery 
and they have other interests that are more important than this chemical information 
requirements? So they can’t really reject the delivery because the information has not been 
provided as agreed. 
But then it is a lesson-learned for them. If it is done that way and they cannot get what they 
want, because this is not highest priority to communicate to begin with, then it’s done. It is a 
lesson learned that… I think it is up to the customer; it is their own choice of importance to 
decide the requirements. If they have not done that, then it’s not the supplier's’ fault. It’s also 
the hard reality that ‘you want this, we deliver and you have to fulfil your obligation which is 
pay us for that. And additional things: yes, we can help but it is not the initial commitment 
that we did from the beginning.’ So that is how I see it. 
 
D16. Question 13. We wanted to ask you, what is the difference between setting forth an 
information requirement in the contract or in the quality specification? 

The contract is only for the commercial business relationship and liability and damage related 
if you breach them. It more a higher level of framework, it only defines obligations… Things 
like that. But the requirements on the product, things like this, it is totally different. It’s more 
product specific. 
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We have read that some companies they appendix suppliers’ codes of conducts to the 
contract. What is the legal difference, that is what we are trying to understand? Between 
appendix it to the contract or put the requirement in the quality specification? In terms of 
consequences. 
No, it does not matter actually. It is just a terminology that is used differently. It has the same 
legal binding. Either you put it in the appendix that you have to comply with this. By signing 
the contract they are saying that they have accepted the appendix requirements. But also you 
can put it separately, but still refer in the contract that you have to fulfil the requirement set 
forth by the company. 
… In the quality specifications? 

You don’t have to specify where. It still has the same legal binding. Again, only big 
companies execute legal rights because it’s just too costly to do that. So, it’s just a formality. 
It’s funny, because proactive companies, such as H&M and IKEA… 
Yes, but they are big. They pay millions for legal counsels. So they have to use them. That’s 
the way I see it. 
It’s just sounds like they are bragging when they say that they have their information 
requirements in the contracts, but what are they really saying when they are saying that that is 
a preferable way of communicating the requirements? We have not understood the 
advantage. Why would they bother to put these kinds of information requirements in the 
contract to begin with? 

No, no, it’s just that it is more visible that way. There is a commercial relationship, it is 
coupled with other… every requirement around that, as a total package, makes it more 
visible. But the thing is not about where they put this requirement, the thing is about how 
they routine check on these requirements which is why H&M and IKEA are doing better than 
the others. They have people doing review and training help them understand why they want 
this. They have people review their cost margin to say ‘Okay, we understand, we could 
accept a higher price this year’, which small companies will never do. That is how they are 
doing better than the others. It’s not just chemicals, it also comes to the social responsibility 
and child labour and those things. So they are better in that sense. 
 

[1] At this stage the interviewees were reminded of our definition of compliance. 
[2] The interviewees were reminded of our definition of compliance. 
 


