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1 INTRODUCTION
The largest amount of packaging put in the market in the Nordic countries is composed of
paper and paperboard materials (Jakobsen & Kaysen 2003), and has a global market share
is 35 % of total packaging materials, followed by plastics (Korhonen et al. 2020). Based on
the interviews by Korhonen et al. (2020), fiber-based packaging were found likely to
increase their market share in the future and were discussed as future winners when it came
to environmentally friendly materials.
The abundant use of fiber-based packaging can be explained by its characteristics.
Paperboard is a versatile material and has excellent qualities as an affordable and sustainable
packaging material due to its stiffness, low weight, recyclability and biodegradability
(Hirvikorpi et al. 2010). Due to its hydrophilic, hygroscopic, and porous properties, barrier
coatings are commonly used to preserve color, odor, taste and quality, enable heat sealing,
and prevent the permeation of grease, water, water vapor and mineral oil (Venkatesh et al.
2018). Barriers can be manufactured from different sources of polymers, such as
conventional plastics, biodegradable and/or bio-based plastics, fossil or bio-based and/or
biodegradable polymers, or polymers extracted from side streams and by-products (Coltelli
et al. 2015).
The raw materials of the food packaging are chosen to suit the purpose and functions of the
packaging. The functions of food packaging can be divided under several groups, such as
logistical, marketing and environmental functions (Beckeman & Olsson 2010). More
specifically, Robertson (2013) categorizes the primary functions of packaging as
containment, protection, convenience and communication. He states that the packaging must
protect the food from environmental influences, such as water, gases, micro-organisms,
vibrations during transport and compressive forces. Additionally, the protection function of
packaging influences the shelf life of the food, and once the packaging is opened or damaged,
it no longer protects the product. In addition to protective functions, packaging plays a major
role in consumer convenience, which promotes the sales of the product and serves as an
important aspect of packaging design (Robertson 2013). Finally, the communication
function of the packaging helps consumers to make purchasing decisions, retailers to sell
products using scanning equipment, and distribution centers in organizing and handling
packaging units (Robertson 2013).
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The functions of packaging are interconnected and must be considered in packaging
development processes (Beckeman & Olsson 2010). Fiber-based food packaging goes
through a complex lifecycle, which involves multiple internal and external stakeholders,
with different environments, objectives and needs from the packaging (Majava et al 2015).
Packaging can therefore be seen as a part of a larger integrated system, where several actors
are linked through value chains, affecting one another’s decision making and processes
(Beckeman & Olsson 2010, Rundh 2005). That is why innovation and product development
of new materials and packaging requires efforts from several actors (Beckeman & Olsson
2010), which Freeman (2010) defines as stakeholders. Organization’s decisions and
performance are highly dependent on the quality of managing its relationships with key
stakeholders, such as customers, suppliers, employees and other organizations (Freeman &
Phillips 2002).
A value chain is a system of interdependent activities, which are connected by linkages
between the stakeholders (Porter & Millar 1985). It consists of stakeholders and internal and
external activities, which a specific industry or company performs in order to deliver a
valuable product or to achieve goals of the business (McGuffog 2016). Due to the connecting
linkages between stakeholders, one activity influences other activities, costs and
effectiveness of the value chain (Porter & Millar 1985).
The concept of value chain was first described by Porter (1985): “The value a company
creates is measured by the amount that buyers are willing to pay for a product or service”.
More recently, value chains have been described as more multidirectional systems, rather
than linear. The value-grid approach recognizes that it is not always possible to directly
influence the customer, therefore, a broader view on controlling the customer’s decisions is
needed (Phil & Holweg 2006). In the value-grid model, companies can explore the full value
chain and identify which stakeholders drive the purchasing decisions (Phil & Holweg 2006).
The value creation described by Porter (1985) depends on the objectives and goals of the
customer, and it is therefore essential to know the processes and instruments that are used in
achieving the objectives of the company (McGuffog 2016). Value is created through a chain
of linked stakeholders, which is why there are many aspects to delivering overall value.
Value chain assessment allows businesses to identify the essential steps which create value
for customer (McGuffog 2016) and can be used as tools in business management, product
development and collaboration (Bititci et al. 2004).
Two important parts of value chain management are managing relationships with suppliers
and selection of the packaging materials. (Cristea & Cristea 2017). During the selection
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process, decision makers must satisfy multiple criteria, such as price, quality, customer
service and delivery, which involve the managing of trade-offs regarding the multiple criteria
of stakeholders (Banaeian et al. 2014). Selecting materials for packaging is a challenging
task. The selection process aims to choose the best material to meet the predetermined
criteria of the product, the manufacturing processes, and different stakeholders’ needs. Food
packaging has to ensure preservability of the product, safety for the user and the environment
and fulfill the requirements of legislation (Grönman et al. 2013). The availability of a wide
range of different materials and the complexity of relationships between selection parameters
make the decision making complex (Athawale et al. 2011). Due to the effect of the material
on manufacturing processes, poorly selected materials can lead to challenges and
unnecessary cost (Athawale et al. 2011).
Another important part of value chain management is the management of relationships.
Collaboration has a key function in value chain management and product development,
which has been researched intensively (Bititci et al. 2004, Huxham & Vangen 2013, Min et
al. 2005). Designing products that meet the market demand and create value for customers
requires collaboration across the value chain (Niemelä-Nyrhinen & Uusitalo 2013).
Additionally, the development of strategic alliances, networks and other collaborative
relationships is an important part of organizations’ strategies (Huxham & Vangen 2013).
Min et al. (2005) categorize collaboration as a business process, where different stakeholders
work towards mutual goals, have joint decision making and problem solving while sharing
information across the value chain. Additionally, companies work in collaboration to plan
and execute operations, which results in greater success than they would achieve to by
working alone (Simatupang 2002). Therefore, collaboration enhances decision making and
supply chain efficiency, which adds value to the companies’ processes (Min et al. 2005).
Simatupang (2002) describes two forms of collaboration: horizontal and vertical. He states
that vertical collaboration occurs between suppliers and customers, while horizontal
collaboration takes place between competitors and non-competitors. In vertical
collaboration, each stakeholder of the value chain possesses a set of knowledge, skills and
assets, which are needed to produce and design a product that creates value and meets
performance requirements for the entire chain (Dekkers 2018).
Different industries have varying types of collaboration, and the food industry has found to
benefit from inter-organizational collaboration (Min et al. 2005). However, some researchers
have found limitations in collaboration during food packaging development (Molina-Besch
& Pålsson 2016, Verghese & Lewis 2007). They state that packaging is often developed by
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one of the stakeholders in the packaging supply chain, focusing merely on their internal
requirements rather than working in collaboration with different stakeholders. Lehtonen &
Uusitalo (2011) found that this was also true in Finnish packaging value chains. Another
issue concerning collaboration within the packaging value and supply chain was the lack of
adaptability to change (Magnusson et al. 2013). In other words, stakeholders focus on
optimizing their own processes and remain unwilling to adjust and compromise for
improvements (Magnusson et al. 2013). Additionally, stakeholders are not willing to share
costs, risks or potential value gains, unless there is clear business potential (Olsson 2010).
Limited knowledge of the stakeholder criteria creates barriers and challenges in packaging
development (Magnusson et al. 2013).
The packaging industry goes through frequent changes, and according to Beckeman &
Olsson (2011), there has been a change in the food sector regarding the roles of different
stakeholders. For instance, retailers have increased their influence over supply chains and
the change has increased demands for more flexible production. As a result, the rest of the
value chain has needed to adjust and adopt a more flexible and customer-oriented method of
operation (Beckeman & Olsson 2011). Additionally, it can be argued that the largest trend
changing the markets today is sustainability. However, the market entry for more
environmentally friendly packaging solutions has been slow, considering the amount of
opportunities available. As the amount of opportunities and their complexity grow, the need
to manage relationships with external stakeholders with the intention of receiving additional
knowledge and skills for innovation processes is viewed as increasingly important (Bigliardi
et al. 2010). Enkel et al. (2020) states that digital technology will have an impact on coinnovation and how organizations work together. Therefore, in order to adopt sustainable
materials in food packaging, there needs to be a change in the way companies collaborate on
designing packaging that suits the modern world.
Even though collaboration and decision making regarding supplier and material selection
have been abundantly studied in the packaging industry mainly regarding fast moving
consumer goods (Simms and Trott 2010, 2014), scientific literature is lacking on the
interactions of stakeholders in the value chain of food packaging. Additionally, collaboration
across the value chain from raw materials to retailer stores has rarely been studied, therefore,
the interactions within the value chain remain unclear. On the other hand, previous research
regarding supplier and material selection has focused primarily on finding methods to either
manage or determine stakeholder criteria (Banaeian et al. 2015, Tidwell & Sutterfield 2012),
or finding supportive models for decision makers in supplier selection (Cebi & Bayaktar
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2003, Cristea & Cristea 2017, Jarupan et al. 2004). However, previous research has not
assessed the effect that stakeholder criteria has on food packaging development and supplier
selection regarding formation of new partnerships and selection of new materials and
suppliers. In order to understand the criteria of the food packaging value chain as a whole
and how collaboration is practiced across the value chain, a wider and multidimensional
approach is needed.
This research is funded by CH-Polymers Oy, a polymer dispersion manufacturer and was
conducted in with their collaboration. CH-Polymers Oy is a Finnish company located in
Raisio (R&D, sales and marketing), Kaipiainen (production) and Espoo. They supply and
manufacture coating solutions for paper and packaging, including dispersion barriers for
food packaging. They hold a strong position in the market for coated board, label and
packaging papers and their focus areas are sustainability, efficiency, upgraded printability
and products for food packaging. (CH-Polymers Oy 2020).
CH-Polymers Oy has a scope of further understanding their value chain, and the
collaboration between the primary value chain members. Therefore, this research has two
main aims. The first aim is to identify how primary external stakeholders of the CHPolymers’ value chain collaborate with each other. The second aim is to gain a broad
understanding of the decision making regarding supplier and material selection.
To achieve the aims of this research, the first objective concerning the first aim is to identify
the different roles that stakeholders have in the value chain. The second objective is to gain
knowledge of how stakeholders collaborate during packaging development. The third
objective is to identify how partnerships are created and finally, the fourth objective of the
first aim is to find the challenges related to value chain collaboration and partnership
creation.
The first objective concerning the second main aim is to obtain information on how
stakeholders evaluate different suppliers and materials. The second objective is to identify
how decisions are managed internally. The third objective is to gain insight on how criteria
guide the decisions regarding supplier and material selection, and finally, the fourth
objective is to identify the challenges concerning supplier and material selection.
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2 MATERIALS AND METHODS
In order to achieve the objectives of this research, qualitative case study was chosen as the
main research method. It is an approach which enables the exploration of a phenomenon
within its context and the discovery of occurrences within the studied phenomenon, which
can only be perceived through observing and asking questions from inside the studied
environments (Baxter & Jack 2010, Gillham 2000). According to Yin (2003), case study
should be considered if contextual conditions are relevant for the studied phenomenon, the
boundaries are not clear between the phenomenon and the context, and the research
questions or objectives answer “how” and “why” questions. In this research, all three aspects
determined by Yin (2003) were fulfilled. The further specification of a case study should be
guided by the overall aim of the study (Baxter & Jack 2010). Yin (2003) divides the types
of case study in three: explanatory, exploratory and descriptive. Descriptive case study was
chosen for this research, because it enables direct observation of the research topic and
provides a holistic overview of the phenomenon within a real-life context (Yin 2003). It
answers the research questions “what”, “how” and “what kind of”, which is compatible with
the objectives and aims of this research.

2.1 The case
Gillham (2000) describes a case as an individual, a group, a community or an institution,
and there can also be multiple cases in the research. A case study investigates a single or
multiple cases and aims to answer the research questions through the evidence available in
the case setting. Additionally, Gillham (2000) states that a case is a unit of human activity
embedded in the real world – it can only be studied in context, which exists in the present
moment. Therefore, the case has unknown and specific characteristics, which is why the
scope and the research questions must remain open and adaptable throughout the research
(Gillham 2000).
The goal of this research was to study the processes, actions and thoughts of different
stakeholders within the value chain of CH-Polymers Oy, and form a multidimensional view
of collaboration and decision making regarding supplier and material selection between the
value chain members. The goal is not only to describe the differences and replicate findings
across the case, but also to understand the connections, processes and the multidimensional
perspective of the research findings within the studied value chain. Every company in the
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value chain operates differently and collaborates with different stakeholders, therefore,
having different views from stakeholders of the chain is important. Therefore, the following
case was selected for this study: decision making regarding supplier and material selection
and collaboration across the CH-Polymer Oy value chain of fiber-based packaging.

2.2 Data collection
Six semi-structured interviews were conducted as the main data collection method. The
interviews were arranged using Microsoft Teams and by phone during 15.5. – 4.6.2020.
Every interview was recorded for further analysis of the data.
Semi-structured interviews were selected because they allow the participants to raise
questions and concerns in their own perspectives (Brinkmann 2013), therefore, they provide
a very rich source of data (Gillham 2000). In this research, the participants had specialist
knowledge of the research topic, which is why they needed to be given freedom to describe
the facts which they find important (Gillham 2000). However, there are some challenges
regarding interviews as a single data collection method, because they provide indirect
information reconstructed by the participants. Koskinen et al. (2005) advises against
interviews as a singular method if the relevant information of the studied phenomenon is
divided between multiple people in the company, or if the studied phenomenon is a technical
process, historical event or a cultural matter. In this case, the knowledge of the studied case
was divided between multiple people in the company. However, the knowledge regarding
this research topic was most likely available for certain employees due to their
responsibilities, such as managers. Therefore, participants were carefully selected to ensure
that they had experience in the applicable field of knowledge before the interviews.

2.2.1 The participants of the interviews
In order to gain different perspectives on the research questions, five companies were
selected to represent the primary stakeholders of CH-Polymers Oy. The companies were
from each primary stakeholder group illustrated in Figure 1: paper and board producer,
converter, food producer and retailer. Other stakeholder groups, such as secondary
stakeholders (consumers, non-governmental organizations) were excluded from this
research because they are not directly involved in the relevant context of this study.
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There were three criteria for the participating companies. First, their business activities
needed to be compatible with the value chain of CH-Polymers Oy. Therefore, the
participating companies had to be suppliers or purchasers of fiber-based food packaging or
packaging materials and potentially be capable of using dispersion barriers as a coating in
their products. Second, they had to have business activities in the Nordic countries and
preferably be based in Finland to provide evidence from a Nordic viewpoint. Finally, it was
important that the chosen companies could form a coherent imaginary value chain.

Fossil-based
raw
materials

Printing

Barrier
manufacturers

Paper and
board
manufacturers

Bio-based
raw
materials

Recycling

Packaging
converters

Food
Producers

Retailers

Consumers

Incineration

Composting

Figure 1. A generic outline of the packaging value chain of fiber-based packaging. Barrier manufacturers,
paper and board producers, packaging converters, food producers and retailers are the primary stakeholders
(Rundt 2005, Koukoulas & Triantafillopoulos 2018).

The participants of the interview were employees of the selected companies. Magnusson &
Marecek (2015) state that the people selected for the interviews should have had experience
with the researched phenomena, therefore, the selected participants had good understanding
of the company’s collaboration with other stakeholders and how decisions were managed
within their company. They worked in managerial positions related to purchasing, sales,
marketing and development. All participants interviewed were heavily involved in decision
making or product development and had experience in collaborating with other companies
in their value chains.
The participants were recruited by contacting the chosen employees first by e-mail and then
by phone. The contact information was provided by CH-Polymers Oy. In order to ensure
that the participants were suitable for the interview, they were given information about the
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research objectives and the main topics of the interview. However, the interview questions
were not provided for the participants beforehand.
The aim of this research was to study CH-Polymers Oy’s value chain, which entails their
insight as also important. CH-Polymers Oy was interviewed from a barrier manufacturer’s
perspective, and there were two participants in the interview. In the case of other companies,
only a single participant was selected for an interview. The descriptions of the other five
participating companies are further described in Table 1. The participating companies will
remain anonymous and will be referred to by their role in the value chain. For instance, CHPolymers Oy will be referred to as “barrier manufacturer”.
Table 1. The participating companies of the study.
Participant

Company description

Barrier manufacturer
(CH-Polymers Oy)

Coating solutions for paper and packaging, including dispersion barriers for
food packaging. Strong expertise in coated board, label and packaging papers
and their focus areas are sustainability, efficiency, upgraded printability and
products for food packaging.

Paper and board
producer

Large company, which produces food service boards, folding box boards,
beverage products and boards with aqueous dispersion barriers.

Packaging converter

Large company, which produces packaging for food service, food and
beverages, including fiber based packaging and flexible packaging.
Medium sized company producing wide range of foods under several brands.

Food producer A
Food producer B

Small food company producing fresh bakery products, freezed oven-ready
products for retailers and food service products.

Retailer

Large retail chain operating in all areas in Finland and having a wide range of
private label brands.

Before arranging the interviews, a pre-test was conducted to test the questions and the
recording. Following pre-testing, a pilot test was conducted with a participant, who had a
broad understanding of the research phenomena, but who was not a stakeholder in the
investigated case. The pilot test was used to understand the phenomena better, as well as to
assess the order of the questions, the scope of the contents and the amount of time required.

2.2.2 The interviewing process
The prepared interview questions (Attachments 1–3) were created carefully with the research
objectives in mind. The interviews varied slightly depending on the company’s role in the
value chain. According to Koskinen et al. (2005), the structure of the questions in a semistructured interview should be open-ended and the amount of questions should vary from 5–
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12. Magnusson & Marecek (2015) state that good interview questions should motivate the
participants in conversation and emphasize issues, which they find important. They also state
that the questions should provide material directly related to the interview topics, which
address the research objectives. Therefore, the interview questions were created based on
the instructions by Koskinen et al. (2005) and Magnusson & Marecek (2015).
The interviews of this research were conducted in Finnish and started with an overview of
the topics to ensure that the participant knew what kind of information was important for the
research. After this, the main body of the interview followed the questions presented in
Attachments 1–3. The subsequent specific questions were adjusted according to the flow of
the participant’s topics. The duration of the interviews varied between 38–69 minutes. Subquestions were presented if the participant did not address the matters directly.

2.3 Method of analyses
Interviews were transcribed word-for-word immediately after the interviews. The
transcriptions were written down including only meaningful indicators such as punctuation
marks, pauses and interruptions. Transcribing helps the researcher to familiarize with the
data and form preliminary themes and connections to help the further coding and
categorizing of the data (Gillham 2000). After the data had been transcribed, it was analyzed
using qualitative methods. The basic analytical approach was inductive, which is commonly
used to explore new phenomena or to study previously researched phenomena with a
different perspective (Gabriel 2013). During inductive approach, the researcher reads the
data looking for key words, trends and themes, and the actual data will help in outlining the
analysis (Guest et al. 2012). This was also the case in this research – the codes and the themes
derived from the data and were not predetermined. By contrast, the deductive approach is
guided by hypotheses, which are usually predetermined along with the categories and codes,
therefore, this type of study is not as suitable for this research (Guest et al. 2012).
The data collected from the interviews were analyzed using thematic analysis method,
because it enables the identification and description of both direct and indirect meanings in
the data, which are described as themes. The analysis was conducted in three stages described
by Magnusson and Marecek (2015). First, the transcribed interviews were carefully read
through several times. The aim of this stage was to become familiarized with the data and
detect important and repetitive subjects from the interview transcripts. The data was divided
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into topics determined by the interview questions, which is why the data was segmented
using the interview questions as the basis for code development. The second step of the
analysis was coding of the data, in which the meanings in the text were systematically sorted
into different categories (Guest et al. 2012). Every phrase or section of the transcripts that
could possibly be relevant, was coded. The coding was conducted using an Atlas.ti program,
which enabled the categorization and exploration of code repetition within the data.
After coding of the data, themes were created by categorizing the codes into groups. Table
2 shows the themes and repetitive codes found from the data. The participants shared a large
amount of information regarding their own product development processes and role as a part
of the packaging value chain, which revealed how companies collaborate during different
stages of product development and how suppliers and customers are involved in the
development process. Therefore, the main themes were chosen as: objectives of
collaboration, stakeholder roles, need and opportunity, packaging development process and
creation of partnerships.
Table 2. Themes and codes that derived from the data.
Themes

Codes

Sub-codes

Objectives of collaboration Working towards mutual goals
Sharing of resources
Collaboration during change
Benefitting from other's expertise
Stakeholder roles

Integration of stakeholders

Need and opportunity

Supplier and customer involvement

Packaging development
process

Value chain criteria

Quality & safety
Price
Sustainability
Supplier criteria
Production and equipment

Concept development and evaluation
Supplier and material selection
Market entry
Limitations for collaboration

Creation of partnerships

Long-term relationships
First steps of partnerships

The decision makers
The source of information
Resources
Time
Lack of integration
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3 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
This chapter presents and discusses the key findings from the semi-structured interviews. It
is common in qualitative research to present the results and discussion in the same chapter
because the results cannot be understood without commentary and discussion (Magnusson
& Marecek 2015). This chapter will be divided in five sections based on the themes presented
in Table 2 in the previous chapter.
In the first section, the results regarding the theme objectives of collaboration will be
presented and discussed. The findings include the objectives of inter-organizational
collaboration and the reason behind the necessity of collaboration between the value chain
stakeholders. This section will provide important information on how the participants view
collaboration, and why it is important for them. The second section presents the results and
discussion regarding the theme stakeholder roles. It will give insight on which stakeholders
work together and what kind of roles different members of the value chain have regarding
manufacturing packaging from raw-materials to finished product-packaging system. In the
third section, the theme need and opportunity will be presented and discussed. This section
will provide information about the interactions and involvement of different stakeholders in
the development process during need and opportunity oriented development. In the fourth
section, the results concerning the theme packaging development process will be presented
and discussed. This section will provide insight into the many factors which stakeholders
need to take into consideration during packaging development, as well as material and
supplier selection, and how different stakeholders collaborate in different stages of the
development process. Finally, the last section will present and discuss the results regarding
the theme partnership creation, which will give insight into the habits of partnership creation
by analyzing long-term and new partnerships, and their meaning in starting collaborative
projects.

3.1 Value chain collaboration – objectives and purpose
During the interviews, the participants were asked to describe why collaboration is important
for their companies. Figure 2 shows examples shared by the participants. The majority of
participants shared experiences from their product development projects and it was clear that
the main purpose of collaboration was to strive for successful product development. In the
manufacturing industry, product development is the key to long-term success of a company
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(Hilletoft et al. 2009) and collaborative product development has the potential to decrease
manufacturing and development costs, decrease product and process development time, and
increase commercialization opportunities (Dekkers 2018). Therefore, investing in the
management of relationships in product development can bring many benefits to companies.

Successful
packaging
development

Working
towards
mutual
goals
Sharing
information
Collaboration
Benefitting
from
other’s
expertise

Collaboration during
change
Sharing
resources

Figure 2. Objectives of collaboration shared by the participants.

The interview data showed that value chain stakeholders were dependent on knowledge,
resources, skills and capabilities that were shared across the value chain by other
stakeholders. An example was that it was common for packaging manufacturers to provide
technical assistance to their customers. For instance, food producer A and B noted turning to
their packaging machine suppliers during new product development to help them set up their
machines and get technical support. Additionally, converter explained that they exchanged
information with their suppliers, and in return for sharing market information, their suppliers
exchanged other useful information or resources, such as research capabilities: “In a way,
we get to benefit from that and do not have to do everything on our own.” Resulting from
wider access to capabilities and knowledge, both converter and their suppliers benefitted
from collaborating with each other.
According to Fliess & Becker (2005), collaboration allows companies to develop and
maintain a competitive advantage through reduction of costs, customized product
characteristics and better quality. It is a necessity to work together in the packaging industry
because the industry is scattered by nature (Beckeman & Olsson 2010). In other words,
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companies rely on their suppliers to manufacture and develop materials for their products,
which makes companies dependent on each other’s resources and services (Simatupang
2002). Therefore, benefitting from other value chain stakeholders through sharing of
resources, skills and capabilities is an important goal of collaboration.
Some participants described the increasing significance of collaboration during changes in
the packaging industry. The consumers’ interest and knowledge towards sustainability issues
had grown significantly during the past few years and value chain focus points had moved
in a more sustainable direction. This had led to the necessity of collaborating with a broader
range of both internal and external stakeholders, as described by the retailer.
The change in the packaging market has been driven by consumers’ attitudes and new
regulations set by the EU, as well as other trends (Ellen MacArthur Foundation 2019). The
EU regulations, such as the ban on single-use plastics and waste targets has forced the
packaging industry to actively seek for more environmentally friendly solutions and set
ambitious goals for packaging recyclability (Directive (EU) 2019/904, Directive (EU)
2018/851). Therefore, the recent changes in the packaging industry have motivated
companies to build broader collaborative networks.
Working towards mutual goals highlighted the importance of collaboration for the majority
of participants. Converter noted that it was important to recognize the requirements and
limitations of the value chain in order to produce products and services that work well in the
production lines and in the logistics network, including retailers’ shelves and warehouses.
Due to retailers’ roles as “gate keepers” for consumer markets, collaboration with the retailer
was important especially for food manufacturers A and B, while other participants trusted
the food producers to handle the communication with the retailer-end of the value chain.
Regardless, it was evident in the data that value chain stakeholders understood the
importance of working towards common goals and found collaboration important for
understanding the objectives of the value chain.

3.2 Stakeholder roles
Each stakeholder had an important role in the life cycle of fiber based packaging and as a
part of a collaborative network. The collaboration between stakeholders varied depending
on their roles and how closely they operated to each other or the final packaging. The
assessed food packaging value chain consisted of both packaging manufacturers and users,
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which made the value chain a heterogeneous group of actors. Packaging manufacturers were
a diverse group, which included barrier manufacturer, paper and board producer and
converter. According to Beckeman & Olsson (2011), packaging manufacturers contribute
directly to the final packaging, but their impact is dependent on how closely they were
involved in the final packaging.
The closest collaboration partner for barrier manufacturers were paper and board producers,
and their collaboration was influenced by the history of co-operating in latex production and
development. The data showed that barrier manufacturer had a crucial role in food
packaging development due to the necessity of including barrier layers in many fiber-based
packaging (Venkatesh et al. 2018). They were committed to finding alternatives for plastic
in packaging and creating recyclable and biodegradable barriers for current need. However,
despite barrier manufacturer’s important role in providing shelf life for packed foods and
contributing to more sustainable packaging solutions, they did not usually take part in the
actual food packaging development. Their role was to design and supply materials for paper
and board producers and converters, while having limited involvement in the packaging
development. Barrier manufacturer stated that in order to obtain information about the endcustomers’ needs and requirements, a better way of communicating with the packaging users
was needed.
Paper and board producer collaborated closely with their material suppliers to design and
produce materials for food packaging. They noted that their goal was to include both food
producers and converters in collaboration and described the importance of integrating the
customer in the development process: “When converters make the packaging, it is the brand
owner who determines the features of it”. Therefore, collaboration with food producers
allowed paper and board producer to get in touch with the final customers early in the
development process. According to Beckeman & Olsson (2011), paper and board producers
are often large, traditional and global companies, and some also have business activities in
converting. This enables the possibility to design and manufacture both the paperboard and
the packaging. However, paper and board producer argued that this was not very common
in Finland.
Despite the active collaboration between paper and board producers and food producers, it
was converter’s role to actively communicate with food producers, design and manufacture
the food packaging, and purchase suitable materials from paper and board producers.
Therefore, they had a central role in food packaging development. Converter made sure that
the packaging materials work well in production for them and for their customers. Some
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converters are able to provide the entire packaging system solution, including filling
equipment, packaging materials, distribution equipment and technical assistance for food
producers (Govindarajan & Gupta 2001). This makes them important and close collaboration
partners for food producers.
The packaging users consisted of food producer A and B and retailer. Their role was to
deliver information for the packaging manufacturers regarding the consumer markets, give
feedback and exchange information about requirements, needs and possibilities. Food
producers A and B had a crucial role, as they determined the product specifications for the
food packaging. They were required to pass on information about the retailer’s needs as well,
as they were the communication link to the retailer markets.
As packaging and brand development are important differentiation tools and drivers for
innovation amongst retailers, they actively analyze the markets and consider what the
consumers are willing to buy (Beckeman & Olsson 2011). According to the data, retailers
had an important, yet passive role regarding packaging development. Their input and
feedback was valued and their requirements were necessary to take into consideration. Yet,
retailers rarely took part in the actual development process. Mathu & Phetla (2017) found
that integration and collaboration of retailers in the development process improved the
response to the customers’ requirements. They also found that retailers have access to
information about market trends and purchasing patterns. According to Beckeman & Olsson
(2011) and Simms & Trott (2010), the risk of losing investment if the product fails is carried
by the food producer. Therefore, integrating the retailer enables the consideration of
consumers’ needs during product development and decreases the risk of failure.
Retailer noted that their relationship with food producers were “symbiosis-like” and frequent
conversations were had regarding market opportunities and consumer experiences. As
common goals were shared with the aim of serving mutual consumers, collaboration during
product development was key. According to Food producer A and B, the relationship was
managed by their sales departments. However, food producer B stressed that their product
development group sometimes lacked useful contact with retailers. Additionally, interviews
by Beckeman & Olsson (2011) revealed that collaboration between retailers and food
producers existed to some extent in regard to retailer brands. However, when it came to food
producers’ own product development, retailers’ roles were merely to share feedback
concerning finished packaging. Food producer B stressed that the engagement of retailers in
their product development would be valuable, although it rarely happened. Therefore, they
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argued that it would be beneficial to gain feedback in an earlier phase, preferably during
development.
“There’s a common goal that works for the retailer and works for us, and in that case, the
consumer wants to buy it too. You see, if the retailer doesn’t like one of our solutions, they
won’t put it on their shelves. Therefore, the product does not sell and it is a flop” – Food
producer B
The data showed that collaboration with the closest value chain members was an important
part of each stakeholder’s product development strategy and there was a recognition of the
importance of integrating the whole value chain during product development. However,
there seemed to be a lack of connectivity between the packaging manufacturers and the
packaging users. Packaging development was for the most part conducted in collaboration
with food producers, converters and paper and board producers, while other material
suppliers were only involved in the manufacturing of the material. Additionally,
communication with retailers was usually managed through the food producers and it was
uncommon for retailers to take part in development projects or other workshops with other
value chain members.
There can be several factors that affect the integration of the value chain. As the majority of
meetings and conversations were held between two parties, there may have been challenges
in communicating correct and up-to-date information towards the ends of the value chain.
This was also noted by barrier manufacturer, stating that up-to-date information did not
always reach them during the early stages of product development. As efficient
communication was a key to successful collaboration and product development, challenges
in information sharing were crucial. In order to improve collaboration, food producer A had
introduced more three-party-meetings, which may have a positive impact on communication
challenges.
Another limitation was the lack of resources, which was identified as a barrier for
collaboration amongst the majority of participating companies. Barrier manufacturer noted
that it may not be worthwhile to collaborate with all stakeholders in the value chain, arguing
that it may be more profitable to collaborate with the closest stakeholders. This thought was
also shared by the retailer. Food producers A and B noted having limited resources to
collaboration as well, even though they had concentrated on developing inter-organizational
collaboration during the recent years. Food producer B mentioned not having enough time
to keep in contact with suppliers and collaborating as much as they would prefer. They noted:
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“It would be very important to take that time [for collaboration]. Many little problems would
disappear if things would be more carefully thought of and gone through together.”
Therefore, the future challenge is to integrate the value chain in a way that enables
stakeholders to work towards mutual goals in an effective way. Wenbin & Hongyi (2019)
suggested that the integration of supply chain partners can lead to a collaborative advantage
and better performance, as well as improve the supply chain’s investments for a sustainable
future. Therefore, collaboration should not be viewed merely as an expenditure of resources,
but rather as the provider of them.

3.3 Need and opportunity
It is important to recognize that even though each stakeholder has an individual role in the
development process, the initiative for packaging development may come from any
stakeholder in the value chain. Figure 3 illustrates the interactions between stakeholders of
the studied value chain and two of the drivers of packaging development: opportunity and
need. The figure shows that whether the project is initiated by the packaging manufacturers
or the packaging users will influence the sequence of events and the involvement of different
stakeholders in the development process.

Figure 3. Drivers of packaging development (need and opportunity) and stakeholder interactions during
packaging development.
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As described earlier, the studied value chain was divided between packaging manufacturers
and packaging users. These two groups were connected through collaboration between food
producers, paper and board producers and converters, by whom information about markets
and consumers, requirements concerning packaging, as well as technology and innovations
were exchanged and carried across the entire value chain.
The involvement of packaging manufacturers and users in the development and design of
the packaging changed according to the project and process stage, but more importantly,
they were dependent on the capability and resources of the food producer. Depending on
whether the project was driven by need or opportunity, the food producers were involved in
the process from the beginning by sharing requirements and specifications for the product
design and materials, or towards the end, during testing of the materials and packaging.
According to converter, larger food companies had more resources and packaging expertise,
which allowed them to be more involved in the technical design development. In fact, large
food producers may have even been able to design the entire package.
In a need-oriented approach, the packaging development was started after the food product
was finished or almost finished, and packaging was developed based on the specifications
determined by the food producer. Food producers usually initiated the project for their own
brands, while retailer noted that the majority of ideas for their private label product
packaging came from their own analyses and discussions with food producers. Needoriented development can be compared to the development scenario “market pull”, where
market demands a product or a problem and the manufacturers reach for that demand (Dixon
2001). However, food packaging development cannot be entirely compared to this scenario
because the need for the packaging is highly affected by the needs of the food product.
According to the data, the drivers for food packaging development were related to improving
current packaging, designing new packaging, replacing packaging with more
environmentally friendly options, or lowering the costs of the packaging. Environmental
goals, such as replacing plastic, were seen to be especially notable in guiding the packaging
strategies of both retailers and food producers. In fact, “saving of the world” has been a
major customer preferred business for more than a decade (Toimiva pakkaus 2007), and the
image of a green brand and environmentally friendly products is increasingly demanded by
customers (Ellen MacArthur Foundation 2019).
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According to Smith & Charter (2010), food product development is commonly guided by
surveying competitors, identifying needs through market research and developing new
technologies. This is important to recognize, because food packaging development is
integrated with developing the core product. Additionally, the current markets have an
impact on the goals of packaging development. For instance, retailer noted that it was
efficient to follow the markets and develop products based on what was purchased by the
consumers. Therefore, the consumers were at the center of packaging decisions for the
retailer.
“Even though the value chain has a significant amount of power to influence what we put
on the shelves, the purpose and function for the value chain to exist is to fulfill the needs of
the consumer.” – Retailer
This quote is also supported by Simatupang (2002), who suggested that the focus and
objective of collaboration should be on the needs of consumers. However, it is difficult to
determine to what extend the consumer should be taken into account. After all, surveying
competitors and following the market does not lead to innovative packaging solutions.
According to Dixon (2001), the greatest challenge is to find the balance in developing
products that consumers are known to purchase, and what would be the superior solution.
Simms & Trott (2014) found that the primary concern of new product development was the
core product and that packaging was only considered at a superficial level. Grönman (2013)
and Bramklev (2009) suggested that brand owners, such as food producers, were reluctant
to take risks with packaging. This led to non-optimized product-packaging combinations and
the use of former technologies and packaging formats. Therefore, the objectives that
packaging users have for sustainable packaging development will not easily be realized as
long as food producers and retailers rely on current risk-free solutions.
The integration of packaging manufacturers early in packaging development can result in
benefits such as innovations, improved quality, reduced cost of products and shorter time to
market (Petersen et al. 2005, Ylimäki 2014). According to Petersen et al. (2005), supplier
involvement ranges from consultations on ideas, to suppliers’ full commitment and
responsibility for the packaging design. Supplier collaboration has a positive impact on
innovativeness of new product development (Petersen et al. 2005). For instance, according
to Eslami & Melander (2019), customers should collaborate with suppliers in the early stage
of product development, when uncertainty is high. Simms (2014) found that companies that
were conducting larger changes such as format changes to the packaging had greater
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awareness of the need of collaboration with packaging suppliers. Companies oriented
towards skin-deep or body modifications mostly consulted suppliers regarding the cost of
the packaging (Simms 2014). Therefore, early collaboration with packaging manufacturers
could remedy the uncertainties of larger changes that may lead to current risk-free packaging
solutions.
In an opportunity-oriented approach, packaging was planned and designed based on market
opportunity, and was typically initiated by the packaging manufacturers. Food producers
took part later in the development process, usually during the evaluation and testing of the
materials, or from the beginning of the project. According to the evidence provided by the
participants, customer involvement during product development was a key to success.
According to Ylimäki (2014), customer involvement can result to better innovation
performance through market knowledge. It also enables access to more and potentially better
information earlier in the development process (Petersen et al. 2005).
Development based on opportunity was especially beneficial regarding innovation and
adoption of new technology. This development scenario is also known as “technology push”
where the manufacturer perceives a potential in something that the consumer cannot see
(Dixon 2001). Therefore, manufacturers have the ability to develop new materials for
customers’ needs before the market exists (Dixon 2001). A good example of such a push is
aqueous barrier materials, which give opportunities for food producers and retailers in
concurring their plastic strategies by replacing plastic packaging or layers with
biodegradable dispersion barriers. However, due to packaging users’ lack of technological
expertise, need-based development without the integration of material suppliers could
potentially lead to small, superficial changes. Therefore, in order to produce solutions for
packaging users’ needs, involvement of both ends of the value-chain are needed.
The food industry is very fast moving because new products are launched seasonally.
According to food producer B, the time for development to market entry was very limited,
and packaging for new products were developed rapidly. This was noted as a problem
especially in sustainable packaging development, where large changes in the packaging and
packaging production were often needed. Some participants suggested that the change
towards a more sustainable packaging industry had been slowed down due to uncertainties
related to larger changes in production.
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3.4 The packaging development process
In order to understand how collaboration between value chain members is practiced on a
day-to-day basis, it is important to understand how the packaging development process
proceeds and what kind of activities are performed in collaboration between the different
stakeholders in the value chain. The evidence in the data showed that due to the multitude
of objectives, availability of different packaging materials, and the involvement of many
stakeholders and perspectives, the packaging development process was complex. For
instance, food producer B noted: ”When you read about it [product development], it seems
so logical. There are certain principals, but when you actually go through it, it’s
unbelievable how it always turns out to be chaotic. One factor affects the other […]. It seems
very simple, but in practice it rarely goes by the book.”
The complexity of packaging development process was also noted by Simms & Trott (2014),
who studied new product development for fast moving consumer goods and came to the
conclusion that there are inefficiencies and a lack of formal process. The development and
design of a new food packaging is recognized as a complicated task due to the involvement
of multiple separate companies in design, filling operations and packaging manufacturing
operations (Bramklev 2009, Simms & Trott 2010). Additionally, developing a successful
packaging requires consideration of the core product, customers’ needs, different
perspectives from the value chain, life-cycle assessment of packaging from raw materials to
disposal, consideration of the many interacting layers of packaging and the stakeholders
taking part in each process (Simms & Trott 2010).
Even though packaging development rarely goes “by the book”, there are main stages that
were described by the participants. Figure 2 shows the general process described by the data
and supported by Bramklev (2009). The main stages and the interactions between
stakeholders during these stages will be discussed in the next sections.

Determination
of criteria

Concept
development

Supplier and
material
selection

Development
of detail and
production

Figure 2. Main stages of packaging development process described by the participants.

Market entry
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3.4.1 Packaging and supplier criteria
One factor of the complexity behind product development was the many requirements that
needed to be considered during the development process. According to the data, packaging
materials were evaluated and selected based on sets of criteria that the stakeholders had for
the packaging. The criteria were specified in the beginning of the development to determine
the needs and objectives of the packaging.
According to Hashe (2020), the criteria can be divided in three groups: basic, product and
firm criteria. First, basic criteria refer to the minimum number of the requirements that need
to be fulfilled for a customer to consider partnering with a company. Second, product criteria
refer to the requirements that evaluate the suitability of the selected technology for
customers’ needs, and finally, firm criteria are used to assess the suppliers’ management and
organization (Hashe 2020).
During the interviews, the participants were asked to share examples of the criteria they had
during their supplier selection process. Examples of the mentioned criteria are listed in Table
3. As can be interpreted from the table, quality-related criteria, such as safety, shelf life of
the food, material approvals and certificates were among the most important criteria for the
participating companies. Additionally, price was mentioned several times during the
interviews and was characterized as one of the most important criteria guiding the supplier
selection.

Table 3. Examples of criteria mentioned by the participants
Quality criteria
Suitability for purpose
Shelf life
Safety
Barriers
Certificates
Standards
Food safety
Durability

Process criteria
Logistical requirements
Mechanical characteristics
Runnability of materials
Available equipment

Supplier criteria
Sustainability
Supply certainty
Supplier resources
Cost-effectiveness
Reputation
Certificates
Quality system
Social responsibility
Trust
Flexibility
Agility

Other criteria
Price
Functionality
Finnish origin
Recyclability
Utility/price
Sustainability
Visual appearance
Consumer attraction

Quality and safety are arguably the most important criteria for food packaging, as indicated
by the strict legislation regarding food contact materials within the EU. According to
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Banaeian et al. (2015), the safety and quality of packaging materials, as well as food
ingredients, are contributors to success for a food manufacturer. They also found that
companies in the food industry develop their supplier assessment in accordance with
HACCP (Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Points), the ISO 9000 series of quality
systems and other quality requirements. Adherence to these requirements demonstrates that
the supplier has ability to supply products that are consistent in quality.
A quality-related criterion, which was mentioned by several participants, was the
packaging’s and the packaging material’s suitability for its purpose. This included the
functionality of the structure, as well as the interactions between the product and the
packaging. Food producer A stated that different products have different standards regarding
the packaging and that the product defines the packaging’s features. Shelf life of the food
product is a result of the suitability of the packaging for the food product and it was one of
the most important features of packaging quality mentioned by the participants. This was
also suggested by Banaeian et al. (2015), who stated that packaging quality depends on its
durability, shelf life of the food and interaction with the product. Therefore, acknowledging
the proper characterization of the food product is a necessity during the selection of the
appropriate packaging solution and material (Joezer & Kun 2015, Toimiva pakkaus 2007).
The protective features of packaging during transport was also advocated for by the
participants. For instance, retailer stated that the packaging must endure the entire lifecycle
of the product while also protecting the food and the consumer. According to Coles (2003),
the changing environments of processing and storage sets demands for packaging materials.
The shelf life and stability of the packed food depends on compositional and environmental
factors of the food, as well as production and distribution processes (Robertson 2013).
Packaging must protect the product in different storage conditions throughout the supply
chain, such as ranges in temperature change, humidity, water, radiation, microorganisms,
chemicals and vibrations (Robertson 2013). If storage and transport environments are not
properly considered, it will lead to poorly designed packaging, consumer complaints and
increased costs related to food waste, distribution costs and production (Coles 2003,
Robertson 2013).
The challenges regarding the balance between cost and quality are notable because
improving the quality of products usually requires a higher price (Paine & Paine 1992). The
evidence provided by the data showed that the price of the packaging material was very
limiting, especially regarding the selection of more environmentally friendly packaging. For
instance, food producer B noted: ”There are great materials and [packaging] solutions that
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we would like to use, but it always comes down to the fact that they are too expensive. It’s a
shame but it’s the cold truth.”
One of the notable challenges regarding sustainable development is the assumption that
sustainability creates additional costs and reduces profits (Wenbin & Hongyi 2019).
According to the Norwegian Environment Agency (2017), development projects are planned
regarding higher shares of bio-based material, but many are cancelled due to increased
prices. However, better packaging can be a way of gaining cost efficiencies, which depends
on material, design, manufacturing processes, logistics and environmental costs (Azzi et al.
2012). According to some researchers, cost is usually considered to be one of the most
important criteria for the manufacturing industry (Cristea & Cristea 2017, Bottani & Rizzi
2008, Ho et al. 2010, Kumar et al. 2011). However, supplier selection based solely on lowest
cost is not supportive enough in current contemporary business management (Ho et al.
2010).
Retailer argued that their customers would not be willing to pay additional price for the
packaging. This was also suggested by van Birgelen et al. (2009), who found that only 44 %
of the participant consumers would be willing to pay an additional 0,10 € for sustainable
packaging, and 17 % an additional 0,50 €. Additionally, Gustavo et al. (2018) found that
companies operating in a price-sensitive market find the minimization of price important and
think that consumers do not care about sustainability and would rather choose the store based
on the lowest price. In Finland, the price competition between the largest retail stores is
especially high and advertising low prices has been a massive trend in consumer marketing
for the past 5 years (Maaseudun tulevaisuus 2019). However, in 2019, the largest Finnish
retailer chain SOK decided to concentrate on highlighting their category rather than prices
(Maaseudun tulevaisuus 2019). This could potentially have an effect on consumer
marketing, and therefore, consumers’ decision making based on price in the future.
The data showed that food producers and retailers were not willing to reduce quality nor
price of the packaging even if it would have resulted in other benefits such as more
environmentally friendly packaging. Barrier manufacturer stated that customers often
demanded same protective features, which plastic materials would offer. They also stated,
that their materials were sometimes tested for higher protective features than the packaging
would require.
The data showed that the uncertainties in adopting new technology had resulted in slow
market penetration for some sustainable materials. Molina-Besch & Pålsson (2016) and
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Wang et al. (2016) found that fear of failure, lack of new technology, lack of environmental
measures, disbelief about environmental benefits, and financial barriers, such as small
returns on investments and the high cost of environmentally friendly packaging were
challenges of collaboration for sustainable development. According to Molina-Besch &
Pålsson (2016), sustainable packaging innovations are successful only if both commercial
and environmental benefits are delivered. However, in order to pursue a more sustainable
packaging industry, some criteria may need to be traded off. Some studies confirm that tradeoffs especially between economic, environmental and social dimensions are likely to be
realized, as the nature of sustainable development is multidimensional and complex (Wenbin
& Hongyi 2019). However, in order to reduce the environmental impact of packaging, it
should be ensured that the change does not lead to an increase in food waste or lower safety.
In addition to quality and price, the selection and development of packaging material is
highly dependent on the available production processes (Parisi 2013) because investing in
new equipment requires large investments, which creates uncertainty if the technology has
not yet been widely introduced to the markets (paper and board producer). According to the
data, suppliers were comfortable with satisfying their customers by investing in equipment.
However, according to the converter, food producers may have been reluctant to invest in
new technology unless they had a product strategy, such as environmental goals that
encouraged application for new technology. As production equipment is sensitive to changes
in packaging materials, adopting new technology may require investments throughout the
value chain. According to the study by Simms & Trott (2014), the costs and the assumptions
of the possible costs results in companies’ unwillingness to make technological changes in
production. Clark et al. (2019) found that different stakeholders in the packaging chain have
concerns about moving towards green packaging systems due to financial and environmental
cost considerations, as well as cost of implementation versus adding value. Therefore, costs
of production lines motivate manufacturers to develop short-term innovations that are guided
by process efficiency and unit costs (Simms & Trott 2014).
According to Azzi et al. (2012), the cost of packaging is about 9 % of the total cost of the
product, and the decisions on packaging material normally have an influence on material
cost and machinery cost (Paine & Paine 1992). Machinery cost will be depreciated over
multiple years and includes different aspects, such as machinery speed, line efficiency and
labor cost (Toimiva pakkaus 2007). According to ETL (2019), 16 % of expenses in Finnish
food production come from packaging. There may also be hidden costs due to under- or
over-packing, which additionally affects the expenses of distribution and disposal
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(Magnusson et al. 2013). Therefore, the cost of the packaging can be affected through
packaging design, optimization of distribution and logistics, and minimizing disposal costs.
As packaging is part of a large system and consists of many layers, a wider perspective
should be used to evaluate the final price of development.
In addition to the criteria regarding packaging and packaging material, the supplier
qualifications also affected the selection of a suitable option. During the interviews, the
participants were asked to share some criteria they had for the supplier. The topics of most
frequent discussion related to supply certainty, suitable technology, supplier resources and
location.
Kumar et al. (2010) state that location is one of the most important criteria for supplier
requirements. They found that global food manufacturers in particular have multiple
production locations to minimize transportation costs. However, the participants did not
categorize location as a limiting criterion in regard to collaboration. Paper and board
producer noted that it was easier to work with Finnish companies even though their biggest
partners operated around the Central Europe. Some of the participants noted their support
for the Finnish manufacturing industry, and therefore, wanted to purchase services from
Finnish companies. The majority of participants noted that there were no large differences
in the way companies operated in Sweden and Finland which would negatively affect or
limit collaboration. It was also stated that working together from a distance was easy due to
the possibilities offered by electronic communication services. Therefore, location did not
limit collaboration in this case, however, it should be noted that it may have an effect on
supplier selection regarding overall costs (Kumar et al 2010).
Food producer B was the only participant who brought up the importance of flexibility and
speed during supplier selection. According to Cristea & Cristea (2017), flexibility of the
supplier refers to the ability of the supplier to adapt production to meet changing demands.
This may be an important observation to consider because due to the fast pace of food
product and packaging development, many food producers may select suppliers which have
the ability to produce packaging at a fast pace, or adapt quickly to changes in production.
Supply certainty and supplier resources were also identified as important criteria, which
paper and board producer and converter evaluated in order to reduce the uncertainty related
to delivery of the product. For instance, converter noted having a large capacity in
production, which is why it was important to assure that the supplier was able to deliver with
an increasing market demand. This was also found by Cristea & Cristea (2017), who
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suggested that production capacity is an important criterion when the demand of the product
has high uncertainty. Paper and board producer noted that it was common for companies to
ensure that the delivery of materials was confirmed even in problematic periods, for instance,
during unexpected shutdowns of production facilities. Additionally, ensuring that there were
other suppliers in the market for the same technology reduced the dependence on one
supplier. Therefore, it was evident that the criteria mentioned by the participants were related
to limiting the uncertainties of both current and future views.

3.4.2 Concept development & material and supplier selection
Bramklev (2009) describes the three stages of packaging concept development. First,
packaging specifications must be established, because they support the development of
concept candidates. Second, packaging concept candidates are evaluated, and the best
concept is selected. Therefore, as a result of concept development and selection, suitable
materials are selected from multiple options, and development can be continued with suitable
suppliers.
The data showed that the role of packaging manufacturers was to develop the packaging
based on customers’ criteria. Food producer B contacted multiple suppliers to evaluate the
suitability of many options. The communication between the customer and the supplier was
organized through meetings or discussions, usually between sales, sourcing and product
development departments.
Concept evaluation and selection is a process in which many candidates are narrowed down
until a final concept is reached (Bramklev 2009). Figure 4 illustrates the process of concept
evaluation and selection as described by the respondents. During the first evaluation,
supplier candidates were evaluated, and customers requested information concerning the
supplier and the materials. Based on the received information, evaluation concerning further
possibility of packaging development was conducted. According to barrier manufacturer, it
was very company specific how detailed specifications and information the customers
demanded in order to evaluate the supplier and their materials. They mentioned that it was
common for larger companies to request highly detailed information, whereas smaller
companies were satisfied with less.
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Figure 4. The process of concept evaluation and selection.

After the first evaluation, the selected suppliers developed packaging concept candidates
based on the information they received from the customer. Further evaluation of the concept
was based on the criteria established in the beginning of the process. Food producer B noted
that their first tests included observation and measurements of shelf life of the productpackaging system and the overall suitability of the packaging for the food product.
Therefore, the goal of the laboratory tests was to detect whether the packaging was suitable
for its use. The tests were usually done separately from the supplier in customers’
laboratories and sometimes conducted by the suppliers as well. However, barrier
manufacturer noted that this process was not the best option for products that needed
customization due to the lack of collaboration with the supplier during testing. Supplier
integration has a positive effect on product development (Petersen 2005), which is why
involving the supplier in the testing phase could show potential in developing products which
need customization. After the evaluation was done based on the specified criteria, further
development was conducted with the supplier, or multiple suppliers whose product
performed the best. The final material and supplier selection required evaluation based on
multiple criteria, and trade-offs had to be considered as well.
During the second evaluation (Figure 4), the decisions regarding material and supplier
selection were made. It was therefore a critical stage of product development. Based on the
data, it was the product development department that evaluated the best option from multiple
choices, after which the sourcing department assessed the best overall solution based on
several criteria concerning the material and supplier.
Internal stakeholders possessed an important role in product development and decisions
regarding supplier and material selection, and decisions about material and supplier selection
were divided between several departments within the studied companies. During the
selection process, a large amount of information about the suppliers and materials needed to
be evaluated, such as the criteria mentioned in the previous section. According to the
participants, the CEO, sourcing, product development and marketing departments took part
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in the decisions. Retailer noted that there was not a single person who could make such
decisions by themselves. According to converter, product development department
determined the specifications but the actual purchasing of the material and selecting of the
supplier was done by purchasing and sourcing departments. Therefore, in order to make
decisions regarding supplier and material selection, internal departments need to be
integrated. However, on occasion there were difficulties in the internal collaboration of
companies. This was pointed out by food producer B, who stated that departments may not
always agree on the final decisions. Also, Melander (2018) found that collaboration between
different internal departments may sometimes be even more difficult than interorganizational collaboration.
In addition to the challenges of integrating both internal and external stakeholders, there
were some challenges preceding the concept selection stage noted by the participants. The
beginning of concept development was a critical stage for product development due to the
large amount of information that needed to be exchanged throughout the value chain. The
information included the established packaging specifications, objectives of the
development and requirements to be met by the packaging or packaging materials. In order
to understand the challenges related to the beginning of concept development from value
chain perspective, a larger picture must be observed.
Figure 5 illustrates the communication of criteria, needs and wants across the value chain.
As demonstrated, the criteria are exchanged through multiple steps and stakeholders. In
order to understand the end-customers’ criteria, the whole value chain needs to be integrated
and supported through efficient communication. According to the majority of participants,
criteria were communicated to the suppliers during direct conversations and through long
questionnaires without any specific process. However, even though the majority of
participants noted having no problems in communication during this stage of the product
development, barrier manufacturer noted that critical quality specifications of a product
were not always clearly communicated, or were changed during the development process,
which caused delays and interruption in the development. Retailer had an important role in
giving information about consumers’ wants and needs. However, the data did not give
insight on whether the food producers analyzed and communicated this information as well,
which is why analyzing consumer wants and needs is only under retailer’s task in Figure 5.

31
criteria

criteria

criteria

needs and wants

Machine
manufacturers
1.

Converter

1.

Barrier manufacturers
Other material
suppliers

1.
Food producer

Paper and board
producer

3.
Retailer

End-user

2.

1. Communication of criteria and needs
2. Determining the packaging specifications based on value chain criteria
3. Analyzing consumer needs and wants

Figure 5. Communication of value chain criteria and needs according to the interviews.

Additionally, Barrier manufacturer noted that the concept development stage had highly
uncertain views from a manufacturer’s viewpoint. They stated that manufacturers of
packaging materials needed to spend a high amount of resources on a costly and timeconsuming concept development project, which may not proceed further than concept
evaluation. Therefore, considering closer collaboration with fewer suppliers would enable
better customization possibilities and save manufacturers’ resources.
Another challenge regarding concept development and selection was mentioned by paper
and board producer and converter. They stated that there were challenges in drafting the
contracts for property and confidentiality rights and agreements. The difficulty in deciding
on intellectual property rights during development projects was also found by Eslami &
Melander (2019). They stated that this was especially true during joint development of new
technology, which are uncertain in nature. According to paper and board producer, it took
time to create the contracts, which slowed down the development process. Therefore, the
uncertainties related to concept development and selection may derive from communication
and administrative difficulties, which may be notable especially during innovation projects.

3.4.3 Development of detail and production & market entry
According to Magnusson et al. (2013), after the final concept of the packaging has been
chosen, it is designed further by the packaging supplier. Upon completion of design,
prototypes are constructed and tested, and production is refined. Even though many
challenges and uncertainties of packaging development are related to concept development
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and selection, refining the packaging and developing the packaging system were difficult
tasks that required going back and forth between stakeholders.
Test runs were noted by participants as an important way to ensure that materials work well
in filling operations and packaging production. It had to be ensured that the process was
highly refined before any commercial production could be started. Test runs were done
separately or in collaboration with the supplier, and it was dependent on the project and
company, if the machine manufacturers were needed in the production refining stage. Food
manufacturer A and B mentioned involving machine manufacturers only if new equipment
was needed in the production system, or if the machine required larger adjustments. Even
slight changes could have a large impact on the production of packaging materials, which
were run through the production machines at converter’s and paper and board producer’s
facilities at high speed. Manufacturers with especially large capacity need to refine the
materials carefully in order to have efficient production. Therefore, machine manufacturers
served an important role during the packaging manufacturer’s detail and packaging system
development.
Food producer A described their packaging supplier’s role during test runs: “They obviously
have the best knowledge of their materials, and if there are any challenges during test-runs,
they can comment on those right there during production. So yes, they usually are [involved
in test-runs]”. This suggests that packaging manufacturers serve an important role in food
producers’ product development process during production set up and test runs, however,
food producer B did not mention involving suppliers in the test runs.
Developing new products involves multiple uncertainties that create barriers especially
during innovative projects (Eslami & Melander 2019). For instance, barrier manufacturer
noted having challenges in entering the market with products that are new to the market. The
same phenomenon was recognized by the paper and board producer, who noted that the
challenge of new product development was often related to large investments combined with
commercial uncertainty. They argued, that shifting towards a more sustainable packaging
industry had been slowed down due to the fear of failure resulting from the uncertainties of
new technology and products. Converter noted that food producers were reluctant to invest
in new production lines due to the large investments. According to Eslami & Melander
(2019), these uncertainties refer to the commercial success of the product and technology,
as well as the earned profits from the development.
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3.5 Creation of partnerships
Even though partnerships are often developed during product development, long-term
partnerships can be thought of as a result of successful collaboration during development of
packaging and other supply and value chain activities. The data show that the studied
companies preferred collaborating with familiar companies over new partnerships. Food
producer A noted that the sharing of information with familiar companies was more coherent
and broadly conducted than with new partners. The majority of participants described
scenarios involving meetings and discussions with familiar companies organized on a
regular basis, which allowed them to get involved in new projects and keep up with market
change. This was not surprising, and it has also been stated in previous research. For
instance, according to Melander (2014), it is common for companies to trust old contacts
and build long-term partnerships with suppliers and customers because it is easier to
collaborate with companies which have familiar organization and structures.
Resulting from the ease of collaboration, collaborative projects, such as product
development, were often started with familiar or current partners. Paper and board producer
noted that their sales department had an important role in seeking information about markets,
trends and opportunities, while communicating with potential new suppliers. However, their
product development department was active in arranging meetings with familiar suppliers
about potential collaboration opportunities as well. Resulting from product development
departments’ active communication with old partners, it was more common to start projects
through this path. This was also the case with food producer A, who noted that their suppliers
were very aware of their, and their customer’s requirements due to long-term partnerships,
as well as from regular meetings. The benefits of long-term partnerships were also described
by converter:“[Our] largest customers are mainly long-term customers. Maybe it is our
company’s strength that our customer partnerships are long, and therefore, our customer
knowledge is strong as well […] This helps us to get involved early if a customer is renewing
something or looking for new packaging.”
Building of long-term partnerships with familiar companies is a common goal of supplier
selection (Cristea & Cristea 2017). The reason behind collaborating with familiar partners
has been widely studied, and according to Kalwani & Narayandas (1995), customer
companies benefit from higher quality and lower cost during long-term partnerships.
Suppliers, on the other hand are found to benefit from cost reductions in selling, general and
administrative expenses, and higher customer satisfaction. According to Schiele (2006), it is
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beneficial for companies to develop partnerships for a long period of time. However, in order
to gain benefits from partnering with new suppliers, a different approach is needed. Schiele
(2006) claims that by focusing merely on existing partnerships, companies may miss out on
opportunities and innovative suppliers. New suppliers can also broaden a company’s
network (Melander 2014). However, despite the active search that companies conduct for
new opportunities, barrier manufacturer stressed that it is difficult to create new partnerhips
based on new product development, and that is is not always clear on what grounds
companies make decisions regarding the supplier selection.
Even though the studied companies valued long-term partnerships, it was common to search
for new opportunities outside of familiar networks. The first steps of partnerships described
by the participants are shown in Figure 5. Partnerships started by initiating the search for,
and finding, potential partners. Information about new suppliers and market opportunities
was actively searched for using resources such as news articles, market reports, companies’
websites and publications. Trade fairs were also important in finding new ideas and partners.
Additionally, other companies were an important source of information regarding supplier
and material research. Barrier manufacturer, paper and board producer and converter noted
having a list of potential partners, which could supplement their competence or bring in new
development ideas. This helped them to focus on narrowing down their options.

Finding potential
partners
List of potential
suppliers and
customers
Trade fairs and
seminars
Market research

First meeting

Specification of
needs and objectives
Specifying product
criteria

First contact
Determining
opportunities and
possibilities

Material testing

Tests regarding
basic criteria

Figure 5. The first steps of partnership creation.

Further development

35
It was shown that it was especially common for suppliers to contact new customers and offer
packaging and packaging material solutions. According to some participants, new
partnerships were developed through this path, but sometimes the large amount of contact
requests made it difficult to find suitable opportunities amongst the many offers. The
participants, such as food producer B, also noted having limited time to arrange meetings
and discuss new opportunities with suppliers. Paper and board producer noted that due to
their status as a well known manufacturer, material suppliers usually contacted them to share
information about new development opportunities and innovations.
The challenge of time-limitations during market research was described by some
participants. For instance, converter noted that a seemingly endless amount of time could be
used to scan the markets and process the received data. According to Petersen et al. (2005),
companies struggle with greater amount of information and the ambiguity of the retrieved
data, while also having limited ability to process the information. Additionally, companies
face information asymmetry regarding new product development (Melander 2014). In an
asymmetrical situation, the buyer faces uncertainty due to the lack of information that the
buyer has compared to the seller. To resolve asymmetrical situation, the buyer needs to either
trust the supplier, or collect enough information (Melander 2014). However, as companies
are struggling with limited time, it may be that due to the large amount of information
available for customers as well as the limited time to evaluate and seize the possible
opportunities, companies prefer turning to their long-term partners. However, Enkel et al.
(2020) suggest that managers should embrace the possibilities that the digital age has
provided in generating, sharing and storing of data. New ways need to be found to manage
the entire value chain, so that stakeholders co-innovate new solutions, which could only be
developed together.
As mentioned earlier, contracts and confidentiality agreements slow down development
projects, possibly creating barriers to forming new partnerships as well. According to
Melander (2018), contractual arrangements may complement trust, but are difficult to
formulate due to the many potential situations that may occur. Additionally, legal procedures
and documentation, ownership of the research and agreements also create challenges, which
might originate from lack of trust, skepticism of new technologies and conflicts of interest
(Bombaywala & Riandita 2015). Additionally, according to some researchers, collecting
information about suppliers’ technologies and capabilities can be difficult due to potentially
sensitive information which may not be shared by the suppliers (Melander 2014).

36
Beckeman et al. (2013) found that there is a lack of trust within the value chain stakeholders
of food, and external collaboration requires trust in order to share knowledge (Melander
2018). Thus, collaborating with familiar companies is less uncertain due to the low level of
trust currently existing between companies. However, in this case, the participating
companies did not struggle with the lack of information nor trust, and there was a mutual
trust between companies. Yet, the participants did not specify whether the trust exists
between familiar companies as well as new suppliers. Nonetheless, the reasons behind
selecting familiar companies are important to consider because they provide insight on what
new suppliers could do to build new partnerships and gain trust in the beginning of supplier
selection.
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4 CONCLUSIONS
The aims of this research were to identify how primary external stakeholders of the CHPolymers’ value chain collaborate with each other, and to gain a broad understanding of
decision making regarding supplier and material selection. This study indicated that
stakeholders collaborate primarily with their direct suppliers and customers. Collaboration
with the closest stakeholders was practical, although communication with other stakeholders
was limited. Development of food packaging was mostly conducted in collaboration with
food producer, converter and paper and board producer, while barrier manufacturer and
retailer obtained a more limited role in regard to packaging development.
Collaboration during packaging development consisted mainly of exchanging information
on development possibilities, markets and criteria of the value chain. In order to develop
successful packaging, the value chain required mutual goals and frequent sharing of
resources and knowledge. Collaboration had a crucial role, especially in the beginning of the
packaging development process where a large amount of information was shared between
stakeholders. However, the beginning of the development process was challenging due to
the lack of collaboration between suppliers and customers. As the studied value chain
stakeholders mainly collaborated by exchanging information, communication challenges
resulted in high uncertainties regarding future demand of the product and longer
development processes. Additionally, due to the lack of retailers’ engagement in the
development process, the future success of a product and the demand remained uncertain
until the product development was done. Even though barrier manufacturer had an
important role in food packaging development, their role was limited to producing materials
with paper and board producers. Therefore, engaging both ends of the value chain earlier in
the development process could benefit all stakeholders and result in increased innovation
potential. Connecting the material suppliers with the packaging users in the early stage of
product development would provide possibilities in designing packaging solutions that take
into account the needs of the consumers, resulting in a more certain future demand for new
products, and using the full potential of the value chain.
Collaboration was influenced by historical methods of co-operating, which were a result of
long-term partnerships and old habits. Even though new suppliers were actively searched
for, and partnerships were created as a result of successful product development projects, the
history between long term partners made it harder for new suppliers to enter the market with
their products. Therefore, new suppliers were obligated to compensate this added value with
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other aspects, such as more environmentally friendly products, innovation potential, or lower
cost of products. However, as the criteria concerning the food packaging materials were very
strict and development was fast moving, former trusted suppliers were often chosen instead
of new ones. Therefore, the history between companies had an effect on supplier and material
decisions.
The selection of the supplier and the material was a difficult task, and the decision was
divided between many internal departments. The evaluation of the product and the supplier
were done through laboratory tests, followed by evaluation of supplier criteria and price.
There were many criteria concerning the product, production and supplier that needed to be
taken into consideration. Therefore, as criteria set the frames for packaging development,
they also guided decisions regarding material and supplier selection. Strict criteria were used
to decrease the doubts related to uncertainties of future demand. Therefore, packaging and
supplier selection was strictly limited by value chain criteria.
In addition to the product needs, as well as other criteria, the consumer played an important
role in determining packaging specifications. As retailers were accustomed to following the
consumer markets regarding packaging selection, food producers were obligated to do so as
well. The risk of failure, which derived from undiscovered markets, slowed down the market
penetration of packaging innovations. As a result, packaging development was guided by
risk-free and superficial changes. In order to change the current way of selecting and
designing food packaging, the value chain stakeholders should step out of their comfort
zones, and pursue a more collaborative packaging development.

4.1 Limitations and suggestions for future research
There are limitations in qualitative case study research related to validity, reliability and
trustworthiness. According to Leung (2015), it is important to observe whether the research
objectives are valid for the outcome, or the methodology is suitable for achieving the aims
of the research. According to Rink (1993), error should be considered as a threat to validity.
He categorizes the sources of error under following subjects: the researcher, the participants
of the interview, the situation and the methods of data collection and the analysis. The
validity of the data responses during interviews was increased by selecting suitable
participants with experience in regard to the interview topics.
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In addition to reliability and validity, the quality of the research can be assessed by
trustworthy, which consists of credibility, transferability, dependability and confirmability
(Lincoln & Cuba 1985).
According to Nowell et al. (2017), thematic analysis is flexible, but can lead to inconsistency
and cohesion during theme development. The trustworthiness of the analytical process can
be enhanced by discussing all the relevant results, as well as unexpected ones, and build a
convincing explanation of the phenomenon (Nowell et al. 2017). Credibility can be
addressed by prolonging engagement with the data, by persistently observing, by
triangulating the data and by triangulating the researcher. Credibility has been addressed
through providing rich descriptions of the data, and thus, providing the possibility to judge
transferability, which was suggested by Lincoln & Cuba (1985). Dependability of the data
can be achieved by ensuring that the research process is logical, traceable and clearly
documented (Tobin & Begley 2004). Therefore, the analysis was conducted using the guide
from Magnusson & Marecek (2015), and each stage of the process was described. This
enables the examination of dependability and reliability through observation of the research
process (Lincoln & Cuba 1985). Finally, confirmability of the research is established by
demonstrating how conclusions and interpretations have been generated (Tobin & Begley
2004) and providing extracts of raw data in the results. This confirms that the researcher’s
findings have derived from the data, which enhances reliability in addition to confirmability
(Nowell et al. 2017, Tobin & Bengley 2004).
There are some possibilities for future research. First, internal collaboration has a large
impact on the success of the development project. In order to achieve a better understanding
of sustainable food packaging development from the food producer’s viewpoint, research
concerning the collaboration within the internal stakeholders, such as the marketing
department, sourcing department and product development department, should be studied.
Additionally, evaluation methods concerning sustainability evaluation of the food
producer’s product development department should be studied to understand how companies
make decisions concerning sustainability of product-packaging systems. Further research
should also focus on finding ways to promote and guide value chain integration.
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ATTACHMENT 1.
Interview questions for barrier manufacturer

Aim: To understand how value chain stakeholders collaborate with each other
1. Tell me how CH-Polymers collaborates with other companies of their value chain.
Kertoisitteko miten CH-Polymers tekee yhteistyötä muiden arvoketjun yritysten
kanssa?
-

-

Can you give me examples of the situations, where collaboration is usually
needed or pursued?
Voisitteko antaa esimerkkejä tilanteista, joissa yhteistyötä on tarvittu tai
haluttu tehdä?
With what kind of companies does CH-Polymers collaborate with?
Minkälaiset yritykset osallistuvat yhteistyöhön?
Why is collaboration important for CH-Polymers?
Miksi yhteistyö on tärkeää CH-Polymersille?

2. How is collaboration organized in the beginning of partnerships and projects?
Kuvailisitteko yhteistyön ensimmäisiä askelia ja sitä prosessia miten yhteistyön
alku on järjestetty?
3. What kind of differences in collaboration have you noticed between the Nordic
countries?
Minkälaisia eroja olette huomanneet yhteistyössä eri pohjoismaiden välillä?
4. What kind of challenges have you faced during collaboration?
Minkälaisia haasteita olette huomanneet yhteistyön tekemisessä?
-

-

Are there common reasons for companies not to start collaboration?
Oletteko huomanneet yleisiä syitä yhteistyön epäonnistumiselle tai
keskeytymiselle?
Are there differences in communication between different stakeholders?
Onko kommunikaatiossa eri sidosryhmien kanssa eroja?
How would you improve collaboration across the value chain?
Minkälaisilla keinoilla yhteistyötä voisi mahdollisesti parantaa arvoketjun
välillä?

Aim: To understand decision making regarding supplier and material selection
5. How do you collect information about companies, their products and
technologies?
Miten keräätte tietoa muista yrityksistä ja heidän tuotteistaan?
-

-

Can you tell me more about information sharing between companies?
Voisitteko kertoa enemmän yritysten välillä tapahtuvasta tiedon
jakamisesta?
Are there challenges related to this?
Liittyykö tiedon saamiseen tai sen käsittelyyn ongelmia?

ATTACHMENT 1.
Interview questions for barrier manufacturer

6. How do you receive information about the criteria towards your product?
Miten yritykset jakavat teille tietoa omista kriteereistään teidän tuotteitanne
kohtaan?
7. What kind of general criteria do they usually have?
Minkälaisia yleisiä kriteerejä heillä on?
-

What about the criteria towards CH-Polymers as a supplier?
Entä sitten kriteerit koskien CH-Polymersia tavarantoimittajana?

8. Can you name challenges regarding the customer’s material/supplier selection
process?
Minkälaisia haasteita olette kohdanneet asiakkaidenne päätöksentekoprosessiin
liittyen?
9. How is your value chain considered during decision making?
Miten otatte arvoketjun muut toimijat huomioon omassa päätöksenteossanne?
-

How do you manage trade-offs (conflicts) between the criteria received
from stakeholders?
Miten arvoketjun toimijoiden erilaisista vaatimuksista syntyvät
ristiriidat setvitään?

ATTACHMENT 2.
Interview questions for paper and board producer, converter and food producer A & B

Aim: To understand how value chain stakeholders collaborate with each other
1. Tell me how you [company] collaborate with other companies.
Kertoisitteko miten [yritys] tekee yhteistyötä arvoketjun yritysten kanssa?
-

-

With what kind of stakeholder do you collaborate with?
Minkälaisten yritysten kanssa teette yhteistyötä?
Can you give me examples of the situations, where collaboration is usually
needed or pursued?
Voisitteko antaa esimerkkejä tilanteista, joissa yhteistyötä on tarvittu tai
haluttu tehdä?
Why is collaboration important in these situations?
Miksi yhteistyö on tärkeää näissä tilanteissa?

2. How is collaboration organized in the beginning of partnerships and projects?
Miten yhteistyö yleensä alkaa, tai miten se on järjestetty yritysten välillä
3. What kind of differences in collaboration have you noticed between the Nordic
countries?
Minkälaisia eroja olette huomanneet yhteistyössä eri pohjoismaiden välillä?
4. What kind of challenges have you faced during collaboration?
Minkälaisia haasteita olette huomanneet yhteistyön tekemisessä?
-

How would you improve collaboration?
Millä tavoin pyritte kehittämään yhteistyötä?

Aim: To understand decision making regarding supplier and material selection
5. How do you collect information about companies, their products and technologies?
Miten teillä kerätään tietoa muista yrityksistä ja heidän tuotteistaan?
-

-

Can you tell me more about information sharing between companies?
Voisitteko kertoa enemmän yritysten välillä tapahtuvasta tiedon
jakamisesta?
Are there challenges related to this?
Liittyykö tähän erityisiä haasteita?

6. Can you tell me about your decision making process regarding supplier and material
selection?
Kertoisitko siitä prosessista, miten teillä valikoidaan raakaaineet/pakkausmateriaalit ja niiden toimittajat?

7. What kind of general criteria do you have for the materials before purchasing?
Minkälaisia yleisiä kriteerejä teillä on materiaaleja/pakkauksia kohden?

ATTACHMENT 2.
Interview questions for paper and board producer, converter and food producer A & B

-

How were these criteria determined?
Mistä nämä kriteerit ovat tulleet?
Do you have criteria for the supplier?
Minkälaisia kriteerejä teillä on toimittajaa kohden?

8. Can you describe the challenges during the selection process?
Minkälaisia haasteita teillä yleensä ilmenee materiaalia tai toimittajaa
valitessa?
9. How are other companies of your [company’s] value chain considered during
decision making?
Miten otatte arvoketjun muiden toimijoiden kriteerit huomioon omassa
päätöksenteossanne?
-

-

There are multiple criteria for the packaging. How do you manage trade-offs
(conflicts) between the criteria received from stakeholders?
Miten arvoketjun toimijoiden erilaisista vaatimuksista syntyvät ristiriidat
setvitään?
How do you communicate your own criteria to other value chain
stakeholders?
Miten kommunikoitte kriteerinne eteenpäin muille arvoketjun toimijoille?

ATTACHMENT 3.
Interview questions for retailer

Aim: To understand how value chain stakeholders collaborate with each other
1. Tell me how you [company] collaborate with other companies.
Kertoisitteko miten teette yhteistyötä arvoketjun yritysten kanssa?
-

-

With what kind of companies does [company] collaborate with?
Minkälaisten yritysten kanssa teette yhteistyötä?
Can you give me examples of the situations, where collaboration is
usually needed or pursued?
Voitko antaa esimerkkejä tilanteista, joissa yhteistyötä pyritään
tekemään?
Why is collaboration important in these circumstances?
Miksi yhteistyö on tällöin tärkeää?

2. How is collaboration organized in the beginning of partnerships and projects?
Miten yhteistyö yleensä alkaa, tai miten se on järjestetty yritysten välillä?
- Who initiates it?
Kuka aloittaa yhteistyön?
3. What kind of differences in collaboration have you noticed between the Nordic
countries?
Minkälaisia eroja olet huomannut yhteistyössä eri pohjoismaiden välillä?
4. What kind of challenges have you faced during collaboration?
Minkälaisia haasteita olet huomannut yhteistyön tekemisessä?
-

How would you improve collaboration?
Onko olemassa keinoja, joilla yhteistyötä voisi mahdollisesti parantaa?

Aim: To understand decision making regarding supplier and material
selection
5. How do you collect information about companies, their products and
technologies?
Miten teillä kerätään tietoa muista yrityksistä ja heidän tuotteistaan?
-

-

Can you tell me more about information sharing between
companies?
Voisitko kertoa enemmän yritysten välillä tapahtuvasta tiedon
jakamisesta?
Are there challenges related to this?
Liittyykö tähän erityisiä haasteita?

ATTACHMENT 3.
Interview questions for retailer

6. Can you tell me about your decision making process regarding supplier and
material selection?
Kertoisitko siitä prosessista, jossa teillä valikoidaan pakkausmateriaalit ja
niiden toimittajat?
7. What kind of general criteria do you have for the materials before
purchasing?
Minkälaisia yleisiä kriteerejä teillä on materiaaleja/pakkauksia kohden?
-

How are these criteria determined?
Miten nämä kriteerit on määritelty?
Do you have criteria for the supplier?
Minkälaisia kriteerejä teillä on toimittajaa kohden?

8. Can you describe the challenges during the selection process?
Minkälaisia haasteita teillä yleensä ilmenee materiaalia tai toimittajaa
valitessa?
9. How is the value chain considered during decision making?
Miten otatte arvoketjun muut toimijat huomioon omassa päätöksenteossa?
-

-

How do you communicate your own criteria to other value chain
stakeholders?
Miten kommunikoitte omat kriteerinne eteenpäin muille arvoketjun
toimijoille?
How do you manage trade-offs between stakeholder criteria?
Miten toimitte, kun kriteerien välillä esiintyy konflikteja ja ristiriitoja?

