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Research Overview

• Research carried out by the University of Northampton (UoN) in partnership 

with COTANCE and industriAll-Europe (EU funded Social Dialogue project). 

• The research seeks to explore the practices in managing, reporting, & 

communicating Health and Safety (H&S) risks along the leather value chain:

– How European tanneries are regulated and controlled with regard to key H&S 

requirements, and whether or how their own leather supply chain can be 

monitored?

– How leather products manufacturers and importers set tannery workplace 

standards and monitor tannery workplace conditions in their supply chain?

– How observers and other stakeholders observe and interact with the leather 

value chain?

• The survey’s target audience consisted of: 

– Tanneries and Trade Unions

– Brands and Leather Buyers

– Tannery Suppliers

– Other Stakeholders (NGOs, research centres, regulators, consultants and 

federations).



Methodology

• Research adopted a quantitative methodology focused on a survey. Survey focused 

on:

– In-house H&S

– Upstream H&S

– Customer H&S Requirements

– Tannery H&S

– H&S Awareness

– Reputation

– Monitor H&S

– H&S Training

• A total of 238 participants responded to the survey: 

– 47% Tanneries and Trade Unions

– 14% Tannery Suppliers (predominantly chemicals and working equipment)

– 13% Brands and Leather Buyers

– 26% Other Stakeholders 



Survey Results



Response by Country

Country N Sample % Country N Sample %

Spain 41 17.2 Finland 1 .4

Italy 37 15.5 Czech Republic 1 .4

Germany 27 11.3 Belgium 1 .4

France 26 10.9 South Africa 1 .4

UK 24 10.1 Thailand 1 .4

Romania 24 10.1 Kenya 1 .4

Portugal 16 6.7 Brazil 1 .4

Austria 10 4.2 Greece 1 .4

USA 5 2.1 Turkey 1 .4

Sweden 5 2.1 Switzerland 1 .4

Netherlands 4 1.7 Moldova 1 .4

India 3 1.3 Denmark 1 .4

Bangladesh 2 .8 New Zealand 1 .4

Australia 1 .4



H&S Priority

Country Low Medium High

UK 8.3% 20.3% 70.8%

Germany 0.0% 18.5% 81.5%

Spain 2.4% 12.2% 85.4%

France 0.0% 15.4% 84.6%

Italy 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%

Portugal 6.3% 25.0% 68.8%

Romania 8.3% 25.0% 66.7%

Austria 10.0% 10.0% 80.0%

Stakeholder Type
Micro (0-9 

staff)
Small (10-49 staff)

Medium (50-249 

staff)
High (250+ staff)

Tanners & Trade Unions 84.6% 89.5% 91.1% 88.2%

Brands & Leather Buyers 100.0% 60.0% 75.0% 68.8%

Tannery Suppliers 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Other Stakeholders 74.1% 92.3% 50.0% 71.9%

Overall 80.0% 87.7% 84.5% 74.4%

Nb. The percentages in the second table correspond to the proportion of respondents who ranked H&S as a 
high priority for each group.
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Reputational Risk

• Both stakeholder groups, acknowledged the value of independent certification 

of H&S practices in tanneries for reassuring the trade along the value chain. 

– If suppliers of leather provided independent certification on their implementation 

of H&S RARs, then reputational damage can be prevented.



H&S RAR Awareness of workplace safety 

No, none In some In over 50% In all

No 100.00 68.89 47.83 20.00

Yes 0.00 31.11 52.17 80.00

Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

Pearson chi2(2) =   31.2671  p = .0000

H&S RAR Assurance in the implementation of RAR

No, none Yes, some (at least one) Yes, all

No 84.48 51.85 9.52

Yes 15.52 48.15 90.48

Total 100% 100% 100%

Pearson chi2(2) =   37.8938  p = .0000

Assurance & Workplace Safety

Leather suppliers keeping and applying a H&S RAR versus assurance in the implementation of RAR (%) (Chi-square)

Leather suppliers keeping and applying a H&S RAR versus awareness of the workplace safety (%) (Chi-square)

• Chi-square test measures the ‘goodness of fit’ of data, exploring whether the 
distribution above is random or not. So if it was random then we would see very equal 
percentages, but we don’t, as shown in green shading.

• Linear relationships seen between the implementation of H&S RARs and auditing in 
the supply-chain/awareness of workplace safety.



Dependent Variable

Stop buying leather from suppliers who do not provide 
assurances

B t

Micro (up to 10 employees) 0 (.)

Small (11-49 employees) -0.301 (-0.83)

Medium (50-249 employees) 0.362 -0.99

Large (250+ employees) 1.134* -2.49

Regression: Stop buying leather from suppliers who do not provide assurances

Purchasing Power

• Large (250+ employees) organisations are more likely to stop buying leather from 
suppliers who do not provide assurances, as opposed to their smaller organisational 
counterparts.



OiRA Adoption

Use of the OIRA

Organisational Size No Yes Total

Micro (up to 10 employees) 73.33 26.67 100.00

Small (11-49 employees) 82.46 17.54 100.00

Medium (50-249 employees) 91.23 8.77 100.00

Large (250+ employees) 93.02 6.98 100.00

Total 85.15 14.85 100.00

Pearson chi-squared =   9.0689   P < .05 (0.028)

• Smaller organisations are more likely to adopt OiRA than their larger counterparts.
• Demonstrated by the downward trend in use of OiRA as organisational size 

increases (shaded green).



Key Findings



To be a tanner, or not to 

be a tanner…

• OiRA: In relation to the OiRA tool:

– Stakeholder type does not influence awareness of or adoption of OiRA.

– The lack of awareness of the OiRA tool is equal across stakeholder groups?

• RAR Usefulness: There are significant differences between stakeholder types in their 

perceived usefulness of RAR:

– Brands and Leather Buyers most aware of their impact in reducing reputational risk 

and testifying to workplace practices related to H&S. 

– Tanneries and Trade Unions and Tannery Suppliers also in the main see the value of 

a RAR, 

– Other stakeholder types are less likely to be convinced. 

• RAR Desire: Tanneries communicate their H&S practices because they want to, as well 

as because they are asked to.

• The EU ‘Brand’: Brands and Leather Buyers and other stakeholder types view the EU 

‘brand’ more importantly than Tanneries and Trade Unions and Tannery Suppliers, with the 

former having higher trust in EU countries.



Location, location, 

location…

• H&S priority: H&S as a priority is not impacted upon by a respondent’s country 

of origin, with equally high priorities seen across the seven main respondent 

countries (England, Germany, Spain, Italy, France, Portugal and Romania). 

• OiRA: Equally, country of origin does not influence the consideration of adoption 

of OiRA as a tool.

• The EU ‘Brand’: Respondents (across all stakeholder groups) from Spain, Italy 

and Romania are more likely to trust European based organisations than other 

countries in relation to H&S. In addition, Spain and Romania are also more 

likely to trust non-EU countries in Europe with regards to H&S.

• Supply-side Assurances: Italy and Spain have particularly high levels of 

assurance on H&S in their supply-chains.



Size Matters!

• H&S priority: H&S as a priority is not impacted upon by a respondent’s 

organisational size. All leather value chain stakeholders consider H&S as a high 

corporate priority independently of their size.

• Workplace Safety: Large (250+ employees) organisations are more likely to 

prioritise workplace safety than smaller organisations, with an almost linear 

trend seen between these variables.

• Purchasing Power: Large (250+ employees) organisations are more likely to 

stop buying leather from suppliers who do not provide assurances, as opposed 

to their smaller organisational counterparts.

• Supply-side Assurances: Larger organisations have a greater focus on H&S 

assurances in their supply chain than do smaller organisations.

• OiRA: Larger organisations (tanneries and leather buyers) are less likely to use 

the OiRA tool.



Future Research



Future Research Needs

• Strategic versus Operational Engagement: 

– Need to explore why this barrier to operationalising RARs exists despite the strategic 

buy-in around H&S.

• Organisational Size & RAR Engagement: 

– Need to explore what enables the uptake of RAR frameworks in different-sized 

organisations.

• Geography & Assurance:

– Need to map how the geography of suppliers (and customers) affects the use of H&S 

RAR frameworks.

• Lack of RAR Framework Knowledge: 

– Need to understand how these barriers to knowledge emerge, could help in the 

marketing and adoption of RAR tools like OiRA.

• Stakeholder Diversity: 

– Need to explore the experiences of stakeholder sub-groups to demonstrate how H&S 

RAR adoption can be pushed across the sector.



Thank you

for listening

Any questions?

Professor Richard Hazenberg

Email: richard.hazenberg@northampton.ac.uk
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