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Abstract 

The proliferation of certifications by private companies, allegedly aimed at aiding 

impoverished smallholder farmers advancing sustainability practices, underscores the 

necessity for an unbiased criterion to compare them. Through the application of the theory of 

change, enhanced by a coding system, the paper demonstrates that players within the cocoa 

industry, driven by their distinct final goals, adopt different standards, leading to a range of 

outputs and outcomes. The results shed light on how private companies prioritize their own 

objectives over the SDGs. It is essential to align private certifications with the SDGs to 

effectively tackle the challenges encountered by smallholder farmers. 
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1 Introduction 

The objective of this section is to present the problem (section 1.1), outline the research 

questions (section 1.2), highlight the main findings and results (section 1.3), and provide an 

overview of the paper's structure (section 1.4). 

1.1 Problem  

The agriculture sector plays a vital role in global food production and supply, providing 

sustenance to billions of people worldwide. 2.6 billion people today base their livelihoods 

mostly on agriculture, primarily in developing countries, where agriculture accounts for more 

than 25% of GDP and 65% of jobs (World Bank Group 2023; Convention on Biological 

Diversity 2022). In these emergent nations, in 2016 approximately 500 million smallholder 

farming households represented a substantial fraction of impoverished communities 

worldwide, as they subsist on meager earnings of less than $1.90 per day. The Covid-19 crisis 

has not contributed to improve their situation (World Bank Group 2016, Marsden et al. 2023). 

While making up 84% of farms worldwide, small farms with less than two hectares of land 

each, contribute to only one-third of the world's food production (Ricciardi et al. 2018). 

Small-scale farmers indeed rarely have the finances or education to access the newest 

technologies, and they sometimes hesitate to explore new ways because they think doing so 

would jeopardize their own food security and way of life. Therefore, the ability of smallholder 

farmers to increase their output is hampered by the lack of necessary resources, such as hybrid 

seeds, fertilizers, and pesticides. Moreover, limited access to profitable, reliable, value-added 

markets and inadequate availability of pricing information constitutes a significant constraint 

to their progress (Campuzano et al. 2023). Amid growing awareness and consumer demand 

for sustainable products (McKinsey & Company, 2023), various interventions have emerged 

over time with the aim of enhancing the livelihoods of smallholder farmers. Serving as a 
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beacon of hope, certification systems, commonly referred to as CSs, provide a vital lifeline in 

this context. One of the primary ways in which CSs are implemented is through the 

establishment of standards with specific requirements for producers or suppliers, the 

following monitoring of their compliance through independent auditors, and the continuous 

provision of support to help producers meet them (Oya et al. 2018). While Fairtrade and 

Rainforest Alliance are very well-known names, it is important to note that there are now over 

400 certification systems operating globally (IISD n.d.). In particular, lately, a growing 

number of multinationals are moving away from the historical certification systems driven by 

NGOs and they are establishing their own in-house certification programs. The real causes are 

yet to be determined (Subramanian 2019). Furthermore, as of today, there is a lack of an 

established objective criterion that definitively determines the superiority of one certification 

over another. The absence of a clear benchmark makes it challenging to evaluate and compare 

the effectiveness of different certification systems. Consequently, the selection of a 

certification becomes subjective, and stakeholders may encounter difficulty in discerning 

which certification offers the most comprehensive and impactful benefits. 

1.2 Research questions   

Given the absence of an objective criterion for comparing certification systems, this paper 

pioneers the utilization of the theory of change, complemented by a coding system, to 

comprehend the fundamental differences between certification systems. Specifically, this 

methodology aims to understand and compare the various players' approach to change, the 

correlation between their established standards, resulting outcomes, intended impact, and their 

respective positions within the supply chain. 

1.3 Main findings and results  



 3 

The possibility for private organizations to develop their own certification systems provides 

them with increased flexibility in resource cost management and, more significantly, in 

shaping the standards according to their preferences. Notably, a correlation has been 

discovered between a players’ position within the supply chain and their goals, which then 

greatly influences the standards they establish. It has been observed that private organizations 

tailor their standards to align with their specific objectives, in contrast to the NGO analyzed 

that prioritizes achieving the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). This underscores the 

significance of aligning private companies with SDGs. 

1.4 Structure of the paper 

As for the structure of this paper, Section 2 reviews existing literature on interventions and 

responsible operations for smallholder farmers welfare. Section 3 displays the research 

questions which are going to be answered and it elucidates on the methodology used and the 

rationale behind its adoption. Subsequently, Section 5 analyzes and discusses the similarities 

and differences obtained throughout the comparison of the diverse theories of change and 

coding systems. Section 6 presents the limitations of the study and finally conclusions and 

directions for further research follow in Section 7. 

2 Literature review 

This section aims to build a foundation about the smallholders’ farmers, which were discussed 

earlier. Firstly, in section 2.1 the development of different interventions on smallholder 

farmers will be introduced. Secondly, section 2.2 focuses on sustainable operations that are 

self-implemented by farmers. 

2.1 Existing interventions in agriculture 
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Agricultural interventions are actions or strategies aimed at improving agricultural 

production, sustainability, and resilience. In detail, they help to enhance the livelihoods of 

smallholder farmers in developing countries by improving food security, promoting economic 

growth, improving sustainability, and helping farmers to adapt to the challenges posed by 

climate change (Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations 2016). This chapter 

aims to review key interventions that already exist for smallholder farmers and their 

respective impact. Therefore, interventions are categorized into: 

1) technology interventions 2) knowledge interventions 3) market-based interventions 4) 

institutional interventions and 5) risk-reducing interventions (Bizikova et al. 2020; Darnhofer 

et al. 2012). 

Starting off with technology interventions, they focus on improving smallholder farmers’ 

productivity and yields through the adoption of improved agricultural technologies. One 

important intervention is the introduction of high-yielding varieties of seeds, such as the 

Green Revolution in India in the 1960s and 1970s (Purohit 2015). Other important 

interventions are the provision of fertilizers and soil amendments to improve soil fertility or 

the provision of low-cost irrigation technologies, such as the Treadle Pump Project in 

Bangladesh (Orr et al. 1991). Secondly, knowledge interventions aim to improve smallholder 

farmers’ knowledge and skills through agricultural extension services and other forms of 

training. One example would be the provision of agricultural extension services that provide 

technical advice and training to farmers, such as the National Agricultural Extension Program 

in Tanzania (World Bank Group 1996). Another intervention case would be the use of mobile 

phones and other ICTs to provide farmers with access to information and advisory services, 

such as the Esoko platform in Ghana (Fugar 2020). Thirdly, market-based interventions 

intend to enhance smallholder farmers’ market access and supply chain development to help 

them sell their products at better prices and improve their income. For example, the 
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introduction of new marketing channels, such as e-commerce platforms and agro-dealer 

networks, to link farmers to markets, such as the Kilimo Mart platform in Tanzania (EAC 

2023). Furthermore, institutional interventions pursue to improve the policy and institutional 

environment for agriculture, such as through land tenure reforms, agricultural research and 

development, and rural finance policies. Lastly, risk-reducing interventions aim to reduce 

risks and uncertainties that farmers face, such as through agricultural insurance, disaster risk 

reduction, and climate-smart agriculture practices. Thereby, climate-smart agriculture focuses 

on productivity and resilience while reducing greenhouse gas emissions and increasing carbon 

sequestration. It includes practices such as agroforestry, conservation agriculture, and 

sustainable water management (World Bank Group 2021). All in all, these are the key 

interventions paired with a few examples that have been implemented around the world. It 

should be noted that the categorization of interventions can vary in literature. Moreover, 

categories are not mutually exclusive, and some interventions may combine several 

approaches to achieve their goals. It is indeed the case of certification systems, which aim to 

enhance the livelihoods and incomes of smallholder farmers, while also promoting sustainable 

and environmentally friendly cultivation practices that uphold human rights, by setting and 

enforcing standards (Oya et al. 2017). The literature research has so far widely investigated on 

the real impact of interventions, trying to understand the size of their outcomes. Comparing 

different interventions, however, has never really been undertaken as the evaluation of the 

effects deeply depends on the chosen methodology, the crop and the country in which they are 

implemented (Oya et al. 2018).       

2.2 Responsible operations for smallholder farmers 

Contrary to agricultural interventions implemented by other actors, smallholder farmers, who 

typically have limited resources, can implement a range of practices on their own to improve 

production, sustainability and resilience. These actions are often low-cost, low-tech solutions 
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that can be easily implemented and can have significant benefits for farmers and the 

environment (Bragdon et al. 2015; Asare-Nuamah et al. 2022). One such approach is 

conservation agriculture, which involves practices such as minimal soil disturbance, crop 

rotations, the use of cover crops and mulching to improve soil fertility and reduce erosion. 

Ultimately, this should lead to a positive impact both on the environment and the farmer’s 

bottom line (Cornell University 2015). Agroforestry is another approach that involves 

integrating trees and shrubs into agricultural landscapes to provide a range of benefits. Trees 

can help to stabilize soil, provide shade and shelter for crops and livestock, and provide a 

source of fuelwood and other products. This approach can also enhance biodiversity and 

provide habitat for wildlife, which can contribute to the overall health of the ecosystem 

(Lebrazi et al. 2022). Smallholder farmers can then use crop diversification to improve their 

agricultural production and sustainability. By growing a range of different crops on their land, 

farmers can spread risk, reduce the impact of pests and diseases, and provide a diverse range 

of products for sale. Intercropping, where two or more crops are grown together in the same 

field, can also help to improve soil health and reduce erosion (Makate et al. 2016). Otherwise, 

smallholder farmers can come together to form cooperatives, which helps to pool their 

resources and expertise (Prager 2022). Cooperatives offer numerous benefits to farmers, 

including the ability to negotiate higher prices for their products, access markets that may be 

otherwise out of reach, and share valuable knowledge and best practices (Terrascope MIT 

2014). Finally, appropriate technology can be an important tool for smallholder farmers 

looking to improve their agricultural production and sustainability. Technologies such as 

sustainable water management, low-cost irrigation systems, rainwater harvesting, and solar-

powered pumps can all help to improve efficiency and reduce waste. These technologies can 

be low-cost and easy to implement, making them accessible to even the most resource-

constrained farmers (Bragdon et al. 2015; Finley 2016). In conclusion, smallholder farmers 
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can implement a range of interventions on their own to improve their agricultural production, 

sustainability, and resilience (Tambo et al. 2017). However, the main structural problem 

comes from the fact that most of the times they are not aware of the real benefits generated by 

these practices, and they are scared to take on any risk which could potentially damage their 

cultivation (Dessart et al. 2019). Agricultural standards can be an effective incentive for 

farmers to adopt them. Standards often set criteria that require farmers to form or participate 

in democratically run organizations, implement sustainable practices such as crop 

diversification or agroforestry, offering a premium in return (Thompson 2022). By providing 

tangible benefits to farmers who implement these practices, agricultural standards can thus 

encourage their establishment and help to create more sustainable and resilient farming 

systems. 

3 Research questions and methodology  

The literature review has provided compelling evidence for the positive impact of certification 

systems on smallholder farmers' livelihoods. However, recent developments have seen private 

companies creating their own certification systems, moving away from relying on NGO 

certifications. This trend raises questions about the motivations behind this shift, which may 

go beyond the actual effectiveness of implementing standards. Currently, there is no objective 

criterion that decisively compare diverse certification systems. The need for a reliable 

evaluation framework becomes apparent to enable informed decision-making and promote 

transparency in the assessment of certification systems. In light of this, this study, through the 

deployment of the theory of change framework complemented by an ad-hoc coding system, 

addresses a research gap in the existing literature, comparing different certification systems 

based on the standards established, their approach to change and their intended impact. The 

link between the aimed change and the position of the players in the supply chain is also 

explored. Therefore, the following research questions have been developed: 
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RQ1: How and why different certification systems seek to bring about change? In what do 

they resemble and in what do they differ? 

RQ2: Can those similarities and differences be explained in light of the position of the player 

along the supply chain?  

In order to answer to the research questions, this study has initially focused on the cocoa crop 

to assure a targeted and tailored analysis (section 4.1). Secondly, three primary certification 

programs, each belonging to a key stakeholder positioned at a different stage of the cocoa 

supply chain, have been chosen (section 4.2). With the purpose of assessing the outcomes and 

the final intended impact of these three certification programs, a theory of change has been 

developed (section 4.3). Moreover, a coding system has been established to perform an 

accurate analysis on the standards set and their primary areas of focus (section 4.4).  

4.1 Selection of the crop 

With the aim of understanding which crop would have better suited the scope of the paper, an 

extensive analysis has been performed. First of all, the crops with the highest coverage of 

certification systems have been selected, namely coffee (21.0%), cocoa (47.3%) and palm oil 

(20.0%) (International Institute for Sustainable Development 2023-a; International Institute 

for Sustainable Development 2023-b; International Institute for Sustainable Development 

2019). On a preliminary assessment, palm oil has been excluded as there is an absence of 

diverse certification schemes led by different players along the supply chain. Roundtable on 

Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO) governed by a non-profit association dominates the industry 

with a 19% of market share (14.7 million MT certified palm oil against 75.9 million MT 

global production), entirely supplying giant food multinationals, such as Unilever, Mondelez 

and Nestlé (International Institute for Sustainable Development 2019). On a secondary 

evaluation, coffee has also been disregarded, as it has found to possess in most cases a 
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“hybrid” certification model, wherein key industry players develop in-house certifications 

while still sourcing a significant portion from NGOs-led certifications (e.g. Nestlé has 

developed AAA sustainable quality program, while keeping on sourcing 49.34% of its coffee 

volumes from Fairtrade, Rainforest Alliance, FLO, FTUSA (Nespresso 2023). As a result, 

while some interventions are set by the businesses, the organization from which the 

corporation buys its coffee is responsible for setting the standards governing the supply. 

When analyzing the cocoa industry, it is possible to clearly identify that each primary actor of 

the supply chain has developed its proper form of certification model. In particular, this 

scenario has only recently taken shape and started in 2016 when Mondelez left Fairtrade to 

develop its own Cocoa Life program, followed by Nestlé with Cocoa Plan and the processor 

Barry Callebaut with Cocoa Horizons (CBI 2020). The crop has always received great 

attention because of the environmental and social issues linked with its cultivation. Cocoa 

farming has in fact contributed to 70% in loss of forests in Ghana and Cote d’Ivoire over the 

last three decades and its production keeps on threatening rainforests in the Congo Basin, the 

Amazon Basin, Colombia and Indonesia (Reuters 2021). Child labor and slavery are constants 

in the cultivation of cocoa in West Africa, especially in Cote d’Ivoire and Ghana, where 1.56 

million children are involved in dangerous work (U.S. Department of Labor 2021). Notably, 

climate change and a growing demand, estimated at a 4.86 % CAGR 2023 – 2025 (Statista 

2023), have inevitably drawn more focus on the crop recently, which, if not treated with the 

correct measures, could enhance deforestation practices, child exploitation and forced labor. 

Consequently, cocoa production could risk to not keep pace with the growing demand. 

4.2 Selection of the players in the supply chain  

Once cocoa has been selected as the crop of reference, a detailed analysis of the cocoa 

processing steps has been performed in order to identify the key actors of the chain. The first 

stage of cocoa supply chain is represented by the cultivation of cocoa beans in farms. Once 
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they are ready, they are harvested, removed from the pods and let fermented for days. After 

the fermentation process, the beans dry under the sun, up to a week and when they are 

completely desiccated, they are transported to the processing site either by local 

intermediaries or by exporters. The second phase, the processing stage, normally involves 

roasting and grinding of cocoa beans. The nibs following obtained are grounded to produce 

cocoa liquor and cocoa cake, which is then pulverized to produce a fine cocoa powder. From 

these ingredients, sugar, butter, vanilla, milk and other products can be added to obtain 

chocolate. In the next stage, confectioneries create final products to be sold to distributors and 

retailers, which then deliver them in the last stage to the final customers (UNCTAD 2016). 

Farmers, processors, confectionary companies and distributors or retailers are recognized thus 

to be the key players in the chain (Figure 1). 

 

 

Figure 1: schematization of cocoa supply chain 

All the certification schemes covering cocoa have been analyzed, but just one per each stage 

of the supply chain has been selected in order to have a focused inter-stages comparison. 

Beginning with the first stage of the supply chain, farmers, the programs developed by 

Fairtrade and Rainforest Alliance have been identified to be closest to this segment. Fairtrade 

and Rainforest Alliance, founded respectively in 1992 and 1987, have indeed been the first 

certifications schemes created to give farmers a fair revenue and to save biodiversity 

(Fairtrade 2023-a; Rainforest Alliance 2023). Nowadays, they are still the main NGO players 

providing certified cocoa, Rainforest Alliance with 1.412.213 Megatons (MT), while 

Fairtrade with 699.234 MT (Fairtrade n.d-b.; Neger 2022). The considerable volumes of 

cocoa sourced through Rainforest Alliance can be attributed to its recent merger with UTZ, a 

Farmers Processors 
Confectionary  

companies 

Retailers/ 

Distributors 
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former NGO certification program. As a result of the merger, the UTZ certification program 

and label are being gradually phased out and replaced with a merged program that has been 

defined but not yet fully implemented. The Fairtrade certification program has thus been 

selected to represent the farmer's stage of the cocoa supply chains, as it’s fully defined and 

implemented since 1992. Proceeding to the next stage of the supply chain, Barry Callebaut, 

Cargill, Olam and Blommer are the main players of the grinding market, with respectively 

24%, 17%, 17% and 7% of market share each (Food and Agriculture Organization of the 

United Nations 2020). Barry Callebaut is the only supplier which has completely developed 

its cocoa sourcing standards, as well as other interventions, part of the Cocoa Horizon 

program. Meanwhile, the other processors still have solid partnerships with Fairtrade and 

Rainforest Alliance, from where they usually source nearly half of their supply (Cargill n.d.; 

Barry Callebaut n.d.-a). Therefore, Barry Callebaut’s program has been selected as the subject 

of the analysis. Moving forward to confectionary companies, Mondelez has been the first 

corporate to terminate the partnership with Fairtrade in 2016 (The Independent 2016), 

followed then for now just by Nestlé which decided as well to pull out from the NGO 

certification system in order to source cocoa from its cocoa plan (Confectionary News 2018). 

Contrary though from Mondelez, which entirely sources its cocoa volumes from its own in-

house program Cocoa Life, Nestlé keeps an important partnership with Rainforest Alliance, 

which certifies 50.6% of the multinationals’ cocoa supplies (Nestlé 2021).  Concerning 

distributors and retailers, nobody of them develops any certification programs due to their 

distance in the supply from the production source. Given this information, retailers and 

distributors have been left out from our analysis, but it is interesting to know that 100% Lidl 

and Aldi’s cocoa supplies are either Fairtrade or Rainforest Alliance certified (Lidl n.d.; Aldi 

2018). 

4.3 Theory of change 
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A theory of change has then been developed for each certification program of the key players 

selected, in order to evaluate and compare outputs, outcomes and final impact intended by the 

players. The theory of change is a framework which displays how and why a certain 

intervention is expected to bring change (Theory of Change Community 2021-a). The concept 

of the theory of change has been retrieved from Weiss's work (Weiss 1997). It builds up from 

both the implementation theory, which focuses on how the program is carried out, and the 

programmatic theory, which deals with the causal mechanisms between the activities and the 

final result. In this paper, the theory of change will thus draw the links between the standard 

setting activity of the players and their desired impact. The framework’s core components, 

which can be seen in Figure 2, are activities, outputs, outcomes and impact. Where the 

activity corresponds to the certification system deployed by each player. Outputs refer to the 

short-term tangible products as result of the action. Outcomes are the behavioral changes 

arising from the project outputs. Moreover, they can be considered as the assumptions which 

needs to be true for the objectives to be achieved. Impact is the long-term strategic change 

derived from an accumulation of outcomes. It represents the goals the organization wants to 

accomplish (Weiss 1997). Furthermore, the conditions needed for the success of the program, 

referred to as “assumptions” and core components of the framework as well, are considered 

equal among the theories of change in order to carry out an objective and comparable analysis 

(Theory of Change Community 2021-b). 

 

Figure 2: Theory of Change core components 

With the aim of creating an unbiased and comprehensive theory of change for each selected 

player, an accurate and rigorous analysis has been conducted to assess the causal links 

between the certification system and the respective outputs, outcomes and impact. This 

analysis drew on a range of public sources, including literature reviews, official program 

Activities Outputs Outcomes Impact
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documents and press release in order to ensure the accuracy and reliability of the information 

used. It does not include any personal assumptions which might have negatively influenced 

the objectivity and validity of the analysis. By utilizing diverse and reliable sources of 

information, the resulting theory of change provides a robust and evidence-based framework 

for understanding the link between each element and the aimed goals.  

4.4 Coding system 

A coding system has been deployed to have a better insight on the area of focus of the 

standards established by the different certification systems. First of all, based on the triple 

bottom line framework, three main areas of impact have been identified: economic, social and 

environmental. For each macro-area, relevant sub-sections have been detected based on a 

deep analysis of the requirements set to be met by the farmers in order to gain the certification 

(Appendix 1). Furthermore, an examination was conducted to determine whether the 

supplier's compliance with the selected criterion was mandatory or if it could be achieved 

through a developmental approach in the coming years. Once all the requirements demanded 

by each player have been categorized, 1 point has been assigned to each requirement 

(Appendix 2). The final sum of points obtained per each actor provides a quantitative measure 

which reflects the extent to which they prioritize different areas of intervention and in what 

manner they engage with these areas (Appendix 3). 

5 Analysis 

The initial aim of this analysis is to gain an understanding of the outputs, outcomes and final 

impact that arise from the implementation of each certification system belonging to the 

players selected. This section focuses indeed to comprehend the framework behind the 

intended change. Specifically, the causal links drew for the theory of change of each player 

proven through evidence require no further explanation, while the ones based solely on the 
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beliefs of the players and lacking supporting evidence will be subjected to further 

examination and critical questioning. Furthermore, the appliance of the coding system enables 

a thorough assessment of the outputs generated by the standard-setting activity, as well as 

their link with the final impact aimed by the players.  

5.1 Fairtrade evaluation 

 

Figure 3: Elaboration of Fairtrade theory of change 

The Fairtrade certification system generates six diverse outputs, which are displayed in Figure 

3, representing Fairtrade theory of change. The following assumptions hold between 

intervention and outputs: the implementation of the standards is effective and efficient, the 

premiums delivered are used to reach crucial scopes shared by the whole community. Each 

output is expected by Fairtrade to generate in turn several outcomes, presented in the third 

column. Starting from the premium investments (representing the investments made through 

the price premium, a sum is on the top of the market price, or the minimum price if activated, 

which currently amounts at 200$/ton), they are supposed to bring price stability and economic 

gains (Fairtrade 2023-b). Considering the fact that the average yield of a smallholder farm is 

0.8 ton per year, this result in 13$ on average per month which should be democratically 
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allocated to enable projects which provide benefits to the workers, their families and 

communities (i.e. training, schools, equipment, health system ecc.) (Ritchie 2022). In light of 

the foregoing, as the average income per farmer is 1.5$ per month (while the World Bank 

poverty line is set at 2.15$ per month), most of the time these premiums are used first of all to 

increase the living wage, with nothing left to reserve for the implementation of the operation 

plans (Our World in Data 2022; Angel 2022). Thus, it is comprehensible how the outputs 

resulting from the premiums indicated in the theory of change could occur only if a 

fundamental assumption, that is, the existence of a minimum living income, is already in 

place. The key message presented in the Cocoa Barometer annual report of 2022 is self-

explanatory of this situation “When farmers must choose between feeding their family, and 

not cutting down old growth trees, it is not a choice. When they must choose between feeding 

their family or sending them to school, it is not a choice either. Without a living income for 

cocoa farmers, cocoa will never be sustainable” (Fountain et al. 2022). It is interesting to 

notice through the coding system how living income is one of the few sections which has zero 

mandatory requirements, but rather five development ones (Appendix 3). This definitely 

signals the importance Fairtrade attributes to it, as well as its commitment to improve this 

deplorable situation, but at the same time it highlights the weak position of the organization to 

alter market dynamics. Moving on to the output “Freedom of association”, it is intuitive how 

trade unions allow workers to have a stronger voice. Associations, as previously seen in the 

literature review, are a mean to ensure a social dialogue which leads to good labor relations as 

well as lasting change and impact. In the same way, the safeguard of diversity and inclusion 

helps to create stronger producer organizations, enriched by the enhancement of group 

thinking and innovation (Rock, D. et al. 2016). Stronger producers’ organizations have also 

the power to influence and help governments to design effective policies which can address 

smallholder famers issues (Rajwani et al. 2015). The appliance of certain standards aims as 
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well to protect the environment, which can be greatly damaged by the cultivation of cocoa. 

Regulating the usage of pesticides or implementing practices to protect biodiversity are 

examples of requirements which lead to a reduction of violations of environmental rights, 

along with the creation of more competitive and resilient crops (Thompson 2022). This brings 

about positive change in the agriculture practices, as well as in the economic gains which can 

benefit from resilient and productive crops. Furthermore, one of the main objectives of 

implementing a certification system is to eliminate child labor practices in the cocoa industry. 

Child exploitation remains a significant problem in this sector, and sourcing cocoa only from 

farms that do not engage in these practices is an essential step towards ensuring a better future 

for children and respecting their fundamental human rights. While the causal links between 

this output and its respective outcomes may seem logical and intuitive, it is uncertain whether 

the absence of exploitation practices to make a chocolate bar would be sufficient to compel 

consumers to buy it. The decision-making process of consumers when buying a product is 

influenced by a multitude of variables (Tauber 1972). Therefore, another strong assumption to 

consider is that consumers consistently prioritize chocolate bars with the highest social and 

environmental practices for cocoa cultivation, without being influenced by other factors that 

could impact their purchasing decisions. Finally, trust and transparency along the process is a 

fundamental factor which is needed for customers to make an informed acquisition. In this 

case as well, as assumption, customers value the possibility to know where and how the cocoa 

purchased was cultivated. All the previous listed long-term results are crucial to reach 

Fairtrade’s final objective. The ultimate aim of the organization is indeed to empower 

producers to fight against poverty, fortify their position, protect the environment, and gain 

greater control over their lives (Fairtrade n.d.-c). Fairtrade's intended change is thus 

completely aligned with the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), and as such, it plays an 

important role in contributing to their achievement. 
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5.2 Barry Callebaut evaluation 

 

Figure 4: Elaboration of Barry Callebaut theory of change 

Barry Callebaut presents a theory of change (Figure 4) which resembles the one of Fairtrade, 

therefore the previously explained cause-effect relationships will not be reiterated. Moreover, 

as previously mentioned, the assumptions are kept equals among the various theory of change 

displayed. Concerning the outputs, the analysis raises doubts about whether climate-resilient 

practices can actually be achieved based on the standards that the processor is currently 

applying. While the assumption that farmers are effectively implementing the standards holds, 

the coding system analysis reveals that the environmental standards in place are mostly 

voluntary (Appendix 3). This suggests that the company is only lightly committed to 

proactively improving environmental sustainability with mandatory measures, and it also 

raises doubts about whether there will be effective implementation and development of 

resilient agriculture practices in the upcoming coming years. Moving to the impact cluster, 

Barry Callebaut's logic states that in order to enhance farmers' productivity, it is necessary to 

improve their agricultural practices and ensure price stability (Barry Callebaut n.d.-b). This 

result displays one of the main objectives of Cocoa Horizon’s program and, more in general, 

of the company’s strategy. Barry Callebaut, being a cocoa processor, is primarily concerned 

with maximizing profits, which in turn requires a consistent and adequate supply of cocoa. As 

a result, improving cocoa productivity is a top priority. However, as noted earlier, it is 
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unlikely that this goal will be achieved through environmentally sustainable practices alone 

without incorporating climate-resilient methods. Furthermore, it is necessary to assume that 

smallholder farmers have already attained a minimum income above the poverty line, as 

mentioned previously, to ensure that they can allocate the premiums towards improving their 

land productivity. Secondly, having in place effective environmental, social and governance 

(ESG) factors, is another essential pillar in the strategy of Barry Callebaut (Barry Callebaut 

n.d.-c). Precisely, given the previous comments on the environmental standards applied by the 

company, it appears that the main focus is on social goals. Specifically, through the analysis 

of the standards it seems the processors plays an active role to improve human rights and 

labor conditions (Appendix 2). However, when analyzing each requirement, it becomes 

evident that most of them are required by international organizations (e.g. ILO, United Nation 

ecc.). Therefore, the added value provided by the company is minimal.  

5.3 Mondelez International evaluation 

 

Figure 5: Elaboration of Mondelez theory of change 

The theory of change for Mondelez (Figure 5) is almost equal to Barry Callebaut’ one and it 

represents a unique case for the nature of its standards. The standards applied in order to 

generate the intended impact are all coming from Mondelez’ supplier code of conduct. No 

document is available regarding specific standards applied to cocoa through Cocoa life 
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program. Specifically, they aim to implement and safeguard premium investments, freedom 

of association, diversity and inclusivity and absence of child labor (Mondelez International 

2022). Mondelez has indeed no standards which are set to improve the environmental 

practices, scoring 0 for both environmental mandatory and voluntary requirements (Appendix 

3). As a result, it is doubtful whether Mondelez can achieve increasing productivity solely 

through the investment of premiums in projects aimed at enhancing land productivity. 

Additionally, there may be concerns regarding the environmental objectives outlined in 

Mondelez's ESG framework, as the company does not seem to require any specific 

environmental practices through its implementation of standards (Mondelez International 

n.d.). In terms of the social outputs, it can be observed that Mondelez International, like Barry 

Callebaut, does not appear to have a proactive approach towards establishing standards that 

would enable it to achieve noteworthy ESG outcomes that go beyond mere compliance with 

mandatory regulations. The company's supplier code of conduct sets minimum standards that 

only barely meet legal requirements. For example, on the issue of living income, Mondelez 

states that it will "meet or exceed legal requirements for working compensation" (Mondelez 

International 2022) (Appendix 2). This suggests that the company does not offer specific 

guidance on how to improve the current status quo beyond what is already legally mandated. 

5.4 Similarities & Differences  

This part of the analysis focuses on identifying and comparing the similarities and differences 

among the selected certification systems in terms of their set standards, areas of focus, 

outputs, outcomes, and impacts, as well as to explore possible links with the players' positions 

in the cocoa supply chain. 

5.4.1 Standards and area of focus 
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As it has already been possible to visualize through the analysis of each certification system 

implemented by the selected players, the areas of focus and the modality of appliance vary 

significantly. Focusing on each area, starting with the economic one, all the players set the 

price premium as well as requirements related the transparency of the wage contracts. Barry 

and Mondelez, on the contrary of Fairtrade, do not set any minimum price guarantee. 

Regarding the other standards provided in the economic area, Fairtrade is the only one that 

attempts on implementing voluntary provisions in order to improve living income in Cote 

d’Ivoire and Ghana (Appendix 2). Specifically, the fact that Fairtrade activates some 

standards just in particular countries demonstrates its knowledge on the territories affected the 

most by unhuman and environmentally damaging practices. Barry Callebaut and Mondelez 

lack of voluntary requirements, as well as mandatory ones, shades a light on the low 

commitment of the companies in changing farmers’ welfare. With respect to environmental 

standards, Mondelez is the only player which does not set any mandatory or voluntary 

requirements. Barry Callebaut focuses its standards on the sections related to practices which 

can enhance soil productivity, such as use of pesticides, waste management and protection of 

biodiversity and therefore the productivity of the soil in general. Fairtrade doubles the number 

the environmental mandatory requirements of Barry Callebaut, but the non-profit and the 

processor have an equal number of voluntary standards set. Both the organizations indeed use 

more voluntary requirements than mandatory ones, highlighting a position on devoting greater 

consideration to environmental challenges in a future and development perspective (Appendix 

3). Eventually, considering the social standards, all the players implement requirements aimed 

to enhance human rights. Barry Callebaut and Mondelez adhere to the mandatory 

requirements mandated by international organizations, while Barry Callebaut also implements 

an additional 4 voluntary standards. In contrast, Fairtrade builds upon these standards by 

increasing the number of standards, amounted the mandatory ones to 10 and the voluntary 
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ones to 13 (Appendix 3). Contrary to the environmental area, where there were no mandatory 

requirements placed by binding regulations, in the social area each player at least implements 

the social standards mandated by international organizations (e.g. United Nations, ILO). 

Therefore, the fact that Barry Callebaut and Mondelez comply with these requirements does 

not mean that they actively promote the enhancement of social standards, as they are simply 

meeting current legal obligations. On the contrary it shows the lack of commitment from 

these companies to go beyond what is already set by regulations and promote an active 

enhancement of the status quo.  

5.4.2 Outputs and outcomes 

It is worth noticing how the implementation of different standards but in the same areas 

(economic, environmental, social), generates similar outputs and outcomes in the theories of 

change examined. However, one notable difference identified among the certification systems 

analyzed pertains to the absence of the output "trust and transparency" in the outputs of Barry 

Callebaut and Mondelez, in contrast to Fairtrade. This divergence reflects the distinct goals 

pursued by the companies. While Fairtrade aims to challenge prevailing market practices and 

regulations, Barry Callebaut and Mondelez prioritize maintaining existing structures. 

Concealing unethical practices, while showcasing impressive ESG achievements, allow these 

companies to reach greater sales. This is exemplified by Mondelez's promotion of 

"sustainably sourced ingredients" without implementing standards specifically geared towards 

improving environmental practices (Mondelez International n.d.). 

5.4.3 Impacts 

Moving from similar outcomes, each player shapes its final impact differently, depending on 

its position on the supply chain, leading to the development of unique strategies with varying 

scopes. Fairtrade’s focus, as a non-governmental organization, is on empowering smallholder 
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farmers and helping them to improve their standards of living, thereby breaking the poverty 

cycle (Fairtrade n.d.-c). Fairtrade recognizes the value of sustainable practices for long-term 

cocoa production and places equal emphasis on the social and environmental aspects of cocoa 

farming. The ultimate objective of Fairtrade is to establish an informed market where 

consumers pay fair prices that accurately reflect the true worth of the products and farmers 

use ethical and environmentally sustainable practices. By doing this, Fairtrade aspires to 

eventually lead a change in companies’ practices, as well as governmental policies, which 

could bring to the creation of fairer trade. Barry Callebaut, as a processor positioned in the 

middle of cocoa supply chain, has two main scopes. The first one concerns the raw material, 

indeed, to make revenues the company needs to sell the processed cocoa. This is the reason 

why increasing productivity is a core element at the base of Barry Callebaut scheme. The 

environmental practices activated by the actor are indeed above all aimed to guarantee and 

increase productivity, rather than support environmental sustainability. The second objective 

is related to its relationship with the confectionary industry. Being one of the biggest 

processors in the market, it is crucial for Barry Callebaut to differentiate itself and offer the 

desired product to its customers. By developing an in-house certification, the company can 

establish a unique position, defining its own standards and providing the confectionary 

industry with a product for which it has complete control over its sourcing. The processor 

focuses on key ESG (Environmental, Social, and Governance) claims such as "sustainable, 

resilient livelihoods", "decent work", "gender equity and social inclusion", which are essential 

to gain further market share as these requirements are demanded by end customers further 

down the supply chain. Likewise, for Mondelez it is important that the product is available in 

line with the market demand. The confectionary company however is positioned one step 

further in the supply chain compared to processors, therefore it has both the possibility to 

completely rely on processors procurement and sustainable initiatives or acting 
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independently. Mondelez at the moment is exactly in the middle of these sides. It has indeed 

developed its own program but it mass balances the cocoa derived from Cocoa Life program 

with the one procured by the processor. In this way, the company can at the moment rely on 

the processors’ efforts to increase productivity through the appliance of their environmental 

standards, while developing its own program and reserve essential resources to other 

practices. Furthermore, on the other side of the chain, it aims to attract customers through its 

ESG commitment. By developing its own certification systems and being closer to the end 

customer, the confectionary industry can market and differentiate itself as socially and 

environmentally responsible, even if its standards are not as rigorous as those set by third-

party organizations. The possibility for each player to develop an in-house program is 

therefore an essential tool of flexibility in terms of both costs management and differentiation. 

6 Limitations 

The paper attempted to build and shape a theory of change for the selected organizations, 

which outlines how their activities and interventions lead to specific intended impact. 

However, a key challenge was the lack of information on the standards set by some 

companies, specifically Barry Callebaut and Mondelez. This could have resulted in a biased 

or incomplete theory of change, as it relied heavily on the information provided by 

stakeholders and research. The World Benchmark has indeed pointed out as well that 

Mondelez “should release more data - lacks transparency” (World Benchmarking Alliance 

2022). Furthermore, the theory of change assumes causal relationship between the different 

components, namely standards activated, outputs, outcomes, and impact. The core elements 

have been retrieved from an accurate analysis of the literature review, as well as players’ 

statements. However, it can be questioned whether some causal links effectively hold in any 

circumstances. For instance, it's possible that there may be correlations between different 

factors rather than direct causal relationships, which would affect the accuracy of the theory 
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of change developed. Moreover, the theories of change developed are based on identified 

assumptions, and it is uncertain whether these theories hold true if these assumptions do not 

materialize. Specifically, the theories of change that have been developed are project-based 

and they only take into account as activity the standards outlined in each player's certification 

system, and do not consider the other initiatives promoted by these players. Therefore, the 

theories of change focus solely on the specific impact that the standards are intended to have, 

and do not take into account the broader impact of the company's other initiatives and actions. 

Lastly, the theory of change serves as a theoretical representation of the actual impact 

intended by the companies. However, it is important to note that the effectiveness of the 

theory of change in achieving its results is not evaluated. Particularly, the number of standards 

set for each area can be a useful indicator of the level of interest and attention given to that 

area, but they do not necessarily correlate with the effectiveness of their implementation in 

practice. A comprehensive analysis of the standards, including their implementation, 

monitoring, and final evaluation, would be necessary to accurately evaluate their impact. Such 

analysis would need a treatment and a control group, meant to assess the methods used to 

implement the standards, as well as the monitoring and evaluation processes. Without this 

level of detail, it is difficult to accurately determine the true effectiveness of the theory of 

change in achieving its intended goals in real life. 

7 Conclusions and directions for further research  

By applying the theory of change complemented by the coding system, it has become clear 

that different players in the cocoa industry, depending on their final intended goals, 

implement various standards, resulting in diverse outputs and outcomes. While Mondelez and 

Barry Callebaut show great similarities in their outputs, outcomes, and impacts, Fairtrade 

differs significantly. This is because Fairtrade, as an NGO, aims to improve the livelihoods of 

smallholder farmers and promote sustainable environmental practices, in line with the SDGs. 
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In contrast, the two companies have more private goals, directed at increasing profitability 

and enhancing their ESG image. The differences and similarities identified can thus be 

explained in light of the players’ position in the cocoa supply chain. Specifically, the role 

each organization has in the supply chain defines its strategy and final goals, from which the 

standards are then formed. Developing in-house certification systems instead of joining NGOs 

schemes allows each company to have more flexibility in shaping its standards based on the 

intended aim. On the one hand, the possibility to implement diverse standards can promote 

innovation. On the other hand, as no clear definition of sustainable sourcing is set, it can lead 

to greenwashing, where anyone can develop a certification claiming sustainability without 

adhering to any specific and objective standards, posing a great danger, especially when 

consumers cannot distinguish between genuine and fake claims. Future research should 

extend the same methodology utilized in this study to other similar crops to explore whether 

the observed similarities and differences in cocoa supply chains are specific to that crop or 

also prevalent in other agricultural sectors. Furthermore, there is a pressing need for a 

comprehensive standardized examination of the effectiveness of certification systems in 

contributing to the attainment of the Sustainable Development Goals. This assessment entails 

monitoring distinct Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) within control and treatment groups, 

as well as various treatment groups with different certifications. It is crucial to emphasize that 

these experiments should be conducted within the same country and crop to prevent any 

potential biases. If private certification systems are found to be ineffective in this regard, it 

becomes crucial to identify alternative measures to prevent greenwashing and establish 

objectively measurable standards aimed at guaranteeing "sustainable sourcing". 
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Mon
delēz

 Inter
natio

nal c
onsid

ers v
ariou

s fact
ors w

hen d
ecidi

ng w
heth

er or
 not t

o use
 GM 

ingre
dient

s in in
divid

ual c
ount

ries.

To en
sure 

the s
afety

 of fo
od an

d pro
tect t

he en
viron

ment
, we 

supp
ort a

ppro
priat

e reg
ulatio

n of b
iotec

h cro
ps in

 the f
ield a

nd G
M ing

redie
nts in

 food
. Mo

ndelē
z 

Inter
natio

nal c
omp

lies w
ith al

l loca
l regu

lator
y req

uirem
ents 

in ea
ch co

untry
 rega

rding
 the u

se an
d lab

eling
 of G

M ing
redie

nts in
 food

 (13)

By th
e end

 of 20
21, 1

98,09
9 of C

ocoa
 Life 

regis
tered

 farm
s in G

hana
, Cote

 d’Ivo
ire, In

done
sia, 

Dom
inica

n Rep
ublic

 and 
Brazi

l map
ped (

19)

Berry
 Calle

baut
Pesti

cides
 cont

ainin
g act

ive in
gredi

ents 
class

ified 
“high

ly  

haza
rdou

s” by
 the F

AO o
r ban

ned b
y the

 Euro
pean

 Unio
n as 

 

speci
fied b

y Ann
ex I o

f Reg
ulatio

n 649
/201

2/EC
 (EC u

se  

limita
tion “

b” = 
ban)

 are n
ot us

ed.W
HO1a

 CPPs
: Acti

ve in
gredi

ents 
class

ified 
as W

HO 1
a, 

or lis
ted in

 Mon
treal

 Prot
ocol 

(this 
inclu

des 

meth
yl bro

mide
) or t

he St
ockh

olm C
onve

ntion
 on P

ersis
tent 

 Orga
nic P

olluta
nts a

re NE
VER 

used
 on th

e far
m + *

Deve
lopm

ent o
f Farm

 Busi
ness 

Plan(
FBP) 

whic
h sho

uld a
dress

: 

imple
ment

ation
 of re

quire
ment

s rela
ted t

o pes
ticide

s app
licati

on (e
x. on

 buff
er zo

nes) 
+ 

*Pes
ticide

s was
te is 

dispo
sed a

ppro
priat

ely a
nd re

spon
sibly 

+ A d
istan

ce of
 at le

ast 1
0 m 

to wa
ter b

odies
 is ke

pt wh
en  s

prayi
ng ag

ro‐ch
emic

als. F
arms

 with
 exist

ing co
coa t

rees 
in  

this b
uffer

 zone
 may

 keep
 thes

e, bu
t agro

chem
icals 

shall
 not  

be ap
plied

 with
in the

 buff
er 

zone
. The

 vege
tatio

n in t
he  b

uffer
 zone

 shal
l not 

inclu
de pl

ants 
that 

are d
etrim

ental
 to 

coco
a tre

es (3
6)

*Farm
ers a

re m
ade a

ware
 of re

quire
ment

s for 
wate

r  

prote
ction

(ex.w
astew

ater,
 pest

icide
s, em

pty p
estici

de co
ntain

ers 

or ot
her c

onta
mina

nts in
to fre

sh w
ater 

bodie
s)(36

)

*Farm
ers a

nd w
orker

s are
 mad

e aw
are o

f goo
d wa

ste  m
anag

emen
t pra

ctices
 +  *A

 wast
e ma

nage
ment

 plan
 is im

plem
ented

. 

Wast
e is d

ispos
ed ap

prop
riate

ly an
d res

pons
ibly: 

         
         

         
         

         
         

         
         

         
         

         
         

         
        ‐

 in 

desig
nated

 area
s

‐ No 
open

‐air b
urn o

f any
 wast

e is c
arrie

d out
 by th

e far
mer.

  

‐ Inap
prop

riate
 mate

rials 
(such

 as u
ntrea

ted s
ewag

e, 

medi
cal o

r vete
rinar

y wa
ste, o

il, CP
Ps, C

PP pa
cking

 or 

conta
iners

) are
 not d

ispos
ed of

 on y
our l

and u
nless

 

speci
ficall

y allo
wed 

by la
w an

d it is
 safe

 to us
e the

 affec
ted 

land 
for fo

od pr
oduc

tion.
 

‐ If th
ere a

re na
tiona

l regu
lation

s for 
the s

afe d
ispos

al of 

diffe
rent 

types
 of ha

zardo
us w

aste,
 thes

e sha
ll be 

comp
lied 

with 
 (36)

The S
uppli

er ac
tively

 man
ages 

its em
ission

s, esp
eciall

y wit
h reg

ards 
to 

green
hous

e gas
es. T

his in
clude

s effo
rts an

d stra
tegie

s to m
easu

re an
d red

uce 

the c
omp

anies
’ emi

ssion
s. Th

e Sup
plier 

is pu
blicly

 repo
rting

 on it
s gre

enho
use 

gas e
missi

ons, 
inclu

ding 
emis

sions
 of up

strea
m ac

tivitie
s, in l

ine w
ith th

e GH
G 

Proto
col C

orpo
rate 

Acco
untin

g and
 Repo

rting
 Stan

dard
 as w

ell as
 its 

emis
sions

 of ot
her h

azard
ous s

ubsta
nces 

and h
as se

t targ
ets a

nd st
rateg

ies to
 

redu
ce its

 over
all cli

mate
 impa

ct. In
 orde

r to d
o so,

 the S
uppli

er is 
enco

urage
d 

to en
gage

 in sc
ience

-base
d tar

get s
ettin

g. Ide
ally, t

he Su
pplie

r is a
ble to

 repo
rt 

the e
missi

ons i
nten

sity b
y pro

duct 
+ Far

mer 
grou

ps re
port 

data 
/ KPI

s 

requ
ired f

or es
timat

ing ca
rbon

 sequ
estra

tion.
 Farm

er gr
oups

 are r
equir

ed to
 

estim
ate s

eque
strat

ion a
nd em

ission
s of g

reen
hous

e gas
es fro

m th
e far

ms +
 

*Pro
duce

rs ‐ fa
rmer

 grou
ps ‐ c

omm
unitie

s will
 be e

ncou
raged

 and 

incen
tivize

d to t
ake m

easu
res to

 redu
ce an

y net
 emis

sions
 of gr

eenh
ouse

 

gases
 from

 the m
anag

emen
t unit

(35),(
36)

[The 
Supp

lier c
ondu

cts d
ue di

ligen
ce wh

ich co
mbin

es bi
odive

rsity,
 carb

on co
nserv

ation
 and 

socia
l con

sider
ation

s. Th
e Sup

plier 
ensu

res 

that 
its op

erati
ons d

o not
 direc

tly co
ntrib

ute t
o def

orest
ation

 or lo
ss of

 biod
ivers

ity. T
he Su

pplie
r con

ducts
 due 

dilige
nce o

n com
mod

ities 

assoc
iated

 with
 defo

resta
tion i

n its 
supp

ly cha
in. Pr

ior to
 esta

blish
ing n

ew o
pera

tions
 or ex

pand
ing e

xistin
g one

s, in a
dditio

n to o
btain

ing 

all le
gal co

ncess
ions,

 the S
uppli

er co
nduc

ts du
e dili

genc
e wh

ich co
mbin

es bi
odive

rsity,
 carb

on co
nserv

ation
, and

 socia
l con

sider
ation

s. 

The S
uppli

er pu
blicly

 com
mits 

to de
fores

tatio
n-fre

e ope
ratio

ns an
d sup

ply ch
ains,

 has 
syste

ms in
 plac

e to m
onito

r com
plian

ce an
d 

prog
ress 

of its
 supp

ly cha
in wi

th re
gards

 to th
is com

mitm
ent a

nd ta
kes im

medi
ate a

ction
s in c

ase o
f bre

ache
s] + *

Farm
ers w

ho ac
quire

 

new 
fields

 or p
lant n

ew co
coa p

lots a
re ad

vised
 on th

e sui
tabili

ty of 
the in

tend
ed fie

ld(s) 
for p

rodu
ction

 of co
coa. 

Plant
ing o

f new
 coco

a 

farm
s in t

he fr
ame 

of a t
echn

ologi
cal p

ackag
e off

ered
 to th

e far
mer 

grou
p sha

ll be 
subje

ct to 
appr

oval 
by th

e far
mer 

grou
p (e.g

. 

coop
erati

ve) +
 No f

armi
ng ac

tivitie
s tak

e pla
ce in

 natio
nal p

arks,
 wild

life re
fuges

, fore
stry r

eserv
es, b

uffer
 zone

s, wa
ter b

odies
 and 

othe
r 

publi
c or p

rivate
 cons

ervat
ion a

reas.
 No N

EW p
lantin

g (co
nvers

ion to
 agric

ultur
e) or

 drain
ing o

n tro
pical

 peat
 soils

 (of a
ny de

pth).
 The 

conv
ersio

n of H
igh C

onse
rvatio

n Val
ue/H

igh E
colog

ical V
alue/

High 
Carb

on St
ock a

reas 
(fore

sts, g
rassl

ands
 or w

etlan
ds) to

 farm
land 

is 

proh
ibited

. All n
atura

l eco
syste

ms a
re co

nserv
ed. F

orest
ed la

nd m
ay no

t hav
e bee

n con
verte

d to n
on‐fo

reste
d lan

d in t
he fiv

e‐yea
r 

perio
d pri

or to
 the s

tart o
f the

 proc
ess o

r afte
r Jan

uary 
1, 20

05, w
hiche

ver d
ate is

 earli
er + *

Thre
atene

d and
 enda

ngere
d spe

cies i
n the

 

prod
uctio

n are
a are

 iden
tified

. An e
cosys

tem a
nd w

ild lif
e pro

tectio
n pla

n is d
evelo

ped, 
whic

h def
ines 

the b
iodiv

ersity
 cons

ervat
ion a

reas,
 

buffe
r zon

es an
d wil

d life
 corr

idors
. This

 plan
 is de

velop
ed in

 cons
ultat

ion w
ith th

e loc
al co

mmu
nities

. Imp
leme

ntati
on of

 the p
lan a

nd 

the im
pact 

of fa
rmin

g act
ivitie

s on 
biodi

versi
ty an

d wil
d life

 are m
onito

red a
t leas

t eve
ry 3 y

ears.
 The 

mana
geme

nt pla
n is a

dapt
ed if 

nece
ssary

 for i
mpro

veme
nt +*

Farm
ers a

re en
coura

ged t
o pla

nt fo
rest t

ree s
pecie

s, tim
ber t

rees,
 fruit

 tree
s and

 shru
bs by

 use 
of div

erse 

and n
ative

 tree
 spec

ies. F
arme

rs are
 awa

re of
 the i

mpo
rtanc

e of s
hade

 tree
s. Sh

ade t
rees 

are p
lante

d on 
the f

arms
 whe

re ne
cessa

ry an
d 

feasi
ble. P

rodu
cers 

are n
ot all

owed
 to in

trodu
ce or

 plan
t inva

sive a
lien s

pecie
s on 

their
 farm

s (35
), (36

)

Farm
ers a

re su
ppor

ted t
o ge

t acc
ess 

to co
coa 

plan
t ma

teria
l tha

t com
es fr

om a
 veri

fied,
 com

pete
nt so

urce
 and

 rece
ive r

ecom
men

datio
ns fo

r its 
use.

 Gen
eral 

proh
ibitio

n of 
usag

e of 

GMO
s (36

)
*The

 Supp
lier m

inimi
zes it

s neg
ative

 impa
cts o

n the
 envi

ronm
ent, p

articu
larly 

on cl
imate

 and 
biodi

versi
ty an

d imp
leme

nts m
easu

res to
 

prote
ct so

il and
 wate

r bod
ies. T

he Su
pplie

r use
s nat

ural r
esou

rces 
susta

inabl
y. In 

orde
r to i

dent
ify, m

anag
e and

 mitig
ate 

envir
onm

ental
 impa

cts, a
nd to

 docu
ment

 com
plian

ce an
d con

tinuo
us im

prov
emen

t, the
 supp

lier im
plem

ents 
an in

terna
tiona

lly 

recog
nized

 envi
ronm

ental
 man

agem
ent s

ystem
. The

 Supp
lier s

ets a
nd pu

blicly
 com

mun
icate

s targ
ets in

 the d
omai

n of e
nviro

nmen
tal 

prote
ction

. The
 Supp

lier im
plem

ents 
relev

ant m
easu

res, a
nd am

ong o
thers

 activ
ely a

pplie
s bet

ter p
rodu

ction
 proc

esses
 and 

techn
ologi

es in
 orde

r to r
educ

e its 
envir

onm
ental

 impa
ct. Th

e Sup
plier 

enga
ges in

 rese
arch 

and d
evelo

pmen
t of m

ore e
nviro

nmen
tally 

frien
dly p

rodu
cts o

r serv
ices. 

The S
uppli

er sh
ares 

best 
pract

ice w
ith its

 supp
liers 

and i
mple

ment
s me

asure
s to r

educ
e env

ironm
ental

 

impa
ct thr

ough
out it

s ent
ire su

pply 
chain

 (35)

For e
ach c

ocoa
 farm

 regis
tered

, num
ber a

nd lo
catio

n of c
ocal 

fields
 is pr

ovide
d((us

ing th
e mo

st 

effec
tive f

orm 
of m

easu
reme

nt av
ailab

le to 
the o

rgani
zatio

n 

accor
ding 

to na
tiona

l prac
tices)

 (36)

*The
 reco

mme
ndat

ions 
that 

the F
BP m

akes 
for th

e far
mer 

respe
ct the

 requ
irem

ents 
in thi

s stan
dard

. Thu
s the

 reco
mme

ndat
ions 

of th
e FBP

 also
 shou

ld ad
dress

:        
         

         
       ‐

 Requ
irem

ents 
relat

ed to
 soil m

anag
emen

t, inc
ludin

g 

pract
ices t

o avo
id so

il ero
sion 

by us
ing so

il con
serva

tion t
echn

iques
 and 

inclu
ding 

minim
izing 

run‐o
ff an

d silt
ation

 of 

wate
rcour

ses (3
6)

A bu
ffer z

one o
f nat

ive ve
getat

ion is
 kept

 alon
g 

the b
orde

rs of 
seaso

nal a
nd pe

rman
ent w

ater 

bodie
s to r

educ
e ero

sion,
 limit

 cont
amin

ation
 

from
 pest

icide
s and

 ferti
lizers

, and
 prot

ect 

wildl
ife ha

bitat
s. Far

ms w
ith ex

isting
 coco

a 

trees
 in th

is bu
ffer z

one m
ay ke

ep th
ese. 

The 

vege
tatio

n in t
he bu

ffer z
one s

hall n
ot inc

lude 

plant
s tha

t are
 detr

imen
tal to

 coco
a tre

es (3
6)*The

 use 
of re

newa
ble e

nergy
 on fa

rms 

shou
ld be

 incre
ased

, whe
re it i

s ava
ilable

 and 

affor
dable

 (36)
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Appendix 2 

No 
disc

rim
inat

ion 
pra

ctic
es

Free
dom

 fro
m f

orce
d la

bou
r or

 com
puls

ary 
labo

ur
Chil

d la
bou

r 
Free

dom
 of a

sso
ciat

ions
Hea

lth 
and

 saf
ety 

on t
he j

ob
Gen

der
 equ

ality
Hum

an R
ight

s - G
riev

anc
e pr

oce
dur

e
Hou

sing
 and

 livi
ng c

ond
itio

ns

Fair
Tra

de
No 

disc
rim

inat
ion 

pra
ctic

es a
llow

ed, 
acco

rdin
g to

 ILO
 Con

ven
tion

 111
. No

 tes
t fo

r 

pre
cna

ncy
/HIV

/ge
net

ic d
isor

der
s be

fore
 hir

ing.
 No

 dis
crim

inat
ion 

aga
inst

 me
mb

er b
ase

d 

on U
nive

rsal
 De

clar
atio

n of
 Hu

man
 Rig

hts 
+ *I

den
tify 

disa
dva

nta
ged

 gro
ups

(2) 

You
 and

 you
r m

eme
ber

s do
 not

 dir
ectl

y or
 ind

irec
tly e

nga
ge i

n fo
rced

 

labo
ur, 

incl
udin

g sla
ve, 

bon
ded

 or 
invo

lunt
ary 

pris
on l

abo
ur. 

You
 exp

lain
 

this
 to a

ll w
ork

ers 
+ If 

you
 hav

e id
ent

ified
 cas

es o
f fo

rced
 adu

lt la
bou

r in
 you

 

org
aniz

atio
n, y

ou a
nd y

our
 me

meb
ers 

rem
edia

te t
o en

sure
 pro

long
ed 

safe
ty a

nd i
mp

lem
ent

 rele
van

t po
licie

s an
d pr

oce
dur

es t
o pr

eve
nt 

vuln
era

ble 
adu

lts a
bov

e th
a ge

 of 1
8 yo

 fro
m b

eing
 em

ploy
ed i

n ab
usiv

e, 

exp
loita

tive
 and

 una
ccet

able
 wo

rk c
ond

itioo
ns a

s de
fine

d by
 ILO

 

Con
ven

tion
s 29

 and
 105

 + Y
ou a

nd y
our

 me
meb

ers 
do n

ot m
ake

 the
 

emp
loym

ent
 of a

 wo
rker

 or 
an o

ffer
 of h

ous
ing 

con
ditio

nal 
on t

he 

emp
loym

ent
 of t

heir
 spo

use
. Sp

ous
es h

ave
 the

 righ
t to

 wo
rk e

lsew
her

e(2)

You
 and

 you
r m

eme
ber

s do
 not

 em
ploy

 chi
ldre

n be
low

 the
 age

 of 1
5 or

 und
er t

he a
ge d

efin
ed b

y th
e lo

cal 
law

, wh
iche

ver 
is 

high
er(I

LO C
onv

ent
ion 

138
 and

 182
) + Y

our
 me

meb
ers 

chil
den

 bel
ow 

15 y
o ar

e al
low

ed t
o he

lp y
our

 me
meb

er o
n th

e fa
rm 

und
er s

trict
 con

ditio
ns: 

you
 ens

ure
 tha

t th
ey o

nly 
wor

k af
ter 

sch
ool 

or d
urin

g ho
lida

ys, t
he w

ork
 the

y do
 is a

ppr
opr

iate
 for

 the
ir 

age
 and

 phy
sica

l co
ndit

ion,
 the

y do
 not

 wo
rk lo

ng h
our

s an
d/o

r un
der

 dan
gero

us o
r ex

ploi
tati

ve c
ond

ition
s an

d th
eir p

are
nts 

or 

gua
rdia

ns s
upe

rvis
e an

d gu
ide 

the
m +

 You
 and

 you
r m

eme
ebr

s do
 not

 sub
mit

 wo
rker

s of
 les

s th
an 1

8 yo
 to t

he u
nco

ndit
iona

l 

wor
st fo

rms
 of c

hild
 lab

our
 or 

to a
ny t

ype
 of w

ork
 wh

ich,
 by 

its n
atu

re o
r th

e ci
rcum

stan
ces 

und
er w

hich
 is c

arri
ed o

ut, i
s lik

ely 
to 

jeop
ard

ize 
the

ir h
ealt

h, s
afet

y, m
ora

ls o
r th

eir s
cho

ol a
tten

dan
ce +

 If in
 the

 pas
t yo

u or
 you

r m
emb

ers 
hav

e em
ploy

ed c
hild

ren
 

und
er 1

5 or
 any

 typ
e of

 wo
rk, o

r ch
ildr

en u
nde

r 18
 for

 dan
gero

us o
r ex

ploi
tati

ve w
ork

, yo
u en

sure
 tha

t th
ose

 chi
ldre

n do
 not

 

ent
er o

r ar
e no

t at
 risk

 of e
nte

ring
 into

 eve
n w

orse
 for

ms 
of la

bou
r in

clud
ing 

haz
ard

ous
 wo

rk, s
lave

-like
 pra

ctic
es, 

recr
uitm

ent
 

into
 arm

ed c
onf

lict,
 sex

 wo
rk, t

raff
ickin

g fo
r lab

our
 pur

pos
es a

nd/
or i

llicit
 act

iviti
es. 

Any
 act

ion 
you

 tak
e re

spe
cts 

the
 UN

 

Con
ven

tion
 on 

the
 righ

ts o
f th

e ch
ild (

CRC
) pr

ote
ctiv

e fr
ame

wor
k + 

*If y
ou h

ave
 ide

ntif
ied 

chil
d la

bou
r as

 a ri
sk in

 you
r 

org
aniz

atio
n yo

u an
d yo

ur m
eme

ber
s im

plem
ent

 rele
van

t po
licie

s an
d pr

oce
dur

es t
o pr

eve
nt c

hild
ren

 bel
ow 

the
 age

 of 1
8 fr

om
 

bein
g em

ploy
ed i

n da
nge

rou
s or

 exp
loita

tive
 wo

rk(2
)

Yes
. No

 dis
crim

inat
ion 

aga
inst

 uni
onis

ed w
ork

ers.
 Wo

rker
s ar

e en
cou

rage
d to

 

dem
ocra

tica
lly e

lect
 a w

ork
ers 

org
aniz

atio
n + 

*Tr
ain 

wor
kers

 to i
mp

rov
e 

awa
rne

ss a
bou

t wo
rker

s' ri
ghts

 and
 dut

ies(
2)

You
 and

 you
r m

emb
ers 

mak
e w

ork
 pro

cess
es, 

wor
kpla

ces,
 ma

chin
ery 

and
 equ

ipm
ent

 on 
you

r pr
odu

ctio
n si

te s
afe.

 You
 hav

e ac
cess

ible
 

first
 aid

 box
es a

nd e
quip

men
t an

d a 
suff

icie
nt n

um
ber

 of p
eop

le tr
aine

d in
 firs

t aid
 ain

 the
 wo

rkp
lace

 at a
ll tim

es. 
Clea

n to
ilets

 are
 

pro
vide

d w
ith h

and
 wa

shin
g fa

cilit
ies 

clos
e by

 for
 wo

rker
s an

d cl
ean

 sho
wer

s fo
r wo

rker
s w

ho u
se p

esti
cide

s + 
*Yo

u an
d yo

ur m
emb

ers 

imp
rov

e he
alth

 and
 saf

ety 
con

ditio
ns b

y: p
utti

ng u
p w

arn
ing 

sign
s th

at id
ent

ify r
isk a

rea
s an

d po
ten

tial 
haz

ard
s in

 loc
al la

ngu
age

s an
d 

incl
udin

g pi
ctog

ram
s if 

pos
sibl

e; p
rov

idin
g in

form
atio

n to
 wo

rker
s ab

out
 saf

ety 
inst

ruct
ions

 and
 pro

ced
ure

s in
clud

ing 
acci

den
t pr

eve
ntio

n 

and
 res

pon
se; 

 put
ting

 saf
ety 

dev
ices

 on 
all h

aza
rdo

us m
ach

iner
y an

d eq
uipm

ent
 and

 pro
tect

ive 
gua

rds 
ove

r m
ovin

g pa
rts;

  pr
ovid

ing 

safe
ty e

quip
men

t to
 all 

wor
kers

 wh
o pe

rfor
m h

aza
rdo

us t
ask

s an
d in

stru
ctin

g an
d m

onit
orin

g w
ork

ers 
on i

ts p
rop

er u
se; 

stor
ing 

equ
ipm

ent
 saf

ely 
for 

che
mic

al s
pra

ying
 (2)

*Yo
u de

velo
p an

d im
plem

ent
 a g

end
er p

olic
y. Y

ou e
nsu

re m
emb

ers 
are

 aw
are

 of t
his 

poli
cy a

nd i
ts c

ont
ent

. Yo
u en

sure
 wo

men
 are

 inv
olve

d in
 the

 imp
lem

ent
atio

n of
 the

 

poli
cy (

2)

*Yo
u en

sure
 tha

t wo
rker

s al
so b

ene
fit f

rom
 the

 Fai
rtra

de P
rem

ium
 thr

oug
h at

 lea
st o

ne a
ctiv

ity i
n 

you
r Fa

ritra
de D

eve
lopm

ent
 Pla

n (e
x. A

ny a
ctio

n th
at is

 dir
ecte

d at
 imp

rov
ing 

the
ir liv

ing 
con

ditio
ns) 

(2)

Add
ition

al re
quir

eme
nt f

or c
oco

a: F
or A

sia 
and

 Afr
ica,

 wri
tten

 sign
ed c

om
mit

men
t to

 

resp
ect 

 Hu
man

 Rig
hts(

bas
ed o

n U
nite

d N
atio

ns G
uidi

ng P
rinc

iple
s on

 Bus
ines

ses 
and

 

Hum
an R

ight
s) +

 *In
form

 and
 edu

cate
 key

 sta
keh

olde
rs to

 rais
e aw

are
nes

s on
 hum

an 

righ
ts(p

roce
ss, n

ot o
ne t

ime
 eve

nt)(
4)

Add
ition

al re
quir

eme
nt f

or c
oco

a: *
For

 Afr
ica 

and
 Asi

a, im
plem

ent
 a m

onit
orin

g an
d re

med
iatio

n sy
stem

 to r
egu

larly
 che

ck f
or 

and
 res

pon
d to

 cas
es o

f ch
ild l

abo
r an

d fo
rced

 lab
or, 

and
 fac

ilita
te r

eme
diat

ion 
of a

ny c
ase

(it c
ont

ains
 the

 ele
men

ts a
nd 

pro
ced

ure
s of

 "M
onit

orin
g an

d Re
med

iatio
n Sy

stem
 Gu

idel
ines

") +
 *Fo

r Co
te d

'Ivo
ire a

nd G
han

a,pr
om

ote
 sch

ool 
atte

nda
nce

 of 

all c
hild

ren
, inc

ludi
ng t

he c
hild

ren
 of s

taff
 me

mb
ers,

 far
m o

per
ato

rs a
nd w

ork
ers 

+ *A
sses

s th
e ro

ot c
aus

es o
f lac

k of
 sch

ool 

atte
nda

nce
(ec.

 lac
k of

 sch
ool 

faci
litie

s) a
nd s

elec
t at

 lea
st o

ne a
ctiv

ity a
nnu

ally
 to m

itiga
te t

hes
e ob

stac
les 

+ *A
ctiv

ely 
pro

mo
te 

dec
ent

 em
ploy

men
t of

 you
th w

ith i
mp

lem
ent

atio
n of

 at l
eas

t on
e ac

tivit
y an

nua
llly 

to e
nco

ura
ge p

arti
cipa

tion
 and

 dev
elop

men
t 

of y
oun

g pe
ople

(4)

Add
ition

al re
quir

eme
nt f

or c
oco

a: *
For

 Afr
ica 

and
 Asi

a: C
ond

uct 
a hu

man
 righ

ts a
nd e

nvir
onm

ent
al ri

sk a
sses

sme
nt a

t lea
st e

very
 3 

yea
rs(m

ap a
ll th

e ris
ks a

nd c
hall

eng
es, 

eng
age

 wit
h fa

rme
rs, p

rior
itize

 and
 ass

ess 
3 ch

alle
nge

s), i
den

tify 
and

 foc
us o

n th
e m

ost 

vuln
era

ble 
gro

ups
 tha

t co
uld 

be i
mp

acte
d  +

 *G
riev

anc
e pr

oce
dur

e in
 pla

ce a
llow

ing 
to a

non
ymo

usly
 rais

e co
mp

lain
t of

 ijus
tice

, ha
rm 

or f
rau

d lin
ked

 to t
he o

rgan
izat

ion 
 + *

Dev
elop

 and
 imp

lem
ent

 pol
icie

s an
d pr

oce
dur

es t
o m

itiga
te p

reve
nt a

nd r
eme

diat
e th

e 3 
mo

st 

seri
ous

 hum
an r

ight
s an

d en
viro

nm
ent

al ri
sks 

iden
tifie

d(a
nnu

al re
visio

n)(4
)

Mo
nde

lez 
All s

upp
liers

 fos
ter 

incl
usiv

e an
d et

ical
 env

iron
men

t th
at is

 fre
e of

 har
asse

men
t an

d 

disc
rim

inat
ion 

pra
ctic

es (
13),

 (20
)

All s
upp

liers
 are

 exp
ecte

d to
 nev

er u
se f

oce
d la

bou
r(IL

O 1
3) (

20)
All s

upp
liers

 are
 exp

ecte
d ne

ver 
mak

e us
e of

 chi
ld la

bou
r(IL

O). 
(In 

Côt
e d’

Ivoi
re a

nd G
han

a e.
g. w

ork
ing 

with
 loc

al a
uth

orit
ies 

and
 par

tne
rs to

 rol
l ou

t co
mm

unit
y-ba

sed
 Chi

ld L
abo

r M
onit

orin
g an

d Re
med

iatio
n Sy

stem
s (C

LMR
S)) (

13),
 (20

)

All s
upp

liers
 res

pec
t em

ploy
ees

’ rig
hts 

to o
rgan

ize 
and

 bar
gain

 col
lect

ivel
y, a

s 

wel
l as

 rais
e co

nce
rns 

with
out

 fea
r of

reta
liati

on (
13),

 (20
)

Con
sist

ent
ly re

info
rce 

our
 saf

ety 
poli

cy, w
hich

 out
line

s ou
r be

liefs
 and

 com
mit

men
ts: A

ll ac
cide

nts 
and

 inju
ries

 are
 una

ccep
tab

le, a
nd w

e 

striv
e to

 elim
inat

e al
l inc

iden
ts, S

afet
y an

d he
alth

 imp
rov

eme
nt is

 an 
indi

vidu
al a

nd t
eam

 res
pon

sibi
lity,

 Eac
h te

am 
mem

ber
 mu

st b
e 

ded
icat

ed t
o co

ndu
ctin

g al
l ac

tivit
ies 

with
 the

 hig
hes

t co
nce

rn f
or e

mp
loye

e sa
fety

 and
 hea

lth.
 Eac

h te
am 

mem
ber

 sho
uld 

par
ticip

ate 
in a

 

loca
l sa

fety
 pro

gram
 and

 act
ivel

y se
ek t

o ac
hiev

e an
 acc

iden
t/in

jury
 fre

e w
ork

 env
iron

men
t (1

3)

Ber
ry C

alle
bau

t
[Th

e Su
ppli

er w
ill n

ot d
iscr

imin
ate 

bas
ed o

n a 
per

son
’s ra

ce, 
gen

der
, ag

e, n
atio

nali
ty, 

mar
ital 

stat
us, 

eth
nic 

orig
in, r

elig
ion,

 sex
ual 

orie
nta

tion
, me

mb
ersh

ip in
 tra

de u
nion

s or
 

oth
er w

ork
er o

rgan
izat

ions
 or 

poli
tica

l aff
iliat

ion.
 The

 Sup
plie

r wi
ll hi

re, c
om

pen
sate

, 

pro
mo

te, d
iscip

line
, an

d pr
ovid

e ot
her

 ben
efit

s or
 con

ditio
ns o

f em
ploy

men
t ba

sed
 on 

an 

indi
vidu

al’s
 per

form
anc

e an
d ab

ility
 to d

o th
e jo

b] +
 (ILO

 111
)Th

e pr
inci

ple 
of 

non
‐dis

crim
inat

ion 
and

 the
 righ

ts o
f th

e in
divi

dua
l are

 res
pec

ted
 and

 init
iativ

es a
re t

ake
n 

to c
ont

ribu
te t

o th
e el

imin
atio

n of
 dis

crim
inat

ion 
if ob

serv
ed, 

incl
udin

g, b
ut n

ot li
mit

ed t
o, 

disc
rim

inat
ion 

on t
he b

asis
 of r

ace
, co

lor,
 gen

der
, pe

rson
al re

latio
nsh

ips,
 dis

abil
ity, 

mar
ital 

stat
us, 

age
, HI

V/A
IDS

 sta
tus,

 reli
gion

, po
litic

al o
pini

on, 
lang

uag
e, p

rop
erty

, na
tion

ality
, 

eth
nici

ty, o
r so

cial
 ori

gin.
 Bot

h w
om

en a
nd m

en w
ithin

 the
 org

aniz
atio

n an
d on

 the
 far

ms 

are
 aw

are
 of g

end
er‐r

elat
ed i

ssu
es, 

usin
g be

st p
ract

ice 
app

roa
che

s. A
n or

gan
izat

iona
l 

pro
cess

es i
s es

tab
lish

ed a
nd m

aint
aine

d to
 ens

ure
 non

‐dis
crim

inat
ion 

of t
he h

irin
g an

d 

sele
ctio

n of
 all 

staf
f, in

clud
ing,

 but
 not

 lim
ited

 to, 
disc

rim
inat

ion 
on t

he b
asis

 of r
ace

, co
lor,

 

gen
der

, pe
rson

al re
latio

nsh
ips,

 dis
abil

ity, 
hea

lth, 
mar

ital 
stat

us, 
age

, HI
V/A

IDS
 sta

tus,
 

relig
ion,

 pol
itica

l op
inio

n, la
ngu

age
, pr

ope
rty,

 nat
iona

lity,
 eth

nici
ty, o

r so
cial

 ori
gin 

(35)
,(36

)

[All
 em

ploy
men

t m
ust 

be f
ree

ly ch
ose

n. F
orce

d, b
ond

ed, 
inde

ntu
red

 lab
or 

and
 any

 oth
er f

orm
 of s

lave
ry o

r hu
man

 tra
ffick

ing 
are

 pro
hibi

ted
. Th

is 

incl
ude

s th
at t

he S
upp

lier 
ens

ure
s th

at t
hro

ugh
out

 the
 hir

ing 
pro

cess
 no 

mo
net

ary 
dep

osit
s or

 leg
al d

ocu
men

ts s
uch

 as 
orig

inal
 ide

ntif
icat

ion 

doc
um

ent
s ar

e co
llec

ted
 fro

m e
mp

loye
es a

nd a
lso 

abs
tain

s fro
m a

ny o
the

r 

acti
vity

 tha
t cre

ates
 inv

olun
tary

 dep
end

enc
y. T

he S
upp

lier 
furt

her
mo

re 

ens
ure

s th
at t

he w
ork

ers’
 fre

edo
m o

f m
ove

men
t do

es n
ot g

et r
estr

icte
d in

 

any
 wa

y an
d th

at w
ork

ers 
are

 fre
e to

 lea
ve t

he p
rem

ises
. Inv

olun
tary

 pri
son

 

labo
r is 

not
 to b

e us
ed. 

All w
ork

 wil
l be

 vol
unt

ary,
 and

 wo
rker

s m
ust 

be f
ree

 

to le
ave

 upo
n gi

ving
 rea

son
able

 not
ice]

 + N
o w

ork
er is

 em
ploy

ed b
y fo

rce 
or 

com
puls

ion(
ILO

 29 
and

 105
) (3

5), (
36)

[Th
e Su

ppli
er d

oes
 not

 rec
ruit

 or 
eng

age
 the

 use
 of c

hild
 lab

or a
nd r

esp
ects

 and
 rea

lize
s th

e pr
inci

ples
 of I

LO C
onv

ent
ion 

No.
 138

, 

on t
he m

inim
um

 age
 for

 adm
issio

n to
 em

ploy
men

t an
d w

ork
, an

d IL
O C

onv
ent

ion 
No.

 182
, on

 the
 wo

rst f
orm

s of
 chi

ld la
bor

. 

Wh
en e

mp
loyi

ng w
ork

ers 
belo

w th
e ag

e of
 18,

 the
 Sup

plie
r de

mo
nstr

ates
 tha

t th
e em

ploy
men

t of
 you

ng w
ork

ers 
doe

s no
t 

exp
ose

 the
m t

o un
due

 phy
sica

l ris
ks t

hat
 can

 har
m p

hys
ical

, me
nta

l or
 em

otio
nal 

dev
elop

men
t. Th

e su
ppli

er h
as i

mp
lem

ent
ed 

man
age

men
t sy

stem
s to

 mo
nito

r an
d ad

dre
ss t

he r
isk o

f ch
ild l

abo
r in

 its 
sup

ply 
cha

ins.
 Wh

en c
ase

s of
 chi

ld la
bor

 are
 ide

ntif
ied,

 

the
 Sup

plie
r ta

kes
 res

pon
sibl

e re
med

iatio
n m

eas
ure

s. T
he s

upp
lier 

imm
edia

tely
 rem

ove
s th

e ch
ild f

rom
 the

 situ
atio

n ca
usin

g 

har
m, e

nsu
ring

 tha
t su

ch m
eas

ure
s do

 not
 wo

rsen
 the

 we
llbe

ing 
of t

he a
ffec

ted
 chi

ld a
nd i

ts d
epe

nde
nts.

 Ad
ditio

nall
y, th

e 

Sup
plie

r sh
ould

 eng
age

 wit
h lo

cal 
gov

ern
men

ts, N
GOs

 and
 oth

er s
take

hold
ers 

in o
rde

r to
 add

ress
 the

 und
erly

ing 
issu

es o
f ch

ild 

labo
r pr

eva
lenc

e] +
 Eac

h re
gist

ere
d fa

rme
r pr

epa
res 

an i
nve

nto
ry o

f all
 agr

icul
tura

l wo
rker

s on
 his

/he
r fa

rm,
 inc

ludi
ng r

egu
lar 

hire
d w

ork
ers,

 sea
son

al, s
ubc

ont
ract

ed, 
mig

ran
t an

d fa
mily

 lab
or. 

Sex
 and

 age
 of w

ork
ers 

sho
uld 

be r
eco

rde
d. U

nde
r no

 

circ
um

stan
ces 

will
 a fa

rm 
emp

loy 
indi

vidu
als 

und
er t

he a
ge o

f 15
 or 

und
er t

he l
oca

l leg
al m

inim
um

 age
 for

 wo
rk o

r m
and

ato
ry 

sch
ooli

ng +
 A r

isk a
sses

sme
nt is

 ma
de i

den
tifyi

ng t
he p

oss
ible

 risk
s re

late
d to

 chi
ld la

bor
 in t

he o
rgan

izat
ion 

and
 in t

he 

com
mu

nitie
s w

her
e its

 me
mb

ers 
live

. Ba
sed

 on 
the

 risk
 inv

ent
ory

, ac
tion

s ar
e un

der
take

n to
 pre

ven
t, id

ent
ify, 

mo
nito

r an
d 

rem
edia

te c
hild

 lab
or a

nd t
he w

orst
 for

ms 
of c

hild
 lab

or r
elat

ed t
o th

e ac
tivit

ies 
of t

he o
rgan

izat
ion 

and
 its 

mem
ber

s. T
he 

freq
uen

cy o
f m

onit
orin

g sh
all b

e ba
sed

 on 
the

 risk
 inv

ent
ory

, an
d sp

ecif
ied 

in th
e ch

ild l
abo

r po
licy,

 and
 sha

ll ta
ke p

lace
 at 

hou
seh

old 
and

 far
m le

vel,
 usi

ng b
est 

pra
ctic

e ap
pro

ach
es. 

Sus
pec

ted
 cas

es o
f co

ndit
iona

l wo
rst f

orm
s of

 chi
ld la

bor
 (ha

zard
ous

 

wor
k) a

re id
ent

ified
 and

 a re
med

iatio
n pl

an i
s de

velo
ped

 and
 imp

lem
ent

ed. 
Sus

pec
ted

 cas
es o

f un
con

ditio
nal 

wor
st fo

rms
 of 

chil
d la

bor
 (inc

ludi
ng c

hild
 tra

ffick
ing,

 bon
ded

 lab
or, 

and
 sla

ve l
abo

r) a
re im

med
iate

ly re
por

ted
 to t

he r
elev

ant
 aut

hor
ities

 +  

*Ed
uca

tion
 and

 sch
ool 

atte
nda

nce
 for

 all 
chil

dre
n an

d vo
cati

ona
l tra

inin
g fo

r ch
ildr

en o
f a l

ega
l wo

rkin
g ag

e ar
e ac

tive
ly 

pro
mo

ted
 (35

), (3
6)

[Th
e Su

ppli
er r

esp
ects

 the
 leg

al ri
ghts

 of e
mp

loye
es, 

as a
ppli

cab
le, t

o jo
in o

r to
 

refr
ain 

from
 join

ing 
wor

ker 
org

aniz
atio

ns o
f th

eir c
hoic

e, in
clud

ing 
trad

e 

unio
ns, 

and
 to b

arga
in c

olle
ctiv

ely]
 + A

gric
ultu

ral w
ork

ers 
and

 em
ploy

ees
 of 

the
 org

aniz
atio

n ha
ve 

the
 righ

t to
 fre

ely 
org

aniz
e in

to a
sso

ciat
ions

 and
 far

mer
 

gro
ups

 + T
her

e is
 no 

obs
truc

tion
 to t

he r
ight

 of r
ura

l wo
rker

s an
d 

farm
ers 

to v
olun

tari
ly n

ego
tiat

e by
 me

ans
 of c

olle
ctiv

e 

agre
eme

nts 
with

 em
ploy

ers,
 em

ploy
ers’

 org
aniz

atio
ns, 

buy
ers,

 and
 oth

er in
stitu

tion
s or

 ass
ocia

tion
s, w

ith a
 vie

w to
 

the
 reg

ulat
ion 

of t
erm

s an
d co

ndit
ions

 of e
mp

loym
ent

 

and
/or 

oth
er f

inan
cial

 and
 non

‐fin
anc

ial b
ene

fits 
(35)

, (36
)

[Th
e Su

ppli
er p

rov
ides

 em
ploy

ees
 wit

h a 
safe

 and
 hea

lthy
 wo

rkp
lace

 in c
om

plia
nce

 wit
h al

l ap
plic

able
 law

s an
d re

gula
tion

s. A
deq

uat
e 

step
s ar

e ta
ken

 to p
reve

nt a
ccid

ent
s an

d in
jury

 to h
ealt

h in
 the

 cou
rse 

of w
ork

, by
 min

imiz
ing 

the
 cau

ses 
of h

aza
rds 

inhe
ren

t in 
the

 wo
rk 

env
iron

men
t. Th

e Su
ppli

er p
rote

cts 
emp

loye
es f

rom
 exp

osu
re t

o ha
zard

ous
 ma

teri
als 

and
 pro

vide
s pe

rson
al p

rote
ctiv

e eq
uipm

ent
 to 

wor
kers

 wh
ere

 req
uire

d fr
ee o

f ch
arge

. All
 fac

ilitie
s pr

ovid
ed f

or u
se b

y em
ploy

ees
, inc

ludi
ng d

orm
itor

ies,
 are

 cle
an a

nd s
afe.

 In a
ddit

ion,
 

the
 Sup

plie
r pr

ovid
es e

mp
loye

es w
ith a

cces
s to

 pot
able

 wa
ter 

and
 cle

an s
anit

atio
n fa

cilit
ies.

 The
 Sup

plie
r als

o en
sure

s em
erge

ncy
 

pre
par

edn
ess,

 inc
ludi

ng a
deq

uat
e pr

ovis
ion,

 sign
age

 and
 com

mu
nica

tion
 of e

mer
gen

cy e
xits

 and
 pro

ced
ure

s. E
mp

loye
es a

re r
egu

larly
 

trai
ned

 to e
nsu

re t
hey

 are
 ade

qua
tely

 pro
tect

ed]
 +* 

An 
acti

on p
lan 

is m
ade

 to a
ddr

ess 
the

 issu
es i

den
tifie

d in
 the

  inv
ent

ory
 on 

occ
upa

tion
al h

ealt
h an

d sa
fety

. Th
e ac

tion
 pla

n en
sure

s th
at t

her
e is

 acc
ess 

to F
irst 

Aid
 suf

ficie
nt t

o re
spo

nd t
o em

erge
ncie

s. In
jury

, 

eme
rgen

cies
, fir

e, n
oise

 and
 dus

t ar
e ad

dre
ssed

 + A
gric

ultu
ral w

ork
ers 

are
 info

rme
d ab

out
 and

 pro
tect

ed a
gain

st o
ccu

pat
iona

l he
alth

 and
 

safe
ty r

isks
 in t

heir
 agr

icul
tura

l wo
rk. T

his 
info

rma
tion

 is p
rov

ided
 cle

arly
 and

 visi
bly 

in th
e w

ork
ing 

env
iron

men
t of

 the
 org

aniz
atio

n, in
 a 

lang
uag

e th
ey u

nde
rsta

nd a
nd w

ith p
icto

gram
s. H

ealt
h an

d sa
fety

 com
pet

enc
e of

 agr
icul

tura
l wo

rker
s op

era
ting

 in h
aza

rdo
us c

ond
ition

s 

is a
ssu

red
.. N

ece
ssar

y pr
ote

ctiv
e eq

uipm
ent

 is p
rov

ided
 to t

he F
arm

er G
rou

p´s 
emp

loye
es f

ree
 of c

har
ge (

35)

*An
 inv

ent
ory

 of g
end

er‐r
elat

ed i
ssu

es i
s m

ade
. Bo

th w
om

en a
nd m

en w
ithin

 the
 org

aniz
atio

n an
d on

 the
 

farm
s ar

e aw
are

 of g
end

er‐r
elat

ed i
ssu

es, 
usin

g be
st p

ract
ice 

app
roa

che
s (3

6)

An 
acti

on p
lan 

is im
plem

ent
ed t

o er
adic

ate 
all f

orm
s of

  ha
rass

men
t an

d ab
use

, inc
ludi

ng a
 gen

der
 sen

sitiv
e  

grie
van

ce p
roce

dur
e in

corp
ora

ting
 equ

al a
cces

s fo
r m

en a
nd  

wom
en. 

Wit
hin 

the
 grie

van
ce p

roce
dur

e th
ere

 is n
o  

retr
ibut

ion 
or p

unis
hm

ent
 for

 rep
orti

ng a
n in

just
ice 

(36)
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Appendix 3 

 

 

 

 

Minimum price 

guaranteed

Price Premium Production cost & 

Living Income

Wages and 

contract

Total per method Total 

FairTrade Mandatory 1 1 0 2 4 10

Voluntary 0 0 5 1 6

Mondelez Mandatory 0 1 0 1 2 2

Voluntary 0 0 0 0 0

Berry-Callebaut Mandatory 0 1 0 2 3 3

Voluntary 0 0 0 0 0

Use of pesticides Water management and 

conservation

Waste management Greenhouse gases 

reduction

Protecting 

wildlife and 

biodiversity

Genetically 

Modified 

Organisms

Climate Change masures Geolocation data Soil fertility Buffers Energy 

efficiency

Total per 

method

Total

FairTrade Mandatory 2 1 1 0 2 1 0 2 1 1 0 11 24

Voluntary 1 3 2 1 2 0 1 0 2 0 1 13

Mondelez Mandatory 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Voluntary 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Berry-Callebaut Mandatory 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 6 19

Voluntary 3 1 2 1 3 0 1 0 1 0 1 13

No discrimination 

practices

Freedom from forced labour 

or compulsary labour

Child labour Freedom of 

associations

Health and safety 

on the job

Gender 

equality

Human Rights - 

Grievance procedure

Housing and living 

conditions

Total per 

method

Total

FairTrade Mandatory 1 3 4 1 1 0 0 0 10 23

Voluntary 1 0 5 1 1 1 3 1 13

Mondelez Mandatory 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 5 5

Voluntary 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Berry-Callebaut Mandatory

1 1 2 1 1 0 0 0 6 10

Voluntary 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 4


