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Abstract 
 

Many scholars and experts on traceability really think that today the value this system brings 
to a company is changing. It should not be considered anymore just as tool to be used for 
pure regulatory requirements. Nevertheless, as Sparling et al. report “Most food-industry 
managers view traceability as a regulatory-compliance issue targeted at improving food 
safety” (2006, p. 160). In this study I interviewed six managers working in the Italian dairy 
industry to discover if the Italian dairy firms considered perceive traceability just as a duty 
to be accomplished because required from the law or as an effective tool also for marketing 
purpose as scholars think. In addition, I analyzed if the firms perceive that the benefits of 
traceability exceed the costs of implementing it. It results from the study that the 
interviewees think it is very difficult to quantify benefits and costs related to a traceability 
system and that they still perceive that the most important reasons to implement a 
traceability system are related to regulatory-compliance and health issues. However, the 
reasons behind those results seems to diverge according to the dimension of the companies.  

 

Beaucoup d'universitaires et d'experts en traçabilité pensent vraiment qu'aujourd'hui, la 
valeur que ce système apporte à une entreprise est en train de changer. Il ne doit plus être 
considéré uniquement comme un outil à utiliser dans le cadre d'exigences purement 
réglementaires. Néanmoins, comme l'indiquent Sparling et al. dans leur rapport, " la plupart 
des responsables de l'industrie alimentaire considèrent la traçabilité comme une question 
de conformité réglementaire visant à améliorer la sécurité alimentaire " (2006, p. 160). Dans 
cette étude, j'ai interviewé six managers travaillant dans l'industrie laitière italienne pour 
savoir si les entreprises laitières italiennes considèrent la traçabilité comme un devoir à 
accomplir parce qu'elle est exigée par la loi ou comme un outil efficace également à des fins 
de marketing comme le pensent les chercheurs. De plus, j'ai analysé si les entreprises 
perçoivent que les avantages de la traçabilité dépassent les coûts de sa mise en œuvre. Il 
ressort de l'étude que les personnes interrogées pensent qu'il est très difficile de quantifier 
les avantages et les coûts liés à un système de traçabilité et qu'elles perçoivent toujours que 
les raisons les plus importantes pour mettre en œuvre un système de traçabilité sont liées 
à la conformité réglementaire et aux questions de santé. Cependant, les raisons de ces 
résultats semblent diverger selon la dimension des entreprises.  
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1. Introduction 
 

Traceability is today everywhere required from the law so all the companies working in the 

food sector must have a product traceability system in their food-supply chains: 

nevertheless, there is still a great deal of discussion about the need for and benefits of 

implementing it. (Sparling et al., 2006) 

The costs related to the establishment of a traceability system are not particularly difficult 

to be defined but maybe they are not so easy to be measured. The same happens when we 

talk about benefits of this tool. It might sometimes even occur that organizations may not 

fully understand the costs and/or benefits related to traceability especially because th ey are 

frequently intangible in nature. 

Many scholars and experts on traceability think that today the value that this tool can bring 

to a company is changing. It should not be considered anymore just as a system to be used 

for pure regulatory requirements but, if properly implemented, it could result as a real 

competitive advantage and as a value driver for the company.  

As Sparling et al. (2006, p. 160) report “From a technical perspective, full chain traceability is 

achievable. However, from an economic and/or business perspective, traceability must offer 

an overall net benefit which exceeds the implementation and ongoing costs incurred 

through investments in traceability systems. Most food-industry managers view traceability 

as a regulatory-compliance issue targeted at improving food safety”.  

My intention is to take a cue from the study they conducted and to compute a similar 

research on the Italian dairy sector given the strategic importance this field has for the 

economy of this country and the little interest that researchers provided to the topic on the 

Italian dairy field. In particular, it seems that very few attentions have been dedicated to the 

importance that the actors playing in the Italian dairy sector are dedicating to traceability 

and the perception they have of this tool. 
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In the specific, the aim of this dissertation is to study the drivers, the challenges and the 

benefits and costs perceived by the companies implementing traceability in the Italian dairy 

processing sector and to go a bit further by checking if the Italian dairy firms considered in 

the research perceive traceability just as a duty to be accomplished because required from 

the law or as an effective tool also for marketing purpose as scholars think.  

In particular, I will try to give an answer to the following research question:  

Do Italian managers working in the dairy industry view traceability and transparency as a 

regulatory-compliance issue targeted just at improving food safety, or they consider it also 

as a value-adding marketing tool for the company? The firms perceive that the benefits of 

traceability exceed the costs of implementing it?  

In order to give an answer to this question I will first make a literature review on the topic 

of traceability and food. In this part I will first observe some ideas of experts on the 

challenges of traceability, the relation present among POD (and other food trademarks) and 

traceability and some techniques used to implement this system. Then, I will report some 

current regulations present in Europe and Italy on this topic. In the following chapter of the 

dissertation, I will go through the methods I used to perform the research explaining the 

type of questionnaire I opted for and which companies I interviewed. Subsequently I will 

explain the outcomes I obtained in a critical way. I will conclude my thesis by explaining 

which are, in my opinion, the managerial implications of these results.  

  



5 
 

  



6 
 

  



7 
 

2. Chapter 1: Literature Review 

  

2.1 Traceability, Transparency and Tracking 

The notion of transparency nowadays has come into fashion (Hofstede, 2002) and as 

consequence many scholars, given the strict relationship among those concepts, started 

talking also about tracking and tracing   

Traceability, transparency and tracking and their international standards and legislations 

have been studied by numerous scholars:  in the following sections my intention is to go 

through some of the definitions they provided of these three notions both in general terms 

and more specifically on the food sector. 

 

2.1.1 Transparency 

In the article Trust and Transparency in Supply Netchains: A Contradiction? Hofstede (2007) 

studies the effects of the increased transparency in supply netchains and analyses which 

could be the impact that new technologies related to this phenomenon might have on 

society and business in the coming future. To define the relationship present among the 

different partners in a supply chain he uses the new coined term netchain (Lazzarini et al, 

2001). Hofstede states that the terms chains and network are often used as if they were one 

unique word and then, to reconcile these two terms, Lazzarini et al. coined the word 

netchain which is defined as “a set of networks comprised of horizontal  ties between firms 

within a particular industry or group, which are sequentially arranged based on vertical ties 

between firms in different layers”. (2001, p. 7) 

In fact, Hofstede notices that today organizations are necessarily and strictly connected to 

their suppliers, to their customers as well as to other companies and the term netchain 
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reflects perfectly this complex relationship. Given this boost in complexity it is then possible 

to state that an increase in the transparency level is also necessary.  

In the same paper the author has highlighted that transparency is a notion that takes a wider 

stance than just tracing and tracking and that it addresses not only businesses in the supply 

chain, but also other stakeholders such as shareholders and governments. Also other 

researchers (Trienekens et al, 2012) have noticed the consistent raise in complexity in the 

supply chains (food supply chain in the specific) caused by the increase in the number of 

actors involved. In particular, they identify five main actors or components entailed: 

government, consumers, food organizations, standards (quality and safety), governance and 

information systems. 

A definition of transparency provided by Hofstede, Spaans & Beulens (2004, p. 290) is:  

“Transparency of a netchain is the extent to which all the netchain’s stakeholders have a 

shared understanding of, and access to, the product-related information that they request, 

without loss, noise, delay and distortion.”  

Basing on this definition, Hofstede distinguishes three different types of transparency 

depending on whether it is aimed to the past, present or future and he calls them history 

transparency, operations transparency and strategy transparency.  

He connects history transparency to tracing and tracking: it is what should allow to respond 

quickly and effectively to any damage caused by defective products along the netchain. 

History transparency is particularly relevant in the food sector considering that, for istance,  

it could be used in the case that a person falls ill after consuming a product, to identify and 

recall all the connected lots or even to collect all the suspicious dangerous merchandise 

before reaching consumers. Hence, it can be considered as a relevant method to identify 

and prevent public health problems. Nevertheless, it is important to notice that in order to 

implement an effective history transparency is necessary that the parties involved set some 

agreements on procedures and product identification (i.e. keeping batches separated and 

cleaning equipment in order to avoid any spread in product contamination). It is important 

that all the parties along the chain record their manipulations with the products by using an 
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identification system at least compatible in order to preserve each unit identity through the 

whole netchain. 

In the food industry, history transparency is increasingly being enforced by law as well as by 

retailer. In many occasions organizations decide to implement it even without requirements 

to use it as a marketing device. In fact, even if netchains incur very high costs when history 

transparency is introduced, that initial investment could increase products’ value and 

generate a very positive impact on revenues: many researches shows that customers tend 

to be willing to pay more if they can obtain proof on the quality of the product. For instance, 

Charlebois and Haratifar in the paper The perceived value of dairy product traceability in 

modern society: an exploratory study (2015) demonstrate the importance of market-

oriented traceability and transparency in the field of organic dairy products. According to 

the results obtained during their research, Charlebois and Haratifar affirm that 53.8% of 

respondents who frequently purchase organic milk would consider purchase only traceable 

organic milk if the company could guarantee that its product is in fact organic.  

Operations transparency is more related to an organization present functioning and deals 

with information exchange among business partners which allow them to coordinate their 

activities. It encompasses, for instance, collaborative planning and logistics and compared 

to history transparency it counts less on formal identification systems and information -

technological infrastructures even if they might be helpful in many occasions. 

Operations transparency main use might be to help the partners of a netchain to indicate 

exceptional events in advance such as unexpected price change or a lapse in the supply.  

Finally, strategy transparency involves sharing not only operational, but also strategic 

information. It is the future oriented part of transparency. It could involve also collaborative 

innovations among partners. 

While history transparency is generally imposed from the outside, operations and strategy 

transparency are frequently voluntary and sometimes difficult to be distinguished. Normally 

they encompass different levels of the organization: while operations transparency involves 
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logistics and inventory personnel, strategy transparency interests managers or people 

involved in the R&D. 

In general transparency in the food supply chain is becoming more and more essential to 

provide guarantee on food provenance and quality to all users, and an increase in integrated 

information systems and information exchange among the supply chain actors are needed 

to achieve a proper level of transparency. 

 

2.1.2 Traceability 

As Charlebois and Haratifar (2015) state, food traceability is frequently defined as “the 

ability to trace products back and forth throughout the supply chain, from farm or point of 

production to the end user”. In the same paper they consider also the definition of 

traceability provided from Codex Alimentarius Commission which affirm that “tracing tool 

should be able to identify at any specified stage of the food chain (from production to 

distribution) from where the food came (one step back) and to where the food went (one 

step forward), as appropriate to the objectives of the food inspection and certification 

system” (Charlebois et al., 2015, p. 3514-3515). 

Other researchers have instead analyzed traceability from other perspectives. In particular, 

they decided to concentrate even more on which information a good traceability system 

should give access to. For instance Aung and Chang (2014, p. 7) affirm that traceability 

should be enough sophisticated to allow to answer 6 general questions:  “who(i.e., product), 

what (i.e., product’s information), when(i.e., time), where (i.e., location), how (i.e., 

production practices) and why (i.e., cause/reasons)” . On the other hand Opara (2003) thinks 

that traceability should involve 6 elements: product traceability (indicate location of 

products); process traceability (the sequence of the activities applied on the product); 

genetic traceability (genetic information of the product); input traceability; disease and pest 

traceability (tracing the epidemiology of pests and biohazards); and measurement 

traceability (put into relation measurements results to reference standards) . 
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It is possible to note that all those definitions are very similar to the concept of history 

transparency provided by Hofstede. It shows how the two notions are strictly related. The 

main difference in connotation that can be remarked among traceability and transparency 

is in orientation. While transparency is oriented toward the parties that are involved in a 

netchain and their possibility to have access to all the information they look for, traceability 

addresses the process per se and its sophistication degree. 

 

2.1.3 Tracking 

Tracking and tracing are two words that are frequently reported together when supply 

chains are implied. The notions are generally used as synonyms even if they have some 

slightly different connotations.  

In the paper A Framework for Traceability and Transparency in the Dairy Supply Chain 

Networks (Pant et al., 2015) the authors refers to traceability as the process that allow to 

access to product related records in the upstream part of supply chain while to tracking as 

the capacity to follow the downstream path of a product’ records along the supply chain.  

Also Hoftstede distinguish tracking from tracing affirming that while tracking in the food 

industry is about following the product along the chain to observe what happens to it, 

tracing is about discovering the flow of products along a chain after the fact has occurred 

(Hofstede, 2007). 

As opposed to the definitions of tracing and transparency reported in the previous sections, 

it is possible to observe that in the case of tracking the two interpretations diverge slightly. 

In accordance to the definition provided by Pant et al., tracking differs from tracing because 

they focus on different parts of the supply chain (i.e. tracking downstream and tracing 

upstream) while Hofstede affirms they have a different time focus (tracking present, and 

tracing future). In this dissertation I will use the term tracking using as reference point the 

interpretation provided by Hofstede. 
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2.2 Traceability, Tracking and Transparency: the importance in the food 
sector 

The importance of traceability, tracking and transparency in the food industry is highlighted 

by many different scholars. 

First of all, it is important to underline the increase in complexity that has occurred over the 

last decades. During the preindustrial era tracing the origins and handling food products 

was much easier than it is today: wholesale was not common, and the majority of the goods 

were grown, processed and retailed locally. Today, a cause of population growth and a 

decrease in trade costs, the food distribution system has become more and more complex. 

In particular, in the last years we have witnessed a significant increase in globalization of 

food system due to an increase also in transportation efficiency (decrease in costs and 

increase in rapidity) (Charlebois et al, 2014 ) Then, this raise in complexity, the 

heterogeneity in law on food safety across countries and the absence of uniform 

requirements from one product to another are some of the reasons why the need for greater 

efficiency in food traceability systems has augmented in the last years.  

Numerous researchers have reported many different and very concrete reasons why 

traceability, transparency and tracking should be implemented along food supply chain 

explaining also the benefits this enforcement would generate. 

For instance, Hofstede notices that tracking and tracing are particularly relevant in this 

sector considering that they allow in case of food contamination to discover with precision 

whence and when the problem occurred and to warn all the relevant stakeholders about 

the danger, so that the consequences remain limited. In particular, the author reports an 

example on the egg industry. He observes that for usual consumers do not know from which 

farm the eggs they bought came from and that traceability could be of vital importance to 

remove all the contaminated eggs from the shops in case a consumer falls ill af ter eating 

them. (Hofstede, 2007).  

Also Charlebois and Haratifar (2015) talk about the importance of traceability for health-

related issues. In particular, they focus on the importance of traceability and transparency 
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in the dairy industry given the very fresh and delicate nature of the products implied. They 

notice that milk and dairy products in general are rich in nutrients and are an ideal 

environment where many microorganisms dangerous for the human health could grow. The 

development of these problematic microorganisms is strictly related to numerous factors 

such as the quality of the raw milk, milking and storage conditions and the overall hygiene 

of the animals and the environment.  

In order to minimize the possibility of health-related issues Charlebois and Haratifar 

recommend the implementation of preventive measures (i.e. traceability). They notice that 

if a preventive measure was present, numerous recalls and public warnings would not have 

occurred. For instance, in 2013 the Canadian Food Inspection Agency (CFIA) published 52 

allergy alerts and public recalls connected to food products containing dairy ingredients 

such as chocolate bars, cookies, cakes, pastas. The alerts and recalls occurred because 

undeclared milk or dairy products were used as ingredients and people allergic to milk were 

at risk by consuming these goods. (Charlebois et al., 2015) 

It is relevant to note that apart from the economic loss for a company, one of the primary 

consequences of a recall is also a decrease in consumer confidence and a subsequent 

negative brand image that could remain in consumer mind even for a consistent amount of 

time. Exactly for this reason and because consumer demand for information on food 

products have grown over the years, it is possible to state that traceability is not just a 

supply chain important tool, but it can be considered also an essential marketing 

instrument. 

Generally speaking, the performance of a traceability system can be related to its ability to 

hold down the cost and amount of products to be recalled. 

Apart from the reasons already reported, Charlebois and Haratifar affirm that traceability 

could generate some benefits also to dairy farmers. They state that producers could benefit 

from the improvement in reliability in the preservation of sample quality: traceability could 

guarantee to producers of high-quality milk to not confuse their product with the lower 

quality supply of another farmer. (Charlebois et al., 2015)  



14 
 

As these cases demonstrate, traceability could be a useful method both because it could 

increase the value of a product perceived by the final customer and because it could help 

to reduce costs and wastes along the supply chain. 

 

 

2.3 Traceability, Tracking and Transparency: the challenges and the 
possible methods  

Apart from the numerous benefits related to food traceability systems, it is important to 

underline that also some challenges and negative aspects are present.  

The first and maybe one of the most relevant problems is the cost associated to the 

implementation of a traceability system. The costs related to the establishment of a 

traceability system are relatively easy to define but maybe less easy to be measured.  

(Sparling et al., 2006) 

Costs constitutes a significant limitation mainly for small-scale producers given the 

consistent initial implementation costs related to the re-train of the personnel and the 

purchase of the equipment needed. In addition, in order to properly establish a transparent 

tracking system, a consistent amount of the employees’ working time should be dedicated 

to this activity increasing the amount of duties they have to accomplish or making necessary 

an increase in the personnel number. 

Charlebois and Haratifar (2015) notice that one of the main challenges that organization 

willing to implement supply chain traceability have to face is the exchange of information 

about the different steps in a standardized format among the various parties of the chain. 

Robust mechanisms are needed in order to make information collection and exchange 

possible, but they are very complex to implement. 

Specific limitations and challenges are also related to the type of product implied: 

traceability is more easily implemented on certain type of goods. For instance, focusing on 
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the food industry, fresh products such as vegetables are less challenging than bulk one. In 

fact, certain type of goods such as coffee, milk, olive oil could come from multiple suppliers 

or farms and might be combined in storage tanks or silos making difficult to understand the 

origin of each single product. In addition, the silos used to contain these types of products 

are rarely emptied making numerous different lots to mix at the same moment in the same 

container. 

Another challenge related to the products collection and traceability is the fact that to trace 

different batches filled with goods in the form of grains, liquid, powder it is very important 

to clean the container after each lot is removed in order to not contaminate the following 

lot. However, the cleaning procedures are generally very expensive. A relevant case is the 

one of milk productions: during the elaboration of this product it is necessary to have a 

continuous production system and a minimal interruption of operations. As Dennis and 

Meredith (2000) notice stopping the production to clean the silos and separate batches is 

very difficult and costly. 

Hence, in general it is possible to affirm that the tracing of products that are frequently 

subject to partial mixing (i.e. bulk products) is very complicated and is often impossible to 

be done properly.  

Another issue related to the traceability of bulk products is the fact it is difficult to insert a 

marker or identifier in the lot without compromising the quality and the integrity of the 

good. 

Many different methods are spreading among companies to trace products along the 

netchain, but the most affordable according to Karippacheril et al, (2011) is still paper, in 

particular for small operations. Nevertheless, this method presents some limitations. Paper 

does not allow to record, store and query data accurately in order to trace properly products 

and it results particularly inefficient when bulk goods are implied. However, many small and 

even large organization still use this method given its affordability in terms of costs.  

Other solutions to make traceability more accurate have been introduced even if, some of 

them are not frequently employed because of their cost of implementation, operation and 
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maintenance. In particular, they tend to require specific hardware, software, human 

resources with specific skills and certifications. An example of this costly and accurate 

technology is RFID (Radio Frequency Identification) – based traceability. All the articles 

tagged with RFID present a radio frequency tag that can be identified with radio waves and 

special RFID readers (Aarnisalo et al., 2007). This system is considered by many scholars as 

the next generation of barcode considering that it allows to suppliers and producers to 

consider all their products together and to identify each individual article. RFID tags are 

basically microchips of different shapes and sizes that can be adapted to the type of product 

they have to track. 

Again, some limitations are present for this kind of system if bulk goods are considered. In 

particular, it is still difficult to remove the tags from the final product without compromising 

its integrity and quality. In addition, it is still difficult to achieve full reliability of RFID tags 

through liquid, metal or glass. As Charlebois and Haratifar notice related to this topic 

“Recently, some solutions, such as using specialized ink-jet printers with food-grade ink to 

print bar codes or data matrix (DM) code symbols on the particles, have been suggested; 

however, they are not commonly used in the food industry” (2015, p. 3516). 

In any case, RFID tags remain one of the most cutting-edge technology for supply chain 

traceability. They can contain specific sensor to measure different parameters such as 

temperature and humidity and can transmit all the measures collected for each specific 

item. This allow to organizations to have a traceability system that automatically capture a 

variety of information regarding product identity, properties and data. It provides a 

complete range of information on the actual state of a product.  

Even if RFID is one of the most effective traceability technologies it remains very costly. For 

this reason, numerous companies today tend to prefer other options such as barcoding. It 

can be very effective in identifying both the origin and the quality of food products as well 

as identifying alterations that might occur during the product elaboration in the industrial 

food chain. 
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Blockchain is another traceability method that is becoming more and more popular and 

discussed among scholars today.  

As Galvez et al. describe it, “A blockchain is essentially a distributed database of records in 

the form of encrypted “blocks” (smaller datasets), or a public ledger of all transactions or 

digital events that have been executed and shared among participating parties, and can be 

verified at any time in the future” (2018, p. 4).  

Blockchain is spreading in many different sectors today. However it emerged in 2008 as one 

of the main elements composing bitcoin cryptocurrency  

Many scholars studied its application in the food industry and even if it is still very costly to 

be applied, many positive results have been underlined. Galvez et al. declare that it can 

generate a significant increase in transparency, efficiency, and security and safety. The 

authors describe also how blockchain works in a typical food netchain: “The journey of food 

along the supply chain is captured in a blockchain object called a “food bundle”. At the end 

of the journey, the bundle is the combination of all information  contributed by the 

stakeholders over the lifetime of the food item. This information can then be used to 

establish the provenance, quality, sustainability, flavor and taste profiles, and many other 

attributes of the food.” (Galvez et al., 2018, p. 6) 

It is possible to note that this technology is really complete from the point of view of 

information recording. is. If properly implemented, it allows to have an incredible amount 

of data on the products implied. For this reason, Galvez et al. affirm that blockchain could 

be also a powerful mean to improve a company’s image and reputation. Effectively, thanks 

to its complete transparency and the fact that it allows to participants to control the goods 

in it, it tends to generate also an increase in loyalty among existing customers and attract 

new ones. 

The main challenge in implementing properly the blockchain technology is the fact that all 

the partners in the supply chain have to agree on which information to store in the 

blockchain from raw material to final product. In particular, they must select information 
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that is relevant to all parties involved (i.e. production chain’s actors and final customers) 

and at the same time comply to appropriate standards set by the regulators. 

Blockchain’s major strength lies in its trust: after a transaction is recorded in the system, it 

cannot be changed or manipulated. The idea behind is that once information has been 

verified and chronologically recorded, they cannot be changed without altering the whole 

blockchain’s history. Hence, it is possible to affirm that once a transaction is recorded in the 

system it is irreversible. For this reason, it is very important to register data as accurate and 

precise as possible considering the impossibility to modify information in a subsequent 

moment. 

Most blockchain systems for traceability management have been developed since 2015 and 

many of them find an application in the agri-food sector. For instance, the AgriOpenData 

Blockchain integrated system has been introduced in the market in 2016 and it process es 

information on agricultural products in a transparent, secure and public manner 

guaranteeing traceability in the whole agri-food chain. 

 

2.4 Traceability and DOC/DOCG, POD and IGP and ITG products 

Blockchains together with all the other solutions listed in the previous sections result 

particularly relevant when organic, DOCG (Designation of Origin Controlled and 

Guaranteed), ITG (Indication of Typical Geography), POD (Protected Designation of Origin) 

and IGP (Indication Of Geographical Protection) products are concerned.  

Even if all those abbreviations on food, condiments and wine might seem confusing, they 

guarantee that the good implied will taste as it traditionally should and they protect the 

food products from frauds and imitations. 
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Taking a cue from the Glossary of Italian Certifications1 provided by the very well-known 

Italian brand and marketplace Eataly, I will first explain the difference among all the 

certifications just listed. 

POD/DOP (Protected Designation of Origin/Denominazione di Origine Protetta)  

It is a certification created by the European Community (EU) and was created to promote 

the authenticity and artisan production of certain agri-food products. In the specific, it 

guarantees that a specific fruit or vegetable, cheese, balsamic vinegar, olive oil and salumi 

(cured meats) are grown, produced and packaged within a very circumscribed area and 

according to specific traditional procedures. 

As Eataly note “This mark separates Parmigiano Reggiano DOP from parmesan cheese, San 

Marzano dell'Agro Sarnese Nocerino DOP from regular tomatoes, and Aceto Balsamico di 

Modena IGP from the thin balsamic condiment you might drizzle over a salad”.  

 

 

IGP (Indication Of Geographical Protection/Indicazione Geografica Protetta)  

Even if the definition of this certification is very similar to the POD one, it is slightly less 

strict. IGP is still related to food and condiments but in contrast to POD it does not guarantee 

that all phases of production for a product have been carried out in a strictly defined 

geographic area. The key is that for a product to qualify as IGP, only a part of its production 

has to take place in the designated zone, in particular at least one phase in production.  

An example of IGP product is Bresaola della Valtellina, an air-dried meat from the alpine 

north. Even if the product must be dried in the Valtellina area using the tradition of zone 

and the capabilities of local workers, the beef itself does not have to come from the region.  

 

 
1 https://www.eataly.com/us_en/magazine/how-to/certifications-glossary/ 
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DOC and DOCG (Controlled (and Guaranteed) Designation of Origin/ Denominazione di 

Origine Controllata (E Garantita)) 

DOC was introduced in 1963 to legally define wine production zone and formulas.  

On the other hand, DOCG is reserved to only the highest quality wines from Italy. Wines 

having the DOCG certification have to respect all the requirements imposed to DOC wines 

and in addition they must be “guaranteed” by passing a blinding test executed by officials 

from the government.  

 

ITG/IGT (Indication of Typical Geography/Indicazione Geografica Tipica) 

ITG is one of the newest classifications introduced in 1992 and is related only to wines. It 

was made to acknowledge the wines that do not fit into the DOC or DOCG category but need 

to be remarked for their superior quality. 

Among the numerous products that are part of this category it is possible to find the very 

well known and appreciated “Super Tuscan” wines. Those are wines that cannot receive the 

DOC status considering that they are made from non-traditional grapes but given their 

superior quality the experts decided that a recognition was needed. This allowed to 

winemakers to experiments with grapes varieties not native from their area and to make 

very interesting wines to emerge. 

 

Given the classifications provided, it is now easy to understand why proper traceability 

methods are necessary in order to assure consumers on the certification and to avoid frauds.  

For instance, Paolo Aielli (Istituto Poligrafo e Zecca dello Stato CEO) in the interview made 

for the journal Consortium stresses the importance of traceability for Italian wines. In 

particular he states that what makes so many people in this sector to implement tracking 

technology to prove the certifications present on their wines to be true, is the fact that 

traceability guarantees neutrality, efficacy and a systematic approach. He notes that in a 
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complex system where numerous and conflicting interests from different parties are 

present, it is essential to implement a mechanism able to control and protect all these 

conflicting interests. This is exactly what traceability and tracking do. They allow to create 

an anti-counterfeiting system which safeguard the interests of all the parties involved: 

producers, certifiers, distributors and consumers. Each actor needs to be protected both 

from possible internal distortive dynamics and from external unfair and fraudulent 

behaviors. Focusing on the wine industry he highlights the importance of traceability during 

the bottling process, in particular if conducted by an external bottling plant. When 

numerous wine cellars send their wine still in bulk to the bottling plant, it is necessary to 

precisely trace and catalogue each single hectoliter with specific sign in order to properly 

give back the wine to each owner and not to mix wines with different origins.  

Even in this area traceability is considered a relevant tool not just to make the production 

process more efficient but also to increase consumers’ confidence and loyalty. The app Trust 

Your Wine has been invented exactly with this aim. It permits customers to verify the 

authenticity of the certifications presented on the bottle of wine they are drinking. It is a 

powerful method to avoid counterfeiting and frauds. 

In the same interview Paolo Aielli affirms also that in his opinion, those methods now used 

in the wine sector will spread in other areas of the Italian food industry as well. He thinks 

that now the technology is mature enough to be used also on other products, even if it is 

important to underline that some adaptations will be necessary. If those systems we have 

will be properly used, he thinks that the value of the “Made in Italy” sign would increase 

even more making the whole country to benefit from traceability and improving the 

reliability in the POD, DOCG IGP and ITG certifications. (Geronimo Nerli, 2018).  

Also the CEO of CSQA, Pietro Bonato, stresses the importance of traceability and 

certifications as a tool to increase the value of Italy and its consortiums. CSQA is one o f the 

major Italian certifications providers for the food sector and it currently collaborates with 

more than 70.000 organizations. Pietro Bonato affirms that what CSQA aims to do is to make 

a food certification to be perceived as a transparency process and a method to increase the 
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value of products, organizations and geographic areas. He underlines also the importance 

of certifications as marketing tool: they could be useful to position a product in consumer 

mind in terms of value and quality. 

Bonato stresses that one of the major priorities right now is to makes consumers understand 

the importance of certification and, in particular what they precisely mean. Many Italians 

are already sensible to this type of identifications, but a consistent amount of fore ign 

customers still have to completely understand the value linked to certifications. This fact is 

particularly important if we consider that a great part of POD and IGP products are made to 

be exported (i.e. 92% of Aceto Balsamico di Modena IGP produced is exported). For this 

reason, it is essential to make a proper sensibilization campaign.  

In addition, Block Chain technology is considered from Bonato an important tool for 

certifications and he thinks that it should be implemented together with the tradi tional 

tracking methods to increase even more the value generated for customers and for the 

supply chain in general. This is why he declares that CSQA has decided to invest in this new 

technology focusing on Italian excellences and calling it “Blochchain Solutions per il made in 

Italy” (Blochchain Solutions for the made in Italy) (Elena Conti , 2018). 

Even the Italian Ministry for the Agri-food and Forestry Policies dedicates an entire research 

on certifications, traceability and quality as strategic tools for the Italian agri-food sector. 

One of the topics on which they want to focus the attention of the reader is the importance 

of transparency and traceability as a tool to prevent any health-related issue and guarantee 

to customers quality and reliability. In the report it is underlined that it is not enough to 

intervene when a problem arises, instead it is necessary to do something in the steps before 

in order to avoid problems and secure customers’ trust.  

They state that the key points to take into account to increase food security are: 

• Satisfy consumers’ concern 

• Products’ certifications and traceability 

• Accurate labeling 
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• Control and monitoring  

• European authority on food products  

• Agricultural producer’s responsibility 

• The issue related to genetically modified organisms 

As Pietro Bonato, also the Italian Ministry for the Agri-food and Forestry Policies stresses 

the importance of working on customers’ disinformation in order to decrease health related 

problems. In particular, they focus on the necessity to strengthen people knowledge on agri-

food products characteristics and on trademarks’ meaning.  

They identify in traceability and geographical indications (POD, IGP) a possible solution to 

the problem. As the other experts cited before, also the Ministry stresses the strict 

correlation present among traceability and certifications considering that tracking 

instruments are frequently used in Italy both as a tool to prevent health-related issues and 

as a method to give additional value to goods produced in a specific area and with precise 

elaboration methods.  

The only consistent problem related to IGP and POD certifications identified in the report is 

the fact that in Italy the producers of this goods are frequently very small are not able to 

properly make a sensibilization campaign addressed to consumers to diffuse the value and 

importance of this type of trademarks. For this reason, according to the Italian Ministry for 

the Agri-food and Forestry Policies, it is necessary to make small producers understand the 

importance of consortiums and cooperatives. This could increase even more the relevance 

of the POD and IGP trademarks thanks to the fact that it would be easier and less costly to 

implement sophisticated traceability methods and thanks to the bigger sensibilization 

campaigns they could do. In fact, many scholars have highlighted in the last years how the 

formation of specialized production districts (geographical clusters) could generate positive 

diffusion of learning effects and a consequential reduction of production costs due to the 

high level of labor division and by the specialization of work force. Apart from this, also a 

reduction of transaction costs would be generated in geographical clusters due to the spatial 

and social proximity among firms. 
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In the report is highlighted also the importance of food trademarks and traceability for Italy 

with respect to the rest of Europe. 

In 1992 the European Union introduced the IGP and POD trademarks, a system to protect 

specific geographical indications given that it considered certain products and production 

methods as fundamental elements for the economic and social development of certain 

European rural areas. It focused on the importance of POD and IGP goods to safeguard the 

territory and support a sustainable development.  

The relevance that those certifications have for Italy is highlighted by the following: in 

Europe the list of POD and IGP products is considerably long and it counts 711 registered 

names. 22% of the items present on that list are Italian products. Then, it is possible to 

affirm that the Italian consistent presence on this catalogue is related to the necessity and 

concern of this country to properly safeguard their typical agri-food products, given their 

strategic importance for the Italian economy. (Ministero delle Politiche Agricole, Alimentari 

e Forestali – ISMEA, 2006) 

Charlebois and Haratifar evidence the fact that traceability and tracking are useful methods 

to prevent counterfeiting and fraud not only if POD, IGP, ITG and DOCG products are implied 

but also with other not certified products.  

For instance, they report the huge problem of milk adulteration. They state that “The most 

common method of adulterating milk worldwide is the addition of large or small volumes of 

water, although current industries, milk collection stations, public laboratories, and even 

some dairy farms are equipped with a cryoscope or other instrument to determine the 

presence and amount of water added.” (2015, p. 3519).  

The authors report also that organic milk in the specific could be another category strongly 

touched from the fraud problem. In fact, studies show that on average the gross margin per 

cows is significantly higher in organic farming than in the traditional one. This fact makes 

also organic milk to value more than the non-organic and increases the risk of conventional 

milk fraudulently labeled as organic from farmers given the possibility to boost their profits. 
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Also in this case traceability methods could increase the supply chain transparency and 

reliability decreasing the probability of these events to occur.  

 

2.5 European Legislation on Traceability, Tracking and Transparency 

Given all the notions reported in the previous sections, it is possible to affirm that food 

traceability and transparency is today a fundamental necessity that touches all the different 

actors present in a supply chain and generates diverse type of benefit to all of them. In 

addition, it was noted that supply chains are getting more and more international increasing 

also the degree of complexity: this fact make necessary a supranational authority to regulate 

the various steps and give consistency to the tracing process.  

After the BSE2 crisis that took place in 1990s, more commonly known as “mad cow disease”, 

the European Union has put a lot of effort in publishing a series of policies aimed at reducing 

the complexity of the supply chain framework, both at national and international level.  

Indeed, the crisis of 1990s significantly damaged the food industry at European level and 

reduced the confidence of consumers on the food market. To respond to this crisis and to 

improve the safety of this market, the European Union enacted a series of policies with the 

aim of ensuring food safety and increasing quality food standards. These policies took the 

form of a series of principles and regulations drafted by the European Commission to be 

applied at European Union level, fostering the design of an integrated approach to food 

safety in all the stages of the supply chain. 

In going through the analysis of these policies, this paper firstly focuses on the White Paper 

on Food Safety. This was published in 2000 and highlighted a series of weaknesses that 

characterized the food industry at all stages of the supply chain, from primary production 

to the final steps of food transportation and sale to retails. After the publishing of this Paper, 

European authorities published in 2002 the Regulation (EC) N. 178/2002, also known as 

 
2 BSE stands for “Bovine Spongiform Encephalopathy”  
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General Food Law Regulation, which provided a series of principles to be applied in the 

developing and application of food law.  

It provides member states with the principles, procedures and decision-making processes 

to be applied in the development of food regulation and it underlines the general rules to 

be followed to ensure the safety of the food industry. In doing so, it regulates all the steps 

involved in food delivering from the first production stages to the delivering to the final 

consumer. Particularly relevant in this sense is the requirement imposed by the Regulation 

(EC) No 178/2002 to ensure food traceability. Indeed, all firms in the member states as w ell 

as outside food providers that wants to deliver food in European countries have the duty to 

ensure complete food traceability and recall systems. In other words, what the regulation 

mandated was that all the firms involved in the food supply chain have to be able to identify 

which other enterprises, methods and products where involved in the other steps of the 

production process. In this way, these principles contributed to the creation of a framework 

to be applied to the implementation of food law but at European as well as at national level. 

Another important regulation introduced by the European Union in this sense is the 

Regulation (EU) No 1169/2011 published by European authorities on 25 October 2011 with 

the aim of regulating the provision of food information to consumers. The regulation focuses 

mainly on the delivering of food information and set out the guidelines for the provision of 

information regarding products ingredients, methods of production, instructions and other 

warnings related to possible allergy reactions or other concerns. In other words, it set out 

the guidelines for the communication of all components included in one product.   

Another important regulation that the European Parliament and Council decided to 

introduce in order to make food chains around Europe more transparent is Regulation (EC) 

No 853/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council published on the 29 April 2004. 

This focused on hygiene issues and, as far as animal products are concerned, the regulation 

specified the rules and procedures to be applied by enterprises working in the food industry 

in the treatment and control related issues of these animal components. Additionally, this 
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regulation included also a set of requirements to keep record of the traceability  process 

applied and to provide this information to the competent authority in case of demand.  

On the other hand, European law does not require to implement internal traceability to 

track food ingredients and products moving through the manufacturing process. 

Nevertheless, in numerous cases organizations working in the food industry have decided 

to implement in any case an internal traceability process through their supply chain to 

ensure the integrity of their overall traceability system.  

Another relevant initiative undertaken by the European Parliament has been the 

introduction of two independent agencies, i.e. the  European Food Safety Authority (EFSA), 

and the Rapid Alert System for Food and Feed (RASFF). The first one was set up with the aim 

of providing scientific advice and support to firms working in the food industry, while the 

second was responsible of the laying down of tools and procedures to be applied in the case 

an emergency or a crisis emerges. This last, in particular, was also responsible of  ensuring 

the soundness and efficiency of communication among member states (including EU 

members, EFSA, ESA, Norway, Liechtenstein, Iceland and Switzerland) and offers a 

continuous service which ensures that urgent notifications are sent, received and responded 

jointly and efficiently. RASFF can be considered as a very powerful tool, especially in the 

case of withdrawal/recall of contaminated products from the market.  

The European Parliament final aim is to make organization working in the food field to ad opt 

in addition to the legal requirements also some other forms of internal traceability in order 

to make the whole process increasingly smooth and the market more secure.  

The voluntary traceability systems the European Union proposes can be as simple as 

recording the batch codes of ingredients at each production stage or more sophisticated as 

computer bar-coding which allow to track and control all the movements of ingredients and 

finished goods along the food chain. Today many companies working in the food industry 

around Europe have actually developed such systems and adopt best practices or voluntary 

standards such as ISO 22005:2007 to comply with the minimum requirements and even 

improve their traceability and recall system. 
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In addition to the application of all the regulations made mandatory by the EU to all the 

member states, Italy has decided to introduce some additional requirements to make the 

whole process even more clear given the strategic importance that the food sector has for 

this country. 

A very recent and considerable improvement in terms of traceability and transparency that 

impacts Italy very much in the specific, is Legislative Decree 15 September 2017, n. 145 

which came into force on the 5 of April 2018. It makes mandatory also in Italy to report in a 

more transparent way the product characteristics: it is now necessary to write the origin of 

the ingredients and where the good has been processed or wrapped if the two actions are 

not done in the same place. This new rule result particularly relevant in the case of Made in 

Italy considering that it allows to discover with precision the path a product has followed 

and to overcome the problem of the Italian sounding.  
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The literature review just conducted shows that many progresses have been made in the 

field of food traceability, tracking and transparency.  

As noticed, it is now mandatory at European level to disclose a consistent amount of 

information on the origin and the ingredients of food product and numerous sophisticated 

techniques have been developed to make this possible. In addition, we observed that many 

specialists in the food traceability field highlighted the numerous benefits that a proper 

traceability system can lead to an organization, even if consistent costs are present as we ll.  

Sparling et al. notice that “from a technical perspective, full chain traceability is achievable. 

However, from an economic and/or business perspective, traceability must offer an overall 

net benefit which exceeds the implementation and ongoing costs incurred through 

investments in traceability systems. Most food-industry managers view traceability as a 

regulatory-compliance issue targeted at improving food safety” (Sparling et al, 2006, p. 

160). In their study, the authors analyzed the drivers related to the implementations of 

product traceability in organizations working in the Canadian dairy sector, the challenges 

faced by managers during implementation and the benefits and costs perceived by 

companies implementing traceability.  

My intention is to take a cue from the study they conducted and to compute a similar 

research on the Italian dairy sector given the strategic importance this industry has for the 

economy of the country and the little interest that researchers provided to this topic on the 

Italian dairy field. In particular, it seems that very few attentions have been dedicated to 

the importance that the actors playing in this sector are dedicating to traceability and th e 

perception they have of this tool. 

In the specific, the aim of this dissertation is to study the drivers, the challenges and the 

benefits and costs perceived by the companies implementing traceability in the Italian dairy 

processing sector and to go a bit further by checking if Italian dairy firms perceive 

traceability just as a duty to be accomplished because required from the law or as an 

effective tool also for marketing purpose as scholars think.  

In particular, I will try to give an answer to the following research question: 
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Do Italian managers working in the dairy industry view traceability and transparency as a 

regulatory-compliance issue targeted just at improving food safety, or they consider it also 

as a value-adding marketing tool for the company? The firms perceive that the benefits of 

traceability exceed the costs of implementing it? 
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3. Chapter 2: Methods 

 

In order to collect the data necessary for the research I decided to create a semi structured 

questionnaire subdivided in four different parts. The first, second and third sections are 

composed by rating scale questions, while the last one contains seven open-ended 

questions. 

To create the first three sections of questions I took the cue from the paper Costs and 

Benefits of Traceability in the Canadian Dairy Processing Sector written by David Sparling, 

Spencer Henson, Simon Dessureault, and Deepananda Herath. I decided to keep some of 

the questions they proposed to Canadian professionals and furthermore to add to the rating 

scale questions some open-ended questions in order to have a broader and more specific 

idea of the Italian professionals’ opinions on the traceability topic.  

In particular, I decided to opt for a semi-structured questionnaire in order to have on the 

one hand a more objective part where the amount of bias should be lower given the inability 

of the interviewer to influence the answers either intentionally or inadvertently, and 

another more interactive part to assess also the reactions of the respondents to the 

questions and to have more specific details on certain relevant issues. Nevertheless, it is 

important to note that in many occasions I decided on purpose to interact with the 

interviewees also during the rating scale questions in order to obtain some feedbacks on 

the rational behind certain scores they were assigning. 

In the specific, the three sets of rating scale questions were dedicated at exploring the 

following topics: 

• The challenges related to the implementation, maintenance and/or the operating 

activities of a traceability system. 

• The reasons why managers think a traceability system should be implemented in a 

food company  
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• The major impacts that a traceability system has on the performance of a food 

company according to the managers  

I decided to opt also for some open questions in order to study in the specific the type of 

traceability system implemented in the companies, the major benefits and costs they think 

are connected to traceability, and the relation they perceive there is among traceability & 

marketing and traceability & special dairy products. The very last question I asked to all the 

interviewees was to know if, in their opinion, the costs produced by a traceability system 

exceed the benefits or vice versa. 

I opted for those questions to understand if managers working in the dairy industry view 

traceability as a pure regulatory-compliance issue targeted just at improving food safety, or 

they consider it also as a value-adding strategic tool for the company and, as consequence, 

if they perceive that the benefits of traceability exceed the costs and the challenges of 

implementing it. 

I interviewed six professionals from six different Italian firms working in the dairy industry. 

All the interviews were conducted by phone in Italian proposing first the rating scale 

questions and then the open – ended questions. It is relevant to note that the interviewees 

taking part to the research are people working in different areas of the organizations who 

in all the cases were appointed as the “expert” on the traceability topic inside the company.  

I preferred to select people having different role inside the company because I decided to 

observe traceability both from a supply chain and from a marketing/sales perspective. For 

this reason, I thought it was more relevant to have the opinion of people working in both 

departments. 

In addition, I decided to select for this research organizations presenting different 

characteristics the one from the others. I opted for this peculiarity to have the possibility to 

observe the market implied and the topic from very different perspectives.  

In the specific, I opted for companies considered as different both in terms of classification 

and dimension (Granarolo and Consorzio Latterie Virgilio are large enterprises, Latteria 

Sociale Ca’ De’ Stefani a medium one and Caseificio Andriese, Eredi Angelo Baruffaldi and 
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GRA-COM are classified as small) and in terms of kind of dairy products produced (the 

companies considered commercialize from ultra-fresh type of cheeses to seasoned cheese 

and both POD and non-POD products). In addition, I preferred to concentrate on companies 

located on the north of Italy because in this area are located two of the most important 

food consortiums of the country: the Parmigiano Reggiano and Grana Padano consortiums. 

Some of the companies interviewed are part of those consortiums and I decided to include 

them in the study to observe how the producers of those famous products approach 

traceability.  

The following table give a clear understanding of the professionals I interviewed, in which 

company they work, and which position they cover. 

 

 

Professional Company 
Position inside the 

company 

Graziella Lasi Granarolo Quality Director 

Stefano Zanasi GRA-COM Owner 

Paolo Baruffaldi Eredi Angelo Baruffaldi Owner 

Pietro Carletti Latteria Sociale Ca’ De’ 
Stefani 

Commercial Director 

Vincenzo Addario Caseificio Andriese Commercial Director 

Elena Fiorini Consorzio Latterie Virgilio Export Manager 

Table 1: Interviewees names, company and position 

 

 

I will now introduce the five organizations that gave their kind availability to participate to 

this research.  
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3.1 Granarolo 

 

 

Figure 1: Granarolo Logo 

 

Granarolo S.p.A. is an Italian food company founded in 1957 and based in Granarolo, a small 

village in the center – north Italy near Bologna. It is the most important Italian milk 

production chain and the largest Italian group in the agri-food sector. It operates in the fresh 

milk and dairy-cheese area (milk, yoghurt, desserts, ice cream, fresh cream and long-life 

cream, fresh and aged cheeses, and milk-based baby food) and it has 22 productive plants 

in total (15 located in Italy and 7 abroad). It processes 850.000 tones of milk each year and 

it counts 3.100 employees. Granarolo generates approximately 1.3 billion euros turnover, it 

is the first player in the Italian fresh milk market and in the Italian hard cheese in France. 

The company is classified as a large enterprise. 

Granarolo is strongly interested on having a strong control over the whole supply chain and 

on the production of traditional Italian high-quality dairy products. The company is trying 

to achieve a stronger level of internationalization and in this process is characterized by the 

research of more safety, quality and Made in Italy. In addition, Granarolo is focusing more 

and more on new customer needs and trends such as organic, dairy free and lactose free.  
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3.2 Eredi Angelo Baruffaldi 

 

 

Figure 2: Eredi Angelo Baruffaldi Logo 

 

The company Eredi Angelo Baruffaldi was founded at the beginning of the last century by 

Angelo Baruffaldi and after almost 100 years it is still run by its offspring. This famil y 

company is based in the province of Novara in the north of Italy. The Novara area is very 

well known for Gorgonzola cheese making and this is exactly the product in which this 

company is specialized. Eredi Angelo Baruffaldi produces different types of Gorgonzola 

cheese POD since four generations together with some other dairy products (Mascarpone, 

Toma, Taleggio POD, Fontal, Crescenza). All the goods are produced in their only plant 

located in Castellazzo Novarese. The firm can be classified as a small -enterprise considering 

that it generates approximately 17 million per year and it counts among 20 and 49 

employees.  

Eredi Angelo Baruffaldi’s mission is to provide “tradition and quality in a product range with 

an unchanging taste”. In fact, they are strongly interested in meeting customers’ constantly 

changing needs but at the same time provide them the highest quality products created still 

with traditional methods. In order to achieve this goal, the company declares it gives a lot 

of importance to the selection of the ingredients and to the examination of the production 

process. 
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3.3 GRA-COM 

 

 

Figure 3: GRA-COM Logo 

 

The firm started its activity after the Second World War by producing in the family farm the 

Auriga Butter, which later changed name into Zanasi Butter as the company became bigger 

and better known. The firm changed its name into GRA-COM and moved the location in 

Castelfranco Emilia (near Modena) in 1981 when Stefano Zanasi, the son of the founder Elio 

Zanasi, entered the family business. 

GRA-COM has one factory located in Castelfranco Emilia, which has been recently enlarged 

and improved to meet customer’s demand on production and technology, and another more 

recent production point in the province of Reggio Emilia (Bibbiano) opened in 2010 in order 

to meet the location requirements to produce Parmigiano Reggiano PDO. In addition to the 

Parmigiano Reggiano, the company product mix includes also conventional and biological 

butter put on market both with the firm’s brand and under private label.  

Thanks to the numerous investments both in the production plants and in the transportation 

methods, GRA-COM has managed to improve its business both in Italy and abroad always 

giving much importance to the compliance to qualitative and health rules.  

GRA-COM is classified as a small enterprise that counts among 30 employees. In 2017 the 

firm’s turnover was approximately equal to 36 million euros.   
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3.4 Latteria Sociale Ca’ De’ Stefani 

 

 

Figure 4: Latteria Sociale Ca' De' Stefani Logo 

 

Latteria Ca’ De’ Stefani was founded in Vescovato  (Cremona) by 10 farmers and milk 

producers in 1900 and it is one of the first social cooperatives ever created in Italy. The main 

values that pushed those 10 people to create Latteria Ca’ De’ Stefani and that characterize 

today this cooperative are the great attention to the environment, tradition and quality.  

The product mix of the company incudes today numerous different products such as fresh 

cheeses, butter and curred meat, even if most of the efforts are dedicated to the production 

and commercialization of the Provolone Valpadano PDO and Grana Padano PDO. 

Today the cooperative has a surface of 60.000 mq (40.000 covered) where the entire 

production of the Provolone and the Grana Padano occurs starting from the receiving and 

control of the milk, passing through the ripening process until the preparation and shipment 

of the final product. 

Latteria Ca’ De’ Stefani is a medium enterprise and it counts around 70 employees. In 2017 

it generated 33 million revenues  
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3.5 Caseificio Andriese 

 

 

Figure 5: Caseificio Andriese Logo 

 
Caseificio Andriese was founded in 2002 by Franceco Addarrio and today is still run from 

him together with his sons. The firm is specialized in the production of the typical dairy 

goods from Apulia such as Burrata, Mozzarella, Scamorza and Caciocavallo.  The products 

are commercialized under the brand La Daria. The mission of Caseificio Andriese is to 

produce high quality traditional products in an artisanal way but providing importance to 

innovationat the same time. 

Their only production point is located in Andria near Barletta in the south of Italy, and they 

sell their goods both in Italy and abroad. Caseificio Andriese is a small enterprise and 2017 

it generated a turnover of 11 million euros. The total number of employees working in 

Caseificio Andriese is 22.  
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3.6 Consorzio Latterie Virgilio  

 

 

Figure 6: Consorzio Latterie Virgilio Logo 

 

Consorzio Latteria Virgilio was born in 1966 when the dairy farmers located in the province 

of Mantova, a town in the very center of the Italian Po Valley, decided to create a 

cooperative in order to share their knowledge and obtain the best quality products. 

The cooperative started its work by specializing in the production of butter and fresh creams 

but in the years after they decided to enter also the field of the seasoned cheeses. Today 

Consorzio Latteria Virgilio produces and commercialize milk, ultra-fresh cheeses (cream, 

butter, mascarpone, besciamella) and Parmigiano Reggiano POD and Grana Padano POD.  

Today the cooperative counts 50 associated cheese factories and more than 1500 breeder 

partners spread among the Brescia province, Mantova Province and the area of production 

of the Parmigiano Reggiano. It counts around 200 employees and in 2018 it totalized 320 

million euro as revenue of which almost one third related to export activities.  

Virgilio’s mission is to bring on customers’ tables the highest quality Italian products, 

guaranteed by a certified production chain and created with the most innovative 

technologies but with respect for the traditions  
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4. Chapter 3: Results & Discussion 

 

The results I obtained from my research tend to diverge a lot from company to company 

showing how the concept of traceability and transparency is still new and perceived in very 

different ways even when the same industry in considered. 

My intention is now to go through the answers I received from the professionals in a 

transversal way in order to relate what I discovered during the literature review to the 

results obtained.  

I will first start from analyzing some more general questions I asked such as “Could you 

please explain me how traceability occurs inside the firm?”, “When was a traceability 

method introduced?” in order to understand the level of sophistication of the methods used 

and have an idea on the “history” of traceability inside the firms.  

Second, I will go through the challenges related to the implementation, maintenance and/or 

the operating activities of a traceability system. 

Subsequently I will move the focus on the reasons why the mangers involved in the research 

think that a traceability system should be implemented inside a company and the major 

impact of such tool on the performance of a company: do they consider traceability as pure 

regulatory requirement or they start to perceive it also as marketing value driver for the 

company? 

In the and it will be possible to go through the major benefits and costs traceability can 

generate for a company according to the professionals. 

This analysis will give us the possibility to understand if managers working in the dairy 

industry view traceability as a pure regulatory-compliance issue targeted just at improving 

food safety, or they consider it also as a value-adding strategic tool for the company and, as 
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consequence, if they perceive that the benefits of traceability exceed the costs and the 

challenges of implementing it. 

 

 

4.1 Traceability: challenges, framework and methods used 

Considering first the type of traceability system implemented from each company, all the 

respondents, even the bigger organization as Granarolo and Consorzio Latterie Virgilio, still 

uses a more “traditional” type of traceability system and none among them have adopted 

state-of-the-art traceability tools.  

 

 Traceability method used Innovation degree  

Granarolo 

Lot alphanumerical code+ date of 
arrival of raw material, 

production date and expiration 
date 

Mix of manual and 
digital tools 

(management 
software) 

GRA-COM 
Lot alphanumerical code + 

expiration date 

Mix of manual and 
digital tools 

(management 
software) 

Eredi Angelo Baruffaldi 
Lot alphanumerical code + 

seasoning date and production 
date  

Mix of manual and 
digital tools (excel) 

Latteria Sociale Ca’ De’ 
Stefani 

Lot alphanumerical code + the 
day of production or the month 

of production 

Mix of manual and 
digital tools 

(management 
software) 

Caseificio Andriese 
Lot alphanumerical code + 
transport document and 
ingredients specificities  

Management 
software 

Consorzio Latterie Virgilio 
Lot alphanumerical code + 

production date and ingredients 
specificities 

Management 
software 

Table 2: Level of innovation and type of method used by each company to trace production 
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All the companies considered in the research uses as traceability method the lot number 

associated with the combination of some different data. For example, the firm Eredi Angelo 

Baruffaldi trace all the itinerary a product went through by using the final selling lot number, 

the seasoning lot number and the production lot number which, in turn, is associated to the 

ingredients lot number and the production date. This mechanism allows them to trace each 

step of a product giving them the possibility to connect all the raw materials used and make 

the whole mechanism very smooth and easy to be used in case of problems linked to the 

product or to requests from the customers or the public authorities.  Table 2 sums up all the 

traceability mechanisms used by the companies interviewed. 

An interesting result is also the fact that the majority of the companies interviewed apart 

from Caseificio Andriese and Consorzio Latterie Virgilio still uses a mix of manual and digital 

tools to trace the production: some steps are still recorded on paper forms by the employees 

while others are all digitalized through excel sheets or specific management software. Even 

if on the one hand this peculiarity could seem quite normal if we consider organizations 

such as GRA-COM and Eredi Angelo Baruffaldi given their small dimension and limited 

turnover, it results more surprising in the case of Granarolo. In fact, Granarolo is the biggest 

agri-food production chain and the first milk producer in Italy. Given that and considering 

also its consistent interest in the high quality of raw materials and final product, I was 

expecting a major sophistication in the type of technologies used. Even if Graziella Lasi  did 

not state it clearly, it is probable that the value added provided by a more sophisticated 

traceability system would not be high enough to compensate the costs of implementing it. 

It is possible that contrarily to other countries, the majority of Italian consumers are not yet 

enough interested and curious on knowing more about what they are eating. As Pietro 

Bonato and the Italian Ministry for the Agri-food and Forestry Policies stresses, 

disinformation is still strongly present among final customers and it is possible that this low 

sensitivity to transparency decreases also the willingness of the companies to make 

consistent investment in the sophistication of tracing mechanisms. At the same time, it is 

important to notice that exactly because Granarolo is a big enterprise, it has many 
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production points spread in different locations: having in all of them sophisticated 

traceability system would mean a very consistent investment.  

On the other side, it is surprising to note that a small organization located in the south of 

Italy as Caseificio Andriese is one of the only two companies having a complete digitalized 

tracing system. It is the smallest among the companies considered in terms of turnover but, 

despite this, it seems to have implemented more advanced methods to track products. It is 

important to note that Caseificio Andriese is the most recent among the companies 

considered in this research (foundation in 2002). As declared from Vincenzo Addario, they 

decided to implement traceability since the very foundation of the company which was 

already strictly required by the European Law at that time. For this reason, they decided to 

include inside their management software also a section entirely dedicated to traceability 

and they digitalized the whole process. Hence, it is interesting to note the tendency of 

younger companies in investing in more sophisticated methods of traceability.  

As Table 3 shows, when asked “When did you introduced a traceability system in the 

company?” all the organizations interviewed declared to have implemented a traceability 

method around the end of the ‘90/beginning 2000 which is the period when after the “mad 

cow disease”, the European Union decided to make traceability mandatory to all the 

organizations working in the food and feed industry to decrease the problem of health 

related issues. The only exception is represented by Caseificio Andrianese which, as noted, 

was founded after the introduction of the rule. 

 

Granarolo GRA-COM 
Eredi Angelo 

Baruffaldi 

Latteria 
Sociale Ca’ 
De’ Stefani 

Caseificio 
Andriese 

Consorzio 
Latterie 
Virgilio 

End of the 
‘90 

Beginning 
2000 

End of the 
‘90 

2001 
Since 

foundation 
(2002) 

Beginning 
2000 

Table 3: When the traceability system was introduced inside the companies 
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It is possible to extract from this fact that the interest toward traceability from the Italian 

organizations has really emerged just around 20 years ago as a necessity to respond to 

regulatory requirements and health issues. Before it was made mandatory, none of the 

companies considered was implementing a proper tracking system.  

 

 

4.1.2 Implementation and maintenance of a traceability system: the problems 

If we concentrate now on what are the major problems related to the implementation, the 

maintenance and/or the operating activities of a traceability system according to the 

interviewees (Table 4). We can see that even if it is possible to identify a common pattern 

in certain statements, the majority of the answers diverges a lot. 

For instance, observing the overall answers given by each manager interviewed we can note 

that Vincenzo Addario from Caseificio Andriese seems to consider all the problem s listed as 

almost irrelevant in terms of traceability, while, on the other hand, the answers related to 

the other companies fluctuate consistently more. 

The problems that received on average the highest score3 are all linked directly to the 

personnel. In fact, Behavior and motivation of the employees in managerial and 

administrative positions received an average score of 4.2 and Necessity to retrain employees 

in production and supervision positions together with Behavior and motivation of the 

employees in production and supervision positions received an average score of 3.8. It is 

interesting to note that the only one giving a consistently low score to all of the three 

parameters is Vincenzo Addario from Caseificio Andriese. As it was noted this i s the only 

company together with Consorzio Latterie Virgilio having an all digitalized traceability 

system. This peculiarity makes the attitude and level of training of the employees to have a 

 
3 I will use in relative terms the words “high” “low” and “medium” referred to the average scores. The 
three terms will be used keeping as reference point the factor that obtained the highest and the lowest 
average score in each rating scale question 
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lower impact on the whole process because they have to perform less (and easier) tasks 

related to traceability. On the other hand, Elena Fiorini from Consorzio Latterie Virgilio 

provided an high score to all the three parameters. Even if as Caseificio Andriese they 

possess a digitalized traceability system, we should take into account the fact that it is a 

large enterprise and also a consortium: those two factors increase a lot the level of 

complexity present inside the organization making the attitude and training of the staff 

essential in any case. 

It is also possible to observe that Graziella Lasi from Granarolo and Paolo Baruffaldi from 

Eredi Angelo Baruffaldi assigned the maximum score to all the three parameters. As for 

Consorzio Latterie Virgilio, the result from Granarolo is probably related to the high level of 

complexity present inside the company. In fact, if we consider the amount of material 

processed every single day from Granarolo and the fact that a part of this work is still done 

manually, it is easy to understand that the attitude of the managerial  and 

production/supervisory staff4 and the need to have a properly trained 

production/supervisory personnel play a key role. At the same time, it is very important to 

highlight that one of the reasons why Graziella Lasi gave the maximum importance to those 

problems are related to the legislative sphere. 

Lasi provided many comments to her answers during the interview, and it strongly emerged 

an orientation toward the use of traceability as a tool essential for regulatory-compliance. 

In this case, one of the justifications she provided for the answer was related to the fact 

that the absence of a traceability system would mean breaking the law. The personnel would 

be unlawful, so she thinks it is necessary to give those parameters a high score . 

Eredi Angelo Baruffaldi is a small enterprise and the reasons behind those high scores 

provided are slightly different. Indeed, we can reconnect it to the fact that this is the 

company with the least level of digitalization: Paolo Baruffaldi declared that most of the 

company’s traceability system is still done on paper and that the remaining is recorded on 

 
4 Graziella Lasi during the interview asked to remove from this parameter the word administrative and to 
leave only managerial because in here opinion the administrative staff has no impact at all on 
Granarolo’s traceability process. 
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excel sheets. Both the activities require a strong attention from the employees and for this 

reason it is possible to comprehend that the three factors Necessity to retrain employees in 

production and supervision positions, Behavior and motivation of the employees in 

managerial and administrative positions and Behavior and motivation of the employees in 

production and supervision positions are of fundamental importance because the personnel 

strongly influence the whole process. 

In general, it is possible to observe that all the organizations (apart from Caseificio Andriese) 

give consistent importance to the problem of the staff. Indeed, also the statement  Necessity 

to retrain employees in managerial and administrative positions have a consistently high 

average score (3.7). 

It seems also that a good co-operation from the suppliers and the availability of appropriate 

software constitute a consistent problem for the companies interviewed considering that 

the two statements obtained an average score of 3.6 and 3.7. 

In the case of Support and co-operation of suppliers it perfectly confirms what the scholars 

noted. In the literature review it was reported that according to Charlebois et al. (2014), in 

the last years the food distribution system has become more and more complex due to a 

significant increase in globalization of food systems. As consequence, this fact generated 

also an increase in complexity in the traceability process. On the one hand, in order to 

properly trace the itinerary of a product it is essential to have a good collaboration with the 

suppliers to obtain all the information on the raw materials, but on the other hand we can 

also note that some years ago this process was not so problematic given the lower level of 

complexity. Hence, in this case the results seem to confirm the scholars’ statements.  

Almost all the interviewees agree also on the importance of having an appropriate software 

to track all the steps of the process even if just some of them have actually implemented a 

management software.  
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Legend 

X  Caseificio Andriese 
X  Latteria Sociale Ca’ De’ Stefani 
X  GRA-COM 
X  Granarolo 
X Eredi Angelo Baruffaldi 

X Consorzio Latterie Virgilio 

 

 1 2 3 4 5 
Average 

Score 

Behavior and motivation of the 
employees in production and 
supervision positions   

X  X X X X X 3.8 

Necessity to retrain employees in 
production and supervision positions 

 X X X X X X 3.8 

Behavior and motivation of the 
employees in managerial and 
administrative positions 

X   X X X X X 4,2 

Necessity to retrain employees in 
managerial and administrative 
positions 

 X  
X X X X 

X 
 3.7 

Support and co-operation of customers X X X X X X  2.8 

Support and co-operation of suppliers X  X X X  X X 3.6 

Amount of attributes and processes of 
a product to be registered  

X  X X X X X 3.2 

Absence of clear regulations on 
traceability systems 

X X X X X   X 2.2 

It takes employees in production and 
supervision away from other tasks 

X X X X X  X  2 

It takes employees in managerial and 
administrative positions away from 
other tasks 

X X X X X  X  2 

Availability of good consultants  X X X X X X  3.3 

The existence and development of proper 

software X   X X X X X 3.7 

Table 4: Significance of Problems in Implementing, Maintaining, and/or Operating Traceability Systems/ in 
the interviewed Companies 
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The problems that seem to impact the least the implementation, maintenance and/or 

operating activities of a traceability system according to the professionals are It takes 

employees in production and supervision away from other tasks , It takes employees in 

managerial and administrative positions away from other tasks and Absence of clear 

regulations on traceability systems. It appears that organizations consider human resource 

management as a key problem for traceability and that they also understand the importance 

of this task. In fact, it emerges that they do not consider it as a waste of time that takes the 

personnel away from other more important duties. It seems also that the majority of the 

companies think that the current regulatory system is specific enough: according to them it 

is possible to find numerous and precise standards on the traceability topic .  

The remaining problems considered from this question of the research (Support and co-

operation of customers, Amount of attributes and processes of a product to be registered 

and Availability of good consultants) received an average score in the rage of 2.8 to 3.3. 

They did not provide may comments on those attributes and most of them consider these 

statements as averagely important. 

To sum up the results we extracted from this table, it is possible to state that in general 

human resource management is considered by the sample as the most problematic issue in 

terms of implementation, maintenance and/or operating activities of a traceability system.  

At the same time, it seems that the degree of sophistication in the mechanisms used to keep 

track of the traceability process influences a lot the human resource problem in particular 

if the organizations are small: the higher the level of sophistication the lower the problem 

related to the motivation and retrain of the staff as the answers provided from Caseificio 

Andriese witnesses. On the contrary, they think that the least problematic issues are the 

standards (which are numerous and precise) and the fact that the traceability process  could 

take the staff away from other duties.  
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4.2 Traceability: reasons to implement it and the impact on the 
company  

As reported during the literature review, many scholars and experts on traceability really 

think that today the value traceability brings to a company is changing. It should not be 

considered anymore just as tool to be used for pure regulatory requirements . If properly 

used it could result as a real competitive advantage and value driver for the company.  

Two among the three sets of rating scale questions I decided to present to the interviewees 

were exactly meant to understand if the Italian dairy companies considered are starting to 

take into account this important notion and to go through other important concepts like the 

impact of such process on the company. In the specific, the two sets of rating scale questions 

analyze: 

 

• what are the most and least important impacts that a traceability system have on the 

company according to the interviewees. 

• what are the most and least important reasons why a traceability system should be 

implemented in a company according to the interviewees. 

 

4.2.1 Reasons why a traceability system should be implemented in a company 

Observing the results, it stands out that the first and most important reason why the 

companies interviewed have implemented a traceability system is in order to be in line 

current law requirements. In fact, this parameter obtained a total average score equal to 

4.5. 

This fact emerges strongly also from the comments they made. In the specific, it is very 

interesting to note that most of the answers provided from Graziella Lasi from Granarolo 

and from Vincenzo Addario from Caseificio Andriese were all given by meditating and 
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strongly taking into consideration the fact that it is mandatory to have a traceability system 

in order not to be unlawful. 

For instance, here I report some parts of our conversations, and in particular some 

comments they made on the statements related to the question What do you think are the 

most important motivators to implement a system of product traceability?  

Graziella Lasi: 

“It is mandatory to do that in order to comply with the actual regulatory requirements . To 

decrease the risk of a product problem arising is not even a question I can ask to myself, 

because it is mandatory” ….”it is very important, I would assign the maximum importance 

to all the questions related to regulatory requirements”  

 

“I am forced to do so, then of course it is a good practice. I can’t separate this concept 

from its compulsory nature” 

 

“Of course it is important because we are talking about food-security and I expect both 

actual and future consumers to be happy if I am able to satisfy food-security requirements. 

Nevertheless, I would like to reiterate my position: it is mandatory more than important to 

satisfy consumers’ expectations” 

 

 

Vincenzo Addario: 

“It is mandatory to do that, so from a commercial point of view it has no implications. 

Traceability does not influence the share we have in the market” 

 

“It is a legal requirement: It is useless to obtain higher prices for the products”  
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Legend 

X  Caseificio Andriese 
X  Latteria Sociale Ca’ De’ Stefani 
X  GRA-COM 
X  Granarolo 
X Eredi Angelo Baruffaldi 

X Consorzio Latterie Virgilio 

 

Table 5: Motivators to Implement a System of Product Traceability in the companies interviewed (1 
not important, 5 very important) 

  

 1 2 3 4 5 
Average 

score 

To decrease the risk of a product 
problem arising 

  X X X X X X 4.3 

To decrease the impact in case of a 
product recall  

X  X  X X X X 4 

To be in line current law 
requirements 

 X   X X X X X 4.5 

Decrease the risk of product recalls X X X  X X X 3.5 

In my opinion it is good practice X   X X X X X 4.2 

To satisfy actual customer 
requirements 

X   X X X X X 4.2 

To satisfy and anticipate future 
customer requirements 

X   X X X X X  4 

Decrease customer complaints X X  X X X X 2.8 

Ameliorate inventory management X X X X  X X 2.3 

Decrease spoilage or ameliorate 
freshness 

X X X X X X 2.8 

Improve the coordination of the 
production chain 

X X X X X X 3.2 

Decrease production costs or 
ameliorate yield 

X X X  X X X  3.2 

Ameliorate share of current markets X X X X X X 3 

Reposition products in actual markets X X X X X X  2.6 

Realize higher price for products X X X X X X  2 
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From the tenses reported we can extract that the fundamental reasons why Granarolo and 

Caseificio Andriese are implementing a product traceability system are more related to 

regulatory requirement issues. In fact, even when marketing type of questions such as To 

satisfy actual customer requirements, To satisfy and anticipate future customer requirements 

and Realize higher price for products were considered, both Lasi and Addario continued to 

focus more on the legislative aspect and they stressed it a lot. 

Fousing on Caseificio Andriese, we can observe that Vincenzo Addario assigned a score equal 

to 1 to all the motivators but to To decrease the risk of a product problem arising  and To be 

in line current law requirements. This result stresses even more that despite its small 

dimension this company decided to make consistent investments in traceability tools, and 

they did it for regulatory and health related issues. The interest from Caseificio Andriese 

toward those two dimensions influences also a lot the average results. The 4 it assigned to 

To decrease the risk of a product problem arising  made this parameter to reach an average 

score of 4.3. it is the second motivator in terms of rating. 

In general, it is possible to observe that the major reasons why companies feel the necessity 

to implement a traceability system are still more related to the regulatory and health 

sphere. In fact, all the marketing related statements received generally a lower average 

score (To satisfy actual customer requirements = 4.2, To satisfy and anticipate future customer 

requirements= 4, Ameliorate share of current markets= 3, Reposition products in actual markets= 

2.6, Realize higher price for products= 2). Nevertheless, it seems to emerge a slightly 

increasing interest toward the fact that consumers are starting to get more involved in 

traceability and to know the origin of what they are eating. In fact, even if the average scores 

obtained from To satisfy actual customer requirements and To satisfy and anticipate future 

customer requirements are lower if compared to To decrease the risk of a product problem 

arising and To be in line current law requirements, the difference is not so strong and the 

scores they obtained are in any case significantly high. 

Elena Fiorini from Consorzio Latterie Virgilio emphasizes a lot the importance of those two 

latter motivators during the interview. Indeed, she affirmed: 
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“I noticed that abroad customers care a lot about the origin of the products and animals’ 

wellbeing. Traceability is essential to guarantee those requests.”  

 

Elena Fiorini confirms the idea of Pietro Bonato I reported in the literature review. As it was 

noted, according to the CEO of CSQA traceability could be a very useful tool to increase the 

value of Italy and its consortiums, in particular abroad. The similar ideas that Pietro Bonato 

and Consorzio Latterie Virgilio appear to have on the topic of traceability and Italian 

products abroad is witnessed by the fact that Consorzio Latterie Virgilio has obtained since 

2001 the certification CSQA. It guarantees that the milk and creams commercialized from 

Consorzio Latterie Virgilio are all produced in Italy. 

It is very interesting to observe also some of the answers provided by Stefano Zanasi from 

GRA-COM. Contrarily to his colleagues, Zanasi was the only one who decide to not assign 

the maximum importance to the motivator To be in line current law requirements. On the 

contrary, he gave a score of 5 to To satisfy actual customer requirements and To satisfy and 

anticipate future customer requirements. 

Zanasi thinks that nowadays traceability should not be implemented just because the law 

asks food companies to do so, but because it is important for the final customer s. During 

the interview he stated: 

 

“Traceability is very important both for the company and for the final customers. I think it 

is indispensable” …. “The new customers are very interested in traceability , in particular 

young people around 20-30 years old. They are very curious and interested in this kind of 

things” 

 

Despite its small dimension, GRA-COM seems to have an idea of traceability very 

“innovative” and customer-oriented. According to Zanasi this practice is not just important 

because mandatory, but it is necessary in order to be competitive. Also other professionals 

during the open questions part of the interview recognized that traceability could be 
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interesting from a marketing point of view, but they affirmed it just after I explained how 

traceability could be used for marketing purposes. Zanasi and Fiorini appear to be the only 

ones aware of the opportunity to use traceability to increase value for final customers.  

Nevertheless, it emerges that even if Zanasi perceives and highlights the importance of 

traceability, he does not think that the additional value it could generate for the final 

customer would be high enough to ask consumers a higher price. Indeed, if the other 

marketing related motivators are considered, it emerges that Elena Fiorini perceives the 

traceability system more than Zanasi as a tool to be used to increase the share of the market 

or to obtain an higher price as they even stated during the interview.  

Going back to a more general perspective, the results show also that almost all the managers 

interviewed consider traceability as a good practice. It seems that after approximately 20 

years since its introduction, this tool has been accepted and appreciated from many actors 

of the Italian diary industry. Vincenzo Addario appear to be the only one non in line with 

this idea. He assigned 1 to the motivator In my opinion it is good practice: he affirmed that in 

his opinion it is not a good practice, it is just mandatory. 

In addition, the interviewees give a consistent important also to the use of traceability as a 

tool to reduce the impact and the risk of product recalls. They confirm what Hofstede stated 

in the paper Trust and Transparency in Supply Netchains: A Contradiction?.  In the specific, 

the interviewees appear in accordance with the importance the scholar give to history 

transparency (what should allow to respond quickly and effectively to any damage caused 

by defective products along the netchain). Most of the managers agree that a good 

traceability system could decrease the negative impact in case of any problem related to a 

product. In fact, in case a person falls ill after consuming a product, traceability could help 

in identifying and recall all the connected lots or even to collect all the dangerous 

merchandise before reaching consumers. Hence, it can be considered as a relevant method 

to address and prevent public health problems. Many of the interviewees agree also that 

traceability tools could be used even to prevent the occurrence of product recalls: it 

increases the controls made on the products and on the raw materials. Nevertheless, a good 
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coordination in the whole chain is essential to obtain this positive effect. Also this notion 

was affirmed from Hofstede and from the words of Stefano Zanasi. 

 

Zanasi: 

“Traceability is very useful but everyone in the chain should do its job properly!”  

 

On the contrary the reasons that appear the weaker to implement a traceability system are 

Ameliorate inventory management (2.3) Realize higher price for products (2). Almost all the 

respondents declare they do not even see the connection among traceability tools and 

motivators. Considering in the specific the one that received the lower overall score, it is 

possible to affirm that as Stefano Zanasi also the other managers do not think that the 

additional value traceability could generate for the final customer would be high enough to 

ask consumers a higher price. As we noted most of the companies interviewed still see 

traceability as a tool indispensable from a legislative point of view and not as something 

that could be used to add value to the final product.  

The other motivators listed received an average score in the rage of 2.6 to 3.2. They have a 

medium importance.  

To sum up the most relevant results obtained from this question, it is possible to affirm the 

following. Even if some companies perceive the importance that some customers are 

starting to give to traceability, the majority of the firms interviewed still th ink that the most 

important reasons to implement a traceability system are related to regulatory -compliance 

and health issues. In fact, even if some marketing related motivators received some 

important grades, the conversations reported witness that many of the high scores given 

where still more related to a law-mandatory issue than to a customer-orientation. Just a 

couple of respondents (Stefano Zanasi and Elena Fiorini) take spontaneously into 

consideration the marketing aspect of traceability, but none of their organizations have 
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consciously implemented any marketing-oriented traceability initiative and they seem 

barely to know that other organizations are starting to implement such methods.  

 

 

4.2.2 Impacts of traceability on company’s performance 

At first sight, it emerges immediately from Table 6 that all answers provided in this third 

rating scale question are very in line with all the one analyzed before.  

First, it emerges that the companies interviewed consider how the firm is perceived by 

regulators one of the main impacts of traceability on company’s performance. It is 

interesting to observe that this is the parameter receiving the highest score (4.7) among all 

the ones considered in all the three rating scale questions. I think it is possible to affirm that 

this result is quite rational. 

As it was noted by many of the mangers, traceability beside being a potential marketing tool 

is in any case mandatory by law. The absence of a traceability system would make the 

company to be unlawful. Hence, it is very rational and normal that all the companies think 

that traceability impact how the company is perceived by regulators: without this tool the 

company’s activities would be interrupted. 

The factor obtaining the second highest average score is Costs in case of a product recall or 

withdrawal. According to the interviewees traceability could be useful to decrease the costs 

related to a recall or withdrawal of a product. Also this result confirms what was stated from 

Hofstede in his study on traceability and netchains (2007). 
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Legend 

X  Caseificio Andriese 
X  Latteria Sociale Ca’ De’ Stefani 
X  GRA-COM 
X  Granarolo 
X Eredi Angelo Baruffaldi 
X Consorzio Latterie Virgilio 

 
  

Table 6: Impact of Traceability System on the interviewed Companies' Performance (1 not important, 5 
very important) 

 1 2 3 4 5 
Average 

score 

How firms are judged by commercial 
customers 

X  X X X X X 3.7 

How firms are judged by regulators    X X X X X X 4.7 

How firms are judged by consumers X  X X X X X 3.7 

Motivation of the employees in 
managerial and administrative 
positions 

X  X X  X X X 3.5 

Costs in case of a product recall or 
withdrawal 

  X X X X X X 4.2 

Amount of recalls or withdrawals of 
products 

X X X X X   X 2.2 

How the company is judged by rest of 
industry 

X   X X X X X 3.3 

Motivation of the employees in 
production and supervision positions 

X   X X X X X 3.7 

Quantity of product 
wastage/reworking 

X X X X X X   2.2 

Capacity to ameliorate share in existing 
markets 

X X  X X X  X 2.7 

Prices realized for products X  X X X  X X 3.2 

Capacity to enter new markets X X  X X X  X 2.7 

Inventory costs  X 
X X X 

X  
 X 3.2 

Production costs X  X X X X X 3.2 
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This is the only factor to which Pietro Carletti from Latteria Sociale Ca’ De’ Stefani decided 

to assign the maximum importance. In fact, he stated: 

 

“Traceability is a sort of “guarantee” for the company. In case of any problem with the 

products it allows to identify with precision the problematic goods and limit the damages 

both in terms of costs and company image”   

 

In any case, the impression that the overall external environment has of the company seems 

to be factor the most impacted from traceability according to the managers. In fact, the 

statements How firms are judged by commercial customers and How firms are judged by 

consumers obtained the third highest average score (3.7) together with Motivation of the 

employees in production and supervision positions. However, it appears that companies are 

less touched by the impact traceability could have on the impression of the overall industry. 

The factor How the company is judged by rest of industry received an average score equal to 

3.3. Then, in general the managers think that traceability could influence the performance 

of the company because this system would alter the perception that the other parties have 

of the firm.  

Nevertheless, it is curious to observe that the factors How firms are judged by commercial 

customers and How firms are judged by consumers obtaining the third highest average score 

are one point far from the first one (How firms are judged by regulators). It indicates that even 

if the perception of the others is important, the impression of the regulator is by far mo re 

relevant. In addition I would like to point out that also for those answers Graziella Lasi from 

Granarolo highlighted that the reason why she assigned the maximum importance to the 

perception of commercial customers and final customers are related to the fact that without 

traceability the company would be unlawful and for this reason their impression would be 

negative. 



62 
 

Significantly important is also the impact that traceability has on the motivation of the 

production and supervisory staff. In fact, they state that all the problems related to a 

product recall or withdrawal would relapse on the personnel working in those positions.  

However, many companies declared that apart from the production, most of the work 

related to traceability is actually done inside their company by the quality staff (GRA-COM, 

Granarolo) or by the administrative staff (Eredi Angelo Baruffaldi). The employees working 

in those departments have to record all the data related to the products and follow the 

bureaucratic issues related to traceability. This fact explains why also the parameter 

Motivation of the employees in managerial and administrative positions  received a 

consistently high average score.  

The three factors Prices realized for products, Capacity to enter new markets and How firms 

are judged by consumers were added in this rating scale question to access if the 

interviewees think that traceability could have an impact on the final customer. The first 

two factors listed received a medium score (3.2 and 2.7) while the third one obtained an 

higher average rate (3.7). However, it was noted before that Graziella Lasi justified the 5 

she assigned to this parameter affirming that it impacts the company performance for 

regulatory-compliance reasons. This highlight again that the companies interviewed do not 

consider traceability as a tool to increase the value perceived from customers of their 

products. 

The only one who assigned the maximum to all the three factors was Elena Fiorini from 

Consorzio Latterie Virgilio. Also in this rating scale question she confirms to be the only 

interviewees aware of the opportunity to use traceability to increase value for final 

customers. 

The remaining factors obtained an average score lower with respect the other parameters 

listed until now: it seems that the managers think that the impact they have on the company 

performance is less relevant. 

In particular Amount of recalls or withdrawals of products and Quantity of product 

wastage/reworking are the ones that received the lowest average score. The two 
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parameters are strictly related and are both referred to the quality of the products. 

Managers think that traceability does not impact the production of the goods and, as 

consequence the number of products recalls and the amount of products reworked or 

wasted. 

To conclude, it is possible to affirm that this third rating scale question confirm what was 

discovered in the previous two: the first thing that companies connect to traceability is the 

regulatory compliance issue. In fact, all the organizations agree that how the firm is perceived 

by regulators is one of the main impacts that traceability can have on companies’ 

performance. Even if this result is quite obvious it is interesting because none of the other 

factors received such an high average score. In addition, legislative compliance reasons were 

at the bases of some of the high scores assigned to other parameters. 

 

 

4.3 Costs and Benefits of a traceability system  

The last part of the interview I conducted with the managers was dedicated to their 

impressions on the costs and benefits of a traceability system. In particular, I decided first 

to make very general questions on costs and benefits of traceability (i.e. What do you think 

are the costliest elements in implementing, maintaining, and operating a traceability 

system?, What do you think are the major benefits that a traceability system could 

lead/leads to the firm?). Second, I asked more specific question on the marketing sphere to 

understand their opinion and impressions on the connection among marketing and 

traceability.  

In particular, I decided also to ask a specific question on traceability and “special” dairy 

products such as organic and POD. (Do you think that the benefits generated from a 

traceability system impact only the supply chain (lower recall numbers, easier to track 

contaminated products etc.) or that it could also be an interesting instrument for marketing 

purposes?, Do you think that traceability for marketing could be more useful for special 
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product such as Organic and POD?). In the end, I concluded the interviews asking if they 

think that traceability is a tool generating more costs or benefits for a company according 

to what emerged from our conversation  

Table 7 shows a schematic sum up of the answers I obtained in terms of benefits and costs.  

Focusing first on the benefits, it is possible to observe that most of the interviewees think 

that the major benefits related to traceability are connected to product recalls and 

withdrawals. Granarolo, Latteria Sociale Ca’ De’ Stefani, Eredi Angelo Baruffaldi and GRA -

COM affirm that traceability is a very useful tool that give access to numerous information 

which are fundamental to respond precisely and reduce the costs in case of product recalls 

and withdrawals. 

The answers provided by Vincenzo Addario from Caseificio Andriese and Elena Fiorini from 

Consorzio Latterie Virgilio diverge from the ones of their colleagues.  

Vincenzo Addario connects traceability to warehouse management. He affirms that thanks 

to the investment they did to improve their management software, they can exploit the 

information raised from traceability also to manage the inventory. This result reflects what 

he answered in the rating scale questions. In fact, if we observe Table 6, it emerges that 

Inventory costs is one of the few factors he thinks traceability impact. This answer confirms 

the idea of Hofstede reported in the Literature Review. When talking about history 

transparency in the paper Trust and Transparency in Supply Netchains: A Contradiction?, the 

scholar notes that even if netchains incur very high costs when history transparency is 

introduced, that initial investment could increase products’ value and ameliorate 

coordination. 
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 Major Benefit Major Cost  
More Costs or more 

Benefits? 

Granarolo 

It provides precise 
information and it 

allows to reduce impact 
of recalls in case they 

occur 

Training of the 
personnel, time 

employees dedicate 
to traceability and 

complexity in 
communication with 

suppliers  

Traceability is 
mandatory! 

GRA-COM 

It a scientific operation 
that give the possibility 
to know precisely what 
I did and when. Useful 

in case of recalls 

Time dedicated to 
traceability  

Not possible to be 
quantified 

Eredi Angelo 
Baruffaldi 

It reduces costs and 
damages in case of 

product 
recalls/withdrawals 

Cost of personnel 
and time that 

employees have to 
dedicate to 
traceability 

More benefits even 
if difficult to be 

quantified 

Latteria Sociale 
Ca’ De’ Stefani 

It guarantees precision 
and reliability in case of 

product 
recalls/withdrawals 

Training of the 
personnel and 

“personalization” of 
management 

software  

They balance. The 
implementation 

costs are very high, 
but it is a guarantee 
in case of problems 
with the products  

Caseificio 
Andriese 

It simplifies 
procurement 
management  

 

Initial investment 
already absorbed. 

Everything is 
digitalized so 

employees do not 
have to dedicate 
much time to this 

task. 

More benefits. The 
costs are today 

operational costs. 

Consorzio 
Latterie Virgilio 

It generates many 
benefits with foreign 
customers because it 
eases to demonstrate 

the Made in Italy. 
Useful in case of 

complaints  

Difficult to quantify. 
But be up to date 

with new 
technologies is 

important and costly 

Not possible to 
quantify benefits 

and costs  

Table 7: Benefits and Costs of a traceability system according to the companies  
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On the other hand, also Elena Fiorini confirms with her answer what we extracted from her 

statements in the rating scale questions. In fact, she links the major benefits of traceability 

to the marketing and commercial area. Fiorini affirms that traceability could increase 

transparency and help Italian producers in defending the “Italianità” of the goods. 

Traceability could be useful in case of complaints to demonstrate the origin of the raw 

material and the production location. In conclusion, her argumentation confirms what 

Italian Ministry for the Agri-food and Forestry Policies reported: traceability is very 

important to properly safeguard typical Italian agri-food products. It could be a method to 

defend Made in Italy food products from Italian Sounding phenomenon. 

Observing now the costs, it seems that the most recurrent expenses pointed out from the 

interviewees are the time employees dedicate to traceability and the money spent to train 

the personnel. It is interesting to note that the only two proving a different answer were 

Caseificio Andriese and Consorzio Latterie Virgilio and they are the only companies having 

a whole digitalized traceability system.  

Vincenzo Addario observe that it is very difficult to quantify the costs of traceability. The 

investment they did to improve the system has already been absorbed, while the time the 

employees dedicate to traceability during the operational activities is really limited: 

 

“Employees dedicate to traceability less than 10 minutes per day”  

 

Instead, when I asked to Elena Fiorini the major cost related to traceability, she answered 

that it was almost impossible to identify just one element with precision. In her opinion the 

costs of the everyday traceability process were already part of the administrative costs of 

the company, but the real problem were the costs to stay innovative: all the new 

technologies to give access to traceability to final customers (such as QR codes) are still very 

costly and require consistent investments. This is one of the reasons why Consorzio Latterie 

Virgilio decided not to implement those technologies. 
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After that, I decided to ask some focused questions on traceability and marketing and 

traceability and POD/Organic products. 

It emerged that all the respondents were convinced that traceability could be an interesting 

tool for marketing purposes, but according to the managers none of their companies were 

actually using traceability to this end. 

For instance, Baruffaldi, Fiorini and Zanasi affirm that it could be useful to respond to the 

curiosity of the young customers, Lasi think it is a good way to increase product awareness 

in consumers and Carletti is convinced it could be a good method to reassure customers on 

food security. Vincenzo Addario, instead, affirmed that traceability could be fundamental 

for special dairy products such as organic, POD, reduced salt content and lactose-free goods. 

He thinks that giving to the customer the possibility to demonstrate concretely the special 

characteristics declared on the label (i.e. organic, POD etc) would be a strong value added 

for the product. For example, he thinks that QR code could be a valid method. However, 

Caseificio Andriese has not implemented those technologies yet. 

Addario was the only one who spontaneously connected traceability to special product s. I 

asked a specific question on this topic to all the other professionals. Some interviewees 

answered that traceability is more useful when dairy products with special characteristics 

are implied. Others disagreed.  

For instance, according to Paolo Baruffaldi POD products have already to follow a very 

precise production process. Then, he thinks that traceability could be more useful for non-

POD products in order to know with precision the origins of that good and of the raw 

materials use to produce it.  

Stefano Zanasi and Pietro Carletti, instead, thinks that traceability is important for every 

type of food products. Even if people purchasing POD goods tend to give more value to 

traceability and transparency, they are of the idea that today also people that cannot afford 

high-quality products are very interested in knowing all the characteristics of what they eat 
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According to Graziella Lasi and Elena Fiorini people buying special product value much more 

traceability than other people. They are purchasing a product that costs more than the 

normal one and traceability could explain with precision which are the reasons of that higher 

price. In addition, some special products such as organic goods and macrobiotics goods have 

to respect very precise standards and follow a specific production process. Traceability 

could be useful to reassure customers on the characteristics of the product implied.  

The last argument promoted from Graziella Lasi and Elena Fiorini is very in line with the 

study conducted from Charlebois and Haratifar (2015). The authors demonstrated the 

importance of market-oriented traceability and transparency in the field of organic dairy 

products. According to the results obtained during their research, Charlebois and Haratifar 

affirm that 53.8% of respondents who frequently purchase organic milk would consider 

purchase only traceable organic milk if the company could guarantee that its product is in 

fact organic. 

In the end, when I asked to the respondents if in their opinion the costs related to 

traceability exceeded the benefits it generates, I received different feedbacks. It is curious 

to note that half of the interviewees confirmed the theory of Sparling et al. (2006): it is 

actually difficult to measure the benefits and the costs related to a traceability system. In 

fact, Eredi Angelo Baruffaldi, GRA-COM and Consorzio Latterie Virgilio noticed that it is 

almost impossible to affirm with precision which costs and which benefits a traceability 

system produce. 

Just Vincenzo Addario stated with conviction that the benefits of traceability exceed the 

costs. In particular, he noted the following: 

 

“We have already absorbed all the costs related to the investment we did in the 

sophistication of our traceability process” … “When we still did everything through excel 

sheets and paper modules it was different: at that time traceability was a big cost because 

of the time we have to dedicate to this process”  

 



69 
 

It seems that the investment they did to improve traceability has generated consistent 

positive results for Caseificio Andriese. 

Also Paolo Baruffaldi expressed that in his opinion traceability is producing more benefits 

than costs for his company, but at the same time he also affirmed that what he was saying 

was just an impression because it was almost impossible to concretely make a benefit -cost 

computation.  

On the other hand, Graziella Lasi reiterate also for this question her coherent position: she 

affirmed that it is not possible to talk about costs and benefits of traceability because it is 

mandatory by the law. 

Only Pietro Carletti from Latteria Sociale Ca’ De’ Stefani stated that in his opinion the 

benefits and the costs of a traceability system tend to balance. According to Carletti the 

costs related to the implementation of a traceability are very high and unavoidable given 

the imposition from the law to have this system. Nevertheless, he notes that thanks to 

traceability the company enjoys a sort of guarantee in case any problem related to a product 

occurs. 

In conclusion, it is possible to extract the following from the answers analyzed  in this 

section. The interviewees think that it is very difficult to quantify benefits and costs related 

to a traceability system and, except Vincenzo Addario, none of them stated with conviction 

that the costs of this system exceed the benefits or vice-versa. Apart from some exceptions, 

they think that the major costs of traceability are related to the training of the personnel 

and the time employees have to dedicate to this task, while the major benefits are related 

to products recalls and withdrawals. The professionals tend to have diverging ideas on the 

topic traceability & POD and all of them think that traceability could be used for marketing 

purposes even if just Elena Fiorini spontaneously connect traceability to marketing. 
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5. Chapter 4: Managerial Implications and Limitations 

 

5.1 Managerial Implications 

First of all, I would like to reiterate my research question: 

Do Italian managers working in the dairy industry view traceability and transparency as a 

regulatory-compliance issue targeted just at improving food safety, or they consider it also 

as a value-adding marketing tool for the company? The firms perceive that the benefits of 

traceability exceed the costs of implementing it? 

In order explain the managerial implications that in my opinion emerge from this research 

and to give an answer to this question I will first focus on the second part of the research 

question. 

It seems from the results that the managers interviewed have some difficulties in identifying 

the benefits and the costs that traceability produces in their companies. They understand 

that the impact of traceability both in terms of expenses and in terms of benefits is not just 

limited to the mechanic processes of traceability such as recording to which batch of raw 

material a final product is related, or the selling lot number of a product. The problem is 

that many of the costs and benefits linked to traceability are intangible in nature. This 

peculiarity makes them very difficult to be quantified. 

In my opinion, this fact influences the answer of the first part of the question.  

In general, it seems to appear a scare awareness of the potentiality of traceability as a 

marketing tool and in order to explain this point I will divide my argumentation in two parts: 

one dedicated to the small and medium enterprises considered (GRA-COM, Eredi Angelo 

Baruffaldi, Caseificio Andriese, Latteria Sociale Ca’ De’ Stefani) and one dedicated to the big 

enterprises (Granarolo and Consorzio Latterie Virgilio). I  think it is important to make this 
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distinction because the size, the turnover and the type of environment in which the different 

companies play have a consistent impact on the management style.  

Starting from the small-medium organizations, it emerges that even if they think traceability 

is a good practice, the main reason why they are implementing this system is to comply with 

current regulatory requirements. They are all making consistent investments in this practice 

(investments in terms of time, personnel, software etc.) and in my opinion they do not seem 

fully aware that they could benefit from this mandatory investment not just from a 

regulatory-compliance perspective. Even if small, they are all companies making also some 

export and the fact that they are all producing food products, with Italian raw material in a 

traditional way, could be a value driver in particular abroad. 

In addition, it appears to me that they are already using in some way traceability as a 

marketing tool, but they are not fully realizing it. In fact, three out  of four of the small-

medium enterprises considered are producing POD products. Those goods have as intrinsic 

nature the promotion of the area of production, the raw material used and the method of 

production. However, during the conversations we had they do not seem to give much 

importance to this fact even when I asked some specific questions on traceability & 

marketing and traceability & special products. 

I think that this possible lack of awareness is related to two reasons:  

First, Italy has a huge tradition in terms of family businesses and small -medium enterprises. 

Almost 76%5 of the companies present in Italy are SMEs and I think this peculiarity strongly 

influences the management style of those firms. Marketing is a relatively new discipline that 

started to spread in the last decades and numerous SMEs are still run in a very traditional 

way not taking into consideration and knowing the theory behind those selling methods.  

Second, three out of four of the companies considered are part of a consortium. 

Geographical clusters are very positive under certain point of view (i.e. diffused learning 

effects, reduction of transaction costs) but at the same time they centralize all the 

 
5 Data from ISTAT - 2015 
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marketing initiative in the hand of the consortium. Companies loose in a certain sense the 

power on their brand, because all the advertisement made from the consortium is dedicated 

at promoting the product per se and not the brands that are part of the consortium. For 

instance, hundreds of companies are part of the Grana Padano consortium, but all the final 

customers know just the Grana Padano product and not the companies producing it. The 

consortiums actually advertise the products using the concepts of controlled production 

chain, production location and monitored raw materials which are concepts at the basis of 

POD products and are, in my opinion, strictly connected to traceability. I think that what 

emerges from the research I conducted is that the fact of delegating to someone else the 

duty of advertising their final products, makes the SMEs that are part of consortium 

decrease the sensitivity toward the marketing of their goods. As consequence, I think they 

do not fully realize that what the consortiums are actually doing in terms of marketing is 

promoting in some way the traceability that all of them are implementing inside their 

companies. One of the few companies that in my opinion realized this fact (ad is 

unfortunately included in this research) is Parmareggio. They decided to start a promotional 

campaign to advertise their proper brand and not just the Parmigiano Reggiano product per 

se. 

In my opinion, it is possible that if Italian SMEs working in the dairy industry will realize 

those two facts, they will be able to use traceability for marketing in a more effective way. 

Maybe, they will manage to use what they already have in terms of traceability as a strategic 

tool in particular for export purposes. 

Focusing then on big enterprises, the results are slightly different. It appears that the main 

reason why traceability is implemented is linked again to regulatory and health related 

issues. However, the level of consciousness in terms of marketing and traceability seems 

different if we compare the two set of answers received. 

On the one hand Elena Fiorini from Consorzio Latterie Virgilio appeared to me quite aware 

on the relationship present among traceability and marketing, while Graziella Lasi from 

Granarolo seemed to not give importance to the connection existing between them. 
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From a certain perspective I think it is normal: we are considering two people working in 

completely different departments of two big organizations. Hence, they are exposed to very 

different inputs and tend to see a very same thing from different perspective. However, 

from another point of view I find curious and interesting the strong focus on health and 

regulatory requirements for traceability Graziella Lasi stressed 

In fact, Granarolo is the largest Italian group in the agri-food sector and the first in Italy who 

started to use the concept of controlled production chain and Alta Qualità since the ’90 

(when traceability was just made mandatory) as a promotional method. In addition, 

Granarolo has implemented in the last couple of years also some programs using new 

technologies as QR codes on the packaging of certain products to give access to consumers 

to the story of the good. It seems interesting to me that Graziella Lasi gives such a few 

importance to traceability for marketing although what Granarolo did and is doing in this 

area. 

It seems to me that also in this case it emerges a sort of scare awareness of the potentiality 

of traceability as a marketing tool. 

Graziella Lasi is in charge of the control and management of the traceability process inside 

Granarolo and even if I think it is normal she tend to see traceability from a regulatory 

perspective given her formation and position inside the company, I think it is peculiar she 

finds very few connections among this tool and marketing.  

I think this result is again related to Italian culture and tradition in terms of business 

management related to the consistent presence of SMEs on the territory. Even if in the big 

and structured organizations marketing has been internalized in the daily operations, it 

seems that people not working in strict contact with that department do not consciously 

realize its potentiality. Even if people in the quality department are producing the 

information used from marketing to create the campaigns, it seems Graziella Lasi is not 

giving importance and connecting those two aspects. It is possible that this reaction is also 

related to a possible low level of communication among departments present in Granarolo: 

it could generate a limited awareness of what other divisions are doing. 
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In conclusion, I think that many companies working in the Italian dairy industry are not able 

to precisely identify the costs and benefits of their traceability system because many of 

them are intangible in nature. In my opinion, the difficulty in the quantification of those 

costs and benefits is related, in turn, to the lack of conscious awareness on the topic of 

traceability and marketing in the managers interviewed. I arrived at this conclusion by 

making different argumentations according to the specific characteristics of the 

organizations, but the result seems similar for all the small, medium and big firms. In my 

opinion they appear to be implementing traceability as a regulatory-compliance issue 

targeted at improving food safety and they do not fully realize that they are already using 

this tool also to promote their products. It is possible that if in the future all the people 

working on traceability inside the company will fully understand the potentiality of this tool, 

they will use traceability in a more effective way also for marketing purposes. In the end, I 

think that traceability could be used as a tool to increase the value of Italian dairy products, 

making them even more valuable particularly abroad.  

 

 

5.2 Limitations and further analysis 

It is necessary to point out that some limitations are present in the research. First of all, the 

number of companies considered is too small to make a proper generalization on the trends 

of the whole Italian dairy industry. Second, even if on the one hand it is interesting to 

interview people having various positions inside the firms and to consider companies with 

different characteristics in terms of dimensions, geographic location and dairy goods 

produced, on the other hand this decision could make the comparison more difficult and 

imprecise. 

I addition I decided to present a part of the interview in the form of rating scale question 

and the number of organizations considered is not high enough to make a proper 

generalization on the average score I obtained. Furthermore, when respondents face rating 
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scale questions often rate items similarly and do not provide a wide range of ratings. They 

tend to cluster the majority of ratings on the lower/higher end of the scale. This tendency 

could alter. the average final score and make it less reliable. 

In my opinion, further analysis could be conducted on this topic. For instance, it could be 

interesting to present the interview to other companies in the Italian dairy sector in order 

to support or reject the validity of this research. 

  



77 
 

  



78 
 

  



79 
 

6. Conclusion 

 

In conclusion, it seems that even if a dozen of year passed from when Sparling et al . wrote 

that “Most food-industry managers view traceability as a regulatory-compliance issue 

targeted at improving food safety” (2006, p 160), the situation did not change a lot for the 

companies considered in this research. 

Many scholars and experts on traceability really think that today the value traceability 

brings to a company is changing and that it should not be considered anymore just as tool 

to be used for pure regulatory requirements. Nevertheless, many of the managers 

interviewed does not see the value of this system and that they are already using traceability 

for marketing related activities. 

The companies interviewed consider human resource management as the most problematic 

issue in terms of implementation, maintenance and/or operating activities of traceability 

and they seem to think that that the most important reasons to implement a traceability 

system are related to regulatory-compliance and health problems. This latter point is 

confirmed also by the fact that in their opinion how the firm is perceived by regulators is 

one of the main impacts that traceability can have on companies’ performance . In addition, 

it was noted that just a couple of respondents (Stefano Zanasi and Elena Fiorini) take 

spontaneously into consideration the marketing aspect of traceability, but none of their 

organizations have consciously implemented any marketing-oriented traceability initiative 

and they seem barely to know that other organizations are starting to imp lement such 

methods. 

In terms of costs and benefits produced by traceability, the interviewees think that it is very 

difficult to quantify benefits and costs related to a traceability system and, except Vincenzo 

Addario, none of them stated with conviction that the costs of this system exceed the 

benefits or vice-versa. The professionals tend to have diverging ideas on the topic 

traceability & POD and all of them think that traceability could be used for marketing 

purposes even if just Elena Fiorini spontaneously connect traceability to marketing. 
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To conclude, I think that many companies working in the Italian dairy industry are not able 

to precisely identify the costs and benefits of their traceability system because many of 

them are intangible in nature, In addition, the difficulty in the quantification of those costs 

and benefits is related, in turn, to the lack of conscious awareness on the topic of traceability 

and marketing in the managers interviewed. I arrived at this conclusion by making different 

argumentations for SMEs and large enterprises given their differences in nature, 

management style and answers provided. Nevertheless, the result seems similar for all the 

small, medium and large firms. In my opinion they appear to be implementing traceability 

as a regulatory-compliance issue targeted at improving food safety and they do not fully 

realize that they are already using this tool also to promote their products. It is possible that 

if in the future all the people working on traceability inside the company will fully 

understand the potentiality of this tool, they will use traceability in a more effective way 

also for marketing purposes. 
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8. Appendix 
 

Appendix 1: Questionnaire presented to the managers (English version):  

 

 

What do you think is the impact of traceability system on the performance of the company? 

Please, give a score from 1 to 5 to the following statements according to the importance they 

have in your opinion (1 not important, 5 very important) 

 

 

 

 

  

 1 2 3 4 5 

How firms are judged by commercial 
customers 

     

How firms are judged by regulators      

How firms are judged by consumers      

Motivation of the employees in managerial 

and administrative positions 
     

Costs in case of a product recall or 
withdrawal 

     

Amount of recalls or withdrawals of products      

How the company is judged by rest of industry      

Motivation of the employees in production 
and supervision positions 

     

Quantity of product wastage/reworking      

Capacity to ameliorate share in existing markets      

Prices realized for products      

Capacity to enter new markets      

Inventory costs      

Production costs      
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What do you think are the most important motivators to implement a system of product 

traceability? Please, give a score from 1 to 5 to the following statements according to the 

importance they have in your opinion (1 not important, 5 very important) 

 

  

 1 2 3 4 5 

To decrease the risk of a product problem 
arising 

     

To decrease the impact in case of a product 
recall 

     

To be in line with current law requirements      

Decrease the risk of product recalls      

In my opinion it is good practice      

To satisfy actual customer requirements      

To satisfy and anticipate future customer 
requirements 

     

Decrease customer complaints      

Ameliorate inventory management      

Decrease spoilage or ameliorate freshness      

Improve the coordination of the production 
chain 

     

Decrease production costs or ameliorate yield      

Ameliorate share of current markets      

Reposition products in actual markets      

Realize higher price for products      
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How much significant are the following problems in implementing, maintaining, and/or 

operating traceability systems? Please, give a score from 1 to 5 to the following 

statements/problems according to the importance they have in your opinion (1 not 

important, 5 very important) 

 

 

  

 1 2 3 4 5 

Behavior and motivation of the employees in 
production and supervision positions   

     

Necessity to retrain employees in production 
and supervision positions 

     

Behavior and motivation of the employees in 
managerial and administrative positions 

     

Necessity to retrain employees in managerial 
and administrative positions 

     

Support and co-operation of customers      

Support and co-operation of suppliers      

Amount of attributes and processes of a 
product to be registered  

     

Absence of clear regulations on traceability 
systems 

     

It takes employees in production and 
supervision away from other tasks 

     

It takes employees in managerial and 
administrative positions away from other tasks 

     

Availability of good consultants      

The existence and development of proper 
software 
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Could you please explain me how traceability occurs inside the firm? 

When was a traceability method introduced? 

What do you think are the costliest elements in implementing, maintaining, and operating 

a traceability system? 

What do you think are the major benefits that a traceability system could lead/leads to the 

firm? 

Do you think that the benefits generated from a traceability system impact only the supply 

chain (lower recall numbers, easier to track contaminated products etc.) or that it could 

also be an interesting instrument for marketing purposes? 

Do you think that traceability for marketing could be more useful for special product such 

as Organic and POD? 

In conclusion, do you think that are present more costs or benefits related to the 

implementation of a traceability system? 
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Appendix 2: Questionnaire presented to the managers (Italian version): 

 

 

Qual è l’impatto della tracciabilità sulla performance dell’azienda? Per favore, assegni un 

punteggio da 1 a 5 a ciascun criterio indicato con riferimento a quanto secondo lei la 

tracciabilità impatta questo elemento (1 poco impatto, 5 molto impatto) 

 

 

  

 1 2 3 4 5 

Come è percepita l' azienda dai clienti 
commerciali 

   
  

Come è percepita l'azienda dalle autorità di 
controllo 

   
  

Come è percepita l'azienda dai consumatori      

Motivazione dello staff 
manageriale/amministrativo 

   
  

Costi in caso di  richiamo/ritiro di un prodotto      

Numero di richiami/ritiri di prodotti      

Come è percepita l'azienda dal resto 
dell’industria 

   
  

Motivazione del personale di 
produzione/controllo 

   
  

Quantità di prodotti scartati / rilavorati      

Capacità di aumentare le quote di mercato      

Prezzi realizzati sui prodotti      

Capacità di entrare in nuovi mercati      

Costi di inventario      

Costi di produzione      
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Quali sono le principali ragioni per implementare un sistema di tracciabilità? Per favore, 

assegni un punteggio da 1 a 5 a ciascun criterio indicato asseconda dell’importanza che ritiene 

esso abbia (1 poco importante, 5 molto importante) 

 

 

  

 1 2 3 4 5 

Per ridurre il rischio che insorga un problema 
legato al prodotto 

   
  

Per ridurre l’impatto negativo in caso di 
richiamo/ritiro di un prodotto 

   
  

Per essere a norma con le leggi in vigore      

Per ridurre il rischio di richiamo del prodotto      

Ritengo sia una buona prassi      

È importante per soddisfare le aspettative dei 
consumatori attuali 

   
  

È importante per anticipare quelle che 
saranno le aspettative dei futuri consumatori 

   
  

Per ridurre i reclami dei consumatori      

Per migliorare la gestione dell’inventario      

Per ridurre il deterioramento o migliorare la 
freschezza del prodotto 

   
  

Per migliorare il coordinamento della supply 
chain  

   
  

Per ridurre i costi di produzione o per 
migliorare il rendimento del processo 
produttivo 

   
  

Per incrementare la quota di mercato dove i 
prodotti sono gia' inseriti 

   
  

Per riposizionare i prodotti nei mercati in cui 
sono gia inseriti 

   
  

Per ottenere un miglior prezzo per i prodotti      
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Quanto influiscono i seguenti fattori/problematiche sull’appropriata implementazione, 

mantenimento e attività operative di un sistema di tracciabilità? Assegni un punteggio da 1 a 5 

a ciascun criterio indicato asseconda dell’importanza che ritiene esso abbia (1 poco 

importante, 5 molto importante) 

 

  

 1 2 3 4 5 

Atteggiamento/motivazione del personale di 
produzione 

   
  

Necessità di corsi di aggiornamento per il 
personale di produzione e controllo 

   
  

Atteggiamento/motivazione dello staff 
manageriale/amministrativo 

   
  

Necessità di corsi di aggiornamento per lo  staff 
manageriale/amministrativo 

   
  

Supporto e cooperazione da parte dei 
consumatori 

   
  

Supporto e cooperazione da parte dei fornitori      

Numero di attributi /processi legati ai prodotti 
che devono essere registrati 

   
  

Mancanza di standards ben precisi relativi ai 
sistemi di tracciabilità 

   
  

Distoglie il personale di produzione e controllo  
dalle altre mansioni 

   
  

Distoglie il personale 
manageriale/amministrativo dalle altre mansioni 

   
  

Disponibilita' di consulenti preparati 
sull’argomento 

   
  

Sviluppo e disponibilità di softwares adeguati      

Atteggiamento/motivazione del personale di 
produzione 

   
  

Necessità di corsi di aggiornamento per il 
personale di produzione e controllo 
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Mi può spiegare brevemente come viene tracciata la produzione nella sua azienda? 

Da quanto avete un sistema di tracciabilità? 

Quale ritiene siano gli elementi più costosi nel processo di implementazione, mantenimento e 

gestione di un sistema di tracciabilità? 

Quali ritiene siano i benefici maggiori che un sistema di tracciabilità può portare/porta alla sua 

azienda? 

Ritiene che i benefici apportati dalla tracciabilità ricadano solamente sulla filiera (meno richiami, 

maggior facilità nel tracciare prodotti contaminati etc.) o che essa possa essere anche un 

interessante strumento per il marketing del prodotto? 

Ritiene che la tracciabilità sia più utile se utilizzata per prodotti speciali come i DOP e i biologici? 

Quindi, in conclusione, ritiene che tutto considerato siano più i costi o i benefici di implementare 

un sistema di tracciabilità? Perché? 
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