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Uncovering strategies of hidden intention in multi-stakeholder initiatives: 

the case of pasture-raised milk 

Abstract 

Sustainability management often requires voluntary initiatives beyond legal regulations. 

Hereby, multi-stakeholder initiatives (MSIs) gain importance. Despite the actual high 

occurrence of these initiatives, little information concerning the stakeholders’ negotiation 

behaviour in MSIs exists. In this paper, we analyse a MSI related to the implementation of a 

sustainability-oriented standard for pasture-raised milk in Germany using participatory 

research. The results indicate that from an economic point of view not all stakeholders behave 

in a predictable way. Contrary to the assumption, one dairy involved in the MSI following a 

cost leadership strategy, pled for a high standard, as did the non-governmental organisations 

(NGOs) involved. Because this dairy was unable to fulfil this high standard, this behaviour 

can be interpreted as a ‘prevention strategyʼ. It can be concluded that the classical assumption 

of stakeholder behaviour – such as tit-for-tat negotiations between the economic side and 

NGOs – must be reviewed, revealing strategies of hidden intention.  

Keywords: multi-stakeholder initiative, stakeholder negotiation strategies, prevention 

strategy, hidden intention, pasture-raised milk, sustainability 

1 Introduction 

Sustainability has been deemed in the literature to be a ‘wicked problemʼ (Batie, 2008; Moura 

and Chaddad, 2012), a term that refers to issues which are highly complex due to multiple 

causes and unknown outcomes (Dentoni et al., 2012). Solving ‘wicked problemsʼ in the agri-

food system requires the inclusion of multiple stakeholders, both inside and outside the supply 

chain (Dentoni et al., 2012); therefore, multi-stakeholder partnerships are often defined as a 

new tool that can be used to tackle sustainability problems and to overcome deadlocked 

structures (Hemmati, 2002; Biermann et al., 2007). Especially in a situation where statutory 

provisions are lacking or inadequate, an alliance of stakeholders along the supply chain may 

be able to provide a solution (Kell and Ruggie, 1999; Braithwaite and Drahos, 2000; see also 

Biermann et al., 2007) because they can close the ʻoperational and participatory gapʼ 

(Reinicke and Deng, 2000). Aside from the interdisciplinary composition, which allows a 

focused, on-topic discussion and ideally generates high approval from all integrated groups, 
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there are further advantages of multi-stakeholder initiatives (MSIs). For instance, politics and 

non-governmental organisations (NGOs) can often be integrated (Dentoni et al., 2012), 

further increasing the initiative’s credibility and acceptance by the public (Burchell and Cook, 

2006; O’Rourke, 2006). Many examples of MSIs in the field of sustainability and food 

production or land use are readily available – such as the Marine Stewardship Council, the 

Rainforest Alliance and the case of Bonsucro (Vallejo and Hauselmann, 2004; Moura and 

Chaddad, 2012). Nevertheless, multi-stakeholder processes have also been criticised; for 

example, their efficiency has been questioned and the lack of monitoring has been noticed 

(Hale and Mauzerall, 2004; Hartwich et al., 2005; Tondreau, 2005). 

Research on MSIs is a relatively new area of interest. Distributed over various disciplines, the 

research remains underdeveloped (Moura and Chaddad, 2012) and little information 

concerning the stakeholders’ negotiation behaviour in MSIs exists. To approach this research 

gap, we observed a MSI in the field of agriculture and food production, specifically in the 

milk supply chain in Germany, related to the implementation of a sustainability-oriented 

standard for pasture-raised milk. The objective of this study is to analyse the different roles of 

the stakeholders, as well as their positions and negotiation strategies in the MSI.  

In the context of sustainability, pasture-raised milk has become an important issue in 

Germany, likewise in other European countries (Elgersma, 2012; Heerwagen et al., 2013; 

Weinrich et al., 2016). By the year 2025, Reijs et al. (2013) have predicted that there will be a 

clear decrease in the percentage of dairy cows with access to pasture in several North-western 

European countries. For North-West Germany they forecast a sharp reduction of dairy cows 

with access to pasture from nearly 50% to only 5%. This development is not preferable 

because it is known from various studies that pasture grazing of dairy cows has a positive 

influence on the environment and biodiversity (Metera and Sakowski, 2010), as well as on 

animal welfare (White et al., 2002; Hernandez-Mendo et al., 2007; Armbrecht et al., 2015). 

Additionally, pasturing is positively perceived by the broader public and is more widely 

accepted than entirely indoor-housing systems (Weinrich et al., 2014). Consequently, pasture-

raised milk can lead to higher added value by product differentiation (Conner and 

Oppenheim, 2008; Getter et al., 2014; Weinrich et al., 2014). Thus, pasturing of dairy cows 

and the marketing of pasture-raised milk could enhance sustainability for both the economy 

and the public. In this way, pasturing may be able to promote public perception and the image 

of the dairy industry (Ellis et al., 2009). 
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When buying pasture-raised milk, consumers cannot verify for themselves whether the cows 

have truly had access to pasture or not. According to information economics, pasturing is a 

so-called credence good (Akerlof, 1970). It is, therefore, especially important in this case to 

provide consumers with reliable information about the conditions under which the milk has 

been produced. Therefore, a unified standard and clear labelling are crucial (Weinrich et al., 

2016) to support the pasturing of dairy cows by marketing this type of milk at a higher price 

and preventing the possibility of mislabelling and cheating. Some dairies in Germany, as well 

as in other European countries, have already brought pasture-raised milk to the market. 

Originating from the Netherlands, the widely used standard is to have a minimum grazing 

period of 6 hours for 120 days of the year for the cows used in the production of pasture-

raised milk (TopAgrar, 2011). However, a binding standard regarding which milk products 

are allowed to be deemed pasture-raised is lacking in the German market and consumer 

protection agencies have claimed cases of insufficient labelling or cheating in the German 

market (Verbraucherzentrale, 2014).  

The authors were involved in the MSI related to the implementation of a sustainability-

oriented standard for pasture-raised milk in Germany, and they obtained the necessary 

insights into the stakeholders’ negotiation behaviour using the methodology of participatory 

action research (Whyte, 1991; Kemmis, 2001). Although Moura and Chaddad (2012) used a 

similar case study approach when analysing the case of sustainability in sugar cane production 

(Bonsucro), they do not explicitly deal with the different positions of the respective 

stakeholders or their negotiation strategies. Up to this point, little research has been done with 

the objective of determining stakeholder positions in the negotiation processes (de Moor and 

Weigand, 2004). It is known that different stakeholders have specific roles in networks 

(Rahwan et al., 2003; Arenas et al., 2009); nevertheless, to our best knowledge, no previous 

studies have analysed and verified the expected roles of stakeholders in real situations. 

Therefore, the study aims to investigate the positions of the different stakeholders involved in 

the creation of a unified standard and label for pasture-raised milk in Germany. Further, the 

stakeholders’ negotiation strategies will be analysed. This study may lead to a better 

understanding of the nature of multi-stakeholder processes in order to increase their efficiency 

and to strengthen credibility. 
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2 Theoretical background of multi-stakeholder initiatives  

2.1 Positions of different stakeholder groups derived from literature 

For stakeholder management, it is important for politics as well as companies to identify the 

relevant stakeholders in an issue, decide how to react to them and to consider how important 

they are (Varvasovszky and Brugha, 2000). In this context, stakeholders can be defined as all 

persons, whether individual or juridical, who are involved in and/or affected by the case 

and/or could influence it (Freeman, 1984; Varvasovszky and Brugha, 2000). According to 

Roloff (2008a), multi-stakeholder groups can be defined as “networks in which actors from 

civil society, business and governmental institutions come together in order to find a common 

approach to an issue that affects them all” (p. 238). The cooperation of these diverse groups 

along the supply chain is aimed not only at combining their knowledge, interests and 

experiences but also brings attention to barriers of acceptance and practicability (Freeman, 

1984; Jenkins et al., 2002; Fransen and Kolk, 2007). Thus, in MSIs, different stakeholders are 

expected to have specific positions which correspond to their interests. These positions are 

often seen as fixed, as is also the case for seller-buyer-negotiation-roles (Clopton, 1984).  

To gain an overview of the different stakeholder groups that are integrated in multi-

stakeholder processes, Freeman`s stakeholder model was used as the basis of our work 

(Freeman, 1984). The initial model was later adjusted by Freeman to include additional 

groups, mainly pressure groups (Freeman, 2003; Fassin, 2009). He reduced the internal 

stakeholders that directly influence the company to five (financers, customers, communities, 

employees and suppliers) and added six external stakeholders (NGOs, environmentalists, the 

government, critics, media and others) which are not directly linked to the company 

(Freeman, 2004; Fassin, 2009). 

In the following, the focus will be on the most important stakeholder groups mentioned in 

nearly all studies that refer to multi-stakeholder processes, such as economy, 

society/consumers, NGOs and governments (e.g., Burger and Mayer, 2003). 

Economy: Although diverse organisations are combined under the term ‘economy’, 

companies are most frequently considered. The participation of companies in MSIs might be 

seen as preferable, reflecting a clear change of the relationship between business and society 

according to business ethics scholars (Roloff, 2008a). For decades, economic efficiency and 

social progress have been presumed to be a trade-off (Porter and Kramer, 2011). Nowadays, 

there are many examples of companies acting as social entrepreneurs (Porter and Kramer, 
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2011; Dentoni and Veldhuizen, 2012) pioneering in a new field of creating shared value for 

economy and society at the same time.  

Since more than one company is generally included in MSIs (Roloff, 2008a), it is necessary to 

distinguish between different types of companies. According to Porter (1998), companies are 

divided into two groups in compliance with their main (generic) competitive strategy: some 

companies focus on a cost leadership strategy, while others pursue a market-differentiation 

strategy (Porter, 1998). Thus, it can be assumed that interests concerning criteria or standards 

in a discussion process (e.g., for a label) will differ (Porter, 1998). For cost leaders, it is more 

difficult to make a profit with products that are produced according to high sustainability 

standards at a high price, whereas market differentiators can use these features to enhance the 

marketing of their products. However, independent from the competitive strategy a company 

implements, Roloff (2008a) argues that companies which are part of MSIs are normally 

willing to cooperate with other stakeholders and to promote the process. Nevertheless, 

companies are generally economically orientated and their willingness to change production 

processes is limited by economical practicability, costs and efforts (Pedersen, 2006).  

Society/consumers: Consumers or their representatives (such as NGOs in the field of 

consumer protection) are particularly involved in MSIs when dealing with cases of 

sustainability. Significantly, consumers aim to bring the wishes and ethical concerns of 

society into existence, for instance providing more sustainable products. Normally, consumers 

plead for higher standards in a given sector, such as ensuring animal welfare and protecting 

the environment. Oftentimes, consumers even wish for unrealistically high standards that are 

difficult to implement (Thorsøe, 2015). However, they can be drivers of movements towards 

improved sustainability and may even pressurise other stakeholders to meet their expectations 

in cases where they are not satisfied with the actual standard. They want transparent and 

credible standards (Henson and Reardon, 2005). 

NGOs: NGOs aim to ensure high standards with regards to sustainability, for example, in the 

fields of environmental protection and animal welfare (Arenas et al., 2009). They often 

suggest rather strict guidelines (Fransen and Kolk, 2007). Furthermore, NGOs are frequently 

initiators of MSIs as a result of their interest in changing a current state; for example they try 

to implement a standard that is desired by society (Utting, 2002; Fransen and Kolk, 2007), 

especially by parts of the society with high sustainability preferences. Together with 

governments, they often take the task of solving social problems (Porter and Kramer, 2011). 

Moreover, NGOs are involved in MSIs to guarantee increased credibility (Burchell and Cook, 



7 

 

2006; O’Rourke, 2006), while bringing consumer approved knowledge and experience to the 

field. 

Governments: Governments are additional stakeholders who typically act in a moderating, 

compensatory way and lend a legal framework to the discussion process. They can, therefore, 

be seen as ‘secondary’ or external (Freeman, 2003) stakeholders because they are not directly 

involved in the production or consumption processes (Frederick et al., 1988). An advantage of 

the participation of governments in MSIs is that the authority and credibility of the discussion 

process and possible resulting standards increase (Fransen and Kolk, 2007). From a political 

point of view, MSIs might serve as new ʽsoftʼ policy tools, especially suitable for dealing 

with complex subjects, when high resistance is expected (Albareda et al., 2007; Steurer, 

2011). 

2.2 Interaction of different stakeholders in a MSI and negotiation tactics 

It can be expected that stakeholders tend to cooperate with and support other stakeholders that 

pursue the same goal, as well as undermine those which are non-supportive (Savage et al., 

1991; Mitchell et al., 1997; Varvasovszky and Brugha, 2000; Blair et al., 2004). Ultimately, 

every agent will try to pursue their own targets (Rahwan et al., 2003; Arenas et al., 2009). 

Thus, it is in the nature of such discussion processes that extreme positions come into conflict. 

Regarding the difficulties in these processes, Boström (2006) mentions that “it may be a 

demanding task to organise a broad range of clearly different and normally disagreeing 

interest groups in a way that is both effective and permanent” (p. 346). The willingness to 

negotiate is, among other things, determined by each stakeholder’s willingness to cooperate 

with the other stakeholders (Wedekind and Milinski, 1996). In this context, different 

stakeholder strategies could be considered. One strategy that might be used in MSIs is known 

from research in the field of the Prisoner`s Dilemma game as the tit-for-tat strategy. Here, one 

participant must initiate the first step of cooperation, before following the moves of the other 

player in the next step (Axelrod, 1984). It can be expected that this strategy is also used 

between actors in MSIs: for example, between the economic side and NGOs: in the classical 

confrontation model it is assumed that both sides are restraining each other (Porter and 

Kramer, 2011), only giving in as far as the other side. 

A potential risk of MSIs is that they can be used by individual groups to manipulate the 

decision-making process to achieve their desired outcome (Fransen and Kolk, 2007). If one 

party becomes extremely dominant, then the MSI may lose credibility and authority 
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(Boström, 2006). It is even possible that some stakeholders may act tactically to manipulate 

the discussion process in order to prevent an agreement in the process. Such a tactic may be 

used when it becomes clear that the discussion process does not fit a stakeholder’s degree of 

aspiration, in which case the stakeholder will choose conflict and avoid reaching an 

agreement (Rahwan et al., 2003). In other cases where it may not be opportune to block the 

MSI or to leave it, it may be a better option to slow down the process instead. In this way it is 

possible for stakeholders to hide their actual goals. This tactic can be called a tactic of ʽhidden 

intentionʼ, a term which is known from political sciences and economics (Picot and Wolff, 

1994). 

3 Case study: MSI for the implementation of a unified standard and a label 

for pasture-raised milk in Germany 

3.1 Project outline 

A project was initiated by politics in April 2014 that includes stakeholders along the milk 

supply chain in Germany in coming to an agreement for a sustainability-oriented, unified 

standard for pasture-raised milk. Moreover, this project aims to develop a label for pasture-

raised milk. Regarding the term pasture-raised, the standard should be determined related to 

the pasturing length and feeding (e.g. free of genetically modified organisms) as well as 

husbandry conditions (e.g. barn with a paddock in the winter) for dairy cows. A further aim of 

the project is the sustainable conservation of grassland, along with a higher value creation for 

farmers who keep their cows on pasture. The project was planned to last for approximately 

three years and it was managed by representatives from the field of grassland protection. The 

case study reports from the discussion process until an agreement on a unified standard for a 

label was reached and the first two phases of the project were completed. Four workshops, 

each with a duration of one or two days, have been held until this point. In the first workshop, 

the different actors of the project were brought together and mobilised. The project targets 

were also discussed and determined. The second workshop dealt with the design and 

marketing opportunities for a label. On this basis, the third and fourth workshops addressed 

the standard for a label, such as grazing period for the cows, eventually leading to an 

agreement. 

 

 



9 

 

3.2 Overview of the stakeholders  

Approximately 30 to 40 representatives from politics, the dairy industry, and the agricultural 

sector, from the field of environmental, grassland, animal and consumer protection as well as 

from science were involved in the discussions. These stakeholders were selected for the start 

of the project to guarantee that representatives of many groups would be involved. 

Nevertheless, the number of stakeholders was limited to guarantee a good and manageable 

discussion (Roloff, 2008b). A selection bias could be discussed at this point because the 

stakeholders were asked for their interest in participating in the MSI beforehand and 

participation was voluntarily. An overview of all stakeholders involved in the project is given 

in Table 1. One of the dairies involved follows a cost leadership strategy, while the other two 

dairies are both smaller and follow a hybrid strategy (partly focusing on low costs and partly 

focusing on a market differentiation strategy).  

Table 1. Overview of the stakeholders involved in the project.  

Field Stakeholder¹ 

Politics Representatives from politics 

Dairy industry Dairy 1: Cost leadership strategy  

Dairy 2: Hybrid strategy 

Dairy 3: Hybrid strategy 

Dairy Industry Association  

Association of cooperatives 

Agriculture Chamber of Agriculture   

Conventional farmer associations (4) 

Alternative farmer associations (2) 

Environmental protection Non-governmental organisations (2) 

Grassland protection Non-governmental organisation 

Animal protection Non-governmental organisation 

Consumer protection Non-governmental organisation 

Science University research groups in the field of Agricultural 

Sciences 

¹In the case of several associations of one stakeholder group taking part in the project, the 

respective number of associations is indicated in brackets. 

Source: own presentation. 
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Additionally, representatives from four conventional and two alternative farmer associations 

(representing smallholders) took part in the discussions, as well as representatives from two 

NGOs in the field of environmental protection, one NGO in the field of grassland protection, 

one in the field of animal protection and one in the field of consumer protection. University 

researchers from the field of agricultural sciences were also involved.  

4 Methodology 

4.1 Participatory research approach 

Many different approaches can be used to analyse multi-stakeholder processes, such as using 

participatory (action) research (PAR) (Whyte, 1991; Kemmis, 2001). For scientists, PAR has 

the advantage that this kind of research allows them to obtain insights under real conditions 

into the actual problems of, for example, supply chains (McTaggert, 1991). Thus, researchers 

are integrated into practical discussions (Bergold and Thomas, 2012), which allows for a 

detailed analysis of the involved stakeholders’ attitudes towards the topic. Another advantage 

of the participatory integration of stakeholders into a research process is that alternatives and 

difficulties can be discussed openly and practically, and are supported by real experiences 

(Welp et al., 2006; Cole and Whitmarsh, 2008).  

For this study, the PAR approach is used as a result of the authors actively participating in the 

MSI, as previously mentioned. Additionally, the analysis of this case study is based on 

internal project documents, such as written protocols from the discussions.  

4.2 Developing a model of expected roles of stakeholders for the case of pasture-raised milk 

Based on the stakeholder positions described in the literature (see section 2.1), the authors 

developed a model of expected stakeholder positions for the MSI for pasture-raised milk in 

Germany (see Figure 1), covering the most important stakeholder groups. According to 

Freeman’s stakeholder model (Freeman, 2003), internal stakeholders are defined as all 

stakeholders that are directly linked to the supply chain of milk, including agriculture-based 

parties (e. g. farmer associations) and dairies, as well as retail and consumers. Retail is an 

important stakeholder within the supply chain but for the first two phases of the MSI this 

stakeholder has not been integrated into the discussion because the stakeholder network first 

needed to stabilise. Furthermore, NGOs, the government and others are defined as external 

stakeholders (Freeman, 2003). Although scientific stakeholders were not considered by 

Freeman (2003), they are increasingly concerned with sustainability issues (Dentoni et al., 
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2012). Therefore, they were included in the MSI, serving as ‘objectiveʼ advisors and 

mediators together with political stakeholders.  

 

Figure 1. Model of expected stakeholder positions suggesting classical tit-for-tat negotiations 

between economy and NGOs. 

Source: own presentation. 

Developing a standard for the production of pasture-raised milk is especially concerned with 

the obligatory grazing period for dairy cows. A higher standard is defined as a longer 

pasturing period for cows, whereas a lower standard implies comparably shorter grazing 

periods. Longer grazing periods lead to higher costs and lower milk yields for farmers and 

dairies.  

According to the typical distribution of roles and the classical confrontation model, in which 

it is assumed that economy and NGOs are restraining each other (Porter and Kramer, 2011), it 

can be suggested that the most controversial discussion will take place between the dairies 

and the NGOs involved in the MSI (see Figure 1). The appearance of the tit-for-tat strategy – 

as previously mentioned – between the two parties is assumed. The NGOs – who also 

represent the consumers – are expected to plead for a higher standard for pasture-raised milk 

according to the aims of their organisations. In contrast, the economic side – as represented by 

dairies and agriculture – is thought to be rather focused on a lower standard due to economic 

interests. Nevertheless, this point must be further distinguished: the conventional farmer 

associations were expected to support a lower standard for the purpose of easier 

implementation, whereas alternative farmer associations (often organic farmer associations) 

might try to distinguish themselves from the conventional farmer associations in lobbying for 

a different approach of producing milk, including longer grazing periods and thus a higher 
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standard. Similarly, dairies following a hybrid strategy might endeavour to set themselves 

apart from dairies following a clear cost leadership strategy while focusing on niche 

marketing; for this, a higher standard is also favourable. 

5 Results and Discussion 

In the course of the MSI, it became evident that the model of expected stakeholder positions 

based on the classical confrontation model between the economy and NGOs does not entirely 

explain the negotiation behaviour of all of the stakeholders involved in the MSI for pasture-

raised milk. The model of stakeholder interests, disclosing observed negotiation strategies in 

the MSI, is presented in Figure 2. 

 

Figure 2. Model of stakeholder interests presenting negotiation strategies in the MSI for 

pasture-raised milk. 

Source: own presentation. 

In the model, the authors have particularly tried to emphasise the positions and strategies of 

dairies, NGOs and consumers, farmer associations, scientific and political stakeholders 

because these groups predominantly influenced the discussion process. In the course of the 

MSI, the pasturing length for dairy cows for the production of milk that may be marketed 

under the term pasture-raised (and a respective label) was the main point of discussion 

between the stakeholders, and the results presented are, therefore, concentrated on this issue. 

The Dutch standard (120 days/6 hours per day) was used as an orientation for the pasturing 

length. Thereby, this standard was seen as a minimum by some stakeholders whereas other 

groups argued that this standard was already too high and would exclude some farmer groups.  
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During the project, science and politics held moderating roles, acting as external stakeholders, 

as expected. The representatives from these sectors accompanied the project workshops and 

they attempted to bring the discussion process forward, thereby serving as mediators and 

‘objectiveʼ consultants during the unification process (see Figure 2). While politics provided 

the legal framework for developing a unified standard and a label, pushing the process 

forward by acting result-oriented, the researchers gave a theoretical input for possible 

marketing strategies, label variants as well as giving an insight into the consumers’ demands 

and attitudes towards pasture-raised milk. Other researchers gave recommendations with 

regard to animal health and grassland science for the production of pasture-raised milk. 

Furthermore, the representatives of grassland protection held neutral roles, moderating the 

discussion process as project leaders in the MSI. 

The agricultural sector must be distinguished between conventional and alternative farmer 

associations, as has been assumed. Together with the Chamber of Agriculture, the 

conventional farmer associations pled for a lower standard (see Figure 2). More precisely, 

representatives of the conventional farmer associations switched back and forth between a 

general abatement of a label for pasture-raised milk and the desire to implement a standard 

lower than the 120/6 criterion (see Figure 2). In case of large conventional farms, a lack of 

sufficient grassland as well as larger herd sizes serve as barriers for the participation in a label 

programme (Kühl et al., 2016). Most of these farmers cannot offer their lactating cows access 

to pasture, or they only have limited access to pasture. Thus, in the case of a demanding 

standard, these farmers would be excluded from a label programme. Therefore, the 

conventional farmer associations argued that the criteria for pasture-raised milk could be 

sufficiently fulfilled even if only young cattle had access to pasture: the pasturing of these 

cows also had a positive influence on the protection of nature and animal welfare, and should 

consequently be supported. These farmer groups underlined the importance of the fact that 

consumers do not link the claim ‘pasture-raised milkʼ to the quality of the milk but rather to 

the husbandry of dairy cows. They were worried that their milk from stabled cows could be 

devalued if pasture-raised milk according to a high standard was available on the market. 

Presently, little is known about the farmers’ attitudes towards market differentiation but these 

results indicate that they rather fear an abatement of conventional products. Thus, a negative 

attitude towards market differentiation may serve as a barrier for taking part in sustainable 

production programmes (Kühl et al., 2016), such as a label programme for pasture-raised 

milk. 
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The aim of comparably shorter grazing periods conflicts with the aims of alternative farmer 

associations as well as with those of other stakeholders, especially the NGOs. Alternative 

farmer associations lobbied for longer grazing periods and a label standard which was higher 

than the common 120/6 criterion (see Figure 2) because smallholder farmers could more 

easily keep their cows on pasture throughout the most time of the year. They wish to enforce 

their alternative approach of milk production and can usually easily implement a high 

standard on their farms; therefore, they declined to participate in a label programme that had a 

lower standard which they felt might depreciate their work and limit the benefits of a label to 

smallholders in market niches. 

The NGOs, such as the animal welfare protection and both environmental protection 

organisations, pled for a high standard, as expected (see Figure 2). They tried to campaign for 

more sustainability in terms of animal welfare and environmental protection (Fransen and 

Kolk, 2007; Arenas et al., 2009), and they also argued for a standard higher than the general 

120/6 criterion, under which cows only had access to pasture approximately 8% of the time 

on an annual basis. Regarding the participation of NGOs in the project, it must be mentioned 

that the representatives from the consumer protection association left the project after the first 

workshop due to a lack of manpower and the high workload associated with the project. 

However, in the first workshop they also argued for a high label standard, as did the other 

NGOs.  

In contrast to the assumption that the dairies following a hybrid strategy would lobby for a 

comparably higher standard, these dairies instead pled for a lower standard according to the 

120/6 criterion. It became evident that these dairies – neither focusing entirely on market 

differentiation nor on a lowest cost-production – did not aim at niche marketing for pasture-

raised milk. One of these two dairies already produces pasture-raised milk and has its own 

initiatives for its farmers, producing according to the 120/6 standard based on the Dutch 

example. The other dairy involved in the project, which also pursues a hybrid strategy, does 

not yet produce pasture-raised milk but is more oriented to producing cheese, milk powder 

and butter. Representatives of both dairies were not interested in implementing a higher 

standard and they voted for the simple 120/6 standard. This also held true for the Dairy 

Industry Association and the association of cooperatives on the side of the dairy industry. The 

position of the third dairy following a cost leadership strategy will be discussed later. 

The extreme opposites concerning a label standard between the dairies and conventional 

farmer associations on the one side, and the NGOs and alternative farmer associations on the 
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other side in the unification process made the discussion process very difficult and led to a 

tenacious rapprochement between the two opposing parties. Here, the classical way of 

confrontation between parts of the economic side and NGOs (Porter and Kramer, 2011) could 

be observed, leading to tit-for-tat negotiations between the two sides (see Figure 2), with both 

parties adhering to their position, only giving in as far as the other side and ultimately slowing 

down the process of unification. Both sides frequently threatened the other with quitting the 

process. Consequently, there was the possibility that the discussion process might not strike 

an agreement at all. 

In addition to the use of the tit-for-tat strategy between the two opposing sides, other tactical 

moves were observed during the discussions. An outstanding behaviour in this MSI was the 

deviation of the third dairy’s negotiation strategy from the expected behaviour: in contrast to 

the assumption that this dairy would support a low standard according to its lowest-costs 

strategy – where the possibility to market products at a high price is not given – the 

requirements of this dairy were in line with those of the NGOs who pled for a higher standard. 

Representatives of this dairy lobbied for a demanding sustainability standard with clearly 

defined requirements. Thus, they argued for a standard which should be explicitly higher than 

the Dutch standard (120/6). Against the background of consumer expectations regarding 

pasture-raised milk (Weinrich et al., 2016) and to maintain credibility, they further underlined 

the importance of criteria related to husbandry conditions and feeding of dairy cows, as well 

as seasonality of pasture-raised products to prevent consumer deception.  

This argument for a high standard by the dairy following a cost-leadership strategy was 

unexpected and further complicated the discussion, slowing down the unification process. The 

strategy of this dairy is deemed as a ‘prevention strategy’ (see Figure 2) in this analysis. Its 

use could be explained by the fact that the dairy possibly does not want to produce pasture-

raised milk, either according to a low standard or to a high standard. Both options could be 

too costly because the dairy only produces a low percentage of drinking milk; thus, it would 

not be worthwhile to establish a separate production line for pasture-raised milk. To protect 

the company from being excluded from a new market and to lower the chance for competitors 

in the milk market to offer pasture-raised milk, the dairy requested a high standard beyond the 

120/6 criterion for pasture-raised milk even though it would not be able to fulfil this standard. 

Thus, this stakeholder used a strategy of hidden intention (O’Connor and Carneval, 1997) to 

prevent an agreement on a low standard because this could be implemented by rival dairies 

with lower costs and effort, and could thus threaten the competitiveness of its own milk 
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products on the market. It is known that firms which exhibit high market power tend to reject 

innovations that could threaten the market share of their own products (Frooman, 1999). 

Products that are produced according to a higher standard normally remain in a niche market 

(Hockerts and Wüstenhagen, 2010) and thus gain relatively little market share. Nevertheless, 

the use of a ʽprevention strategyʼ and the tactic of hidden intention (as observed in the MSI 

for pasture-raised milk) are not mentioned in the literature in this way and this is a new 

finding in the context of analysing negotiation strategies in MSIs. 

Within the course of the MSI, the position of the dairy following a cost leadership strategy – 

the ʽinhibitor’s’ position – was indirectly supported by other stakeholders, such as the NGOs 

which also demanded a higher standard to achieve their aims. Thus, the inhibitor could use the 

ambitions of achieving a higher standard, as well as the risk of the public accusation of ‘green 

washing’ in the case of the implementation of a lower standard along with a loss of reputation, 

as a tool to pursue its goals. In this case, the MSI itself provides a platform for the inhibitor to 

prevent an agreement (Rahwan et al., 2003; Fransen and Kolk, 2007; Groth, 2012) and, 

therefore, the success of the discussion. This is another novel and potentially important 

finding in the field of multi-stakeholder research because the expected stakeholders’ positions 

influenced the approach of different stakeholders within the discussion process.  

Through the unexpected behaviour of the dairy following a cost leadership strategy, the power 

balance in the MSI was influenced and disturbed (Adler and Silverstein, 2000). This 

negatively affected the entire discussion process because most participants assumed a feint, 

which increased the scepticism towards the whole process (Roloff, 2008a). Therefore, 

associations intending to build social sustainability should focus on searching and generating 

a ‘win-win-balanceʼ among the actors involved. Power between stakeholders should be 

balanced, otherwise power shifts may occur in favour of only one side. As could be observed 

here with one dairy using its market power, power shifts often occur in favour of the 

economic side (Boström, 2006). This situation along with increased scepticism between 

stakeholders can result in tensions or even non-resolvable conflicts that hardly make an 

agreement possible (Galuppo et al., 2014). However, the use of a strategy of hidden intention 

was not successful in the long run of the MSI because the inhibiting stakeholder lost 

credibility and finally gave in. In the end, all stakeholders were generally willing to commit 

themselves to the implementation of a label for pasture-raised milk – including a unified 

standard. Thus, unification was more relevant than the goals of individual stakeholders. 

Furthermore, the final agreement also resulted from political pressure on the one side and 
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pressure through increasing endeavours regarding pasture-raised milk standards in other 

countries on the other side. For the inhibitor, it was finally more important to support a mutual 

standard than to be excluded from further discussions, although this comparably lower 

standard might threaten the market share of its own products. This is especially true as the 

feasibility of the criteria for the production of pasture-raised milk according to a label 

standard remains uncertain for the inhibitor. 

In the end, the inhibiting dairy did not prevent an agreement on the 120/6 standard. The 

general 120/6 criterion can be seen as a compromise between all stakeholders after a long, 

complex and controversial discussion process, establishing a mutual basis for the stakeholder 

network. Furthermore, this standard had already been established and tested by some dairies 

and therefore can be seen as a ʽde facto standardʼ. Finally, it can be concluded that the MSI: 

1) resulted in a rather low standard regarding sustainability claims, and 2) unification was 

only achieved after remarkable time delays, thus 3) the MSI was overtaken regarding pasture-

raised milk by non-involved retailers which created own company-specific labels according to 

the ʽde facto standardʼ. This illustrates the outstanding power of retail as gatekeeper, at the 

same time lowering the chances for a higher sustainability standard for pasture-raised milk 

(Burch and Lawrence, 2005). 

6 Conclusion 

This article can be viewed as a case study, reporting from a MSI dealing with a case of 

sustainability as a ‘wicked problemʼ. Uncovering a strategy of hidden intention in a MSI on 

the economic side suggests an enriched model of stakeholder interests in MSIs beyond the 

classical model of confrontation between economy and NGOs. Furthermore, the strategy of 

one dairy lobbying for a higher standard than expected cannot be explained in the context of 

corporate social responsibility (CSR) concepts, pioneering in promoting sustainability, or by 

the approach of creating shared value for economy and public (Porter and Kramer, 2011). 

Rather, the interpretation of this strategy suggests a higher complexity of MSIs. The observed 

behaviour of hidden intention is unexpected, and this is a new finding in the field of multi-

stakeholder analyses. It results in new possible positions for economic stakeholders, at least in 

the context of agri-food systems. Beyond the possibility that stakeholders might plead for a 

low standard due to economic reasons or may plead for a high standard due to CSR 

pioneering, there must be considered the possibility of a strategy 1) trying to prevent an 

agreement at all (ʽprevention strategyʼ) in a MSI, or at least 2) attempting to push competitors 
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into niche segments, which might be deemed as a ʽsuppression strategyʼ. Here, further 

research, investigating other MSIs in terms of the complex network of interaction of different 

stakeholders and their interests, positions and strategies, is needed. Influential stakeholders 

might use their power in similar processes to try to inhibit unification, and their success is 

dependent on the respective stakeholder network. This should be considered for other MSIs 

dealing with questions of sustainability to enhance the efficiency of the discussions, and to 

avoid failing of MSIs. 



19 

 

References 

Adler, R.S. and E.M. Silverstein. 2000. When David Meets Goliath: Dealing with Power 

Differentials in Negotiations. Harvard Negotiation Law Review 5 (1): 1–112. 

Akerlof, G.A. 1970. The Market for ʽLemonsʼ: Qualitative uncertainty and the market 

mechanism. Quarterly Journal of Economics 84 (3): 488–500. 

Albareda, L., J.M. Lozano and T. Ysa. 2007. Public Policies on Corporate Social 

Responsibility: The Role of Governments in Europe. Journal of Business Ethics 74 

(4): 391-407. 

Arenas, D., J.M. Lozano and L. Albareda. 2009. The Role of NGOs in CSR: Mutual 

Perceptions Among Stakeholders. Journal of Business Ethics 88 (1): 175–197. 

Armbrecht, L., C. Lambertz, D. Albers and M. Gauly. 2015. Tierwohl von Milchkühen bei 

Stall- und Weidehaltung - Ein Vergleich anhand des Welfare Quality® Protokolls. In: 

Tagungsband zur Tierwohl-Tagung 2015 in Göttingen, Tierhaltung im Spannungsfeld 

von Tierwohl, Ökonomie und Gesellschaft, Göttingen , 7-8 October 2015, Göttingen, 

pp. 70–73. 

Axelrod, R. 1984. The Evolution of Cooperation. Basic Books, Inc., Publishers, New York, 

United States. 

Batie, S.S. 2008. Wicked problems and applied economics. American Journal of Agricultural 

Economy 90 (5): 1176–1191. 

Bergold, J. and S. Thomas. 2012. Partizipative Forschungsmethoden: Ein methodischer 

Ansatz in Bewegung. Forum Qualitative Sozialforschung 13 (1), Art. 30. 

Biermann, F., M.-S. Chan, A. Mert and P. Pattberg. 2007. Multi-stakeholder partnerships for 

sustainable development: does the promise hold? In: Partnerships, Governance and 

Sustainable Development: Reflections on Theory and Practice, P. Glasbergen, F. 

Biermann, A.P.J. Mol (eds.), MPG Books Ltd, Bodmin, United Kingdom, pp. 239–

260. 

Blair, J.D., T.W. Nix, G.T. Payne, T.M. Rotarius and C.J. Whitehead. 2004. Stakeholder 

Management – Strategies and Styles. In: Health Care Administration: Planning, 

Implementing, and Managing Organized Delivery Systems, L.F. Wolper (eds.), Jones 

and Bartlett Publishers, London, United Kingdom, pp. 157–190. 

Boström, M. 2006. Regulatory credibility and authority through inclusiveness: 

Standardization organizations in cases of eco-labelling. Organization 13 (3): 345–367. 

Braithwaite, J. and P. Drahos 2000. Global Business Regulation. Cambridge University Press, 

Cambridge, United Kingdom. 

Burch, D. and G. Lawrence. 2005. Supermarket own brands, supply chains and the 

transformation of the agri-food systems. International Journal of Sociology of 

Agriculture and Food 13 (1): 1-28. 

Burchell, J. and J. Cook. 2006. It`s Good to Talk? Examining attitudes towards corporate 

social responsibility dialogue and engagement process. Business Ethics: A European 

Review 15 (2): 154–170. 



20 

 

Burger, D. and C. Mayer. 2003. Making Sustainable Development a Reality: The Role of 

Social and Ecological standards. Deutsche Gesellschaft für Technische 

Zusammenarbeit, Verlag Kessel, Remagen, Germany. 

Clopton, S.W. 1984. Seller and buyer firm factors affecting industrial buyers negotiation 

behavior and outcomes. Journal of Marketing Research 21 (1): 39–53. 

Cole, S.A. and L. Whitmarsh. 2008. Researching with stakeholders: Lessons from 

interdisciplinary climate change research. Tyndall Centre Briefing Note 32. Available 

at: http://www.tyndall.ac.uk/sites/default/files/bn32.pdf. (12.02.16). 

Conner, D.S. and D. Oppenheim. 2008. Demand for pasture-raised livestock products: Results 

from Michigan retail surveys. Journal of Agribusiness 26 (1): 1–20. 

De Moor, A. and H. Weigand. 2004. Business Negotiation Support: Theory and Practice. 

International Negotiation 9 (1): 31–57. 

Dentoni, D., O. Hospes and R.B. Ross. 2012. Managing wicked problems in agribusiness: the 

role of multi-stakeholder engagements in value creation: Editor's Introduction. 

International Food and Agribusiness Management Review 15 (B): 1–12. 

Dentoni, D. and M.G. Veldhuizen. 2012. Building capabilities for multi-stakeholder 

interactions at global and local levels: An executive interview with Jan Kees Vis, 

Berton Torn and Anniek Mauser. International Food and Agribusiness Management 

Review 15(B): 95–106. 

Elgersma, A. 2012. New developments in the Netherlands: dairies reward grazing because of 

public perception. Grassland Science in Europe 17: 420–422. 

Ellis, K.A., K. Billington, B. McNeil and D. McKeegan. 2009. Public opinion on UK milk 

marketing and dairy cow welfare. Animal Welfare 18 (3): 267–282. 

Fassin, Y. 2009. The stakeholder model refined. Journal of Business Ethics 84 (1): 113–135. 

Fransen, L.W. and A. Kolk 2007. Global Rule-Setting for Business: A Critical Analysis of 

Multi-Stakeholder Standards. Organization 14 (5): 667–684. 

Frederick, W., D. Davis and J. Post. 1988. Business and Society. Corporate Strategy, Public 

Policy, Ethics. McGraw-Hill Publishing, New York, United States. 

Freeman, E. 1984. Strategic Management: A Stakeholder Approach. Pitman, Boston, United 

States. 

Freeman, E. 2003. Lecture – Stakeholder Management Revisited: What’s the State of the Art? 

Leuven, 20 November. 

Freeman, E. 2004. The Stakeholder Approach Revisited. Zeitschrift für Wirtschafts- und 

Unternehmensethik 5 (3): 220–241. 

Frooman, J. 1999. Stakeholder Influences Strategies. Academy of Management Review 24 (2): 

191–205. 

Galuppo, L., M. Gorli, G. Scaratti and C. Kaneklin. 2014. Building social sustainability: 

multi-stakeholder processes and conflict management. Social Responsibility Journal 

10 (4): 685–701. 

Getter, K.L., B.K. Behe, D.S. Conner and P.H. Howard. 2014. Pasture-raised milk: the market 

for a differentiated product. Journal of Food Products Marketing 20 (2): 146–161. 



21 

 

Groth, S. 2012. Negotiating Tradition - The Pragmatics of International Deliberations on 

Cultural Property. Universitätsverlag Göttingen, Göttingen, Germany. 

Hale, T.N. and D.L. Mauzerall. 2004. Thinking globally and acting locally: can the 

Johannesburg Partnerships coordinate action on sustainable development? The Journal 

of Environment and Development 13 (3): 220–239. 

Hartwich, F., C. Gonzalez and L.-F. Vieira. 2005. Public-private partnerships for innovation-

led growth in agrichains: A useful tool for development in Latin America? ISNAR 

Discussion Paper 1. International Food Policy Research Institute, Washington, United 

States. 

Heerwagen, L.R., T. Christensen and P. Sandoe, P. 2013. The prospect of market-driven 

improvements in animal welfare: lessons from the case of grass milk in Denmark. 

Animals 3 (2): 499–512. 

Hemmati, M. 2002. Multi-stakeholder Processes for Governance and Sustainability: Beyond 

Deadlock and Conflict. Earthscan Publications Ltd, London, United Kingdom. 

Hernandez-Mendo, O., M.A.G. von Keyserlingk, D.M. Veira and D.M. Weary 2007. Effects 

of pasture on lameness in dairy cows. Journal of Dairy Science 90 (3): 1209–1214. 

Henson, S. and T. Reardon 2005. Private agri-food standards: Implications for food policy 

and the agri-food system. Food Policy 30 (3): 241–253.  

Hockerts, K. and R. Wüstenhagen 2010. Greening Goliaths Versus Emerging Davids - 

Theorizing about the role of incumbents and new entrants in sustainable 

entrepreneurship. Journal of Business Venturing 25 (5): 481–492. 

Jenkins, R.O., R. Pearson and G. Seyfang 2002. Corporate Responsibility and Labour Rights. 

Earthscan Publications Ltd, London, United Kingdom. 

Kell, G. and J.G. Ruggie 1999. Global Markets and social legitimacy: the case of the ‘global 

compact’. Transnational Corporations 8 (3): 101–120. 

Kemmis, S. 2001. Exploring the relevance of critical theory for action research: Emancipatory 

action research in the footsteps of Jürgen Habermas. In: Handbook of Action 

Research, P. Reason and H. Bradbury (eds.), Sage Publications, London, United 

Kingdom, pp. 91–102. 

Kühl, S., G. Sijbesma and A. Spiller. 2016. Einstellungen deutscher MilcherzeugerInnen zu 

Weidemilchprogrammen und Einflussfaktoren auf die Teilnahmebereitschaft. In: 

Jahrbuch der Österreichischen Gesellschaft für Agrarökonomie, Band 25: 35-44. 

McTaggert, R. 1991. Principles for participatory research. Adult Education Quarterly 41 (3): 

168–187. 

Metera, E. and T. Sakowski 2010. Grazing as a tool to maintain biodiversity of grassland – a 

review. Animal Science Papers and Reports 28 (4): 315–334. 

Mitchell, R.K., B.R. Agle and D.J. Wood 1997. Toward a theory of stakeholder identification 

and salience: Defining the principle of who and what really counts. The Academy of 

Management Review 22 (4): 853–886. 

Moura, P.T. and F.R. Chaddad 2012. Collective action and the governance of 

multistakeholder initiatives: a case study of Bonsucro. Journal on Chain and Network 

Science 12 (1): 13–24. 



22 

 

O’Rourke, D. 2006. Multi-stakeholder regulation: privatizing or socializing global labor 

standards? World Development 34 (5): 899–918. 

Pedersen, E.R. 2006. Making Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) Operable: How 

companies translate stakeholder dialogue into practice. Business and Society Review 

111 (2): 137–163. 

Picot, A. and B. Wolff. 1994. Institutional Economics of Public Firms and Administrations: 

Some Guidelines for Efficiency-Oriented Design. Journal of Institutional and 

Theoretical Economics (JITE)/Zeitschrift für die gesamte Staatswissenschaft 150 (1): 

211-232. 

Porter, M.E. 1998. Competitive Strategy. The Free Press, New York, United States. 

Porter, M.E. and M. Kramer. 2011. Creating shared value: Redefining capitalism and the role 

of the corporation in society. Harvard Business Review, January/February 2011. 

Rahwan, I., P. McBurney and L. Sonenberg. 2003. Towards a Theory of Negotiation Strategy: 

(A Preliminary Report). In: Proceedings of the 5
th

 Workshop on Game Theoretic and 

Decision Theoretic Agents, S. Parsons and P. Gmytrasiewicz (eds.), March 2003, pp. 

73–80. 

Reijs, J.W., C.H.G. Daatselaar, J.F. Helming, J. Jager, and A.C.G. Beldman 2013. Grazing 

dairy cows in North-West Europe – Economic farm performance and future 

developments with emphasis on the Dutch situation. LEI Report 2013-001, 

Wageningen, Netherlands. 

Reinicke, W.H. and F.M. Deng 2000. Critical Choices. The United Nations, networks, and the 

future of global governance. UN Vision Project on Global Public Policy Networks, 

IDRC Books, Washington, D. C., United States. 

Roloff, J. 2008a. Learning from multi-stakeholder networks: issue-focussed stakeholder 

management. Journal of Business Ethics 82 (1): 233–250. 

Roloff, J. 2008b. A life cycle model of multi-stakeholder networks. Business Ethics: A 

European Review 17 (3): 311–325. 

Savage, G.T., T.W. Nix, C.J. Whitehead and J.D. Blair 1991. Strategies for assessing and 

managing organizational stakeholders. The Executive 5 (2): 61–75. 

Steurer, R. 2011. Soft Instruments, Few Networks: How ‘New Governance’ Materializes in 

Public Policies on Corporate Social Responsibility Across Europe. Environmental 

Policy and Governance 21 (4): 270-290. 

Thorsøe, M.H. 2015. Maintaining trust and credibility in a continuously evolving organic 

food system. Journal of Agricultural and Environmental Ethics 28 (4): 767–787. 

Tondreau, F. 2005. Measuring The Effectiveness Of Partnerships For Sustainable 

Development: What Can We Learn From The Chilean Experience? Institute for 

Environmental Studies, VU University Amsterdam, Amsterdam, Netherlands. 

TopAgrar 2011. FrieslandCampina erhöht Weidemilch-Zuschlag deutlich. Available at:  

http://www.topagrar.com/news/Rind-News-FrieslandCampina-erhoeht-Weidemilch-

Zuschlag-deutlich-537870.html. (12.02.16). 

Utting, P. 2002. Regulating business via multistakeholder initiatives: a preliminary 

assessment. In: Voluntary Approaches to Corporate Responsibility: Readings and a 



23 

 

Resource Guide 61130 by the UN Non-Governmental Liaison Service (NGLS) and 

UNRISD, Geneva, Switzerland.   

Vallejo, N. and P. Hauselmann. 2004. Governance and Multi-stakeholder Processes. 

International Institute for Sustainable Development, Winnipeg, Canada. Available at: 

https://www.iisd.org/pdf/2004/sci_governance.pdf. (10.09.16). 

Varvasovszky, Z. and R. Brugha. 2000. A stakeholder analysis. Health Policy and Planning 

15 (3): 338–345. 

Verbraucherzentrale. 2014. Lebensmittelklarheit. Hansano Weidemilch. Available at: 

http://www.lebensmittelklarheit.de/produkte/hansano-weidemilch. (20.04.17). 

Wedekind, C. and M. Milinski. 1996. Human cooperation in the simultaneous and the 

alternating Prisoner's Dilemma: Pavlov versus Generous Tit-for-Tat. Proceedings of 

the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America 93 (7): 2686–2689. 

Weinrich, R., S. Kühl, A. Zühlsdorf and A. Spiller. 2014. Consumer Attitudes in Germany 

towards different dairy housing systems and their implications for the marketing of 

pasture raised milk. International Food and Agribusiness Management Review 17 (4): 

205–222. 

Weinrich, R., S. Kühl, A. Zühlsdorf and A. Spiller. 2016. Zum Verbraucherverständnis von 

Alpen- und Weidemilch. German Journal of Agricultural Economics 65 (3): 197–210. 

White, S.L., G.A. Benson, S.P. Washburn and J.T.J. Green. 2002. Milk production and 

economic measures in confinement or pasture systems using seasonally calved 

Holstein and Jersey cows. Journal of Dairy Science 85 (1): 62–104. 

Whyte, W.F. 1991. Participatory action research. Sage Publications, Newbury Park, United 

States. 

Welp, M., A. de la Vega-Leinert, S. Stoll-Kleemann and C.C. Jaeger. 2006. Science-based 

stakeholder dialogues: Theories and tools. Global Environmental Change 16 (2): 170–

181. 



24 

 

 

 

Diskussionspapiere  

2000 bis 31. Mai 2006 

Institut für Agrarökonomie 

Georg-August-Universität, Göttingen 

 

2000 

0001 Brandes, W. 
Über Selbstorganisation in Planspielen:  

ein Erfahrungsbericht, 2000 

0002 
von Cramon-Taubadel, S.      

u. J. Meyer 

Asymmetric Price Transmission:  

Factor Artefact?, 2000 

2001 

0101 Leserer, M. Zur Stochastik sequentieller Entscheidungen, 2001 

0102 Molua, E. 
The Economic Impacts of Global Climate Change on 

African Agriculture, 2001 

0103 Birner, R. et al. 

‚Ich kaufe, also will ich?’: eine interdisziplinäre 

Analyse der Entscheidung für oder gegen den Kauf 

besonders tier- u. umweltfreundlich erzeugter 

Lebensmittel, 2001 

0104 Wilkens, I. 

Wertschöpfung von Großschutzgebieten: Befragung 

von Besuchern des Nationalparks Unteres Odertal als 

Baustein einer Kosten-Nutzen-Analyse, 2001 

2002 

0201 Grethe, H. 

Optionen für die Verlagerung von Haushaltsmitteln 

aus der ersten in die zweite Säule der EU-

Agrarpolitik, 2002 

0202 Spiller, A. u. M. Schramm 

Farm Audit als Element des Midterm-Review : 

zugleich ein Beitrag zur Ökonomie von 

Qualitätsicherungssytemen, 2002 

2003 

0301 Lüth, M. et al. Qualitätssignaling in der Gastronomie, 2003 

0302 
Jahn, G., M. Peupert u.  

A. Spiller 

Einstellungen deutscher Landwirte zum QS-System: 

Ergebnisse einer ersten Sondierungsstudie, 2003 

0303 Theuvsen, L. 

Kooperationen in der Landwirtschaft: Formen, 

Wirkungen und aktuelle Bedeutung, 2003 

 

Georg-August-Universität Göttingen  

Department für Agrarökonomie und Rurale Entwicklung 



25 

 

0304 Jahn, G. 

Zur Glaubwürdigkeit von Zertifizierungssystemen: 

eine ökonomische Analyse der Kontrollvalidität, 2003 

 

2004 

0401 
Meyer, J. u.  

S. von Cramon-Taubadel 
Asymmetric Price Transmission: a Survey, 2004 

0402 
Barkmann, J. u. R. 

Marggraf 

The Long-Term Protection of Biological Diversity: 

Lessons from Market Ethics, 2004 

0403 Bahrs, E. 

VAT as an Impediment to Implementing Efficient 

Agricultural Marketing Structures in Transition 

Countries, 2004 

0404 
Spiller, A., T. Staack u.  

A. Zühlsdorf 

Absatzwege für landwirtschaftliche Spezialitäten: 

Potenziale des Mehrkanalvertriebs, 2004 

0405 Spiller, A. u. T. Staack 

Brand Orientation in der deutschen 

Ernährungswirtschaft: Ergebnisse einer explorativen 

Online-Befragung, 2004 

0406 Gerlach, S. u. B. Köhler 

Supplier Relationship Management im Agribusiness: 

ein Konzept zur Messung der 

Geschäftsbeziehungsqualität, 2004 

0407 Inderhees, P. et al. 
Determinanten der Kundenzufriedenheit im 

Fleischerfachhandel 

0408 Lüth, M. et al. 

Köche als Kunden: Direktvermarktung 

landwirtschaftlicher Spezialitäten an die Gastronomie, 

2004 

2005 

0501 
Spiller, A., J. Engelken u.  

S. Gerlach 

Zur Zukunft des Bio-Fachhandels: eine Befragung 

von Bio-Intensivkäufern, 2005 

0502 Groth, M. 

Verpackungsabgaben und Verpackungslizenzen als 

Alternative für ökologisch nachteilige 

Einweggetränkeverpackungen? Eine 

umweltökonomische Diskussion, 2005 

0503 Freese, J. u. H. Steinmann 

Ergebnisse des Projektes ‘Randstreifen als 

Strukturelemente in der intensiv genutzten 

Agrarlandschaft Wolfenbüttels’, 

Nichtteilnehmerbefragung NAU 2003, 2005 

0504 
Jahn, G., M. Schramm u.  

A. Spiller 

Institutional Change in Quality Assurance: the Case of 

Organic Farming in Germany, 2005 

0505 
Gerlach, S., R. 

Kennerknecht u. A. Spiller 

Die Zukunft des Großhandels in der Bio-

Wertschöpfungskette, 2005 



26 

 

2006 

0601 
Heß, S., H. Bergmann u.  

L. Sudmann 

Die Förderung alternativer Energien: eine kritische 

Bestandsaufnahme, 2006 

0602 Gerlach, S. u. A. Spiller 

Anwohnerkonflikte bei landwirtschaftlichen 

Stallbauten: Hintergründe und Einflussfaktoren; 

Ergebnisse einer empirischen Analyse, 2006 

0603 Glenk, K. 

Design and Application of Choice Experiment 

Surveys in So-Called Developing Countries: Issues 

and Challenges,  

0604 

Bolten, J., R. Kennerknecht 

u.  

A. Spiller 

Erfolgsfaktoren im Naturkostfachhandel: Ergebnisse 

einer empirischen Analyse, 2006 (entfällt) 

0605 Hasan, Y. 

Einkaufsverhalten und Kundengruppen bei 

Direktvermarktern in Deutschland: Ergebnisse einer 

empirischen Analyse, 2006 

0606 Lülfs, F. u. A. Spiller 

Kunden(un-)zufriedenheit in der Schulverpflegung: 

Ergebnisse einer vergleichenden Schulbefragung, 

2006 

0607 
Schulze, H., F. Albersmeier   

u. A. Spiller 

Risikoorientierte Prüfung in Zertifizierungssystemen 

der Land- und Ernährungswirtschaft, 2006 

2007 

0701 Buchs, A. K. u. J. Jasper 

For whose Benefit? Benefit-Sharing within 

Contractural ABC-Agreements from an Economic 

Prespective: the Example of Pharmaceutical 

Bioprospection, 2007 

0702 Böhm, J. et al. 

Preis-Qualitäts-Relationen im Lebensmittelmarkt: 

eine Analyse auf Basis der Testergebnisse Stiftung 

Warentest, 2007 

0703 Hurlin, J. u. H. Schulze 
Möglichkeiten und Grenzen der Qualitäts-sicherung in 

der Wildfleischvermarktung, 2007 

Ab Heft 4, 2007: 

Diskussionspapiere (Discussion Papers),  

Department für Agrarökonomie und Rurale Entwicklung  

Georg-August-Universität, Göttingen  

(ISSN 1865-2697) 

0704 
Stockebrand, N. u. A. 

Spiller 

Agrarstudium in Göttingen: Fakultätsimage und 

Studienwahlentscheidungen; Erstsemesterbefragung 

im WS 2006/2007 

0705 
Bahrs, E., J.-H. Held   

u. J. Thiering 

Auswirkungen der Bioenergieproduktion auf die 

Agrarpolitik sowie auf Anreizstrukturen in der 

Landwirtschaft: eine partielle Analyse bedeutender 

Fragestellungen anhand der Beispielregion 



27 

 

Niedersachsen 

0706 
Yan, J., J. Barkmann 

u. R. Marggraf 

Chinese tourist preferences for nature based 

destinations – a choice experiment analysis 

2008 

0801 Joswig, A. u. A. Zühlsdorf Marketing für Reformhäuser: Senioren als Zielgruppe 

0802 Schulze, H. u. A. Spiller 

Qualitätssicherungssysteme in der europäischen Agri-

Food Chain: Ein Rückblick auf das letzte Jahrzehnt 

 

0803 Gille, C. u. A. Spiller 
Kundenzufriedenheit in der Pensionspferdehaltung: 

eine empirische Studie 

0804 Voss, J. u. A. Spiller 

Die Wahl des richtigen Vertriebswegs in den 

Vorleistungsindustrien der Landwirtschaft – 

Konzeptionelle Überlegungen und empirische 

Ergebnisse 

0805 Gille, C. u. A. Spiller 
Agrarstudium in Göttingen. Erstsemester- und 

Studienverlaufsbefragung im WS 2007/2008 

0806 
Schulze, B., C. Wocken u.  

A. Spiller 

(Dis)loyalty in the German dairy industry. A supplier 

relationship management view Empirical evidence 

and management implications 

0807 
Brümmer, B., U. Köster        

u. J.-P. Loy 

Tendenzen auf dem Weltgetreidemarkt: Anhaltender 

Boom oder kurzfristige Spekulationsblase? 

0808 
Schlecht, S., F. Albersmeier  

u. A. Spiller 

Konflikte bei landwirtschaftlichen Stallbauprojekten: 

Eine empirische Untersuchung zum 

Bedrohungspotential kritischer Stakeholder 

0809 
Lülfs-Baden, F.  u. A. 

Spiller 

Steuerungsmechanismen im deutschen 

Schulverpflegungsmarkt: eine 

institutionenökonomische Analyse 

0810 
Deimel, M., L. Theuvsen       

u. C. Ebbeskotte 

Von der Wertschöpfungskette zum Netzwerk: 

Methodische Ansätze zur Analyse des 

Verbundsystems der Veredelungswirtschaft 

Nordwestdeutschlands 

0811 Albersmeier, F. u. A. Spiller Supply Chain Reputation in der Fleischwirtschaft 

2009 

0901 
Bahlmann, J., A. Spiller        

u. C.-H. Plumeyer 

Status quo und Akzeptanz von Internet-basierten 

Informationssystemen: Ergebnisse einer empirischen 

Analyse in der deutschen Veredelungswirtschaft 



28 

 

0902 Gille, C. u. A. Spiller 
Agrarstudium in Göttingen. Eine vergleichende 

Untersuchung der Erstsemester der Jahre 2006-2009 

0903 
Gawron, J.-C. u. L. 

Theuvsen 

„Zertifizierungssysteme des Agribusiness im 

interkulturellen Kontext – Forschungsstand und 

Darstellung der kulturellen Unterschiede” 

0904 
Raupach, K.  u. R. 

Marggraf 

Verbraucherschutz vor dem Schimmelpilzgift 

Deoxynivalenol in Getreideprodukten Aktuelle 

Situation und Verbesserungsmöglichkeiten 

0905 Busch, A. u. R. Marggraf 

Analyse der deutschen globalen Waldpolitik im 

Kontext der Klimarahmenkonvention und des 

Übereinkommens über die Biologische Vielfalt 

0906 

Zschache, U., S. von 

Cramon-Taubadel u. L. 

Theuvsen 

Die öffentliche Auseinandersetzung über Bioenergie 

in den Massenmedien - Diskursanalytische 

Grundlagen und erste Ergebnisse 

0907 

Onumah, E. E.,G. 

Hoerstgen-Schwark u. B. 

Brümmer 

Productivity of hired and family labour and 

determinants of technical inefficiency in Ghana’s fish 

farms 

0908 

Onumah, E. E., S. Wessels,  

N. Wildenhayn, G. 

Hoerstgen-Schwark u. B. 

Brümmer 

Effects of stocking density and photoperiod 

manipulation in relation to estradiol profile to enhance 

spawning activity in female Nile tilapia 

0909 
Steffen, N., S. Schlecht 

u. A. Spiller 

Ausgestaltung von Milchlieferverträgen nach der 

Quote 

0910 
Steffen, N., S. Schlecht 

u. A. Spiller 

Das Preisfindungssystem von 

Genossenschaftsmolkereien 

0911 
Granoszewski, K.,C. Reise,  

A. Spiller u. O. Mußhoff 

Entscheidungsverhalten landwirtschaftlicher 

Betriebsleiter bei Bioenergie-Investitionen - Erste 

Ergebnisse einer empirischen Untersuchung - 

0912 
Albersmeier, F., D. Mörlein   

u. A. Spiller 

Zur Wahrnehmung der Qualität von Schweinefleisch 

beim Kunden 

0913 
Ihle, R., B. Brümmer             

u. S. R. Thompson 

Spatial Market Integration in the EU Beef and Veal 

Sector: Policy Decoupling and Export Bans 

2010 

1001 
Heß, S., S. von Cramon-

Taubadel u. S. Sperlich 

Numbers for Pascal: Explaining differences in the 

estimated Benefits of the Doha Development Agenda 

1002 
Deimel, I., J. Böhm               

u. B. Schulze 

Low Meat Consumption als Vorstufe zum 

Vegetarismus? Eine qualitative Studie zu den 

Motivstrukturen geringen Fleischkonsums 

1003 Franz, A. u. B. Nowak Functional food consumption in Germany: A lifestyle 



29 

 

segmentation study 

1004 Deimel, M. u. L. Theuvsen 

Standortvorteil Nordwestdeutschland? Eine 

Untersuchung zum Einfluss von Netzwerk- und 

Clusterstrukturen in der Schweinefleischerzeugung 

 

1005 Niens, C. u. R. Marggraf 
Ökonomische Bewertung von Kindergesundheit in der 

Umweltpolitik - Aktuelle Ansätze und ihre Grenzen 

1006 

Hellberg-Bahr, A., 

M. Pfeuffer, N. Steffen,  

A. Spiller u. B. Brümmer 

 

Preisbildungssysteme in der Milchwirtschaft -Ein 

Überblick über die Supply Chain Milch 

1007 
Steffen, N., S. Schlecht,  

H-C. Müller u. A. Spiller 

Wie viel Vertrag braucht die deutsche 

Milchwirtschaft?- Erste Überlegungen zur 

Ausgestaltung des Contract Designs nach der Quote 

aus Sicht der Molkereien 

1008 
Prehn, S., B. Brümmer          

u. S. R. Thompson 

Payment Decoupling and the Intra – European Calf 

Trade 

1009 

Maza, B., J. Barkmann,  

F. von Walter u. R. 

Marggraf 

Modelling smallholders production and agricultural 

income in the area of the Biosphere reserve 

“Podocarpus - El Cóndor”, Ecuador 

1010 
Busse, S., B. Brümmer          

u. R. Ihle 

Interdependencies between Fossil Fuel and 

Renewable Energy Markets: The German Biodiesel 

Market 

 

2011 

1101 
Mylius, D., S. Küest,  

C. Klapp u. L. Theuvsen 

Der Großvieheinheitenschlüssel im Stallbaurecht - 

Überblick und vergleichende Analyse der 

Abstandsregelungen in der TA Luft und in den VDI-

Richtlinien 

1102 
Klapp, C., L. Obermeyer       

u. F. Thoms 

Der Vieheinheitenschlüssel im Steuerrecht - 

Rechtliche Aspekte und betriebswirtschaftliche 

Konsequenzen der Gewerblichkeit in der Tierhaltung 

1103 
Göser, T., L. Schroeder          

u. C. Klapp 

Agrarumweltprogramme: (Wann) lohnt sich die 

Teilnahme für landwirtschaftliche Betriebe? 

1104 

Plumeyer, C.-H.,                    

F. Albersmeier, M. Freiherr 

von Oer, C. H. Emmann        

u. L. Theuvsen 

Der niedersächsische Landpachtmarkt: Eine 

empirische Analyse aus Pächtersicht 

1105 Voss, A. u. L. Theuvsen Geschäftsmodelle im deutschen Viehhandel: 

Konzeptionelle Grundlagen und empirische 



30 

 

Ergebnisse 

1106 

Wendler, C., S. von 

Cramon-Taubadel, H. de 

Haen,  

C. A. Padilla Bravo u. S. 

Jrad 

Food security in Syria: Preliminary results based on 

the 2006/07 expenditure survey 

1107 Prehn, S. u. B. Brümmer 
Estimation Issues in Disaggregate Gravity Trade 

Models 

1108 
Recke, G., L. Theuvsen,  

N. Venhaus u. A. Voss 

Der Viehhandel in den Wertschöpfungsketten der 

Fleischwirtschaft: Entwicklungstendenzen und 

Perspektiven 

1109 Prehn, S. u. B. Brümmer 

“Distorted Gravity: The Intensive and Extensive 

Margins of International Trade”, revisited: An 

Application to an Intermediate Melitz Model 

2012 

1201 
Kayser, M., C. Gille,  

K. Suttorp u. A. Spiller 

Lack of pupils in German riding schools? – A causal- 

analytical consideration of customer satisfaction in 

children and adolescents 

1202 Prehn, S. u. B. Brümmer Bimodality & the Performance of PPML 

1203 Tangermann, S. 

Preisanstieg am EU-Zuckermarkt: 

Bestimmungsgründe und Handlungsmöglichkeiten 

der Marktpolitik 

1204 
Würriehausen, N., 

S. Lakner u. Rico Ihle 

Market integration of conventional and organic wheat 

in Germany 

1205 Heinrich, B. 

Calculating the Greening Effect – a case study 

approach to predict the gross margin losses in 

different farm types in Germany due to the reform of 

the CAP 

1206 Prehn, S. u. B. Brümmer 

A Critical Judgement of the Applicability of ‘New 

New  Trade Theory’ to Agricultural: Structural 

Change, Productivity, and Trade 

1207 
Marggraf, R., P. Masius         

u. C. Rumpf 

Zur Integration von Tieren in 

wohlfahrtsökonomischen Analysen 

1208 

S. Lakner, B. Brümmer,  

S. von Cramon-Taubadel 

J. Heß, J. Isselstein, U. 

Liebe,  

R. Marggraf, O. Mußhoff,  

L. Theuvsen, T. Tscharntke,  

C. Westphal u. G. Wiese 

Der Kommissionsvorschlag zur GAP-Reform 2013 - 

aus Sicht von Göttinger und Witzenhäuser 

Agrarwissenschaftler(inne)n 



31 

 

1209 
Prehn, S., B. Brümmer          

u. T. Glauben 
Structural Gravity Estimation & Agriculture 

1210 
Prehn, S., B. Brümmer          

u. T. Glauben 

An Extended Viner Model: 

Trade Creation, Diversion & Reduction 

1211 
Salidas, R. u. S. von 

Cramon-Taubadel 

Access to Credit and the Determinants of Technical 

Inefficiency among Specialized Small Farmers in 

Chile 

1212 Steffen, N. u. A. Spiller 

Effizienzsteigerung in der Wertschöpfungskette  

Milch ? 

-Potentiale in der Zusammenarbeit zwischen 

Milcherzeugern und Molkereien aus Landwirtssicht 

1213 
Mußhoff, O.,  A. Tegtmeier   

u. N. Hirschauer 

Attraktivität einer landwirtschaftlichen Tätigkeit 

- Einflussfaktoren und Gestaltungsmöglichkeiten 

2013 

1301 
Lakner, S., C. Holst               

u. B. Heinrich 

Reform der Gemeinsamen Agrarpolitik der EU 2014 

- mögliche Folgen des Greenings 

für die niedersächsische Landwirtschaft 

 

1302 
Tangermann, S. u. S. von 

Cramon-Taubadel 

Agricultural Policy in the European Union : An 

Overview 

1303 
Granoszewski, K. u. A. 

Spiller 

Langfristige Rohstoffsicherung in der Supply Chain 

Biogas : Status Quo und Potenziale vertraglicher 

Zusammenarbeit 

1304 

Lakner, S., C. Holst, B. 

Brümmer, S. von Cramon-

Taubadel, L. Theuvsen, O. 

Mußhoff u. T.Tscharntke 

Zahlungen für Landwirte an gesellschaftliche 

Leistungen koppeln! - Ein Kommentar zum aktuellen 

Stand der EU-Agrarreform 

1305 
Prechtel, B., M. Kayser         

u. L. Theuvsen 

Organisation von Wertschöpfungsketten in der 

Gemüseproduktion : das Beispiel Spargel 

1306 

Anastassiadis, F., J.-H.  

Feil, O. Musshoff u. P. 

Schilling 

Analysing farmers' use of price hedging instruments : 

an experimental approach 

1307 
Holst, C. u. S. von Cramon-

Taubadel 

Trade, Market Integration and Spatial Price 

Transmission on EU Pork Markets following Eastern 

Enlargement 

1308 Granoszewki, K., S. Sander, 

V. M. Aufmkolk                 

Die Erzeugung regenerativer Energien unter 

gesellschaftlicher Kritik : Akzeptanz von Anwohnern 

gegenüber der Errichtung von Biogas- und 



32 

 

u. A. Spiller Windenergieanlagen 

2014 

1401 

Lakner, S., C. Holst, J. 

Barkmann, J. Isselstein          

u. A. Spiller 

Perspektiven der Niedersächsischen Agrarpolitik nach 

2013 : Empfehlungen Göttinger Agrarwissenschaftler 

für die Landespolitik 

1402 
Müller, K., Mußhoff, O.        

u. R. Weber 

The More the Better? How Collateral Levels Affect 

Credit Risk in Agricultural Microfinance 

1403 
März, A., N. Klein, T. 

Kneib u. O. Mußhoff 

Analysing farmland rental rates using Bayesian 

geoadditive quantile regression 

1404 
Weber, R., O. Mußhoff          

u. M. Petrick 

How flexible repayment schedules affect credit risk in 

agricultural microfinance 

1405 

Haverkamp, M., S. Henke, 

C., Kleinschmitt, B. 

Möhring, H., Müller, O. 

Mußhoff, L., Rosenkranz, 

B. Seintsch,      K. 

Schlosser u. L. Theuvsen 

Vergleichende Bewertung der Nutzung von   

Biomasse : Ergebnisse aus den Bioenergieregionen 

Göttingen und BERTA 

1406 
Wolbert-Haverkamp, M.       

u. O. Musshoff 

Die Bewertung der Umstellung einer einjährigen 

Ackerkultur auf den Anbau von Miscanthus – Eine 

Anwendung des Realoptionsansatzes 

1407 
Wolbert-Haverkamp, M.,  

J.-H. Feil u. O. Musshoff 

The value chain of heat production from woody 

biomass under market competition and different 

incentive systems: An agent-based real options model 

1408 
Ikinger, C., A. Spiller            

u. K. Wiegand 

Reiter und Pferdebesitzer in Deutschland (Facts and 

Figures on German Equestrians) 

1409 

Mußhoff, O., N. 

Hirschauer, S. Grüner u. S. 

Pielsticker 

Der Einfluss begrenzter Rationalität auf die 

Verbreitung von Wetterindexversicherungen :  

Ergebnisse eines internetbasierten Experiments mit 

Landwirten 

1410 Spiller, A. u. B. Goetzke 
Zur Zukunft des Geschäftsmodells Markenartikel im 

Lebensmittelmarkt 

1411 Wille, M. 

‚Manche haben es satt, andere werden nicht satt‘ : 

Anmerkungen zur polarisierten Auseinandersetzung 

um Fragen des globalen Handels und der 

Welternährung 

1412 
Müller, J., J. Oehmen, 

I. Janssen u. L. Theuvsen 

Sportlermarkt Galopprennsport : Zucht und Besitz des 

Englischen Vollbluts 

 



33 

 

2015 

1501 Hartmann, L. u. A. Spiller 
Luxusaffinität deutscher Reitsportler : Implikationen 

für das Marketing im Reitsportsegment 

1502 
Schneider, T., L. Hartmann 

u. A. Spiller 

Luxusmarketing bei Lebensmitteln : eine empirische 

Studie zu Dimensionen des Luxuskonsums in der 

Bundesrepublik Deutschland 

1503 
Würriehausen, N. u. S. 

Lakner 

Stand des ökologischen Strukturwandels in der 

ökologischen Landwirtschaft 

1504 
Emmann, C. H., D. 

Surmann u. L. Theuvsen 

Charakterisierung und Bedeutung außerlandwirt-

schaftlicher Investoren : empirische Ergebnisse aus 

Sicht des landwirtschaftlichen Berufsstandes 

1505 
Buchholz, M., G. Host u. 

Oliver Mußhoff 

Water and Irrigation Policy Impact Assessment Using 

Business Simulation Games : Evidence from Northern 

Germany 

1506 
Hermann, D.,O. Mußhoff u. 

D. Rüther 

Measuring farmers‘ time preference : A comparison of 

methods 

1507 
Riechers, M., J. Barkmann 

u. T. Tscharntke 

Bewertung kultureller Ökosystemleistungen von 

Berliner Stadtgrün entlang eines urbanen-periurbanen 

Gradienten 

1508 

Lakner, S., S. Kirchweger, 

D. Hopp, B. Brümmer u. 

 J. Kantelhardt 

Impact of Diversification on Technical Efficiency of 

Organic Farming in Switzerland, Austria and Southern 

Germany 

1509 

Sauthoff, S., F. 

Anastassiadis u. O. 

Mußhoff 

Analyzing farmers‘ preferences for substrate supply 

contracts for sugar beets 

1510 
Feil, J.-H., F. Anastassiadis, 

O. Mußhoff u. P. Kasten 

Analyzing farmers‘ preferences for collaborative 

arrangements : an experimental approach 

1511 Weinrich, R., u. A. Spiller 
Developing food labelling strategies with the help of 

extremeness aversion 

1512 
Weinrich, R., A. Franz u.  

A. Spiller 
Multi-level labelling : too complex for consumers? 

1513 
Niens, C., R. Marggraf u. 

F. Hoffmeister 

Ambulante Pflege im ländlichen Raum : 

Überlegungen zur effizienten Sicherstellung von 

Bedarfsgerechtigkeit 

1514 
Sauter, P., D. Hermann u. 

O. Mußhoff 

 

Risk attitudes of foresters, farmers and students : An 

experimental multimethod comparison 

 



34 

 

2016 

1601 
Magrini, E., J. Balie; C. 

Morales Opazo 

Price signals and supply responses for stable food 

crops in SSAS countries 

1602 Feil, J.-H. 

Analyzing investment and disinvestment decisions 

under uncertainty, firm-heterogeneity and tradable 

output permits 

1603 Sonntag, W. u. A. Spiller 
Prozessqualitäten in der WTO : Ein Vorschlag für die 

reliable Messung von moralischen Bedenken 

1604 Wiegand, K. 
Marktorientierung von Reitschulen – zwischen 

Vereinsmanagement und Dienstleistungsmarketing 

1605 Ikinger, C. M. u. A. Spiller 

Tierwohlbewusstsein und –verhalten von Reitern : Die 

Entwicklung eines Modells für das 

Tierwohlbewusstsein und –verhalten im Reitsport 

1606 Zinngrebe, Yves 
Incorporating Biodiversity Conservation in Peruvian 

Development : A history with different episodes 

1607 
Balié, J., E. Magrini u. C. 

Morales Opazo 

Cereal Price Shocks and Volatility in Sub-Saharan 

Africa : what does really matter for Farmers‘ Welfare? 

1608 
Spiller, A., M. von Meyer-

Höfer; W. Sonntag 

Gibt es eine Zukunft für die moderne konventionelle 

Tierhaltung in Nordwesteuropa? 

1609 
Gollisch, S., B. Hedderich, 

L. Theuvsen 

Reference points and risky decision-making in 

agricultural trade firms : A case study in Germany 

1610 
Cárcamo, J. u. 

S. von Cramon-Taubadel 

Assessing small-scale raspberry producers’ risk and 

ambiguity preferences : evidence from field-

experiment data in rural Chile 

1611 
García-Germán, S., A. 

Romeo, E. Magrini, J. Balié 

The impact of food price shocks on weight loss : 

Evidence from the adult population of Tanzania 

2017 

1701 
Vollmer, E., D. Hermann, 

O. Mußhoff 

The disposition effect in farmers‘ selling behavior – 

an experimental investigation 

1702 
Römer, U., O. Mußhoff,  R. 

Weber, C. G. Turvey 

Truth and consequences : Bogus pipeline experiment 

in informal small business lending 

1703 Römer, U., O. Mußhoff 

Can agricultural credit scoring for microfinance 

institutions be implemented and improved by weather 

data? 

 

 

 

 



35 

 

 

 

Diskussionspapiere 

2000 bis 31. Mai 2006:  

Institut für Rurale Entwicklung  

Georg-August-Universität, Göttingen) 

Ed. Winfried Manig (ISSN 1433-2868) 

 

32 Dirks, Jörg J. 

Einflüsse auf die Beschäftigung in 

nahrungsmittelverabeitenden ländlichen 

Kleinindustrien in West-Java/Indonesien, 2000 

33 Keil, Alwin 
Adoption of Leguminous Tree Fallows in Zambia, 

2001 

34 Schott, Johanna 
Women’s Savings and Credit Co-operatives in  

Madagascar, 2001 

35 
Seeberg-Elberfeldt, 

Christina 

Production Systems and Livelihood Strategies in 

Southern Bolivia, 2002 

36 Molua, Ernest L. 

Rural Development and Agricultural Progress: 

Challenges, Strategies and the Cameroonian 

Experience, 2002 

37 Demeke, Abera Birhanu 

Factors Influencing the Adoption of Soil 

Conservation Practices in Northwestern Ethiopia, 

2003 

38 
Zeller, Manfred u.  

Julia Johannsen 

Entwicklungshemmnisse im afrikanischen 

Agrarsektor: Erklärungsansätze und empirische 

Ergebnisse, 2004 

39 Yustika, Ahmad Erani 
Institutional Arrangements of Sugar Cane Farmers in 

East Java – Indonesia: Preliminary Results, 2004 

40 Manig, Winfried 
Lehre und Forschung in der Sozialökonomie der 

Ruralen Entwicklung, 2004 

41 Hebel, Jutta 

Transformation des chinesischen Arbeitsmarktes: 

gesellschaftliche Herausforderungen des 

Beschäftigungswandels, 2004 

42 Khan, Mohammad Asif 

Patterns of Rural Non-Farm Activities and 

Household Acdess to Informal Economy in 

Northwest Pakistan, 2005 

Georg-August-Universität Göttingen  

Department für Agrarökonomie und Rurale Entwicklung 



36 

 

43 Yustika, Ahmad Erani 
Transaction Costs and Corporate Governance of 

Sugar Mills in East Java, Indovesia, 2005 

44 

Feulefack, Joseph Florent, 

Manfred Zeller u. Stefan 

Schwarze 

Accuracy Analysis of Participatory Wealth Ranking 

(PWR) in Socio-economic Poverty Comparisons, 

2006 



37 

 

  

 

 

 

 

Die Wurzeln der Fakultät für Agrarwissenschaften reichen in das 19. 

Jahrhundert zurück. Mit Ausgang des Wintersemesters 1951/52 wurde sie als 

siebente Fakultät an der Georgia-Augusta-Universität durch Ausgliederung bereits 

existierender landwirtschaftlicher Disziplinen aus der Mathematisch-

Naturwissenschaftlichen Fakultät etabliert. 

 

1969/70 wurde durch Zusammenschluss mehrerer bis dahin selbständiger Institute 

das Institut für Agrarökonomie gegründet. Im Jahr 2006 wurden das Institut für 

Agrarökonomie und das Institut für Rurale Entwicklung zum heutigen 

Department für Agrarökonomie und Rurale Entwicklung zusammengeführt. 

 

Das Department für Agrarökonomie und Rurale Entwicklung besteht aus 

insgesamt neun Lehrstühlen zu den folgenden Themenschwerpunkten: 

- Agrarpolitik 

- Betriebswirtschaftslehre des Agribusiness 

- Internationale Agrarökonomie 

- Landwirtschaftliche Betriebslehre 

- Landwirtschaftliche Marktlehre 

- Marketing für Lebensmittel und Agrarprodukte 

- Soziologie Ländlicher Räume 

- Umwelt- und Ressourcenökonomik 

- Welternährung und rurale Entwicklung 

 

In der Lehre ist das Department für Agrarökonomie und Rurale Entwicklung 

führend für die Studienrichtung Wirtschafts- und Sozialwissenschaften des 

Landbaus sowie maßgeblich eingebunden in die Studienrichtungen Agribusiness 

und Ressourcenmanagement. Das Forschungsspektrum des Departments ist breit 

gefächert. Schwerpunkte liegen sowohl in der Grundlagenforschung als auch in 

angewandten Forschungsbereichen. Das Department bildet heute eine 

schlagkräftige Einheit mit international beachteten Forschungsleistungen.  

 

Georg-August-Universität Göttingen 

Department für Agrarökonomie und Rurale Entwicklung 

Platz der Göttinger Sieben 5 

37073 Göttingen 

Tel. 0551-39-4819 

Fax. 0551-39-12398 

Mail: biblio1@gwdg.de 

Homepage : http://www.uni-goettingen.de/de/18500.html 

Georg-August-Universität Göttingen  

Department für Agrarökonomie und Rurale Entwicklung 

mailto:uaao@gwdg.de
http://www.uni-goettingen.de/de/18500.html

