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1. Introduction 
 

 

 

 

Over the last half century the growth of international trade has been spectacular. With an almost 

thirty-fold increase over 50 years it has truly transnationalized economic activities (Hoekman, 2014). 

In addition, and more fundamentally, the nature of international trade is changing. As Bernard 

Hoekman (2014, p. 15) notes “much of the recent growth in world trade comprises intermediate inputs, components 

and services of various kinds. Steadily declining costs of trade and information and telecommunications have permitted 

firms to geographically splinter their ‘production lines’, designing international supply chains that allocate different parts 

of the production process to firms in different countries. International supply chains and production networks are the 

mechanisms through which this process of specialization is organized, with goods being processed – and value being 

added – in multiple countries that are part of the chain.” 

This transformation to a networked supply chain world has several consequences, one of which is 

the need to manage or govern supply chains. The governance of supply chains is mainly done 

through contracts (market) or vertical integration (hierarchy) or intermediate organizational forms 

such as network forms of organizations (Williamson, 1985; Powell &  Smith-Doerr, 1994). One of 

the coordinating mechanisms between organizations in either form of collaboration is the 

requirement of compliance with standards. These standards are one of the governance mechanisms 

in today’s economy and determine patterns of trade. Standards come in different forms (process 

versus product standards, compatibility standards or quality and safety standards) and address many 

different issues such as inter alia technical interoperability requirements, compliance with national 

legislation and sustainability issues. (Busch, 2011)  

In order to manage sustainability issues throughout the supply chain a large number of firms are 

adopting voluntary sustainability standards (VSS). The United Nations Forum on Sustainability 
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Standards (UNFSS)1 (2013, p. 3) defines VSS as “standards specifying requirements that producers, traders, 

manufacturers, retailers or service providers may be asked to meet, relating to a wide range of sustainability metrics, 

including respect for basic human rights, worker health and safety, the environmental impacts of production, community 

relations, land use planning and 

others.”  

Over the last two decades 

the number of VSS has 

proliferated and many 

initiatives have been taken 

to promote the adoption of 

these standards. One could 

even speak of an 

institutionalization of 

voluntary standards in existing governance arrangements. The UN established a forum on them. 

Several UN agencies are working with them such as UNINO which offers trade capacity building on 

voluntary standards to developing countries. The EU recognizes them in EU regulation. Several 

donors and governments are supporting them. International think tanks and research groups are 

publishing yearly reviews on the development of VSS and the international academic literature is 

building a whole body of research on this phenomenon. 

This report aims to map the world of Voluntary Sustainability Standards and provide some answers 

to the following questions: 

 Where do VSS come from? 

 How do they operate and differ? 

 What drives their adoption? 

 What do they do in terms of impact? 

 Where are they mainly active (ie adoption on the country level)? 

 What role is there for governments and international development (donors and policy-mix)? 

                                                           
1 In the spring of 2013 the United Nations Forum on Sustainability Standards (UNFSS), a joint initiative by five UN agencies (FAO, 
UNIDO, ITC, UNEP and UNCTAD), was launched. The UNFSS is a platform created to generate knowledge and information on 
voluntary sustainability standards (VSS) with a particular focus on their potential contribution to development. The initiative is a 
recognition of the increasing importance of VSS in international trade. 
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In answering these questions the report relies on a variety of sources and approaches. First, it 

contains a thorough analysis of secondary literature based on a search in the Web of Science as well 

as on the basis of existing meta-reviews. Second, we also collected data from various sources. Most 

prominently the report has used the ITC Standards Map and data from the Ecolabel index database. 

The Ecolabel Index database contains data on more than 400 VSS globally2. The Ecolabel Index 

contains many different types of VSS and aims to be exhaustive. In this way it is not a ‘homogenous’ 

population but it is a good database to explore variation between VSS for a large number of VSS. 

Hence, for the purpose of mapping diversity the database is suitable since it provides sufficient 

information on some parameters of interest  

A second database is the International Trade Centre standards map. This database contains less VSS 

but is more rich and reliable in data. The International Trade Centre (ITC) is an agency created 

jointly by the World Trade Organisation and the United Nations. It’s mission is to foster 

development by linking Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs)  from developing countries to the 

global trading system. ITC developed the standards map as a tool to enable producers and buyers to 

identify, compare and select the appropriate sustainability standard – out of more than 160 currently 

available. The standards covered by ITC are broad with regards to their scope and focus, comprising 

of  120 product groups traded across 220 producing and exporting economies and territories. Users 

can identify VSSs of interest  by the type of product/service, the country where these are produced 

and their destination markets. Once the relevant standards have been identified, it is also possible to 

compare them on a wide range of indicators which provide information about how the standards 

operate, their scope of operations, recognition and overlap with other standards, as well as the costs 

and procedures for certification. Besides these features, the standards map provides tools for 

potential standard takers or researchers to assess the compatibility of their current production 

processes with the standards they are interested in. We use the ITC standards map to identify the 

number of VSS active in one country. In annex 2 we provide a short description of the standards in 

the ITC standards map. Third, in the section on adoption we also use data from some specific VSS, 

most notably GlobalGAP and Forest Stewardship Council and other databases to explore potential 

conditions which might explain adoption.  

The report first describes the emergence of VSS. Next, we discuss how they operate. A third section 

gives an overview of the demand for VSS. A fourth elaborated section discusses in-depth their 

                                                           
2 More information on the database is available on the website of Ecolabel Index: http://www.ecolabelindex.com/   

http://www.ecolabelindex.com/
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impact. In this section, the report provides an extensive discussion of the current literature. Section 

five then focuses on a specific form of impact, namely adoption on the country-level. In which 

countries are VSS highly active and which countries are lagging behind? The final sections focus on 

which role donors play in VSS and how they fit in broader policy-arrangements. We end with a short 

conclusion. 
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2. The Emergence of VSS 
 

 

 

 

 

In 1924 Rudolf Steiner gave eight lectures at Koberwitz (Silesia) on ‘Spiritual foundations for the 

renewal of Agriculture’. He outlined the basic principles of biodynamic farming. An experimental 

circle of anthroposophical farmers implemented Steiner’s principles in their daily farming practices 

(Paull, 2011; 2011a). In 1927, a co-operative was formed to market biodynamic produce. One year 

later, in 1928, the first standards for quality control were formulated and the first sustainability label, 

the Demeter symbol, was introduced. When a farm conformed to the standards, the products could 

use the Demeter label. Three years later almost 1000 biodynamic firms were certified in Germany. 

Voluntary sustainability certification was born. Seventy-five years later, in 1999, a new Demeter logo 

was developed and Demeter was operating world-wide certifying more than 3500 products including 

bread, wines, clothes and toilet articles. It took many years before new labels emerged. In 1954 Spiel 

Gut was established to promote sustainable toys. In the 1970s some additional biological agricultural 

labels emerged, such as Bioland in 1971, California Certified Organic Farmers (1973) and the Soil 

Association organic standard (1973). In 1978, the first government-led voluntary sustainability 

standard emerged in Germany, Blue Angel. In the early 1980s one can observe the emergence of 

three to four new initiatives on an annual basis (see figure 1).  From 1989 onwards VSS were 

established more frequently. From the mid-1990s onwards one can observe a strong increase in the 

emergence of the number of VSS (figure 13). Indeed, as figure 1 shows, one cannot only observe an 

annual increase in the emergence of VSS in the last two decades but also that many VSS survive, 

persist and are still active in 2014. 

                                                           
3 Figure 1 is based on data from Ecolabel Index database which is the most comprehensive database on different Voluntary 
Sustainability Standards which also includes national VSS. For some VSS (approx.. 20) no data was available for the year of 
foundation. We equally spread those out over the last 15 years so that there is no impact on the trend. 
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Moreover, VSS are becoming active in many economic sectors and several are active in more than 

one economic sector. Most VSS are active in the food and agricultural sector, followed by textiles 

and apparels and forest and paper products.  The various initiatives differ from one another (see 

infra). Most initiatives, however, are characterized by the fact that an organization defines social and 

ecological standards and that there is a procedure to check that products or production processes 

conform to these standards (i.e. conformity assessment). When products or production processes 

comply with the defined standards, a certificate is awarded which may or may not be used for 

external communication (label). 

Figure 1: Number of Cumulative VSS: 1940-2014 

 

Source: Ecolabel Index Database  

This collection of voluntary standards comprises many different initiatives. Some initiatives which 

have generated significant academic interest are non-state multi-stakeholder sustainability 

certification initiatives. Some authors consider them ‘one of the most innovative and startling institutional 

designs of the past 50 years’ (Cashore et al. 2004: 4). Among the most prominent and representative 

examples of these private regulatory initiatives are the Fairtrade Labelling Organization (FLO), the 

Forest Stewardship Council (FSC), the Fair Labour Association (FLA), Social Accountability 

International (SAI) and the Marine Stewardship Council (MSC). The FLO, established in 1997, was 
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on the concept of a fair price. The FSC, set up in 1993, is an international, multi-stakeholder, 

consensus-based sustainable forestry initiative. It guarantees that a wood or paper product has been 

made using material from a sustainably managed forest. SAI is a non-governmental, international, 

multi-stakeholder and non-profit organization whose mission is to promote the rights of workers 

worldwide and to improve working conditions by applying socially responsible standards. The SAI 

standards are based on internationally recognized guidelines, including various ILO conventions, the 

UN Convention on the Rights of the Child and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. The 

FLO grew out of the Apparel Industry Partnership (AIP) initiative of the Clinton administration  to 

protect workers worldwide and provide firms and consumers with the information they need to 

make informed purchasing decisions. The partnership was composed of apparel and footwear firms, 

human rights groups, labor and religious organizations, and consumer advocates. The FLA now 

represents a multi-stakeholder coalition of business enterprises, colleges and universities, and NGOs 

(human rights, labor, religious and consumer groups). Its mission is to combine the efforts of these 

stakeholders to promote adherence to international labor standards and improve labor rights 

worldwide. A final example is the MSC, which grew out of a partnership between WWF and 

Unilever and which aims to sustainable manage oceans and fisheries. 

VVS emerged with regard to different issues such as labor conditions, sustainable development and 

human rights. Several types of VSS exist and they differ on several parameters, inter alia, with regard 

to how rules and standards are developed, how they are governed and how they are implemented. 

(infra). In some sectors some dominant multi-stakeholder VSS have emerged which dominate the 

sector, act as a reference point and determine the dominant logic in the economic sector. In forestry, 

for example, the Forest Stewardship Council is the dominant VSS (Bartley, 2007; Marx et al. 2012; 

Overdevest, 2010).  

The emergence of these VSS is sparked by many interrelated factors and the story about their 

emergence is also partially different depending on the commodities covered and the type of VSS. 

Organic certificates have a longer and different history than forests certificates or certificates for 

labour conditions in the textiles industry. In the sections below we try to identify some broader 

explanations of why VSS emerged. 

First of all, consumers and also investors have grown more conscious of social and environmental 

issues and may be thought to adjust their purchasing behavior in relation to the perceived 

sustainability of products. In order to cater for this market special points of recognition such as 
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labels, based on VSS, have been developed. [link up to literature on ethical consumption] In addition, 

brand protection is becoming a key issue for many leading companies. The proliferation, 

diversification and internationalization of NGOs establishing themselves as genuine counter-powers 

through the use of media strategies, have forced companies to take civil society concerns into 

account (Bartley, 2003; O’Rourke, 2003; Gereffi et al., 2001; Marx, 2008). Gereffi et al. (2001) note, 

for example, that protests and direct actions against brand-name retailers are only 15 years old, but 

are regarded as extremely powerful tools to force retailers to take environmental, social and safety 

issues into consideration (see also Bartley, 2003). Joining a private standards initiative can thus be an 

effective strategy to protect a firm’s reputation, especially when independent external parties certify 

products and production processes and hence provide assurance on the efforts made by firms to 

manage social and environmental  issues (Marx, 2008). This reputation protection argument can 

especially observed with regard to the VSS which focus on labour conditions in the textile industry. 

For example, in the 1980s onwards there was significant social protest in Europe directly addressing 

firms. Coalitions such as the Clean Clothes Campaign emerged, effectively pressuring companies 

through public campaigning. Throughout the early 1990s, public awareness on the issue of labour 

rights also sharpened in the US. In a long sequence of media reports (see also Bartley, 2003; Rosen, 

2002), business enterprises were directly targeted for not upholding labour standards throughout 

their supply chain (for an overview of examples see Bartley, 2003: 443). They reacted quickly, initially 

by adopting codes of conduct in which they announced to address labour issues throughout the 

supply chain. Nike and Levi Strauss were first movers in this respect and adopted codes of conduct 

in 1992. However, instead of silencing protests, these actions generated more inquiry and confronted 

business enterprises with the fact that they were not living up to their code of conduct. NGOs were 

particularly distrusting corporations’ self-proclaimed adherence to codes of conduct, objecting that 

such initiatives were “merely symbolic documents, completely detached from realities ‘on the ground’ in factories” 

(Bartley, 2003, p. 445).  This resulted in increased consultations between business enterprises and 

several stakeholders and the emergence of multi-stakeholder platforms. In 1995, US Secretary of 

Labour Robert Reich launched the Apparel Industry Partnerhsip (AIP) initiative, which led to the 

establishment of the Fair Labour Association in 1996. Also in 1996, SA8000 was created as a multi-

stakeholder organization, involving representatives from businesses, trade unions and civil society. 

Both initiatives were developed to organize independent monitoring and certification of factories 

supplying multinational enterprises based in Europe and the US. In addition, several other initiatives 

emerged such as inter alia the Worker Rights Consortium (WRC), the Fair Wear Foundation (FWF), 
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Ethical Trading Initiative (ETI) and WRAP (Fransen, 2012). These dynamics approach the 

emergence of VSS more from the perspective of social actors (NGO’s) and sees certification as an 

NGO-driven institutional capacity building project. Rather than being confrontational towards firms 

or try to influence firm behaviour via lobbying governments, NGO’s are using a co-operative 

strategy towards firms of which certification is the most prominent example. As Bartley (2011, p. 

445) notes “private efforts have also been perceived by many NGO’s as a way to bypass political roadblocks”.  

Secondly markets have become increasingly globalized which leads to difficulties in tracing the 

origins of such products. It has become much more difficult for single governments to keep track of 

the range of products present on their domestic markets, and to keep up with the assessment of all 

the risks associated therewith. In the recent past, public food safety regulations have not been able to 

prevent some major food crises. States therefore tend to limit command-and-control regulation of 

food, and to place a kind of default responsibility on the food chain actors in case of food safety 

problems. An early example of such regulatory design is the due diligence requirement contained in 

the UK Food Safety Act (UKFSA) of 1990, which provides that food retailers can escape liability for 

non-compliance with food safety laws if they can demonstrate that they have taken all precautions in 

this regard. It is often said that the possibility of being held liable for food safety issues did prompt a 

response from the food industry, resulting in the development of private standards (Henson, 2008; 

Food and Agriculture Organization, 2007). Mirroring the UKFSA, the EU Food Law Regulation of 

2002 also currently provides for a quite stringent responsibility threshold for commercial actors 

involved with food products. In this connection, Cafaggi (2012) discusses interesting developments 

on the articulation of public (national, regional and international) regulations and private standards. 

Private standards may thus be said to be used by the private sector as a tool to pre-empt food safety 

problems and reassure consumers, but also as a signal to governments that corporations are 

exercising due diligence to prevent incidents from happening, which would permit them to escape 

liability if the cases arise. This kind of due diligence driver for VSS can also be found in the forest 

sector and the link between VSS and the new EU timber regulation on the probation on the selling 

of illegal timber on the European market. 

Thirdly, the structure of (food) markets has changed along with globalization and nowadays hands a 

premium to large global actors. The number of key actors in the food chain has reduced as their size 

grew. Major retailer groups have particular influence as they are the ‘gatekeepers’ of the food 

markets: they decide which products they will offer to their customers, and therefore which products 
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will access a defined market. Such concentration and increase of bargaining power allow these 

retailer groups to impose practically any condition they want on their suppliers and contractors, from 

payment deadlines to the safety features of the food products they sell (Worldbank, 2007). The rapid 

spread of private standards owes very much to this new market configuration. [refer to WB report 

and supermarket revolution] To be sure, many private standards are developed by large retailer 

groups and are imposed contractually on their suppliers. As to the legal mechanisms through which 

private standards are spreading throughout the supply chain, Cafaggi (2012) offers a very thorough 

analysis of global food safety governance by way of contractual mechanisms. 

Fourthly, many voluntary initiatives emerged as a reaction to other voluntary standards. Often one or 

two standards initiatives emerge and as a reaction other ones, often led by business or industry 

emerge as a reaction. Fransen (2012) and O’Rourke (2003) analyze this dynamic in the field of 

private labour governance. Also in the context of forestry and agricultural commodities certification 

similar dynamics (reaction to first-movers) have resulted in an increase and sometimes even 

proliferation of certificates.  

Fifthly, some initiatives emerged not so much emerged out of logic to monitor compliance with a set 

of standards but more as empowerment and capacity building initiatives in the global South (Auld et 

al. 2014). The Fair Trade certificates are a good example of this type of certificates. Their emergence 

has a different logic and set of drivers and are more rooted in the tradition of cooperatives and 

markets for cooperatives. 
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3. How Do They Operate? 
 

 

 

 

How do VSS link standard-setters to standards-adopters? They do this in three distinct steps. First 

they develop a set of principles. This often occurs on the central level of decision-making. Second, 

they translate these principles in measurable indicators and action, i.e. standards. This 

operationalization is often delegated to lower levels of governance which can take national (local) 

contexts and considerations into account. In a third step, they develop a comprehensive institutional 

framework (set of procedures) to monitor compliance with these standards and possibly sanction 

non-compliance. Let us further elaborate each step. 

 

3.1 Principles, Standards and Enforcement 

 
First, they develop a set of principles on which the VSS are based. The decision on principles is often 

taken by a general assembly. Often this implies integrating existing international rules and 

agreements, often developed in a multilateral context in their set of rules and standards. In this way, 

they integrate public rules and standards in a private set of procedures. Take the example of the 

Forest Steward Council which bases its transnational regulatory on ten principles (see table 1) of 

which two explicitly refer to public international law (principle 1 and principle 4). Concerning 

Principle 1 this means that the standards which are developed in the context of the FSC should 

adhere to provisions included in inter alia the Convention on Nature Protection and Wild Life 

Preservation in the Western Hemisphere, Convention Concerning the Protection of the World 

Cultural and Natural Heritage, Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild 

Fauna and Flora (CITES), Convention on Biological Diversity (UNCED), Framework Convention 

on Climate Change, (UNCED) and International Tropical Timber Agreement (see Marx et al. 2012 - 

conclusion). Principle 4 explicitly refers to the conventions by the ILO including the 1998 

Declaration on Fundamental Principles and Rights at Work. This Declaration on Fundamental 
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Principles and Rights at Work covers the core rights and standards laid down in four principles and 

eight conventions. These principles are (1) freedom of association and the effective recognition of 

the right to collective bargaining, (2) elimination of all forms of forces or compulsory labour, (3) 

effective abolition of child labour and (4) elimination of discrimination and respect of employment 

and occupation.  

Table 1: Overview of the 10 FSC Principles 

Principle 1:  Compliance with all applicable laws and international treaties   

Principle 2:  Demonstrated and uncontested, clearly defined, long–term land tenure and use rights   

Principle 3:  Recognition and respect of indigenous peoples' rights  

Principle 4:  Maintenance or enhancement of long-term social and economic well-being of  forest 

workers and local communities and respect of worker’s rights in compliance with 

International Labour Organisation (ILO) conventions   

Principle 5:  Equitable use and sharing of benefits derived from the forest  

Principle 6:  Reduction of environmental impact of logging activities and maintenance of the 

ecological functions and integrity of the forest  

Principle 7:  Appropriate and continuously updated management plan  

Principle 8:  Appropriate monitoring and assessment activities to assess the condition of the forest, 

management activities and their social and environmental impacts  

Principle 9:  Maintenance of High Conservation Value Forests (HCVFs) defined as environmental 

and social values that are considered to be of outstanding significance or critical 

importance  

Principle 10: In addition to compliance with all of the above, plantations must contribute to reduce 

the pressures on and promote the restoration and conservation of natural forests. 

Source: FSC-website http://www.fsc.org 

 

Second, these VSS translate general rules and norms in specific standards and benchmarks. They 

stipulate clear, unambiguous and precise standards which allow for conformity assessment with these 

standards. Often VSS initiatives start with defining general principles as noted above and delegate the 

formulation of specific standards or compliance benchmarks to working groups or committees 

which can take local conditions into account. These benchmarks contain more specific criteria which 

are related to each of the broad principles. They often cover all three components of sustainability: 

http://www.fsc.org/
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environmental, social and economic. Often there is significant variation between standards. Holvoet 

& Muys (2004) present a comparative analysis of forestry standards not limited to, but including 

FSC. Holvoet and Muys (2004) found significant variation of sustainable forest standards between 

countries. They compared 164 local and national standards. In addition, their analysis shows that in 

developing countries sustainable forest management standards focus more on socio-economic 

aspects. In developed countries, by contrast, they focus more on ecological aspects. 

Third, VSS put systems in place to monitor compliance with standards by rule-takers. In the context 

of VSS, conformity assessment and monitoring are key components. Monitoring is a control-

mechanism which allows for the assessment of the compliance with standards. Monitoring in VSS is 

a function of two interrelated aspects, namely the design of top-down monitoring/auditing systems 

and the design of bottom-up complaint systems (Marx & Wouters, forthcoming a). Top down 

monitoring refers to the assessment of conformity with standards by independent third parties. The 

conformity of products and processes to standards must be assessed and demonstrated to gain 

certification. In order to provide assurance that parties which carry out conformity assessments and 

certification activities are fitted for the task, accreditation systems are sometimes put in place. 

Accreditation aims to guarantee that a conformity assessment body is competent to carry out such 

tasks as auditing and inspection, and to come to the right conclusion as to whether a product 

complies with a defined standard. Accredited organizations may be either international consultancy 

firms such as SGS and Bureau Veritas, NGOs or local organizations (Blair et al. 2008). Hence top 

down monitoring involves an independent certification body which performs the conformity 

assessment. With regard to the certification of social and environmental standards top down 

monitoring/conformity assessment takes the form of auditing sites according to an auditing protocol 

(for a critical discussion see Marx & Wouters, forthcoming a). Top-down auditing systems, however, 

are incomplete for monitoring standards. (Locke, 2013; Marx, 2014a) In order to overcome the 

limitations of top-down approaches, bottom-up complaint or dispute settlement procedures are 

sometimes set in place which allows different stakeholders to constantly monitor and report any 

violations of standards.  

To further illustrate enforcement (top down and bottom up) within VSS consider again the Forest 

Stewardship Council which is one of the main environmental governance regimes. The enforcement 

of the FSC standards is achieved via a system based on the development of forest management plans 

by the applicant of a FSC certificate and the control on the implementation of these plans by 
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independent certifiers. This process involves several steps. First of all, the applicant of FSC 

certification invites an inspector who conducts a pre-audit or feasibility study on whether the forests 

under consideration can be certified. In a second step, a genuine audit is conducted which assesses 

the forest management against the FSC standards and criteria. This audit also contains detailed 

corrective actions requests (CARs) which are necessary in order to get certified. Step three implies 

implementing the corrective actions and an assessment of the audit by the applicant. Step four is a 

new audit which often contains again corrective actions which need to be implemented. Step five  

finalizes the process by awarding the certificate, the first two years for one year, subsequently for five 

years.  

Top down monitoring and auditing is outsourced to professional accredited organizations and 

companies such as SGS, Soil Association and a few others. These monitors work with standardized 

procedures which include an analysis of documents and site visits on the basis of surveys and 

checklists. The FSC uses a mix of information-gathering techniques. The FSC promotes the use of 

checklists in auditing but goes beyond the checklist approach by including detailed additional 

information. This checklist provides auditors with a systematic tool for verifying all important 

aspects of an operation. However, the FSC also stresses that many decisions in forest management 

are made in the context of local, national and regional conditions. The FSC also installed a bottom-

up monitoring mechanism and allows stakeholders who feel that the certification decision is 

incorrect to make a complaint/appeal to the certification body, and complain to FSC. A complaint 

can be about the FSC itself, a National Initiative, a certification body, certificate holder, or any FSC 

decision4 (for more see Marx, 2014a)  

 

3.2 The Diversity of VSS 
 

It should be noted that many VSS differ in the way they are designed. On the basis of previous 

research (Marx, 2014) we can identify several ‘institutional design’ parameters on which they differ.  

Several authors have contributed to a better understanding of how VSS are designed. Through a 

series of theoretical contributions (Bernstein and Cashore, 2007; Ostrom, 2005 for a more general 

treatment of institutional design principles) and empirical case studies (Dingwerth, 2007; Koppell, 

                                                           

4 FSC, Disputes Resolution Fact Sheet, p. 1 
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2010; Abbott & Snidal, 2009) one can identify several institutional components on which VSS can 

differ. This framework was further developed (Marx, 2014) and applied to a population of VSS 

specifically with regard to the potential impact on effectiveness. We summarize the main results 

focusing on five components which are relevant in understanding the institutional diversity of these 

systems, namely a standard-setting and decision-making component, a verification component, a 

transparency component, a dispute component and a sanctioning component. A full elaboration of 

these components can be found in Marx (2014, 2014a) 

The first component pertains to the participatory and representative quality of the rule-making and 

standard-setting process.  It can be assessed by examining whether policy decisions were made 

according to a set of procedural requirements; such as representation of relevant stakeholders, 

inclusiveness, transparency, and deliberativeness. The literature points, from an institutional design 

perspective, to the fact that VSS should be open to several stakeholders and have transparent and 

consensus-based decision-making rules in order to gain legitimacy.  

A second component focuses on how standards are implemented and how conformity with 

standards is verified (Gereffi et al, 2001; Blair et al., 2008). Verification refers to the assessment of 

conformity with standards/rules.  Different verification mechanisms exist and some are considered 

to be more effective than others. Special attention in the literature has gone to so-called third party 

certification in which several independent parties are involved in the certification process. With 

third-party certification, the standards are developed by an independent organization (standard-

setter) which also accredits another independent organization to carry out conformity assessments 

with the standard-taker.  

A third component pertains to the transparency of systems.  Information disclosure procedures can 

inform different stakeholders on the implementation of standards and actions related to the VSS. 

Publicly available information should include specific information about certification procedures, 

auditing reports, reports on violations and reports on corrective action plans. This allows 

stakeholders to assess whether the reported information mirrors real conditions. This type of 

transparency allows for ex post-certification verification and provides a basis to file a complaint.  

A fourth component is the presence of a complaint system. This component adds to strengthening 

the enforcement potential of VSS since it allows for a form of constant bottom-up monitoring of the 

enforcement of the rules. From an institutional design perspective, this form of accountability is 
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enhanced if stakeholders are given appropriate opportunities to dispute or appeal those policy and 

operational decisions that they consider deeply problematic and if the organisation provides 

effective, workable and fair procedures for the consideration of complaints and disputes resolution. 

These dispute systems then serve two purposes. First, they allow ‘internal’ participants (members, 

certificate holders, etc.) to appeal decisions. Secondly, they empower ‘external’ stakeholders by 

allowing them to raise issues relevant for the functioning of certification systems.  

A final component of the institutional design of enforcement mechanisms focuses on sanctioning. 

Standards will be enforced when non-compliance is sanctioned (Ostrom, 2005). In the context of 

VSS this means that a certificate is either not awarded or withdrawn. In theory all systems have this 

form of sanctioning. In order to assess the use of ‘sanctions’ one could use a proxy which also 

focuses on forcing compliance namely the (mandatory) use of corrective action plans (CAPs). CAPs 

can be considered as a measure of the stringency of auditing and conformity assessment on the one 

hand and forcing rule-takers to comply on the other hand. CAP’s require certification holders to 

make adjustments in order to conform to the standards.  

Taken together, the different components combine in a configurational notion of institutional design 

which is instrumental for the enforcement of VSS. The above discussion identified five institutional 

design parameters. Each of these components can be present or absent in a VSS. The presence of an 

indicator is indicated by 1, its absence by 0. The parameters and their operationalisation are:  

1. Standard Setting Process: open and consensus based (SSP) 
o 1 = Present 
o 0 = Absent 

 

2. Conformity Assessment: 3rd party ok or not (CA) 
o 1 = Present 
o 0 = Absent 

 

3. Corrective Action Plans (CAP) 
o 1 = Present 
o 0 = Absent 

 

4. Public Disclosure – Transparency (T) 
o 1 = Present 
o 0 = Absent 

 

5. Dispute Settlement (DS) 
o 1 = Present 
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o 0 = Absent 

 

Table 2 presents the number of configurations present in the Ecolabel Index database and orders 

them according to the number of parameters present. The last column presents the total number of 

VSS that correspond to a specific configuration. Configuration 1 presents the VSS in which all 5 

parameters are present. Subsequently, the other configurations show the systems that lack one or 

more parameters.  

Table 2: A Configurational Assessment of the Institutional Design of Certification Systems 

Configuration SSP CA CAP T DS # Cases 

1 1 1 1 1 1 12 

2 1 1 1 1 0 14 

3 1 1 1 0 1 23 

4 1 1 0 1 0 5 

5 1 1 1 0 0 48 

6 1 1 0 0 1 10 

7 1 0 1 1 0 5 

8 1 0 1 1 1 2 

9 1 1 0 0 0 107 

10 1 0 0 1 0 3 

11 1 0 1 0 1 3 

12 0 1 1 0 0 1 

13 1 0 1 1 0 2 

14 1 0 0 1 1 1 

15 1 0 1 0 0 37 

16 1 0 1 0 1 1 

17 0 1 1 1 0 1 

18 1 0 0 1 0 2 

19 1 0 0 0 1 4 

20 0 1 0 0 0 7 

21 1 0 0 0 0 136 

22 0 0 0 0 0 3 

 

Table 2 highlights 5 interesting characteristics of the population of VSS. First, there is significant 

variation in how VSS are designed since they spread out over several rows of the table. If they would 

be uniform they would be concentrated in one or two rows. With 5 parameters, the theoretical 

maximum combination of parameters is 32. The database shows that in reality, 22 out of a potential 

32 configurations contain one or more cases. Some configurations are marginal and contain only one 

case. Others are more prominent. Second, most VSS have open and consensus based standard 
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setting procedure. Only 11 out of 426 do not have this (light blue area). However, thirdly, many VSS 

only have an open and consensus-based standard-setting procedure and no credible ex ante and ex 

post enforcement mechanisms. This is highlighted by the 136 VSS in green. This row contains all 

VSS for which open and consensus-based standard-setting procedures are present but all other 

components (3rd party conformity assessment, corrective action plans, the provision of public 

reports and dispute settlement) are absent. Fourthly, many systems (107) have open and consensus-

based standard-setting procedures and 3rd party conformity assessment, but lack ex post verification 

tools, as is indicated by the orange row. Finally, only 12 VSS (yellow row) have all five components 

and hence a very elaborated institutional design for developing standards, assessing conformity and 

providing mechanisms for ex post verification. In sum, 1/3rd of the systems have no enforcement 

mechanisms and only a small percentage has a fully elaborated standard-setting and enforcement 

mechanism in place. In-between, a significant number of systems have an open and consensus-based 

standard-setting procedure and well-developed 3rd party conformity assessment procedures. This 

diversity generates a clear credibility gap and several references can be found that VSS are pure 

‘green-washing’. One commentator even refers to the ‘wild west of labelling’.5 In order words, some 

of these systems are credible enforces of public rules, while others are not.  

 

  

                                                           
5 J. Entine, Ecolabels – The Wild West of labelling’. Ethical Corporation, (2013), Available at: 
http://www.ethicalcorp.com/environment/ecolabels-%E2%80%93-wild-west-labelling 
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4. What Drives the Demand for VSS? 
 

 

 

Besides the emergence of VSS several studies have looked at what drives actors to engage with 

VSS. Why do farmers, forest owners, factories, etc. request a certificate? Several motives or drivers 

have been identified. One can cluster them in three types of ‘demand’: consumer demand, business 

demand and government demand. We briefly discuss each in turn.  

 

4.1 Consumer Demand 

 

One approach views the increase of VSS and certified products as a result of consumer demand. In 

recent years one can observe a strong increase in a number of certified products, especially in some 

product niches. In the Netherlands, 45% of the coffee sold on the Dutch market, in 2010, is 

certified, compared to only 2.9% in 2001 (Ingenbleek and Reinders, 2013, p. 467). A similar increase, 

although not that outspoken can be observed for other products. Figure 2 and 3 compare the market 

share of certified products on the total market for a specific products on a global scale on two time 

periods. In 2008, 9% of the coffee sold on the world market was certified. In 2012, 38% of the 

coffee sold on the world market was certified. The comparison of figure 2 with figure 3 shows a 

strong increase in certified coffee, cocoa, palm oil and tea. For other products the increase is less 

prominent. 
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Figure 2: Percentage of volume of certified products on total volume 2008 

 

Source: Potts et al., 2014, p. 90 

 

Figure 3: Percentage of volume of certified products on total volume 2012 

 

Source: Potts et al., 2014, p. 90 

2008

2012
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Whether consumer demand is a strong driver for VSS is currently hotly debated in the context of 

ethical consumerism. In a recent position paper by Dara O’Rourke (2012) and the responses by 

several others it emerges that there is indeed a consumer market for sustainable products but how 

large this consumer market is remains unclear. So do observe an increase in consumer demand for 

certain products. Others are more skeptical. Brenton (2013), for example, raises doubts about the 

strength of consumer demand to support voluntary standards. Brenton examines the political 

motivations underlying ethical consumption, such as its relationship to other forms of political 

activism and how existing values interact with consumption choices. Drawing upon the results of a 

series of six focus groups with 58 participants and a nationally representative panel-based survey of 

1014 Australian consumers, this paper argues that many of the factors involved in consumer decision 

making are inconsistent with the assumptions made by private economic governance schemes in 

attempting to harness consumer power.  

 

4.2 Business Demand  

 
For other products, less information on market share is available although there are indications of a 

strong growth, especially with regard to other food products and wood based products (furniture, 

paper, etc.). This growth is driven by a strong demand for products which are certified according to 

sustainability standards. This demand is especially driven by large retailers. Marks & Spencer, for 

example, committed ‘to become the world’s most sustainable major retailer by 2015’ (Marks & Spencer 2010: 

3). This strategy, by 2020, will include building in environmental and social principles in all 2.7 billion 

individual products. In most cases this will be done by using recognized external environmental or 

social certificates, i.e. using a VSS system (Marks & Spencer 2010: 14). Also many other important 

market players have announced similar pledges. Table 3 gives a brief illustration of some other 

commitments in the wood-processing industry. Given the important role and position of retailers in 

current day supply-chains (Hamilton, Petrovic and Senauer, 2012), these commitments result in 

pushing through ‘voluntary’ standards down the supply chain to all actors involved in the production 

process. Major retailer groups have particular influence as they are the ‘gatekeepers’ of the markets 

and concentrate significant bargaining power. The World Bank refers in this context to the 

‘supermarket revolution’ (World Bank, 2007) and Hamilton et al. (2012) to the ‘Market Makers’. 
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Table 3: Examples of demand for certified wood by leading market players 

1999: Home Depot adopts wood sourcing policy giving preference to wood from certified sources. 

2000: Lowes announces policy to give preference to FSC certified wood products in its sourcing. 

2001: B&Q refuses to purchase non–FSC certified lumber from Canadian sources. 

2003: Domtar makes commitment to supply 100 per cent from FSC certified sources. 

2004: Greenpeace launches campaign against Kimberly-Clark to promote sustainable forest 

management in boreal forests. 

2007: Harry Potter and the Deathly Hallows printed on FSC certified paper, representing the largest 

single FSC paper order (valued at $20 million). 

2009: Kimberly-Clark Professional commits to sourcing 40 per cent FSC certified and recycled wood 

fibre by 2011. 

2011: Home Depot commits to sourcing 100 per cent of framing lumber as FSC certified in its San 

Francisco Bay area stores. 

2012: The 2012 London Olympic Park development achieves project certification from both FSC 

and PEFC for its timber usage; three-quarters of the timber used is FSC certified. 

2012: IKEA aims to source 50 per cent of its wood material (10 million cubic metres, projected) 

from recycled wood or from FSC certified forests by 2017. 

Source: Potts et al., 2014, p. 216 

 

The demand by business is potentially much bigger and is driven by a few factors of which 

reputation management and due diligence throughout the supply chain are the most important ones. 

 

4.3 Government Drivers  

 
Governments promote the adoption of voluntary standards at least through three means.  

First, through inclusion of private governance systems in legislation. An interesting example in this 

respect is EU Regulation 995/2010 on the prevention of sales of illegal timber and timber products 

within the EU. Importers of timber products must provide for legality verification, i.e. attestation 

that the forest products originate from legally harvested forest, of the imported products. Article 6 

explicitly mentions that this legality verification can take the form of 3rd party certification based on 
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private standards. As a result several leading certification initiatives in the forestry sector such as the 

Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) are preparing themselves to comply with the requirement in the 

EU Regulation. Also the directive on renewable energy of the EU makes explicit reference to certain 

VSS as evidence for good practice. However, not only the EU  includes VSS in government 

regulation. In the forest sector (infra) there are examples from other countries which make forest 

certification mandatory for forest concessions. Only recently, the government of Jamaica made 

GlobalG.A.P. a requirement for all exporting farmers. (GlobalG.A.P. Newsletter, March 2015) 

Second, governments promote VVS through sustainable public procurement. A common way for 

governments to provide incentives for the development and adoption of private standards which 

include labour standards is Sustainable Public Procurement (SPP). Globally, the share of public 

procurement can represent anything from 10% to 25% of Gross Domestic Product (see estimates in 

D’Hollander and Marx, 2014). SPP implies making the granting of a public contract conditional on 

sustainable performance, by integrating certain environmental and social criteria into the 

procurement procedure. Such practices include public authorities demanding wood products that are 

manufactured from wood that originates from forests which comply with social and environmental 

standards or clothing for state employees which is made according to the ILO conventions. The 

development of SPP policies has not been restricted to national governments; often local, provincial 

or regional authorities have initiated SPP, while intergovernmental bodies and multilateral 

institutions have developed similar policies as well. In practice, private standards often act as proof of 

compliance of the sustainability criteria. A clear legal framework for SPP has for example been 

established at the EU level by EU Directives, which allow the integration of environmental and 

social criteria in public procurement under certain conditions.  

Third, recent legislation targeting the disclosure of non-financial information of supply chains might 

contribute to a further proliferation of private standards such as the California Act on Transparency 

in supply chains or the EU directive on non-financial reporting. In these reports, VSS can feature as 

proof of assurance that supply chains are monitored and governed.  

 

 



24. 
 

 

5. What Impact Do VSS Have? 
 

 

 

 

 

In essence, VSS aim to contribute to sustainable development by initiating a change process 

in order to improve the social, environmental and economic situation. For a discussion on different 

approaches to effectiveness in the case of VSS see Marx et al. (2012). Recently a significant amount 

of literature has focused on identifying impacts of VSS. Given the diversity of schemes we aim to 

summarize some of the main findings. For some VSS and commodities we are able to rely on some 

meta-studies, while for others like forest certification or labour governance, the literature is more 

diffused. These three areas, agricultural commodities, forestry and labour governance (including 

textiles, apparel, electronics sectors) are the most studied ones. Throughout the literature one can 

identify several different types of impacts on different levels. They can differ between schemes which 

are analyzed. In the following sections we aim to capture some of the main results on the impact of 

VSS which can be found in the literature. This literature review is based on a screening of the most 

important studies which have recently been released as well as an identification of additional studies 

based on a search in Web of Science which is the most elaborated database for peer reviewed 

academic papers. Important to note is that VSS generate an impact on different levels and aspects, 

making an integrated assessment very hard. This diversity of impacts also shows that one has to be 

careful to draw any conclusion on ‘the’ impact of VSS. In addition, an assessment of the impact of 

VSS must deal with questions such as impact on whom, intended impact and untended impact, direct 

and indirect impact, short-term and long-term impact, spill-over effects. In the case of VSS, the issue 

is further complicated by the fact that definitions of ‘sustainability’ are normative and contingent on 

social, economic, ecological and political factors. The generally accepted impact assessment approach 

amongst VSS organizations uses the concept of impact chains, or pathways, to trace how specific 

interventions by standard setters lead to desired impacts by way of the outputs and outcomes they 
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generate. This requires the standard setting agency to articulate a theory of change based on each 

impact (environmental, social or economic) they intend to achieve, and  subsequently collect data to 

validate whether the process works on the ground.  This is a complicated process as a given context 

may generate multiple, often conflicting pathways, depending on the selected impact parameters. 

This idea is presented in figure 4. This figure outlines how the adoption of VSS can be used as an 

input to change actions (activities) which then further lead to outputs, outcomes and in the end 

impact in relation to sustainable development. The distinction between outputs, outcomes and 

impacts is partially overlapping but aims to clarify that VSS can generate an immediate output which 

only after a while generates impacts in terms of sustainability. 

 

Figure 4: Impact pathways (adapted from ITC, 2011a: P.3) 
 

 

Taking these complexities as contextual information into account we proceed by first discussing 

the main literature and studies related to agricultural commodities. Next we turn to studies on 

forest products. Finally we discuss the literature specifically related to private labor governance. 

 

5.1 Review of VSS Impacts Concerning Agricultural Commodities 
 

Concerning agricultural commodities several meta-studies have recently been published. This section 

presents the main results of the most current and comprehensive studies analyzing the impact of 

VSS for agricultural commodities. Two of the selected sources (FAO, 2014; ITC 2011a,b) are 

literature reviews covering the most relevant impact studies for agriculture related VSS across 
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standards, commodities and regions. The FAO literature review covers 101 studies, out of which 30 

studies are deemed sufficiently rigorous. The focus of this review is on understanding the impact of 

VSS on smallholder farmers’ access to markets. The scope of the ITC literature review is broader: 

the first part of the review, which includes 47 studies, covers environmental impacts in addition to 

profitability, market access and development issues. The second part of the review is concerned with 

the impact of VSS on value chain governance. Similar to the FAO review, ITC categorizes the 

corpus of reviewed studies based on rigor. Both reviews comment on the overall lack of rigorous, 

counterfactual based impact analysis studies. Perhaps unsurprisingly, the more rigorous, independent, 

studies were also observed to generate more mixed results. The authors of the FAO report note that 

on the whole, certain standards, such as Fairtrade, GlobalGap, Organic along with commodities (e.g. 

Coffee and Horticulture) and geographic regions, are analyzed more than others. While this may be 

due to their greater importance based on global reach, in the case of standards; trade volumes, in the 

case of commodities, or maturity of value chains in certain geographic areas, it is imperative to 

broaden the scope of analysis in order to gain a more comprehensive understanding of VSS impacts. 

For example, only 10 out of 47 studies selected for the ITC review were concerned with 

environmental impacts, despite the fact that most standards have an environment related agenda. 

This indicates a specific omission in the literature and call for more interdisciplinary and integrated 

research on the impacts of VSS. Another key point stated in these literature reviews is that VSS 

impacts are highly context dependent, therefore generalizations should be avoided. The observations 

presented in this section are meant to illustrate certain common trends observed across a range of 

contexts, however the processes and mechanisms that create them may differ from case to case. We 

complement these meta-reviews with a second set of recent studies which contain new empirical 

information. They were published by two UK universities (SOAS FTEPR, 2014; Greenwich, 2014) 

and funded by DIFID. They were primarily geared towards understanding the developmental 

impacts of VSS. Both studies use rigorous research designs – including both quantitative and 

qualitative data, along with counterfactuals – to provide an in depth understanding of the impacts 

generated by VSS. The fieldwork for these studies was conducted in Ethiopia, Uganda, Ghana, 

Ecuador, Kenya and India and covered the Coffee, Tea, Horticulture and Cocoa sectors. Specifically, 

the impacts were studied with regards to the Fairtrade, Rainforest Alliance, and UTZ certified 

standards. Most VSS standards legitimize their activities by emphasizing their development impacts, 

hence we selected the most current and rigorous studies to test the validity of these claims. In 
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discussing the main results, we divide the impacts, as is done in the studies, between a standard-

takers perspective and a more aggregated level.  

5.1.1 Impacts of VSS on the Standard Taker  
 

VSS impact standard-takers on several components. We discuss the most relevant ones which can be 

found back in the literature. 

Profitability – A large number of impact studies focus on parameters related to profitability, 

including price premiums gained by participating in VSS, increase in yield, quality or net income as 

well as costs incurred. In the ITC report, 38 out of 47 selected studies used these indicators to 

measure impact. Similarly, the FAO review noted 29 out of 30 studies designated as rigorous used 

price and profitability based variables. The ITC review found that on balance the evidence suggested 

a positive impact on price received, however, the authors of the Greenwich report caution against 

interpreting these results given that it is very difficult to identify whether price premiums are a result 

of VSS participation or broader market dynamics. Institutional factors play a crucial role in 

determining the impact of price premiums passed from buyer to producer.  In the case of 

COCOBOD, a Ghanian government initiative, it was observed that the minimum price of Cocoa 

was guaranteed, which reduced the impact of premiums received from Fairtrade certification 

(Greenwich, 2014). The FAO review found a similar, albeit more mixed trend towards higher selling 

prices. The authors also observed that most of the positive impacts belonged to studies looking at 

the Fairtrade and Organic standards. Although, this could be because these two standards also have a 

statistically larger sample of studies associated with them.  

Concerning yield and quality, the ITC report presents a mixed picture, where 5 out of 11 studies 

indicate a positive impact and 6 note a negative impact. The FAO report too presented similar, 

varied results. Usually, when adopting a new standard such as Organic, there is a change in 

agricultural yield. In some cases, transition to organic farming actually saw yields and quality increase 

and in others there was an opposite effect, at least during the initial phases of transition. Citing 

Killian et al (2006) (in ITC, 2011b: p.14 ) , the authors of the ITC report note that an improvement 

in quality may have a more profound impact on net income compared to price or yields. This 

sentiment is also echoed by Cramer et al (SOAS, 2014) who observed that high quality producers in 

the Ugandan horticulture sector provided better wages and enjoyed better margins. This finding 

corresponds to earlier studies by Maertens and Swinnen (2012). 
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Market Access, Inclusion and technology transfer – facilitating access to markets for 

marginalized farmers is one of the key aims of VSS initiatives such as Fairtrade. It is also one of the 

primary reasons that drive producers to adopt VSS. Unfortunately, the definition of what constitutes 

“markets” is quite ambiguous in both the ITC and FAO reviews. There is a tendency in VSS 

literature to conflate markets narrowly with a place where commodities are sold. In reality though,  

VSS has an impact on many interconnected markets including labor markets as well as input markets, 

which include access to credit and financial services, fertilizer, seeds, technology etc. Considering the 

results of studies from this perspective allows for a more nuanced understanding of the extent to 

which VSS generates inclusion. Evidence reported across both reviews, as well as the Greenwich 

study, point to net positive impacts in the input market, where producers reported improved access 

to credit and technical know-how as a result of VSS participation. Multiple studies suggest that direct 

support from standard agencies in accessing these crucial inputs create the most conducive 

conditions for producer inclusion. Buyer support  is especially relevant in light of the substantial 

evidence that  high costs associated with vertical coordination in VSS directed value chains, inhibit 

the ability of the most vulnerable farmers and individuals from participating in the export markets. 

Authors of the SOAS study found that most Fairtrade certified producers of coffee, and flowers in 

Uganda and Ethiopia already had an established market presence prior to certification. In fact, all 

sources used for the review agreed that economies of scale as well as prior income and assets were 

the most important determinants of VSS adoption. Also striking was the apparent lack of evidence 

on producers’ functional upgrading or “moving up the value chain” to higher value activities. The 

Greenwich report puts this across quite bluntly: “while there are commonly benefits from 

sustainability certification, the impacts are limited and large numbers of producers are not (original 

emphasis) moving up the poverty ladder to the next levels.”(p.81) 

 

5.1.2 Impacts of VSS on a More Aggregated Level 
 

Besides impacts on the specific standard-takers VSS in agricultural commodities also generate more 

aggregated impacts in terms of development. This includes impact on wages and assets, gender 

equity, health and education, environmental sustainability. We briefly discuss each.   
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Developmental Impacts  

One of the most hotly debated themes in the literature on VSS concerns its actual impact on 

development. After all, improving the plight of poor, marginalized farmers while promoting 

sustainable farming practices, was the raison d'être behind the establishment of many VSS. Despite 

this, an evaluation of the available evidence shows that relatively few studies – 16 out of 47 in ITC –  

actually pay attention to these issues. It is also interesting to note that the FAO chose to omit studies 

on VSS development impacts even though the authors admit that market inclusion does not in itself 

lead to positive development outcomes. Fortunately, despite their lack of coverage, the two studies 

commissioned by DIFID provide some insight into how adoption of VSS impacts development 

which are discussed below.  

Wages and assets – the most confusing and confused elements when evaluating impacts is the level 

at which development impacts are analyzed. In most of the literature on VSS there has been a 

tendency to treat smallholder farmers as the unit of analysis. It is further (generally) assumed that 

these farmers are self-employed. However,  out of a sample of 11,858 adults surveyed in Ethiopia 

and Uganda by SOAS researchers, a significant number of individuals were employed as wage labor. 

The proportions differed based on the site and commodity, but between 30 to 60% of respondents 

had worked for wages in both, Fairtrade as well as non-Fairtrade farms. A similar trend was indicated 

in the sites studied by the Greenwich research team. Results from the SOAS report indicate that 

wage labor employed on Fairtrade farms, on average, received lower wages and had fewer assets 

compared to those who worked on non-Fairtrade farms. The Greenwich study was slightly more 

positive, stating that on balance, even though household assets of those engaged in VSS did not 

increase significantly, they did perceive themselves as better off compared to those who worked on 

non-certified farms. On the topic of labor wages on smallholder farms, the Greenwich report lacked 

sufficient evidence to draw conclusions.   

Gender equity –Most commentators seem to be in agreement that VSS has been largely 

unsuccessful in addressing the plight of female laborers. SOAS researchers report that female wage-

workers in the sites selected for study across Ethiopia and Uganda, were statistically less likely to 

have completed education at the primary school level (p.58). Also, women working in the Fairtrade 

sites were paid lower daily wages compared to those working in non-Fairtrade sites (p.71). While the 
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Greenwich report cites a few positive instances of women’s empowerment due to participation in 

VSS, the overall results indicate that there are still socio-cultural barriers that preclude the benefits 

from percolating to them (p.52-55). In a similar vein, the ITC report states that “female participation 

in farm activities and decision-making was actually less in farms associated with private standards” 

and that women’s participation in household income was reduced (p.18)  

Health and Education – comparing the overall impact of VSS on health and education across the 

reports selected is challenging because the parameters used to measure these indicators are not well 

defined. For instance, ITC reports that 6 out of 12 studies cited improved outcomes in food 

consumption as well as “health and education” (p.18), however it does not elaborate on the 

parameters used to measure these criterion. .  The SOAS report defines the parameters for 

measurement more explicitly. For instance, the authors use educational attainment at the primary and 

secondary school level as a proxy. They report that individuals hired as wage labor in Fairtrade as 

well as non-Fairtrade sites had significantly lower levels of education compared to those who were 

employed in other forms of wage labor (p.57). For analyzing health outcomes of VSS participation, 

the researchers used dietary intake (quality of food consumed) and found similar discrepancies 

amongst Fairtrade and non-Fairtrade wage -workers (p.65).  The Greenwich study, on the other 

hand, focuses on whether health and safety training and services were provided to workers. To 

measure educational outcomes, the researchers used access to child-care and scholarship programs as 

indicators. Based on reading the descriptive evidence (p.42-48) there appears to be a positive impact, 

however since the overall results are not clearly disaggregated in the presentation of the results (p117 

-134), it is not possible to draw any conclusions.  

Environmental Sustainability 

As mentioned previously, currently there is a dearth of studies evaluating the environmental impacts 

of VSS. Typically, environmental impacts cover topics such as resource management, soil 

conservation, biodiversity and water quality. The ITC literature review noted only 19 studies which 

dealt with these themes to some degree. Out of these 19, only 5 were deemed sufficiently rigorous. 

Predictably, due to the few cases available to analyze,  it is difficult to draw any general conclusions. 

ITC notes that positive outcomes were mostly observed in the area of soil conservation on Coffee 

plantations. Other studies found no change in the level of resource degradation (Nebel et al, 2005), 

or increased soil erosion in the case of some Fairtrade plantations (Segura and Arias, 2008).  The 

bigger question though, is not whether VSS promotes sustainable practices, but if it can make a 
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substantial difference in cases where local institutions for natural resource management are 

insufficient, or conversely, already effective. For instance, the ITC cites studies by De Lima et al 

(2009), in which the authors noted a net positive impact of VSS on deforestation, however when 

compared to a control group of “forest operatives” using local forest management practices, it was 

hard to justify that certified areas produced significant results that could not have been achieved in 

their absence. Taking a more political-ecology view, some also argue that intervention by VSS 

organizations undermines or reduces incentives for local governments to undertake purposeful 

legislation (Visseren-Hamakers and Glasbergen, 2006 in ITC, 2011).  

5.1.3 Voluntary Standards and Value Chains 
 

The discussion above illustrates the importance of analyzing VSS in the context of value chains and 

value chain governance. Its importance amongst policymakers and academics is also highlighted by 

the fact that the ITC dedicated an entire report (2011a) – covering 63 studies – on the impact of VSS 

on global value chains. The available studies are focused on four broad themes, namely: the impact 

of VSS on the management of value chains; the impact of standards on upgrading opportunities for 

producers; the extent to which small producers are included within value chains and, the extent to 

which VSS influences the distribution of revenue along the value chain.  

In today’s complex, global value chains, comprising many producers, buyers and intermediaries, the 

biggest challenge is to create a set of rules and processes to reduce the cost of transactions involved 

in the management of relationships. While the advent of computer based management information 

systems and the internet have contributed greatly to achieving this objective in some sectors, such as 

manufactured commodities, there are still significant challenges to be overcome in dealing with 

primary sector commodities. Evidence from the ITC and FAO reports suggest that VSS 

organizations have certainly succeeded in mainstreaming their activities by improving co-ordination 

within chains,. However, consumer preferences and the institutional settings of consuming countries 

still determine the structure and organization of value chains.  For instance, the Fairtrade 

organization has a dominant market position in the U.K. and British consumers prefer Colombian 

coffee, hence there is a greater concentration of Fairtrade production in Colombia. Similarly, Sara lee 

– the largest coffee roaster in Netherlands – prefers to source from medium to large farms. Since this 

is the favored producer group for UTZ, Sara Lee prefers to source UTZ certified coffee, as opposed 

to Fairtrade (FAO, 2014). There is also a paradox at the heart of VSS engagement in GVCs: the most 
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successful cases of improved buyer – producer coordination have required buyers, or VSS agents, to 

work closely with producers, rather than keeping them at arms-length (ITC, 2011b). 

Similarly, available literature indicates that while the expansion of VSS has in general increased 

revenues within certain value chains, the distribution of revenue is not equitable and still favors the 

retailer over the producer (ibid). However, both ITC and FAO reports recommend caution in 

interpreting these results. Revenues from agricultural commodities are highly sensitive to world 

market prices, moreover, the accounting methods used by retailers and intermediaries do not allow 

for a straightforward calculation of premiums gained at each point of the value chain.  There is also 

evidence in some cases that disparities in revenue distribution also exists between producers. While 

studying the distribution of revenue within Fairtrade producer cooperatives, SOAS researchers found 

that most of these cooperatives (in the study area) were dominated by a few producers who 

accounted for a large share of the production as well as income. A majority of the studies cited in the 

ITC report similarly seem to indicate an uneven distribution of benefits amongst producers. More 

importantly though, the authors comment that the distribution of benefits is largely a function of 

“value chain governance and structures.” (executive summary, p. X). Previously we discussed how 

value chains dominated by buyers influence how these chains are governed. Value chain structures 

are determined by the nature of production related activities, information flows and transactions 

amongst buyers, producers and other intermediaries. Both ITC and FAO reports show that within 

VSS influenced value chains contractual relationships between exporters and producers are tighter. 

Since costs of certification are usually borne by exporters, they in turn lock in those producers whose 

certification they invest in. This generates mixed results. On one hand, tighter contractual 

relationships increase the dependency of producers on exporters. On the other hand, producers 

bound by contracts also experience better access to infrastructure and technical expertise.   

One way to bridge the gap between buyer and producer is to provide opportunities for producers to 

upgrade to higher value activities. The ITC report suggests that standards in most cases facilitate or 

even demand upgrading. According to the report, one of the ways in which producers appear to 

respond is by vertically integrating i.e. combining several steps in production such as production, 

processing and distribution. Although, the authors of the ITC and FAO reports indicate that the 

opportunities to upgrade are only available to a few, established lead producers. In order to satisfy 

quality requirements demanded by standards, smaller producers require substantial investments in 

infrastructure and management, for which they lack adequate resources.   
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5.1.4 Summary of VSS Impacts  
 

The following table (5.2) presents a summary of the results by each indicator discussed thus far based 

on the four studies reviewed. Two studies were literature reviews (ITC and FAO), and the remaining 

two were independent reports commissioned by DIFID (SOAS FTEPR and Greenwich). Keeping 

this in mind, the numbers stated in the table indicate: a) the number of studies citing positive, negative 

or no outcomes for a particular indicator in the case of the literature reviews; b) with regards to the 

DIFID studies, the results are similarly broken down according to the number of study sites indicated 

in each report. To illustrate: for the “Net Income” indicator, 8 out of 14 ITC and 16 out of 30 

studies reviewed by FAO claim a positive impact. In the case of the SOAS study, out of 6 Fair-trade 

sites, only 1 was documented as having a positive impact. An important caveat when considering the 

results of the SOAS study is that compared to the others it explicitly analyzes the impact on 

individual wage labor, therefore, Net Income here is the actual wage earned by individuals, as 

opposed to net profits at the farm level reported in the other studies.  

A result is considered positive (green) or negative (red), when the positive cases are significantly 

higher than the negative or no-impact cases and visa- versa for the negative cases. For example, if for 

an indicator a report cites 6 positive cases, 4 no impact and 2 negative, then this would not qualify 

for either a green or red category because the outcome is inconclusive, alternatively if there were 6 

positive cases and 3 no impact or negative cases, then the overall outcome would be marked in green 

as positive. 
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Table 4: Summary of impact scores across reports reviewed 

             

 
ITC (2011b) FAO (2014) Greenwich (2014)d SOAS FTEPR (2014)d 

Impact indicator Positive  

No 

Impact Negative Positive  

No 

Impact Negative Positive  

No 

Impact Negative Positive  

No 

Impact Negative 

Producer Profitability 

Price  10 3 0 22 10 1 NI NI NI NI NI NI 

Yield 1 0 2 11 9 4 3 2 NI NI NI NI 

Quality 2 2 0 5 2 0 3 2 NI NI NI NI 

Net Income 8 4 2 16 12 2 3 3 NI 1 0 5c 

Production Costs* NI NI NI 3 7 14 NI NI NI NI NI NI 

Compliance Costs* NI NI NI 0 2 4 NI NI NI NI NI NI 

Business Opportunities  

Inclusion of different segments  NI NI NI NI NI NI 4 3 NI 0 0 6 

Process Upgrading  0 4 0 11 NI 14 NI NI NI NI NI NI 

Access to credit, input, markets 5 0 0 22a NI 15 5 0 NI NI NI NI 

Farming and management 

capabilities /Knowledge transfer  
4 0 0 8 NI NI 5 1 NI NI NI NI 

Credibility 0 0 0 7 NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI 

Socio-economic Development  

Wealth  2 3 0 NI NI NI 7b 6 NI 0 0 6 

Food Consumption 2 0 0 NI NI NI NI NI NI 0 0 6 

Education and Health 3 0 0 NI NI NI NI NI NI 0 0 6 

Working conditions 1 2 0 NI NI NI 1 1 NI NI NI NI 

Employment 2 0 1 NI NI NI NI NI NI 0 0 6 

Community strengthning 3 1 1 NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI 

Gender balance and equality 0 4 0 NI NI NI 3 5 NI 0 0 6 

Environment 

Soil 1 0 1 NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI 

Resource Conservation  1 1 0 NI NI NI 5 NI NI NI NI NI 

Bio-diversity 1 0 0 NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI 

Wider Impacts/Spill-over effects  NI NI NI NI NI NI 5 2 NI NI NI NI 

      

* Costs were only considered as part of the FAO review. Positive results for costs indicate a net decrease in cost and visa-versa 
    A Market access and upgrading only refers to smallholders. The FAO report does not define its criteria for smallholders 
    NI Indicator was not included within the review 
    B These figures also combine the results from the "Coverage of Basic Needs" indicator mentioned in the Greenwich report 
    

C 

Since the SOAS report specifically deals with wage labour, net income here refers to differences in wages between Fairtrade and Non-Fairtrade 

labour.  
    

D 

Since FAO and ITC are literature reviews while the SOAS and Greenwich reports are empirical studies, their results should be interpreted 

separately.  
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5.2 Review of Impact of Forest Related Products 
 

In the area of forest governance, another area in which certification has been very prominent, no 

meta-reviews exist. In this case impact studies also focus sometimes on a different set of parameters 

such as organizational level impacts, the political empowerment of communities and the contribution 

of VSS to the enforcement of existing national legislation. Below we discuss some of the main 

studies focusing on forest and agroforestry certification. We divide the impacts by organizational 

impacts, social impacts, economic impacts and environmental impacts 

5.2.1 Organizational Level Impact - Changing Procedures and Management 

Systems 
 

Organizational level impacts can take many forms. They can refer to intra-organizational changes 

and change processes as well as inter-organizational changes between actors. It should be noted that 

the concept of ‘organization’ in VSS can contain several meanings, including firms, communities, 

community-based organizations, units of natural resources, etc. 

Several studies have tried to analyze the impact of certification in organizations in terms of how they 

operate. In context of forest certification several studies have taken this approach. Concerning the 

general impact in terms of number of organizational changes Moore et al (2012) analyzed the impact 

of the FSC and Sustainable Forestry Initiative (SFI) Forest Certification in North America. They 

conducted e-mail surveys of organizations that had received forest management certification under 

the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) in the United States and Sustainable Forestry Initiative (SFI) in 

the United States and Canada to determine whether forest certification has changed forest 

management practices and if the changes are practically and statistically different between systems. 

The results indicate that forest certification generated substantial changes in practices of firms. On 

average, firms implemented 13-14 changes in forestry, environmental, social, and economic/system 

practices to obtain or maintain forest certification. Although there was no statistical difference 

between the two systems in the total number of changes, there were many differences in the 

implementation of specific forest practices, with FSC requiring more environmental/forest 

management changes and SFI focusing more on environmental management system changes. Their 

study also showed that forest managers believed that the benefits of forest certification were greater 

than the disadvantages. Managers of SFI certified entities rated the benefits of forest certification 
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higher than managers of FSC certified entities, but also rated the disadvantages higher. Most 

respondents felt certification accomplished their objectives and were likely to recertify, thus 

indicating their endorsement of the process. 

A similar type of study was conducted by Cubbage et al. (2010) who analyzed the impacts of forest 

management certification on organizational changes in Argentina and Chile. Individuals at ten firms 

in Argentina and Chile that had received Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) or Sistema Chileno de 

Certificacion Forestal (CERTFOR) forest management certification were interviewed to determine 

the management, environmental, social, and economic impacts of certification. Cubbage et al found 

that all firms improved many practices in forest management, environmental protection, community 

relations, public affairs, economic, and environmental management systems in order to receive 

certification, with an average of 27 changes reported per firm that received forest certification. The 

amount of changes were fairly evenly distributed among forest management practices, social and 

legal aspects, and economic impacts. Most firms certified by FSC received several conditions or 

corrective action requests, but these represented only about one-third of the 27 changes those firms 

made in order to receive or maintain certification. Certification appeared to prompt similar changes 

in Argentina and Chile, and with FSC and CERTFOR. Certified firms usually hired only one or two 

new employees for certification, but did shift job responsibilities so that about 5% to 10% of 

personnel time was spent on certification. Individuals at interviewed firms were generally very 

satisfied with certification and all firms except one intended to re-certify. Finally, the degree to which 

certification induces organizational change was also examined by Newsom et al. (2006). Their 

research systematically assessed documented conditions and pre-conditions that forest companies 

seeking FSC certification in the United States were required to address in order to obtain, or 

maintain, their certificates. They examined the changes that 80 SmartWood-certified forestry 

operations were required to make to forest management, ecological, social, and procedural elements 

of their forestry practices as a requirement of the certification process. They found that Management 

Plans, Monitoring and Inventory most frequently required change (by 94%, 79% and 71% of 

certified operations, respectively), followed by ecological elements such as High Conservation Value 

Forests and Woody Debris, Snags and Legacy Trees (by 71% and 63% of operations, respectively). 

They did not observe differences between small and large operations. Overall the results show that 

even the early adopters of certification were required to make important changes as a result of the 

certification process.  
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In a recent study, Duchelle et al (2014) combine an analysis of organizational changes with an 

analysis of socio-economic benefits. They analyze whether certification (different certification 

schemes) is associated with better forest management and socio-economic benefits in nuts forests in 

Western Amazonia. They compare environmental and socioeconomic benefits of nut certification 

for 231 producers in 17 communities in the tri-national border region of Bolivia, Brazil, and Peru. 

They focused on differences in "best management practices" between certified and noncertified 

producers; socioeconomic benefits associated with certified nuts and producer perceptions of nut 

certification. Organic and Fairtrade certification were associated with better postharvest practices and 

higher prices, while Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) certification was related to pre-harvest 

planning (management of the forest). Certification was viewed most positively in Bolivia, where 

producers gleaned financial and social benefits, moderately in Peru, and least positively in Brazil, 

where benefits were perceived to be lower or nonexistent. Interestingly their paper shows that 

partnerships with cooperatives, donors, government and nongovernmental organizations are 

essential to maximize conservation and development objectives (infra). Eden (2008) also illustrates 

how forest certification contributes towards learning of local communities on how to sustainably 

manage local forests. 

These studies, indicate that certification is often more than window-dressing and inducing clear 

changes in operations. Whether that corresponds to a sufficient level of sustainability is still an 

outstanding question. 

5.2.2 Social Impact 

 
In forest certification research and literature the focus on social impacts concentrates to a certain 

degree on the question whether voluntary standards contribute to social development with a specific 

focus on the political and socio-economic empowerment of small-scale operators and communities. 

This research takes some different directions.  

Wiersum et al. (2013), for example, assess the empowerment potential of voluntary standards in 

terms of engaging transnationally with other actors. In other words, they analyze how the 

certification of community forestry entreprises leads to the incorporation of these community based 

forest initiatives in international forest governance. The FSC is analyzed as an illustrative case of the 

trend towards increased incorporation of community-based forest enterprises into international 

initiatives for sustainable forest management and global markets. They argue that the experiences 
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with FSC certification of community-based forest enterprises demonstrates that community forestry 

is enlarging its scope from autonomous decision-making on local practice to incorporation in 

international forest governance systems and hence politically empowering local initiatives. 

Most studies however have focused on certifications impacts local social relations.  Tsanga et al. 

(2014) analyze the role of forest certification (FSC) in improving the relationships between logging 

companies and communities. Their case study focuses on Cameroon and essentially aims to 

understand the degree to which forest certification transforms social relations. The social component 

of the FSC forest certification system aims to integrate local population/ indeginous groups in the 

forest management of a region. Tsanga et al (2014) assess how local organizations, active around six 

FSC certified concessions in Cameroon, connect local communities to logging companies. These 

local organizations aim to build and maintain a positive relationship between communities and 

logging companies. Their results show that FSC certification plays a key role in the emergence of 

multi-stakeholder platforms that function as mechanisms of improved 'social exchange' and the 

strengthening of local networks. In addition they find that this interaction between the local 

communities and logging companies contributes to less conflicting relations between logging 

companies and local communities, as well as reinforcing the social requirements of the local forest 

laws. They also observe several shortcomings and suggest that logging companies should consider 

improving the balance of power between themselves and the communities when establishing and 

managing these local organizations and discussion platforms. In a similar vein with a focus on 

network formation and social capital building Murphy and Lawhon (2011) analyze how forest 

certification contributes to trust building in the forest product sector in Bolivia. They analyze the 

relationships between market intermediaries (brokers and buyers) and rural suppliers and forest 

communities in Bolivia. They distinguish three types of buyer-supplier relationships in Bolivia, direct 

ties between wood brokers/buyers and suppliers, nongovernmental organization (NGO) mediated 

exchange relationships and Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) certification of suppliers and show 

how certification can contribute to trust-building and hence the development of social capital.  

Quaedvlieg et al. (2014) specifically focus on empowerment and explore whether nut certification in 

the Amazon basin leads to the empowerment and inclusion of Peruvian smallholders in natural 

resource management. Based on a study of three Amazon nut certifications (Forest Stewardship 

Council, organic and Fairtrade) carried out in Madre de Dios, Peru, in 2008 and 2010 Quaedvlieg et 

al assess empowerment outcomes of Amazon nut certification schemes. Their findings show that 
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certification enhances producers' political empowerment (having a voice based on representation and 

social organization and increased self-confidence in one's ability to effect change) by increasing their 

organizational capacity and managerial know-how. However, they also found that limited demand, 

monetary benefits and economic viability are major constraints on their economic empowerment 

(increased assets and capabilities that enable them to benefit from new opportunities and freedom to 

make economic decisions).  

These studies seem to suggest that forest certification holds potential to integrate small-holders in 

transnational commodity chains and empower them. However, this assessment is not shared by 

everyone in the sense that several authors point to the difficulties small-scale operators are 

confronted with in the context of the certification process.  Pourcq et al. (2009), for example,  

document the challenges indigenous community-based forestry is confronted with in the Bolivian 

lowlands.  They argue that Indigenous Community Forest Operations (CFOs) that have been 

certified according to the Principles and Criteria of the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) face 

numerous obstacles in their struggle to remain certified and obtain tangible economic benefits. Three 

basic conditions for successful CFO certification are (i) socio-economic stability, (ii) economic 

viability, and (iii) community members demonstrating an understanding of the key concepts of the 

FSC certification process. Based upon fieldwork in four Bolivian CFOs and more than 140 

interviews, this paper identifies some of the major constraints on community forestry certification in 

Bolivia. The findings suggest that the present conditions in the studied CFOs are jeopardizing FSC 

certification and its ability to yield a positive financial cost-benefit balance in the long term. In 

contrary to what is generally being assumed by Bolivian FSC experts and stakeholders, this study 

suggest that the recent tendency to form certified community-company alliances, as an alternative to 

existing approaches, might not (yet) be able to deliver much direct economic benefits to the 

communities. Nebel et al. (2005) also provide a critical assessment based on a case study of Bolivia. 

They analyze the development and economic significance of FSC forest certification in Bolivia. Their 

paper studies the conditions imposed on forest operators for getting certified, and the export prices 

of certified vs. non-certified timber products. This provides a basis for assessing aspects of the 

effectiveness, efficiency and equity of certification. Effectiveness in terms of certified area has been 

modest: almost 1 million ha of natural forests, or 14% of the area with management plans, 

dominated by only five large companies that probably are among the best performing. The 

conditions for certification are a proxy of its impact, and they mainly regarded documentation, 

monitoring and environmental issues that might immediately be complied with. Forest management 
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in Bolivia has developed on the basis of an external supported law reform imposing restrictive and 

controlled regulations and norms, and when fulfilling the new law requirements the FSC principles 

and criteria are largely met. Only little improvement was obtained through certification in itself. 

Furthermore, deforestation persists unabated. Therefore, it appears that major roles of the FSC 

certification have been (i) regulation-oriented verification of compliance with already established 

norms and (ii) creation of a forum for consensus formation between dominating policy formulating 

actors. Higher prices, in the range of 5-51%, were paid for the majority of exported certified timber 

products. There are indications that the price premiums exceed the direct operational costs of 

certification, but this excess profit will presumably disappear when the market develops. However, 

the substantial public support not based on private initiative that has been given to the certification 

development restricts the interpretation of the concept as a successful market-based forest policy 

instrument. The dominance of large enterprises in certification confirms the fear that this tool 

distorts the conditions of forest production at the national level-small-scale and community based 

enterprises had difficulties in getting certified.  

Pinto and McDermott (2013) are also more critical about the empowerment potential of 

certification. They argue that voluntary standards such as the Forest Stewardship Council aim to use 

markets to promote socially and environmentally responsible forest management. They highlight the 

importance of social ‘equity’ in this context indicating an inclusive approach to certification which 

takes on board large as well as small forest owners, operators, etc. In other words, that small-holders 

are integrated in the certification process. Pinto and McDermott develop a framework to assess if 

FSC equity goals are coherent and adherent to its policies, standards and impacts. In addition they 

assess what factors in FSC's implementation are influencing that coherency and whether FSC's 

policies on equity match expectations of stakeholders affected by certification. They apply this 

framework to a case study of the FSC in Brazil.  They found that market factors, local capacity, and 

procedural rules governing the certification process influence FSC's implementation in an 

asymmetric way, favoring the certification of large industrial firms over community-based operations. 

They argue that this contrasts with the expectations of local stakeholders. Dan Klooster (2005) , 

based on fieldwork in Mexico, where in the beginning of the new millennium 12 percent of the wood 

harvest was certified finds similar results about the potential of forest certification to reach 

smallholders. His paper examines the mainstreaming of forest certification through retailing. 

However, he notes that the retailer focus limits the spread of forest certification among medium-

sized, small, and community forest management operations. It also raises questions of fairness 
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because it imposes costs on forest managers without providing compensation through higher prices. 

He observes that NGOs implement programs to make Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) 

certification more accessible and more useful to forest managers, but argues that these initiatives do 

not resolve the imbalance of power between the big retailers demanding certification and the small 

forest managers who must absorb increased costs. The dominance of big retailers in commodity 

networks provides an attractive route to rapidly mainstream certification schemes, but it also limits 

their reach and compromises their equity. According to Klooster (2006) in a follow-up paper 

mapped the Mexican wood commodity network and identified all the key-players including forest 

villagers, forest managers, wood processors, government regulators, and transnational wood retailers. 

The big retailers, however, are the most powerful actors in the commodity network, and their 

demands for high volumes and low prices dominate the market logic. As a result, forest certification 

has so far failed to generate prices that permit forest managers, especially small-holders, to cover the 

costs of certification and its required forest management improvements. He argues that the 

instrument imposes requirements on southern producers without rewarding them for their increased 

efforts.  

More in general Bostrom provides a good discussion on the challenges related to the social 

dimension. Bostrom (2012) analyzes the challenges related to operationalizing the social dimension 

of voluntary sustainability standards. Using qualitative interviews, FSC-related documents, participant 

observation, as well as previous research, the article examines the successes and challenges associated 

with including social sustainability features in the standards and certification process. Observed 

achievements and difficulties are highlighted in relation to four general aspects: (1) improvement of 

substantive social sustainability goals; (2) local organisation, empowerment and employment; (3) 

communication; and (4) small-scale and community-based forestry.  

5.2.3 Economic Impact 
 

On a more general level  Overdevest and  Rickenbach (2006) conceptualise the benefits forest 

certification offers to certification holders. They identify three possible benefits. First, as a market-

based mechanism that performs by providing market advantages (in terms of price premiums, 

market access or increased consumer demand). Second, as a teaming mechanism that transfers 

knowledge and might create innovation, better practices, etc. And finally, as an assurance mechanism 

or signal of hard-to-observe or predict organizational characteristics and practices. In the context of 
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the latter private actors use certification device to signal compliance with sustainability standards and 

hence protect inter alia their reputation. In their empirical study of forest certification they report that 

certified forest landowners are most satisfied with certification as an assurance system or signal of 

risk sensitivity and strategy and engage with certification for that reason. Johansson (2014), for 

example, also showed that in Sweden an increasing number of large forest companies are increasingly 

adopting multiple certificates (FSC and PEFC) due to the demand of the EU and environmental 

NGOs.   

Concerning economic impacts and benefits less empirical material is available to make an assessment. 

Blackman and Rivera (2011) reviewed the literature on producer-level economic benefits of 

sustainability forest certification and were only able to identify nine studies which contained original 

data on the economic effects of certification. The results of four of the nine studies showed that 

certification has producer-level economic benefits. Hence, the evidence to support the hypothesis 

that certification benefits producers economically is limited. Bouslah et al. (2010) look at the 

economic benefits and analyze the impact of forest certification on the financial performance of 

certified firms in Canada and the US. The aim to assess whether there is a "green premium" for 

certified firms, and, if so, for what kind of certification. The focus is on short-run and long-run stock 

price performance. The results of the analysis of the short-run performance indicates that forest 

certification does not have any significant impact on the financial performance of the firm regardless 

of the certification system carried out by firms. However, they do find significant effects for the 

long-run returns. These results suggest that forest certification has, on average, a negative impact on 

the financial performance of firms. However, the impact of forest certification on the financial 

performance of firms depends on who grants the certification, since only industry-led certification 

(Sustainable Forestry Initiative, Canadian Standards Association and ISO14001) are penalized by 

financial markets, whereas non-governmental organizations-led Forest Stewardship Council 

certification is not. 

Chen et al. (2011) analyzed the efficacy and market impact of forest certification (FSC, ISO 14001, 

CSA and SFI) from the perspective of Canadian forest retailers via a nation-wide survey of wood 

products retailers. The survey inquired about the economic impacts of forest certification, namely 

wood purchasing policies and the potential for price premiums on certified wood products. The 

responses indicated that most retailers had no particular purchasing policies for certified products. 

However, they reported up to a 20% price premium on certain certified products, although the 
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number of consumers who request certified wood products was small (less than 10%). The retailers 

also indicated that the most important reasons for buying or selling certified forest products revolved 

around improved company image, being an environmental leader in the field, and maintaining or 

increasing market share. Finally, respondents felt that forest certification had minimal impacts on the 

social aspects of forest management, while the environmental and economic aspects of forest 

management were perceived to be subject to more marked changes. 

Araujo et al. (2009)  analyze why Brazilian companies are certifying their forests and apply the 

Overdevest and Rickenbach framework. The paper examines the two forest certification schemes in 

Brazil, the Brazilian Program of Forest Certification (Cerflor) and the Forest Stewardship Council 

(FSC), from the private sector perspective. The main focus is to test the relevance of three 

mechanisms-market, learning, and signaling, to explain forest certification adoption by Brazilian 

companies. Furthermore, companies' familiarity with certification systems, external influences on 

pursuing forest certification and companies' intention to recertify their forests are investigated. An 

exploratory factor analysis suggests that signaling and learning mechanisms lead to better and more 

transparent forest management, explaining the movement towards certification, but market 

incentives do not play an important role in the adoption of forest certification. An importance and 

performance analysis demonstrates that companies do not see any return in terms of a better price 

for certified products; however, certificate holders indicated overall high satisfaction with market 

access. Interestingly, a high performance was found for non-economic benefits such as public 

confidence, improvement of forest management and practices, improvement of management 

systems and performance, self-discovery of non-conformance, and better public, landowner, and 

supplier communication. International consumers and shareholders were considered the most 

important groups influencing companies to seek certification and FSC was reported to be the most 

familiar scheme. Generally, companies were pleased with certification and indicated their intention to 

recertify.  

Cashore et al. (2005) analyzed preferences for different certification schemes in the US and argued 

that market access is an important reason why forest firms certify, but it is an insufficient reason for 

them to pick the more stringent FSC system. Rather they found that firms prefer to participate in 

FSC certification because they perceive it to confer environmental benefits, while those choosing 

another certification scheme do so on economic grounds. Lidestav and Lejon (2011) surveyed forest 

owners and managers in Sweden to analyze the motives for certification. Their results shows that 
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economic motives for joining a certification scheme are just as prevalent as environmental motives 

and a majority of forest owners regard certification as something that would generate economic 

benefits instead of economic costs.  Faggi et al (2014), focusing on forest managers from large 

landholding companies in the Northeast of Argentina, analyze the motivations of these managers to 

engage with voluntary sustainability standards and how these motivations are perceived outside the 

firms. They identified multiple factors which motivated the companies to participate in voluntary 

initiatives which they conceptualized around the concepts of learning and generating innovation, 

signaling towards the market about environmental stewardship, generating economic benefits 

through price premiums or increased market access, fulfillment of legal requirements and moral 

reasons (doing good). There results indicated that that market pressure and the protection of the 

company’s reputation were major motivations but not the only ones. They also found that engaging 

with voluntary standards also generates learning which can spill-over into innovation. 

Some evidence on teaming, the second mechanism identified by  Overdevest and  Rickenbach 

(2006), can be found in a study by Schlyter et al. (2009) who analyze adoption trends of different 

forest certification schemes in Sweden. The case of Sweden illustrates how forestry history and 

regional differences affect the development, acceptance and adoption of different certification 

schemes. Industrial and Northern forestry owners favour the NGO led Forest Stewardship Council 

(FSC) standards whereas Southern small-scale private forest owners preferred to develop an 

alternative scheme the Programme for Endorsement of Forest Certification (PEFC). they 

demonstrate that there is a bifurcated geographical coverage of the two certification schemes along a 

north-south divide coupled with a similarity in standard stringency and a high degree of acceptance 

in their different areas of dominance. Their study suggests some mimicking and network effects of 

adopting certification by which certification adopters confirm to more accepted general practices. 

Hence, it is not such much expected economic benefits, innovation or reputation management, but 

some kind copying and mimicking and network effect that also drives adoption. 

5.2.4 Governance Level - Enforcing Legal Frameworks 
 

Finally, another stream of research focuses on the degree to which VSS aim to enforce existing 

legislation. Marx et al. (2012) observed that many voluntary standards aim to enforce existing 

national and international law. In this way, VSS are not only standard-setters, but also enforcement 

mechanisms which complement state-regulatory practices.  Research on this is scarce but there are 
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some interesting studies. Basso et al. (2011, see also Basso et al. 2012) analyze the intersection 

between certification and the enforcement of existing national (Brazilian) legislation. They start with 

the observation that Brazil has fairly elaborated and complete environmental and labor legislation, 

but is confronted with difficulties of effective enforcement. The study aimed to determine the 

contribution of forest certification to strengthen compliance with environmental legislation and 

forest in the management forest units of plantations. They analyzed the degree to which certified 

entities complied with existing legislation. They found still some non-compliances which were related 

to environmental and labor legislation. The non-conformance of Environmental Legislation was 

mostly related to problems with the Permanent Preservation Areas legislation (PPA) and the Legal 

Reserve requirements in Brazilian law (LR). Also in relation to labor legislation they reported non-

compliance with regulatory norm NR-31 which concerns health and safety at work. However, they 

noted that the certification process did spot these non-compliances and required corrective actions in 

order to maintain certification. Hence, the authors concluded that certification contributes to the 

further enforcement of existing national legislation in forest management units of plantation.  

Cerutti et al. (2011) focus on Cameroon and assess to what degree certification contributes to more 

stringent enforcement by comparing forest activities in forest managed by the general legal 

framework of Cameroon and FSC certified forests. They assess the different impacts on timber 

harvesting of the forest legal framework as compared to the adoption of forest certification, on the 

level of the Forest Management Unit (FMUs). Results show that the average reduction in the annual 

allowable cut (AAC) of the FMUs is about 11% when legal harvesting rules are adopted, about 18% 

when the FSC rules as requested by the certifying bodies (CBs) are applied, and about 34% when the 

'FSC logic of sustainable harvesting', as agreed upon on paper by logging companies and CBs, is 

used. Their findings confirm that forest certification has the potential to improve weak normative 

frameworks that allow the unsustainable use of forests.  

5.2.5 Environmental Impacts 
 
As with VSS which focus on agricultural commodities there is currently not so much evidence on the 

impact of forest certification on environmental conditions. One can find some studies which provide 

information in the ecological impact of forest certification for a number of case studies. Gullison 

(2003) in an early contribution examines whether forest certification contributes to the conservation 

of biodiversity. The paper concludes that the process of Forest Stewardship Council (FSC)-

certification generates improvements to management with respect to the value of managed forests 
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for biodiversity. However, current incentives are not sufficient to attract the majority of producers to 

seek certification, particularly in tropical countries where the costs of improving management to 

meet FSC guidelines are significantly greater than any market benefits they may receive, available 

incentives are even less capable of convincing forest owners to retain forest cover and produce 

certified timber on a sustainable basis, rather than deforesting their lands for timber and agriculture. 

3) At present, current volumes of certified forest products are insufficient to reduce demand to log 

high conservation value forests. If FSC certification is to make greater inroads, particularly in tropical 

countries, significant investments will be needed both to increase the benefits and reduce the costs of 

certification. Conservation investors will need to carefully consider the biodiversity benefits that will 

be generated from such investments, versus the benefits generated from investing in more traditional 

approaches to biodiversity conservation. Suzuki and Olson (2007) found, on the basis of case studies 

in Oregon and Washington, that voluntary initiatives such as the Forest Stewardship Council 

certification comprehensively addresses fundamental elements of biodiversity conservation in the 

US. Even to the degree that it might influence adoption due to the stringency of the standards.  

Johansson & Lidestav (2011) address to what extent forest certification schemes contribute to the 

enhancement of environmental protection in Swedish forestry on the basis of different sources. The 

analysis of the  Swedish National Forest Inventory (NFI) indicates some minor improvements in 

forest conditions and enhanced biological diversity.  (dead wood, broad-leaved trees and old forests). 

The improvements were less evident on large-scale forest properties than on small-scale private 

forest properties. Analysis of other data-sources such as follow-up survey did not provide evidence 

for better environmental protection. Medjibe et al. (2013) also provide evidence on the potential 

ecological impact of forest certification. They compared a Forest Stewardship Council (FSC)-

certified with an adjacent uncertified, conventionally logged concession (CL) in Gabon on the basis 

of logging damage, above-ground biomass (AGB), and tree species diversity and composition. 

Before logging, they marked, mapped, and measured all trees in 1-ha plots in the FSC and CL areas, 

respectively. They cautiously conclude that certification yields environmental benefits even after 

accounting for differences in logging intensities. Hodgdon et al. (2013) specifically focus on 

deforestation in Guatemala’s  Maya Biosphere Reserve. Guatemala's Maya Biosphere Reserve is the 

largest protected area in Central America and is home to globally important biodiversity. The reserve 

contains twelve community forest concessions some of which are FSC certified and some of which 

are not. The paper shows inter alia that the rate of deforestation in concessions certified by the FSC 

is remarkably lower than in adjacent "core zone" protected areas in the reserve. 
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Some studies do not find evidence of improved environmental impact.  Dias et al (2013) take a 

comparative approach and compare biodiversity values of certified and non-certified areas, in cork 

oak savannas in Portugal, for birds, reptiles and amphibians. Dias et al. calculated several biodiversity 

indicators for each group of species in certified and non-certified areas and compared them using 

randomization tests. The found that the biodiversity value of certified areas was not significantly 

greater than that of non-certified areas.  Edwards et al. (2012) are also more critical. They focus on 

the High Conservation Value (HCV) requirements of FSC and how they are applied to four rapidly 

expanding crops in the tropics: oil palm, soy, sugarcane, and cacao. They argue that these criteria do 

not provide adequate protection for biodiversity when applied to agriculture forest land since they do 

not reach minimal protection thresholds for forest areas. The only criterion that provides blanket 

protection to forests is one that protects large expanses of habitat according to the authors. The 

collective clearing of forest patches below certain thresholds could result in extensive deforestation 

and loss of biodiversity.  

 

5.3 Review of Impacts on Other Sectors 
 

Another series of studies has focused on other sectors such as textiles, apparel, etc. Here there is a 

dominance of studies which focus on labour and social related issues in the context of VSS. Some 

voluntary standards specifically focus on labour standards and rights such as the Fair Labour 

Association, Social Accountability International, etc. However, these standards also have 

consequences for and spill-over to environmental governance since they also focus on issues of 

health, safety, hazardous waste, etc. These VSS often focus on different sectors, outside the realm of 

natural resources, such as apparel, textiles, electronics, etc. For these types of VSS also more 

consolidated information and assessments are available. These findings provide additional 

information on how VSS operate and generate impact.  

The VSS which primarily concentrate on labour rights have recently been criticized on several 

grounds concerning their impact (for an early overview see Bartley, 2005) and even argued that they 

are not designed to improve labor rights but rather aim to reduce legal and social liability (Locke, 

2013) These critical assessments have gained prominence, not only in scholarly work but also in the 

media. More recently doubts have been expressed concerning the potential of private systems to 

effectively improve labor rights in many developing countries. Some of these doubts are based on 
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journalistic accounts of certified factories which were exposed of being in breach of these standards. 

Among the most dramatic cases are the recent fires in garment factories in Bangladesh and Pakistan 

which led to the death of many hundreds of workers (Walsh and Greenhouse, 2012; Yardley, 2012). 

Both factories were certified, which implies that they also should be in conformity with safety 

standards. In the literature one can find several critical assessments. 

First, several studies have criticized the selectiveness in the improvement of labor rights. They argue 

that one can observe improvement on certain aspects but not on others. Starting from a number of 

key ILO conventions researchers assessed the degree to which these private systems contribute to 

the improvement of identified labor rights. In general private systems try to include inter alia 

standards with regard to the following conventions (ILO 2003; Worldbank 2003): minimum wage 

(C131), migrant workers (C143), occupational safety and health (C155), indigenous and tribal people 

(C169), forced labor (C29), freedom of association (C87), the right to organize and collective 

bargaining (C98), equal remuneration (C100), abolition of forced labor (C105), discrimination 

(C111), minimum age (C138) and worst forms of child labor (C182). Several authors note that 

private systems address some of the issues listed in some of these conventions but are not able to 

address the complexity of the combination of the many conventions and issues embedded within 

them.  In a detailed study on the impact of the ETI in various countries, Barrientos and Smith (2007) 

conclude that the impact of the systems is uneven. They make a distinction between process rights 

and outcome standards. Process rights are enabling rights such as the freedom of association and 

non-discrimination, which are embedded in the core ILO conventions and provide the opportunities 

to generate an improvement in outcome standards such as specific rights of employment (working 

hours) and health and safety policies. Barrientos and Smith (2007, p. 723) conclude that “[t]here has 

been greater impact in relation to outcome standards, particularly health and safety as well as working hours and 

documented wage benefits. But even among these standards impacts have been mixed in terms of magnitude and 

perceived benefits to workers. There has been least impact on process rights, with the exception of child labour6.” There 

are only few studies which show a possible positive impact, under certain conditions, on process 

rights such as the case-study by Barenberg (2008) on the Worker Rights Consortium (WRC) and 

freedom of association.  The selectivity in addressing certain rights, especially regarding child labor, 

and not others have also been noted by other researchers. A report of the University of Iowa Center 

for Human Rights argued that many business enterprises address the issue of child labor since this 

                                                           
6 The distinction between process and outcome rights is not always clear-cut. 
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has little effect on their financial performance or the cost of making products (Schrage, 2004, p. 171). 

As a result, they easily adopt stringent standards with regard to child labor. However, the same 

companies often do not prescribe stringent standards with regard to other issues such as wages and 

working hours. Similar results were found by researchers focusing on the Forest Stewardship 

Council, which under Principle 4 of its mission aims to promote labor standards in accordance with 

key ILO conventions. Tasso Rezende de Azevedo & Andre Giacini de Freitas (2003) for example 

analyzed the impact of FSC certification on labor rights in the Amazon in Brazil and found that in 

certified forests the logging camps and safety of forest operations are significantly better than in non-

certified forests. However, with regard to other labor standards the impact was less obvious and not 

proven.  

Secondly, another component of selectivity of rights concerns the perception of what constitutes a 

violation of a standard. As Gay Saidman (2007, chapter 5) shows in her study on the working 

conditions in Guatemala, some activists focus on specific cases of violations such as poor working 

conditions of a 15 years old child. However, when the same child grows one year older the same 

working conditions become less problematic and receive less attention.  

Thirdly, some observers (Locke, 2013) argue that due to an inherent conflict of interests (auditors are 

paid by the business enterprises) auditors have strong incentives to ‘underreport’ practices and give 

in on the stringency of their audit reports in order to please the ones who order the audits. This 

dynamic between auditors and inspected enterprises has been recently illustrated by Kim (2012) in an 

analysis of code enforcement and implementation in Vietnam’s Apparel and Footwear Factories. He 

shows that the enforcement and implementation of private labor standards are highly political 

processes fraught with conflicts, negotiations on the interpretation of adherence to standards and 

attempts at evasion.  

Fourthly, several authors raise doubts on whether one actually is able to certify an entire complex 

supply chain. Three elements are important here. First, many large multinational firms do not only 

have thousands of suppliers but even these suppliers outsource, sometimes to thousands of 

homeworkers. This often occurs in the garment and textile industry.  The stitching of footballs 

provides an example. Although the football industry (manufacturers of footballs) is a quite 

consolidated sector with relatively few players (and countries) involved (Nadvi, 2011), the effective 

making of a football involves many people. Lund-Thomsen and Nadvi (2010) analyzed two regions, 

Sialkot in Pakistan and Jalandhar in India, in which many footballs are made and which provide 
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footballs for different buyers including megabrands such as Adidas and Nike, but also other major 

retailers. In these two regions more than 500 businesses are active, which have in total 3400 

subcontractors themselves, which in turn outsource the effective stitching of footballs to a few 

thousand stitchers. Hence, only the making of one product already requires the auditing, against a set 

of standards, of many thousands of entities. To do this in a systematic, and sufficiently frequent, way 

via auditing is a very demanding task. Several researchers question whether this can be done (Locke, 

2013) A second element relates to the dynamics within supply chains between buyer and first-tier 

supplier. Several authors argue that due to the dynamics in supply chains it is sheer impossible to 

comply with all requirements and standards which are listed in a code of conduct. The main issues 

concern the demands of major retailers to have very short supply times, which are flexible to shifts in 

demand and product requirements and which are at low cost. Locke (2013) provides several case 

studies and examples of business enterprises which are extremely demanding in the flexibility they 

request. This flexibility is in part a result of current day consumer markets which allow consumers to 

‘assemble’ their own products according to their own preferences, leading to many different types of 

products which need to be produced. This directly impacts upon working time, excess hours, labor 

cost, etc., which are embedded in codes of conduct. The flexibility also implies that workplace 

practices change very quickly, which is difficult to capture in an annual audit. The situation of 

tomorrow might be very different from today. A third element concerns the assumption that 

auditing can be pursued down the supply chain. This is true for buyer-driven commodity chains 

which are dominated by brands or large retailers.  Large retailers or strong brands can often 

determine labor rights downstream in the supply chain. If these upstream actors require stronger 

labor rights, this will play out downstream, generating employment effects more downstream in the 

supply chain. Given the importance Western retailers pay to private standards (Marx, 2011) and the 

so-called ‘supermarket revolution’ whereby a significant amount of products are sold through 

supermarkets giving them increased power in supply chains (World Bank, 2008), this might influence 

the adoption of private standards and the use of audits. However, there is also some evidence that 

intermediaries in the supply chain, especially large Chinese firms, are becoming more powerful and 

change the balance of power in supply chains in two ways. First, as Levi et al (2012) note, some 

suppliers in Asia have specialized skills and know-how and have developed market niches in which 

they are dominant. It is not easy for ‘Western’ retailers to switch; they need to negotiate the terms of 

cooperation instead of stipulating them. Second, some of these firms have grown so fast, multiplying 

their customers (often large brands), that they no longer depend on one brand. Both dynamics 
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increase the bargaining power of these firms in the supply chain and might influence the use of 

audits and monitoring instruments (and the conclusions which are drawn from them).  In addition, 

short-term ownership and mobility of factories in supply chains might also influence the 

effectiveness of using audits for monitoring labor rights. In several manufacturing industries, 

factories, or capital sustaining them, are highly mobile and are searching constantly for locations with 

the lowest input costs (Levi et al. 2012). Hence, as Levi et al. (2012, p. 22) note: “When challenged by 

workers forming unions or pressured by MNCs trying to induce compliance with private regulatory schemes, many 

factories will simply shut their doors without paying severance to workers and re-locate. 

These arguments are not to say that private systems are completely ineffective, but they point to 

several limitations  (Locke, 2013; Reich, 2008). These criticisms have led some authors to dismiss 

these systems (Nadvi, 2008) or search for other alternatives (for a discussion of alternatives see Levi 

et al. 2012 and Locke 2013).  

 

5.4 Overall Assessment 
 

What should we make out of all of  this?  Over the past decade, there has been a burgeoning interest 

in understanding the impact of VSS. A large number of studies have attempted to evaluate these 

impacts from a variety of different perspectives, employing both qualitative and quantitative 

methods, as we tried to illustrate above. Despite the proliferation of literature, there is still a paucity 

of rigorous, empirical studies employing counterfactual based research designs. Existing studies are 

narrowly focused concerning their coverage of standards, commodities and geographic areas. 

Ironically, development and environment related issues, which represent the core values of  VSS, are 

also underrepresented within the impact literature. One thing is clear, VSS do generate an impact 

(positive or negative) on a whole range of factors. The above discussion makes clear that VSS impact 

several dimensions of sustainability.  

In figure 5 we aim to summarize some of the main parameters on which VSS do generate an impact. 

The Graph shows that VSS are generating impacts on different levels and on different parameters.  
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Figure 5: VSS Impact Parameters 

 

 

The above discussion also makes clear that impacts of VSS are highly contextual, but there are a few 

important tentative lessons that can be gleaned from reviewing  existing literature.  

First, direct support from VSS agents in the form of access to inputs, credits and management know-

how are crucial ingredients for achieving desired impacts. Second, pre-existing economies of scale 

and assets as well as institutional country-level factors (infra) are the most important determinants 

behind producers’ adoption of VSSs. As a result of this, the smaller, more vulnerable producers and 

wage laborers – especially women - are excluded from participating or accessing the premium 

generated by adopting VSS according to some studies. Third, there is need for a more systematic 

approach to incorporating unintended or spill-over effects within research designs. Finally, instead of 

focusing on determining success or failure, research agendas should direct their attention towards 

understanding the processes of change generated by the interplay between local and global 
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institutions and the standard being evaluated. Since the purpose of this section was to summarize 

impacts generated across multiple indicators covering a range of standards, commodities and regions, 

it is not possible to define a generic theory of change. Instead, we utilized a simpler framework that 

compares a range of commonly measured indicators, based on their relevance to the standard setter 

and standard taker.  The reason for differentiating between these stakeholders underscores the fact 

that the choice of indicators will  depend on whose perspective the researcher is intending to 

measure the impact from.  

It is clear that VSS generate several impacts. The difficulties in generalizing results and also 

interpreting them is related to several factors. 

First, many studies rely on a few or only one case study. Such studies are able to explore the impact 

of VSS but do not provide a basis on which to make more general assessments. Moreover, most 

studies do not provide an in-depth insight in case selection strategies uses and often had to rely on 

‘available’ cases. Hence, it is impossible to assess whether they are typical cases, outlier cases or, more 

generally, if there is any selection bias. The case nature of the studies cannot be compensated by 

assessing several cases as becomes obvious from the meta-reviews discussed above. These meta-

reviews identify the same issue. They also show that many publications on VSS do not contain new 

data but often refer to one another. 

Second, studies often lack a clear framework and benchmarks to assess impacts. Consequently, some 

studies argue that VSS contributes to better working conditions, but does this only on the basis of 

one or a few dimensions which are relevant in the context of implementing core ILO labour 

standards and not on basis of all ILO core conventions. Concerning benchmarks, it should be noted 

that most studies compare the post-certification period with the pre-certification period but do not 

benchmark for example the current post-certification state with a benchmark of sustainability. There 

are some exceptions such as the study by Cerutti et al. who conducted a study in Cameroon and 

concluded that due to the stipulation and application of weak standards forests might not be 

managed sustainably: ‘In only three of the 10 certified forests in Cameroon is the most valuable 

timber extracted with the application of techniques that are likely to ensure future harvests at the 

same rate as today’ (2011: 188). 

Hence, it is impossible to draw any definite conclusions on the basis of the existing evidence so far. 

Studies only reveal a partial and incomplete picture. This lack of clear evidence on impact 
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corresponds to a more general observation with regard to the impact and effectiveness of VSS 

schemes. As Rodrik notes in his book The Globalization Paradox: ‘we have very little reliable 

information on how labelling efforts work out in practice’ (2011: 226). The evidence we have so far 

does not necessarily support this critical assessment since we do find positive impacts, but there is 

not enough evidence to conclude that these VSS do constitute a major change. 

Besides the often direct and observable impacts one should not forget that VSS might also create 

positive and negative unintended consequences, spillover effects, and longer-term and slow-moving 

effects. (Auld et al., 2008) VSS certification entails a reorganization of local management and 

production structures. Most experts in the field would agree that this has an impact on existing social 

relations. In large scale literature review conducted by SCSKASC (2012) , the authors state that 

unintended impacts of VSS were “probably greater than the direct impacts” of standards (SCSKASC, 

2012: p.8). Although current impact evaluation methods, such as the impact pathways approach, do 

acknowledge unintended spillover effects, in most research studies, these are treated as a secondary 

issues or insufficiently formalized within research designs. Due to this, it is at present not possible to 

make any definitive statements about the nature and extent of spill-over effects resulting from VSS.  

Given their apparent relevance, in the future, these impacts should be treated as objects of analysis in 

themselves. 

Another (negative) unintended effect can include the proliferation of VSS in one specific sector. This 

can lead to an increase in the number of competing systems (Marx & Wouters, 2014) which will 

increase the costs for certification since producers will be forced to gain multiple certificates. This 

can have especially important ramifications for developing countries which might see this as a 

technical barrier to trade. This might point to a potential trade and social and environmental tension. 

It is clear that VSS might create winners and losers and that the distribution of winners and losers on 

a more aggregated level may translate in countries who are in the ‘VSS game’ and countries which are 

out. Spill-over effects may be created through diffusion of certain ‘VSS models’ to other sectors. A 

clear example is the spill-over from forest certification to marine certification. In this context, VSS 

might continue to diffuse and spread. Especially important in this context are the so-called 

intermediaries and certifiers which are often large multinational firms such as Bureau Veritas (Bair, et 

al.) They are critical players in diffusing VSS practices across economic (from one sector to another) 

and geographical (from one country to another) scales. 
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6. The Adoption of VSS 
 

 

 

 

 

 

The previous discussion makes clear that there are stark differences between countries 

concerning their engagement with VSS. Hence, we further explore differences in adoption on the 

country level. Little consolidated empirical data is available. One way to approach this question is to 

analyze which systems are active in which countries. Here one uses the total field of VSS as a unit of 

analysis and assesses the degree to which they are active in a specific country. This enables 

researchers to identify leaders and laggards in terms of engagement with VSS, which are the 

standards ‘hotspots’. This approach will tell us which VSS are active in which countries. However, it 

does not tells us much about the magnitude of adoption in a specific country of a specific VSS. The 

latter is more data-intensive and an assessment is only possible for specific VSS. We further elaborate 

each approach and analyze different datasets. 

 

6.1 VSS Hotspots and VSS Laggards 

 
First we analyze which VSS are active in which countries. For this purpose we collected data from 

the ITC standards map. We use the ITC standards map to identify the number of VSS active in one 

country. In Annex 2 we provide a short description of the standards in the ITC standards map. 
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Table 5: VSS uptake by country 

   # VSS   # VSS 

1 China 79 43 Czech Republic 47 

2 USA 78 44 Greece 47 

3 Brazil 77 45 Ireland 47 

4 India 72 46 Philippines 47 

5 Mexico 71 47 Ghana 45 

6 Canada 70 48 Uganda 45 

7 United Kingdom 70 49 Dominican Rep 44 

8 Netherlands 69 50 New Zealand 44 

9 Germany 67 51 Romania 44 

10 Belgium 65 52 Slovenia 44 

11 Thailand 65 53 Bolivia 43 

12 Colombia 64 54 Bulgaria 43 

13 Indonesia 64 55 Ethiopia 43 

14 Peru 64 56 Latvia 43 

15 Spain 64 57 Morocco 43 

16 Denmark 63 58 Tunisia 43 

17 France 62 59 Madagascar 42 

18 Italy 62 60 Nicaragua 42 

19 South Africa 62 61 Lithuania 41 

20 Viet Nam 60 62 Pakistan 41 

21 Costa Rica 59 63 Singapore 41 

22 Switzerland 59 64 Slovakia 40 

23 Australia 58 65 Zambia 40 

24 Austria 57 66 Estonia 39 

25 Sweden 57 67 Russian Federation 39 

26 Argentina 56 68 Paraguay 38 

27 Ecuador 56 69 Zimbabwe 38 

28 Turkey 56 70 Croatia 37 

29 Chile 55 71 El Salvador 37 

30 Japan 54 72 Israel 37 

31 Poland 54 73 Uruguay 37 

32 Portugal 53 74 Bangladesh 36 

33 Malaysia 52 75 Cyprus 36 

34 Guatemala 51 76 Mauritius 36 

35 Honduras 51 77 Luxembourg 35 

36 Finland 50 78 Serbia 35 

37 Kenya 50 79 Ukraine 35 

38 Sri Lanka 50 80 Cote d’Ivoire 34 

39 Egypt 49 81 United Arab Emirates 34 

40 Tanzania 49 82 Cambodia 33 

41 Hungary 48 83 Malawi 33 

42 Norway 48 84 Mozambique 32 
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85 Cameroon 31 130 Sudan 19 

86 Papua New Guinea 31 131 Turkmenistan 19 

87 Bosnia&Herzegovina 30 132 Fiji 19 

88 Burkina Faso 30 133 Gabon 19 

89 Senegal 30 134 Seychelles 18 

90 Panama 29 135 Barbados 17 

91 Rwanda 29 136 Kuwait 17 

92 Congo 28 137 Lesotho 17 

93 Namibia 28 138 Liberia 17 

94 Venezuela 28 139 Micronesia, Fed. 17 

95 Belize 27 140 Quatar 17 

96 Laos 27 141 Samoa 17 

97 Lebanon 27 142 Timor-Leste 17 

98 Saudi Arabia 26 143 Antigua&Baburda 16 

99 Kazakstan 26 144 Bahamas 16 

100 Mali 26 145 Brunei Darussalam 16 

101 TFRY Macedonia 26 146 Central African Republic 16 

102 Albania 25 147 Dominica 16 

103 Iceland 24 148 Grenada 16 

104 Oman 24 149 Guinea-Bissau 16 

105 Suriname 24 150 Kyrgystan 16 

106 Togo 24 151 Mauritania 16 

107 Algeria 23 152 Tajikistan 16 

108 Swaziland 23 153 Vanuatu 16 

109 Bahrein 22 154 Yemen 16 

110 Georgia 22 155 Sierra Leone 15 

111 Myanmar 22 156 Djibouti 14 

112 Niger 22 157 Iraq 14 

113 Trinidad and Tobago 22 158 Kiribati 14 

114 Azerbaijan 21 159 Maldives 14 

115 Benin 21 160 Somalia 14 

116 Botswana 21 161 Andorra 13 

117 Burundi 21 162 St Vincent and Grenadines 13 

118 Guinea 21 163 Cape Verde 13 

119 Iran 21 164 Chad 13 

120 Syrian Arab Republic 21 165 Comoros 13 

121 Afghanistan 20 166 Equatorial Guinea 13 

122 Armenia 20 167 Libyan Arab 13 

123 Cuba 20 168 New Caladonia 13 

124 Gambia 20 169 Palau 13 

125 Guyana 20 170 Bhutan 12 

126 Uzbekistan 20 171 Eritrea 12 

127 Angola 19 172 Sao Tome Principe 12 

128 Korea DPR 19    

129 Solomon Islands 19    
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Table 5 clearly shows that VSS are active in many different countries in the world. It also shows the 

significant variation in the number of VSS which are active in a country. We highlighted the partner 

countries of Belgian Development Cooperation in yellow. Also between these countries there is 

significant variation in the degree to which they are involved in VSS. In Annex 1 we detail which 

standards are active in which partner countries. 

 

6.2 What Drives Different Adoption Rates? 
 

Another approach to adoption is to look at the spread and adoption of specific certificates. In this 

report we further explore the adoption of some VSS to gain some more analytical insights. Figure 6. 

2 assesses the global adoption  of four leading VSS systems. These are FSC; PEFC (Program for the 

Endorsement of Forest Certification); Social Accountability International and GlobalG.A.P. This 

selection is not representative since there are a few hundred VSS as mentioned above but presents 

the use throughout the world of four of the most established and academically analyzed schemes. In 

order to identify trends Figure 6 reports the results of two measurement waves with a gap of three 

years. The first mapping was conducted in October 2010 and a second mapping in October 2013. 

The countries in blue are based on the mapping of 2010 and indicate that the VSS in question is 

active in that particular country in 2010 and 2013; the countries in yellow are based on the mapping 

of 2013 and presents the countries where no VSS were active in 2010 but became active in 2013. The 

country in red indicates that the VSS was present in that country in 2010 but no longer in 2013.  

Figure 6 reveals several interesting facts. First, VSS keep on expanding across the globe, with the 

only exception of Cuba, which lost its GLOBALG.A.P. certified entities. Second, the truly global 

diffusion of  VSS schemes is limited. In a truly global scenario each of the systems would operate in 

each country. Figure 6 shows the transnational diffusion of VSS schemes. In 2013, VSS schemes are 

present in 352 out of 904 possible cases (38,9%). It should be noted that this constitutes a strong 

increase in comparison to 2010 when 254 out of possible 904 countries (28%) had a VSS present. 

The figure also shows that there are several countries in which no VSS scheme is active, while in 

other countries all four are active. A closer look reveals that VSS schemes are mainly adopted in 



59. 

 

developed countries. The 28 EU Member States7 account for 103 of the 352 (29%) cases in which 

the selected VSS are active. This is a small decrease compared to 2010, when they took up 33%. In 

many least developed countries no VSS systems are active. Especially in central Asia and Africa the 

adoption of VSS is limited.  

Figure 6: Transnational Diffusion of Selected Schemes 

FSC PEFC 

 

 

  

SAI Global GAP 

  

Note: PEFC : annual reports accessed 13 October 2010 – 16 October 2013; SAI online database: accessed October 2010– 16 October 

2013 , FSC: Facts and Figures: accessed October 2010 – 16 October 2013 GLOBALG.A.P.: countries with certified farms – newsletter 

2008– annual report 2012 16 October 2013.  

1= FSC (Forest Stewardship Council); 2 = PEFC (Program for the Endorsement of Forest Certification); 3 = SAI (Social 

Accountability International); 4= GLOBALG.A.P. 

First wave of measurement in 2010 in blue – second wave of measurement in 2013 in yellow/red 

 

                                                           
7 Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Croatia, Czech Republic, Denmark,  Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, 
Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxemburg, Malta, the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and 
the United Kingdom. 
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However, figure 6, as indicated also above, only reveals the distinction between countries where no 

VSS are active and where VSS are active. It does not provide an indication of how many entities are 

certified within one country.  Indeed, in countries in which VSS can be observed there is a significant 

variation in the number of entities certified. For SAI this varies from one facility being certified in 

several countries such as Tanzania, Nepal, Kenya or Jordan, to a few hundreds in Italy. Similar 

figures hold for GLOBALG.A.P., which certifies only one or a few farms in Zimbabwe and Zambia, 

and a few thousand farms in Germany and Greece. Table 6 provides an overview of the number of 

GlobalG.A.P certified entities per country ranked by income level of the country.  

Table 6: Number of GlobalG.A.P. certified facilities 

Country # Country # Country # 

HIGH INCOME ECONOMIES   

      
Australia 153 Germany 8650 Poland 1275 
Austria 2516 Greece 10764 Portugal 399 
Bahrain 1 Ireland 43 Puerto Rico 4 
Belgium 3186 Israel 1266 Russia 1 
Canada 24 Italy 18792 Saudi Arabia 3 
Chile 2828 Japan 122 Slovakia 24 
Croatia 141 Korea (South) 259 Slovenia 22 
Cyprus 1178 Latvia 6 Spain 29853 
Czech Republic 87 Lithuania 5 Sweden 14 
Denmark 208 Malta 62 Switzerland 62 
Estonia 1 Netherlands 9516 UAE 1 
Faroe Isl. 2 New Zealand 1516 UK 46 
Finland 1 Norway 26 US 862 
France 35028 Oman 1 Uruguay 65 
      

UPPER MIDDLE INCOME ECONOMIES   

      
Argentina 762 Iran 2 Peru 3460 
Azerbaijan 1 Jamaica 5 Romania 46 
Bosnia/Herzegovina 269 Jordan 27 South Africa 1797 
Brazil 1005 Lebanon 28 Serbia 280 
Bulgaria 17 Macedonia 14 St Vincent/Gren. 791 
China 292 Malaysia 9 Suriname 4 
Colombia 480 Mauritius 2 Thailand 277 
Costa Rica 242 Mexico 411 Tunisia 71 
Dominican Republic 936 Namibia 29 Turkey 2442 
Ecuador 878 Panama 46 Venezuela 1 
Hungary 957     
      

LOWER MIDDLE INCOME ECONOMIES   

      
Armenia 1 Indonesia 3 Philippines 5 
Bolivia 2 India 3319 Senegal 103 
Cameroon 9 Kosovo 1 Sri Lanka 4 

                                                           
8 This includes Martinique and Guadeloupe which are reported separately in the GlobalG.A.P. annual report 
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Cöte d’Ivoire 355 Moldova 2 Swaziland 6 
Egypt 671 Morocco 604 Ukraine 2 
Ghana 124 Nicaragua 1 Vietnam 204 
Guatemala 1616 Pakistan 40 Zambia 2 
Honduras 29 Palestine ter. 481   
      

LOW-INCOME ECONOMIES   

      
Bangladesh 1 Guinea 45 Mozambique 5 
Burkina Faso 146 Kenya 1846 Tanzania 5 
Ethiopia 15 Madagascar 267 Uganda 9 
Gambia 1 Mali 108 Zimbabwe 15 

Source  GLOBALG.A.P.: countries with certified farms annual report 2012 and Worldbank Country Ranking– own ranking 

This strong variation can also be observed in the case of the FSC. Tables 7 and 8 present the number 

of entities certified for Forest Management (FM) and Chain of Custody (CoC)9. The number of 

forests (FM) certified grew from 1000 in January 2011 to 1225 in September 2013. The number of 

CoC-certified facilities grew from 18000 in July 2010 to 26886 in September 2013, an increase of 

almost 50% (FSC Facts and Figures, 2013). Tables 7 and 8 provide an overview of the number of 

FSC certified entities per country ranked by income level of the country. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
9 The FSC has two types of certificates, those who certify forests (FM) and those who certify all operators in the supply chain (Chain-
of-Custody, CoC).  
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Table 7: Number of FSC-FM certified facilities 

Country HA # Country HA # 

HIGH INCOME 

ECONOMIES 

     

      
Australia 1,082,198 14 Lithuania 1,063,944 43 
Austria 575 2 Luxembourg 20,535 3 
Belgium 20,910 2 Netherlands 169,244 4 
Canada 54,770,186 75 New Zealand 1,255,972 18 
Chile 2,290,564 22 Norway 350,886 6 
Croatia (Hrvatska) 2,038,296 3 Poland 6,919,635 19 
Czech Republic 50,077 4 Portugal 339,774 20 
Denmark 199,557 5 Russia 38,074,157 114 
Estonia 1,177,048 3 Slovakia 142,708 6 
Finland 461,786 6 Slovenia 249,649 2 
France 19,463 7 Spain 193,796 29 
Germany 652,541 57 Sweden 12,063,475 24 
Ireland 447,219 2 Switzerland 613,841 11 
Italy 50,944 13 United Kingdom 1,592,201 45 
Japan 421,428 35 United States 14,334,855 124 
Korea (Republic of) 383,933 10 Uruguay 926,977 25 
Latvia 1,884,580 15    
      

UPPER MIDDLE INCOME ECONOMIES     

      
Argentina 301,169 14 Malaysia 468,451 6 
Belarus 4,751,784 19 Mexico 708,084 46 
Belize 65,044 1 Namibia 224,335 5 
Bosnia and Herzegovina 1,519,235 4 Panama 57,900 10 
Brazil 6,438,924 104 Peru 954,984 15 
Bulgaria 409,674 14 Romania 2,439,332 10 
China 3,379,540 62 Serbia 1,018,418 3 
Colombia 127,204 8 South Africa 1,481,404 20 
Costa Rica 45,765 14 Suriname 113,769 2 
Ecuador 52,580 5 Thailand 25,012 7 
Fiji 85,680 1 Turkey 2,389,007 8 
Gabon 2,053,505 3 Venzuela 139,588 1 
Hungary 234,631 5    
      

LOWER MIDDLE INCOME ECONOMIES     

      

Bolivia 815,228 7 Nicaragua 23,545 6 

Cameroon 1,013,374 5 Papua New Guinea 160,670 2 

Congo (The Republic of) 1,319,300 2 Paraguay 19,487 2 

Ghana 1,675 1 Solomon Islands 64,887 3 

Guatemala 464,875 1 Sri Lanka 37,184 5 

Honduras 107,919 9 Swaziland 111,863 3 
Indonesia 1,930,373 28 Ukraine 1,462,892 17 
India 463,172 8 Vietnam 76,017 8 
Laos 105,239 4    

     

LOW-INCOME ECONOMIES     

      
Cambodia 12,746 1 Nepal 17,205 1 
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Source: FSC: Facts and Figures May 2014 and Worldbank Country Ranking– own ranking  

Table 8: Number of FSC-CoC certified facilities 

Madagascar 1,000 1 Tanzania 131,975 2 
Mozambique 51,949 2 Uganda 33,082 3 

Country # Country # Country # 

HIGH INCOME ECONOMIES     

      
Australia 311 Guam 1 Poland 1098 
Austria 240 Hong Kong 609 Portugal 144 
Bahamas 1 Ireland 92 Puerto Rico 4 
Bahrain 1 Israel 11 Qatar 9 
Belgium 298 Italy 1781 Russia 252 
British Virgin Islands 7 Japan 1112 San Marino 3 
Brunei Darussalam 1 Korea, Republic of 200 Saudi Arabia 8 
Canada 918 Latvia 216 Singapore 107 
Cayman Islands 1 Liechtenstein 5 Slovakia 109 
Chile 115 Lithuania 172 Slovenia 164 
Croatia (Hrvatska) 208 Luxembourg 15 Spain 622 
Cyprus 9 Malta 9 Sweden 283 
Czech Republic 161 Monaco 4 Switzerland 509 
Denmark 246 Netherlands 1342 Taiwan 171 
Estonia 174 New Zealand 149 United Arab Emirates 81 
Finland 97 Norway 41 United Kingdom 2354 
France 822 Oman 2 United States 3150 
Germany 2088   Uruguay 25 
Greece 13     

    

UPPER MIDDLE INCOME ECONOMIES    

      
Albania 2 Fiji 2 Peru 32 
Argentina 109 Gabon 10 Romania 254 
Belarus 51 Hungary 115 Serbia 91 
Belize 4 Kazakhstan 1 Seychelles 1 
Bosnia-Herzegovina 247 Lebanon 15 South Africa 108 
Brazil 1025 Macedonia 1 Suriname 3 
Bulgaria 57 Malaysia 164 Thailand 52 
China 3507 Mexico 79 Tunesia 5 
Colombia 31 Namibia 3 Turkey 162 
Costa Rica 4 Panama 4 Venezuela 3 
Ecuador 11     
      

LOWER MIDDLE INCOME ECONOMIES    

      
Bolivia 18 Guatemala 11 Paraguay 4 
Cameroon 13 Honduras 2 Philippines 7 
Congo R.  2 Indonesia 194 Solomon Islands 3 
Cote D’Ivoire 1 India 262 Sri Lanka 25 
Egypt 12 Laos 34 Ukraine 51 
El Salvador 1 Morocco 4 Vietnam 368 
Ghana 9 Pakistan 17   
  Papua New Guinea 2   

LOW-INCOME ECONOMIES    

      
Bangladesh 25 Mozambique 1 South Sudan 1 
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Source: FSC: Facts and Figures May 2014 and Worldbank Country Ranking– own ranking 

Tables 7 to 9 show that VSS adoption is currently more prominent in high income developed 

countries. Table 9 summarizes the proportional distribution of certified entities by income group for 

GlobalG.A.P and FSC. The table clearly shows that majority of certified entities are based in high 

income economies while hardly any are based in low income economies. 79% of GLOBALG.A.P. 

and 74% of FSC CoC certified entities are based in high income countries compared to 8% and 4% 

in lower middle income and low income economies combined. For FSC FM certification the 

distribution is a bit more spread out, with the exception of the 2% in low income economies. The 

latter can possibly be explained by the fact that many forest areas are situated in upper and lower 

middle income economies. However, it should be noted that there are indications that certified 

forests in these countries are owned by or under concession of large multinationals active in forest 

and wood processing industry (Marx & Cuypers, 2010) Overall, low income economies contain only 

very few certified entities. An interesting exception is Kenya in the context of GLOBALG.A.P.. 

Kenya has 1846 GLOBALG.A.P. certified farms. Also in Madgascar and Burkina Faso quite some 

farms are GLOBALG.A.P. certified.  

Table 9: Percentage of certified entities on total number of certified entities by country income level 

 
High Income 
Economies 

Upper Middle 
Income 

Economies 
 

Lower Middle 
Income 

Economies 
 

Low Income 
Economies 

 

GlobalGAP 
 

79,19% 12,66% 6,16% 2,00% 

FSC FM 
 

48,37% 30,87% 18,85% 1,91% 

FSC CoC 
 

74% 22,14% 3,74% 0,12% 

Source: own calculations on the basis of  FSC: Facts and Figures May 2014 for FSC and GLOBALG.A.P annual report – 

Worldbank Country Ranking 

 

6.3 Explaining Variation in VSS Adoption 
 

In order to further analyze the variation of adoption of VSS we focus on data of the FSC and FM 

certification of the FSC. We use the FSC density measure calculated by Marx and Cuypers (2010) to 

explore correlations between on the one hand a high degree of certification and other political and 

Cambodia 1 Nepal 2 Tanzania 2 
Madagascar 1     
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economic indicators. The FSC density measure measures the proportion of FSC certified forest on 

the total forest area for a country and was calculated on the basis of 2008 data. A high density 

indicates a high degree of FSC certification. A low or zero density indicates hardly any certification.  

Concerning the economic and political indicators we focus on development level, trade of wood 

(export) and governance indicators. Concerning the first two the analysis focuses on GDP/per capita 

since there is a clear indication that VSS adoption varies by income level (see tables 1-4) and the 

export of wood since certification is carried throughout the supply chain indicating that export 

provides a strong incentive to adopt certification. For the first indicator GDP per capita we use data 

from the Worldbank development indicators. For the second indicator we use data from the 

COMTRADE dataset and calculate the total value of wood exports of a country in a given year 

divided by GDP. Wood exports in this context include: wood in the rough or roughly squared 

(HS1992 product code 4403); wood sawn, chipped lengthwise, sliced or peeled (HS1992 product 

code 4407); wood continuously shaped along any edges (HS1992 product code 4409). Concerning 

governance indicators several studies have started to highlight the importance of political and 

institutional context of VSS adoption. Marx and Cuypers (2010) in an analysis of FSC adoption 

focused on the importance of economic and governance indicators to understand adoption. Bartley 

(2014) in a case study of Indonesia argues that understanding the political context of a country is 

important for understanding the dynamics of forest certification adoption. Similarly, a recent 

literature review of more than a 100 studies argued that a necessary but insufficient condition for 

VSS adoption is national institutions which provide a supporting environment for compliance with 

standards and regulatory compliance. (Loconto and Dankers, 2014, p. ix). The idea is that countries 

which have developed effective and well-functioning governance structures constitute a better 

institutional context for VSS adoption. In other words, countries which score well on good 

governance are hypothesized to have higher degrees of VSS adoption. The operationalization of 

what exactly is understood under political institutional context and governance structure remains so 

far quite vague. As Loconto and Dankers (2014) note far more research is needed in this respect.  

In an early study Van Kooten et al. (2005) tried to identify the country-level conditions that 

encourage the growth of a private regulatory environmental system to govern forests. Economic, 

institutional and social capital variables for 117 countries were used to examine factors determining 

forest certification under the Forest Stewardship Council and domestic competitor schemes. 

Although economic factors, such as forest exports and GDP, are important in explaining the 
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likelihood that a country's forest management practices are certified, the regression results support 

the idea that economic institutions and the social context (measured by size of government, structure 

of the economy and freedom to trade) under which firms and forest landowners seek certification 

matters. The ability of citizens to influence the political process (measured by literacy rates and the 

degree of suppression of women) is also significant. In particular, the likelihood that firms and forest 

owners will seek to certify their forest practices is significantly reduced if women have little or no 

effective voice in civil society. 

We build on this approach (combining economic and institutional variables) and further explore this 

issue by using three different indicators from the Worldbank governance indicators which capture to 

a degree this governance context. (Kaufman et al. 2009). These indicators are rule of law, 

government effectiveness and regulatory quality. Rule of law refers to the quality of contract 

enforcement, property rights, the police, and the functioning of courts. Government effectiveness 

captures the perceptions of the quality of public services, the quality of the civil service and the 

degree of its independence from political pressures, the quality of policy formulation and 

implementation, and the credibility of the government's commitment to such policies. Regulatory 

quality refers to the ability of governments to formulate and implement sound policies and 

regulations that permit and promote private sector development and initiative which can include VSS 

adoption (Kaufman et al. 2009). Data for all economic and political indicators are also for 2008. 

Table 10 presents the correlations between FSC FM adoption and the different political and 

economic indicators. The matrix shows that adoption is significantly and strongly positively 

correlated with all indicators. This indicates that countries with as strong governance structure (all 

three indicators), a high level of economic development and a high level of wood export have a 

higher proportion of FSC certified forests. In this countries VSS adoption, as measured by FSC, is 

the highest. These countries are typically highly developed (OECD) countries. In other words, VSS 

are mainly adopted in the ‘Global North’ compared to the ‘Global South’ which might create barriers 

to trade for entities situated in the ‘Global South’. 

 

 

 



67. 

 

Table 10: Correlations between FSC-FM adoption and economic and political indicators 2008 

 FSC_ 

Density 

RQ GE RofL Vl_Exp

/GDP 

GDP

pc 

FSC_Density Pearson Correlation 1 .341** .315** .308** .239** .322** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 .000 .000 .007 .000 

N 153 153 153 153 125 143 

Regulatory 

Quality (RQ) 

Pearson Correlation .341** 1 .938** .909** .010 .786** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000  .000 .000 .909 .000 

N 153 153 153 153 125 143 

Government 

Effectivenes 

(GE) 

Pearson Correlation .315** .938** 1 .955** .011 .825** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000  .000 .901 .000 

N 153 153 153 153 125 143 

Rule of Law 

(RofL) 

Pearson Correlation .308** .909** .955** 1 .023 .808** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000  .798 .000 

N 153 153 153 153 125 143 

Vl_Exp/GDP Pearson Correlation .239** .010 .011 .023 1 .070 

Sig. (2-tailed) .007 .909 .901 .798  .451 

N 125 125 125 125 125 118 

GDP per 

capita 

(GDPpc) 

Pearson Correlation .322** .786** .825** .808** .070 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .451  

N 143 143 143 143 118 143 

 

These results provide further evidence that the adoption of VSS is, from a distributional perspective, 

mainly situated in a specific group of countries making it difficult for less developed countries to 

engage in supply chains which require VSS certification. The latter is probably explained by the fact 

that entities which are based in countries with a strong regulatory environment (hence are used to 

comply with standards and rules), open economies (export oriented) and a high level of economic 

development have less difficulties in complying with VSS standards. Especially the correlations with 

the three governance indicators (rule of law, government effectiveness and regulatory quality) are 

high indicating that VSS are more adopted in countries which already have a strong and effective 

regulatory government system. Entities based in these countries are used to comply with standards 

and rules. Hence, the ‘standard compliance gap10’ they need to close in order to conform with VSS 

                                                           
10 The difference between the current state in which an entity is and the state it needs to evolve to in order to comply with the 
standards. 
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standards is less than for entities situated in countries with a lack of strong regulatory state (ie 

governance structure) and lower levels of economic development. For the latter (entities in less 

developed countries) the investment, time and costs related to standards compliance can be too high. 

This can create a dynamic in which entities in these countries are excluded from transnational supply 

chains and hence will find difficulties to enter high value European and American markets. This does 

not mean that specific entities in these countries are able to comply or that larger vertically integrated 

organizations/firms are able to comply with VSS but on the macro-level (level of the country) the 

overall involvement in VSS remains limited. In other words, in these countries it is only a very few 

entities who are involved in VSS. These might integrate small-holders in their operations, but the 

overall adoption will remain very low. Better data on certified volume might provide a more accurate 

picture on the magnitude of certified entities in less developed countries. 

In order to further explore the importance of political and governance conditions influencing the 

adoption of VSS we can rely on some interesting case-studies. Espach (2006) analyzes the adoption 

of FSC in Argentina and Brazil. His paper examines why it is that in two nations that share several 

properties believed to support private forms of environmental regulation, the effectiveness of one 

prominent global program, the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC), should vary so dramatically. 

Findings indicate that differences in three variables that often support successful private regulation-

domestic and foreign market demand, the influence of transnational actors, and state endorsement-

do not adequately account for this variation. Instead, factors that promote the supply of local 

programs have strongly influenced the effectiveness of the FSC in these nations, particularly the 

social resources and political strategies utilized by program administrators. 

A series of studies have also explored why there is little forest certification adoption in tropical 

forests.  Forrer and Mo (2013) delve deeper into the structural factors explaining rather low adoption 

rates in tropical forests. They develop a supply chain strategy framework to address three sequential 

questions: (a) What are the requisite supply chain conditions for certification programs to be 

successful? (b) How well does the tropical timber sector meet these conditions? (c) What actions 

could make FSC certification efforts more effective? They conclude that some conditions necessary 

for a successful supply chain strategy are not found in the tropical timber industry of which limited 

demand is the most important one. Forrer and Mo argue that the limited size of the U.S. and EU 

markets for tropical timber is a serious obstacle for FSC adoption. Weak (consumer) market demand 

and unwillingness to pay the price premium for certified products has also been highlighted by other 
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researchers (Cashore et al., 2004; Irland, 2007). As a result, they argue that FSC certification faces 

limitations as a governance tool for tropical forest conservation and suggest that a collaborative 

approach to creating markets for certified timber will improve FSC certificate program effectiveness. 

However, it should be noted as indicated above, that consumer-demand is only one driver for FSC 

adoption. Carlsen et al. (2012) analyze adoption dynamics for forest certification in tropical areas and 

more specifically in the timber industry in Ghana. In Ghana only a limited number of firms are 

engaged with forest certification. Out of a total of 224 registered timber firms in Ghana, eight have 

initiated FSC certification. They surveyed both certified and non-certified firms. Customer demands, 

prospects of consolidating or increasing market shares, and a perceived need to invest in resource 

productivity are the main stated reasons for initiated certification uptake. Respondents from non-

certified firms point out high compliance costs as a key reason not to certify. Surprisingly, the 

knowledge on effective costs of certification was limited. Asked by the costs involved in certification 

the results show that owners and managers from these firms hold little specific knowledge about 

certification requirements and costs. The results show that one has to be careful with interpreting 

statements on compliance costs as a factor discouraging certification uptake. They also identify weak 

state-led governance, which creates an unpredictable business environment, as another impeding 

factor for certification uptake in Ghana. These results underline the complimentary role of 

governance related conditional factors for certification adoption. Finally, they identify norms such as 

resistance towards western imperialism, regulatory interference, and the fact that forest governance is 

considered to be a task of the state and not of industry as additional factors affecting decisions not to 

engage in certification. Bieri et al.  (2011) examine the challenges involved in certifying (FSC 

certification) tropical community forestry operations in Honduras. They identify social, economic, 

and environmental factors that require increased attention to improve certification as an instrument 

for sustainable community forest management, and discuss the linkages between these factors. The 

complexity of resource rights, the heterogeneity of forest users, and the difficulty of small Southern 

producers in competing in certified markets would need specific attention concerning certified 

community forestry. Concerning environmental sustainability, the focus in fragmented community 

forests under low-intensive logging should be directed toward landscape connectivity and forest 

restoration instead of reducing mechanical logging damage. Finally, without changes to the position 

of small Southern producers in the global trade networks, the ability of certifications to create 

sustainable livelihoods is limited. 
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Ebeling and Yasue (2009) analyze the effectiveness of market-based conservation and certification in 

the tropics by focusing on Ecuador and Bolivia. In this study, the researchers conducted semi-

structured stakeholder interviews in Ecuador and Bolivia to identify key conditions that influence the 

costs and benefits for companies to switch from conventional to certified forestry operations. Bolivia 

has a much greater relative area under certified forest management than Ecuador and also 

significantly more certified producers. The difference in the success of certification between both 

countries is particularly notable because Bolivia is a poorer country with more widespread 

corruption, and is landlocked with less access to export routes. Despite these factors, several 

characteristics of the Bolivian forest industry contribute to lower additional costs of certified forest 

management compared to Ecuador. Bolivia has stronger government enforcement of forestry 

regulations a fact that increases the cost of illegal logging, management units are larger, and vertical 

integration in the process chain from timber extraction to markets is higher. Moreover, forestry laws 

in Bolivia are highly compatible with certification requirements, and the government provides 

significant tax benefits to certified producers. Results from this study suggest that certification can be 

successful in countries where governments have limited governance capacity. However, the 

economic incentives for certification do not only arise from favourable market conditions. 

Certification is likely to be more successful where governments enforce forestry laws, provide 

financial incentives for certified forestry, and provide land tenure security, and where large-scale and 

vertically integrated forestry operations are commercially feasible. For this reason, at present, there 

are few developing countries where forest certification is likely to achieve widespread success.  

The issue of the potential and limitations of private governance, in function of the political context 

in which they operate, is further explored by Dennis Klink (2015) for a case study of GLOBALGAP 

food certification. He focuses on private labour governance in an agricultural sector and analyzes 

different adoption rates of private certification schemes. He starts from the observation that all 

multinational firms trading bananas have endorsed and committed themselves to various voluntary 

social and environmental certification systems at the central company level. These private systems 

often form the cornerstone of their Corporate Social Responsibility policies. However, when 

comparing the adoption statistics of different banana-producing countries, Klink observes significant 

differences despite the fact that these countries are integrated into the global supply chains of firms. 

This finding draws attention to the importance of domestic political conditions in individual supply-

chain countries for the effectiveness of these schemes as measured by their adoption rate. Klink 

further elaborates on this and develops an analytical framework to better understand these domestic 
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conditions. This framework focuses on four conditions: public business regulations, compliance 

culture, labour market characteristics and education of the workforce. He applies this framework to 

GlobalGAP certification in two countries (Ecuador and Costa Rica) and concludes that institutional 

characteristics in producing countries are of key importance in understanding the effectiveness of 

voluntary standards.  
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7. What Do Donors Do? 
 

 

 

 

 

 

The growth of VSS over the past few decades has coincided with the erosion of public 

institutions in some developing countries in Latin America, Africa and Asia; the transition of 

developing economies to export oriented production and the spread of the concept of 

‘sustainability,” that envisages a development paradigm where livelihoods can be provided to the 

poorest, while integrating production practices with resource conservation (The Brundtland Report 

1987).  Within this context, donor agencies have directly and indirectly encouraged the adoption of 

VSS as a means of achieving the interlocking objectives of the inclusion of developing economies 

into global trade through a transparent set of standards, which, in turn, embody the principles of 

sustainability.   

Donors have specifically focused their attention on certain challenges with which VSS are 

confronted as a tool for sustainable development. VSS promoters and adopters have to engage in 

multiple activities including monitoring, evaluation, training and capacity building. Often, the effort 

and resources required to carry out these tasks limit the ability of VSS to scale-up. As noted 

previously, initial financial as well as technical support is key to the inclusion of target producer 

groups within export value chains. As the FAO report highlights “smallholders need to be organized in 

commercially viable arrangement to be able to participate in certified value chains”. (Loconto and Dankers, 2014, 

p. ix, see also pp. 59-60) This generates several challenges in terms of capacity-building and 

facilitation of compliance with VSS standards. 

Ros Tonen et al (2007) discuss how multi-stakeholder partnerships have become crucial to 

supporting sustainable development initiatives, including the implementation of VSS.  Multiple 
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configurations of partnerships are possible across local, regional and national scales. Most VSS 

operate at the local scale by directly engaging smallholder producers or exporters. While this mode of 

operation promotes grass roots development to some extent - effectiveness of VSS may be limited in 

the absence of the state’s capacity to enforce land tenure/resource use arrangements, protect labor 

rights and provide necessary infrastructure. Also, different stakeholders may favor different 

approaches to achieve the same development objectives. For example, promoters of VSS often 

espouse the neo-liberal view of empowering the poor through access to markets, which may clash 

with state-centric, technocratic approaches to development favored by governments (e.g. China), or 

with traditional practices used at the local level (Lambin 2014). As alluded to in the section on 

impacts, there are concerns that in some cases VSS may reinforce existing power imbalances by 

ignoring the more vulnerable groups, in favor of producers and exporters who already have the 

requisite capacities and assets to participate in export value chains. Typically, smaller NGOs and 

private organizations involved in the implementation of VSS lack the political clout and competence 

to negotiate these issues with a broader coalition of stakeholders at the regional or national levels. 

Furthermore, the plethora of competing standards, along with the multiple agents promoting and 

implementing them, can undermine the credibility of VSS and lead to confusion amongst potential 

standard takers when faced with multiple options and limited information to make informed 

decisions. The pressure to comply with multiple standards also increases the transaction costs within 

value chains and makes their governance more cumbersome (Knorringa 2012). Considering these 

challenges, donors can be involved with VSS in different forms. One approach described by Litovsky 

et al (2007) categorizes the involvement of donors in three distinct roles: Architects, Catalysts or 

Supporters. 

 

7.1 Donors as Architects 
 

One way of harnessing the advantages inherent in VSS, while at the same time ensuring that the 

standards complement, instead of contradict donor objectives, is to assist directly in their design. 

When the FSC was initially conceived, advisors from the World Bank Group (WBG) were directly 

involved in designing the standard.  As a response to FSC stipulations, many countries and producer 

groups attempted to formulate their own forestry standards. To ensure that the local standards 

aligned with the core principles of the FSC, WBG partnered with the World Wildlife Fund (WWF) 
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to create a uniform framework for forest certification, the “Forest Certification Assessment Guide 

(FCAG)” (Litovsky et al 2007). This form of multi-stakeholder involvement at the agenda setting 

phase later proved useful in legitimizing FSC among buyers and producers alike.  The German 

development agency - GIZ -  similarly advises the Round Table on Responsible Soy Association 

(RTRS) regarding its recognition under the EU’s new renewable energy directive (RED), through 

which RTRS certified soy will gain better access to the EU market (GIZ website 2015). It is easy to 

see the potential for synergies from such partnerships. Donor agencies have knowledge resources, 

access to stakeholders and country level expertise that many VSS setters may lack at early stages. 

Once established, NGOs and lead firms involved in the implementation of VSS may prove to be 

useful channels for feedback about the effectiveness of donor led development efforts.  

Donors can also choose to be more broadly engaged as ‘institutional entrepreneurs’, defined as “ 

‘public’ or ‘private’ actors…who individually or collectively promote institutional change by setting or changing agendas 

and by mobilizing and committing (other) critical stakeholders to establishing new standards” (Manning & Von 

Hagen 2010, p. 309). The GIZ exemplified this role in its creation of the 4C standard. Implemented 

in 2007, the Common Code for the Coffee Community (4C) aims at fostering social, ecological and 

economic sustainability in the coffee value chain. It is a non-profit organization financed by its 

members and managed by three chambers representing the main stakeholder groups, consisting of 

traders/buyers, producers from main growing regions and civil society (e.g. NGOs). Owing to its 

trans-national - multi-stakeholder coalition - 4C has been able to extend its influence over almost 

80% of the coffee sector, which allows it to function relatively independent of consumer preferences 

(ibid). 

The case study by Manning & Von Hagen (2010) describes the process by which GIZ established 

the 4C as comprising of four steps: in the first step, GIZ built its knowledge base of the coffee 

sector by engaging in several local projects aimed at establishing standards;  in the second step, they 

linked the lessons learnt from the local projects to global standards and assisted in the formation of a 

global project network creating linkages between local projects and project partners (e.g. the Kraft 

corporation); the third step involved the initiation of development projects addressing standards and 

institutions globally that culminated in the creation of a permanent global organization for regulating 

and monitoring standard definition and implementation. Figure 7 is a graphical representation of this 

process. 
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Figure 7: Process of global standard development (Manning & Von Hagen 2010; p412) 

 

 

Playing the role of an architect does come with some inherent risks: while engaging in standard 

setting processes, donors should be careful that they maintain a degree of independence, as a 

perception of bias or vested national interests may undermine development efforts on the ground, or 

inadvertently, delegitimize the standard itself. 

 

7.2 Donors as Supporters 
 

Even though there are tangible benefits of being involved as architects, in reality, most VSS are 

already well established. At present, international donors such as DIFID, USAID, World Bank, 

Belgian Technical Cooperation, GIZ, provide financial as well as technical support to various VSS 

setting bodies such as Fairtrade, Global Gap, Rainforest Alliance and UTZ. Examples include the 

support of 4C by Flemish International Coperation Agency; the Cotton Initiative by Swedish 

Development Cooperation, Ethical Tea Partnership by Danish Development cooperation and GiZ; 
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Fair Trade by a host of donors including Belgian development cooperation, DFID, Irish Aid, 

Norwegian Development Cooperation, GiZ, and Agence Française de développement; GlobalGAP 

by GiZ; Rainforest Alliance by US AID and UTZ certified by Irish Aid.  

While details of donor support are easily accessible on the websites of these organizations, there are 

very few studies that document the different modalities of Donor-VSS involvement, and how the 

resulting partnership dynamics affect sustainable development efforts (Lambin 2014). Humphrey 

(2008) provides a rare case study analyzing the role played by DIFID and USIAD in the 

implementation of the GlobalGAP standard in the Kenyan horticulture sector. Beginning in 2005, 

farmers supplying European supermarkets were obligated to comply with the GlobalGAP standard 

(known as EurepGAP till 2007). This event had significant repercussions for the Kenyan 

horticultural industry, as the U.K. and Netherlands constitute important export markets. Since 

GlobalGAP is a process based standard, compliance necessitated adoption of new farming practices, 

which proved to be both costly and technically challenging for many Kenyan producers.  In order to 

build the capacity of small producers to comply with GlobalGAP, DIFID and USIAD launched a 

series of market-based programs. DIFID’s Business Services Providers Market Development 

Programme (BSMDP) aimed at training and establishing independent service providers, who could 

use their expertise to assist small farmers in complying with Global GAP and subsequently 

connecting them to higher value export supply chains (William 2008). USAID launched a similar 

program called Business Development Services (BDS).  

Both initiatives illustrate how donor support can sometime be a critical, even necessary, factor in the 

effective implementation of VSS. However, Humphrey’s assessment of the effectiveness of these 

programs clearly indicates that donors need to be cognizant of the structure of the local markets and 

the nature of the value chains they are embedded in.  A key shortcoming of both the BSMDP and 

BDS initiatives was that they failed to appreciate the centrality of exporters in the Kenyan 

horticulture sector. Knorringa’s (2012) study of the sector demonstrates that most of the costs for 

compliance, along with the responsibility for evaluation and training, falls on the exporter. Within 

this context, donor focus on small producers created  inefficiencies: first, major costs were incurred 

in the identification and training of service providers. Rather than remaining independent, these 

providers were eventually hired by exporters to work with their own out-growers; second, Humphrey 

contends that donor support – especially funding - for business services crowded out local players 

and investment in the burgeoning services market; third, more emphasis was given to training, as 
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opposed to the development of infrastructure, which was seen by local actors as more crucial for 

increasing the effectiveness of supply chains and compliance with standards.    

Some commentators also caution that while direct financial assistance to assist with VSS compliance 

may be necessary in some cases, it has potential for creating dependencies.  

Vietnam is an especially interesting case in this respect. As Putzel (2012) shows the Vietnamese 

Government has, since 1992, implemented far reaching policies and programs to increase the 

country's tree cover by promoting plantation forestry. In addition to providing environmental 

services, these efforts were intended to alleviate rural poverty through sustainable forestry. Towards 

this goal, more than 4 million ha were assigned to households and rural cooperatives through 

forestland reallocation or management contracts. In addition, in the last decade, with Vietnam's 

economic liberalisation policies, the timber processing industry has shifted from State-owned 

enterprises to private companies. By 2008, the processing sector had expanded into a $3 billion 

industry, one of Vietnam's top live export sectors and a major source of demand for logs and 

sawnwood. In this context several small forest owners were seeking certification, aided by several 

public and private donors.  Hoang et al (2015) analyze the benefits and challenges of FSC 

certification for Vietnamese small household groups.  They show that FSC has brought new 

opportunities for farmers, such as price premiums, access to trade networks and markets. They also 

identified some challenges such as the high initial and annual auditing costs fees, increased paper 

work and bureaucratic requirements and more complicated procedures for selling wood.  In addition, 

the small size of the plantations and low expertise in forest management make it more difficult and 

costly for farmers to achieve certification. The gap between the pre-certification state of forests and 

the state necessary to obtain certification was significant. In order to close this gap substantial 

technical knowledge is required. In order to close this gap, the authors argue, that they need donor 

assistance. Hoang et al. show that there is a heavy dependency on donors for financial and technical 

support. Whether smallholders can continue their certification without donor support is an 

outstanding question. They make some policy suggestions in order to ensure the sustainability of 

certification such as the involvement of wood processing companies in providing support for 

certification.  

This important contribution by, and even dependency on donors, is also illustrated in a recent study 

by Duchelle et al (2014). They analyze whether certification (different certification schemes) is 

associated with better forest management and socio-economic benefits in nuts forests in Western 
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Amazonia. They compare environmental and socioeconomic benefits of nut certification for 231 

producers in 17 communities in the tri-national border region of Bolivia, Brazil, and Peru. They 

focused on differences in "best management practices" between certified and noncertified producers; 

socioeconomic benefits associated with certified nuts and producer perceptions of nut certification. 

Organic and Fairtrade certification were associated with better postharvest practices and higher 

prices, while Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) certification was related to pre-harvest planning 

(management of the forest). Certification was viewed most positively in Bolivia, where producers 

gleaned financial and social benefits, moderately in Peru, and least positively in Brazil, where benefits 

were perceived to be lower or nonexistent. Interestingly their paper shows that partnerships with 

cooperatives, donors, government and nongovernmental organizations are essential to maximize 

conservation and development objectives from VSS. 

This dependence on external actors, including donors, should not necessarily be interpreted as a 

criticism since many governance and policy instruments complement one another and one should 

approach  and assess the contribution of VSS more in the context of governance arrangements and 

policy-mixes (see next sections). 

 

7.3 Donors as Catalysts 
 

A key learning emerging from the above cases is that while there are great opportunities for donors 

to use their resources and expertise to help local producers comply, VSS have to be interpreted based 

on the local context, or as Knorringa (2012) puts it, standards need to be ‘localized.’ Considering 

this, perhaps a more important role for donor support would be to create conditions where local 

knowledge, needs and constraints could be effectively incorporated within VSS. Knowledge gaps 

could be filled in multiple ways. An example of this includes the standards map created by the ITC 

(page reference), which helps collate information about multiple standards in a single database to 

make it easier for potential adopters to familiarize themselves with the costs and procedures involved 

with certification. Similarly, there is an important need for more robust and independent studies on 

the impact of VSS across different countries and commodities. In this report we have detailed results 

from two such studies sponsored by DIFID. Initiatives such as ISEAL could also be a potential area 

where donor support could create a more conducive environment for maintaining consistency 

amongst multiple standards and promote best practices.  
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The driving force behind the creation of VSS was the inability of policymakers in many developing 

countries to enforce sustainable development practices demanded by (mostly) western consumers. 

Private standards were considered an effective market based tool to address this policy gap (Cashore 

2004).  In general, there has been a tendency to accept private standards as substitutes for public 

institutions. Indeed, countries such as Bolivia have incorporated private standards into public policy. 

However, scholars argue that this should not be interpreted as a sign of the states declining 

relevance, but as an indication that the concept of VSS has matured. As global production becomes 

increasingly concentrated in emerging economies such as India, China and Brazil, public institutions 

are reasserting their role in shaping the way in which VSS are implemented (Gereffi and Mayer 

2010). A case study by Knorringa (2014) illustrates how legislation by the Indian government was 

essential in the compliance of the leather industry with German legislation banning the use of 

harmful chemicals such as PCP. Without the government’s intervention both, producers in India, as 

well as retailers in Germany stood to lose. Moreover, as the domestic markets in emerging 

economies continue to expand rapidly, western consumers may not have the same influence in 

enforcing standards. These dynamics further emphasize the growing need for different forms of 

public and private multi-stakeholder relationships for maximizing the potential of VSS, and 

consequently, the integral role that donor support could play in brokering these partnerships. 
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8. VSS in Policy-Arrangements 
 

 

 

 

 

The proliferation of VSS and the evidence that in some cases and circumstances they 

generate positive impacts has recently led several researchers to go an explore how these governance 

systems can fit into broader governance mixes. Most of the research has focused on the governance 

of land use and Lambin et al. (2014) recently published a paper focusing on the complementarities 

but also antagonisms of different policy instruments. They argue that land use is regulated through 

various mixes of command-and-control interventions that directly affect land use via land use 

restrictions, and other public interventions that indirectly affect land use via agricultural, forestry, 

trade or macro-economic policies.  In this context, coalitions of public and private actors have 

designed market-based and/or demand-led policy instruments, inter alia, voluntary standards, to 

influence land use. These new forms of often private regulation interact traditional public forms of 

land use regulation, leading to "hybrid" of mixed forms of governance (see also Auld et al.). They 

argue that the available evidence suggests some positive direct and indirect benefits relying on several 

studies which are also discussed above.  

The different policy instruments they identify are command and control regulation, payments for 

environmental services, moratoria, eco-certification, commodity roundtables and geographical 

indications of which the last three fall under the broad category of VSS. Each of these policy 

instruments has a different target unit (area, commodity or a combination), policy mechanism 

(mandatory rules, incentives, market exclusion) and enforcement (surveillance and auditing).  Next 

they elaborate on how different policy instruments might complement one another, substitute one 

another or even generate opposite effects and antagonism one another. They give examples of 

governments endorsing certifications or using certification to support their own policies; 

governments creating enabling conditions for hybrid instruments to mature, allowing for wider 
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adoption; and private instruments reinforcing public regulations or substituting for missing or weak 

governance. These examples build on many of the studies discussed in the previous parts. They also 

note that in some cases, governments, NGOs and corporations compete and may hinder each 

other's actions. They bring all the information together in the table 11 which discusses the 

complementarities, substitution and antagonism between different policy instruments at different 

stages of the policy process (agenda-setting and negotiation, implementation and monitoring and 

enforcement). Governance systems can be complementary when their agendas mutually reinforce 

each other (filling policy-gaps) or operate in parallel. Lambin et al. (2014, p. 136)  give the example of 

how different instruments can pursue the same goal but target different actors by using different 

enforcement tools, reward for compliers and sanctions for non-compliers. Substitution occurs when 

a governance instrument replaces another governance instrument.
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Table 11: Typology of potential interaction between public, private and hybrid instruments used in land use governance 

 Complementarity Substitution Antagonism 

Agenda setting 
and negotiation 

− Private or hybrid 
instruments 
reinforcing public  
regulations 

− Private or hybrid 
instruments filling a 
policy  gap 

− Governments 
designing 
environmental 
legislation in 
response to actions 
by civil society 

− Governments 
threatening to 
strengthen public 
regulations for 
private actors to 
adopt voluntary 
standards 

− Governments 
promoting 
information sharing 
and greater 
transparency 

− Governments 
participating to 
multi- stakeholder  
roundtables 

− Government 
collaborating with 
NGOs and local 
communities for 
co-management of 
natural resources 

− Government 
encouraging private 
standards to 
converge 

− Governments 
endorsing 
certification in 
public policies 

− Governments 
adopting private 
standards into law 

− Different instruments 
prescribing conflicting 
management practices with 
different incentives 

− Governments refusing to 
endorse the more effective 
labels, contributing to 
consumer confusion 

− Corporations lobbying 
against standards and 
dictating lax environmental 
policies 

− Existence of one set of 
norms undermining efforts 
to develop stronger 
regulations 

Implementation − Governments 
creating enabling 
conditions for 
private or hybrid 
instruments to be 
more widely 
adopted, e.g. by 
supporting 
extension  services 

− Governments 
regulating eco-
labels and 
sanctioning 
requirements 

− Public regulation 
taking over a 
function that was 
fulfilled by a hybrid 
policy 

− Governments 
promoting the 
adoption of 
standards in critical 
areas 

− Private instruments 
crowding out intrinsic 
motivations to comply with 
pre-existing public 
regulations 

− Governments supporting 
weak standards that 
compete against more 
stringent, private ones 
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associated with 
private standards 

− Governments  
developing  social  
programmes to 
compensate for 
costs borne by 
farmers/ 
communities  
concerned  by  
hybrid 
environmental 
regulations 

− Governments 
buying certified 
products as part of 
public procurement 
policies 

− NGO partially 
taking over land 
zoning activities 

Monitoring and 
enforcement 

− NGOs monitoring 
compliance to 
public policies by 
private actors 

− Governments 
giving access to 
data for monitoring 
compliance 

− Governments 
providing 
technologies and 
resources for 
monitoring and 
evaluation of 
standards 

− Governments 
creating free-riding 
avoidance 
mechanisms 

− Governments 
engaging in legal 
actions to punish 
cheating and 
‘‘green-washing’’ 
strategies 

− Governments 
relying on 
consumer pressure 
to punish law-
breaking producers 

− Weak governance and 
corruption preventing full 
enforcement of private 
standards 

Source: Lambin et  al. 2014. p. 35 
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The main argument flowing from table 11 is that with favourable institutional and governance 

contexts, well-designed hybrid public-private instruments can be effective. Governments can support 

or oppose VSS through regulations, expenditure, or the provision of information. Many 

governments, for example, have intervened in the organics market by setting government-sanctioned 

standards and regulating the use of organic on-product claims. Governments can also antagonize 

VSS initiatives such in  the forest sector where governments have supported the creation of 

competitor VSS programs with an eye to support the interests of domestic forest product companies 

(Cashore et al. 2004; Cashore et al. 2006). Or the example of the Malaysian government which has 

recently supported the Malaysian Sustainable Palm Oil certification scheme (Scharma, 2013) which is 

a competitor to the Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Oil.  

This focus on policy mixes is constituting a new line of research which is potentially very relevant for 

donors since in a way it shifts the focus from specific policy-instruments towards a different unit of 

analysis (landscape) in which different policy-instruments interact with one another. As Lambin et al 

(2014, p. 137) note more systematic evaluation could boost the effectiveness of instruments and 

enhance synergistic interaction with traditional public land-use policy instruments to achieve 

incremental benefits as well as longer-term transformative outcomes in land-use protection. They 

also suggest that various policy-interactions may complement each other in a sequence such as (i) 

information campaigns putting issues on the agenda; (ii) the development of standards by a mix of 

public and private stakeholders; (iii) the development of policy instruments which allow the 

implementation of these standards at an acceptable cost for private actors by providing 

compensation (price premiums, market access, payments), levelling the playing field, and creating 

enabling conditions and finally (iv) monitoring and auditing contribute to enforcement. Within this 

view VSS mainly act rewarding instruments, while governments might punish laggards via integrating 

voluntary standards into legal norms.  
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9. Conclusion 
 

 

 

 

In this report we have provided a comprehensive overview of the factors underlying the genesis 

of VSS and the drivers of their subsequent adoption within specific sectors and geographical regions. 

Furthermore, we have critically evaluated the various impacts that VSS generate across individual, 

value chain and aggregate levels. Based on these observations we have outlined some ways in which 

donors can engage with VSS and how VSS fit within broader governance approaches. Here we 

would like to briefly summarize some of the key strengths and weaknesses of VSS, the opportunities 

they present for donor engagement and finally, discuss certain trends that may shape the way in 

which VSSs are perceived and adopted in the future. 

 

Strengths of VSS 
 

Voluntary standards are a result of historically contingent factors, chief amongst them being the 

increasing globalization of trade, geographic diffusion of production, along with the growth of both 

multinational corporations and transnational civil society.  In order to be considered relevant, 

standard setters have to create a platform for these stakeholders to engage in. The proliferation of 

standards since the 1980’s and 90’s, is evidence that the notion of VSS as a vehicle for governing 

GVCs has indeed been popular with a broad coalition of stakeholders. 

The perceived independence of standard setters from specific private and national interests has also 

allowed some VSS to serve as channels for disseminating better governance practices in some 

developing country contexts. An often-neglected feature of the practice of development is the notion 

of development as problem solving. Sociologists and political economists from Gerschenkon, 

Hirschmann to Chang and Dani Rodrik, have noted how the process of problem solving to 

overcome challenges faced by late developing countries, was more important than the success and 
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failure of the projects that they attempted to implement. In this regard, we have highlighted several 

cases and examples which stress the importance of VSS as knowledge providers, innovators, 

changers of organizational approaches and developers of new managerial capacities and institutions. 

Given their global reach VSS constitute important diffusers of knowledge and learning. Most VSS, 

such as the FSC, FairTrade etc. have attempted to incorporate lessons learnt from their experiences 

into their institutional frameworks. Moreover, this process of institutional learning also allows them, 

over time, to become a repository of best practices, which can then be leveraged – as they have been 

in many cases – for interventions by national governments or transnational regulatory bodies. 

 

Weaknesses of VSS 
 

On the flip side, the very popularity of VSSs also threatens to undermine their credibility as the field 

becomes increasingly crowded. Although, this is inevitable to some extent as the scope and coverage 

of VSS increase.  With the increase in the number of VSS we also observe a diversification in how 

they are designed. We outlined the different institutional functions incorporated within standards. 

These include: standard setting, decision-making, verification, transparency, dispute resolution and 

sanctioning. A robust standard should ideally incorporate all functions, however our analysis reveals 

that a majority of the current standards include only a few. Unchecked proliferation of standards also 

causes issues for producers, who in many cases have to deal with satisfying requirements for multiple 

standards, leading to increased costs and possibly a reluctance to getting involved with VSS. Which 

in turn limits their potential for upgrading. 

Another major challenge for VSS is to be as inclusive as possible. The current literature on impact of 

VSS casts doubt on whether these standards enable the inclusion of the poorest producers given the 

substantial resources required to comply with them. Even though there is general agreement that 

direct engagement and investment by NGOs in producer certification results in positive spillover 

effects, most of these benefits seem to accrue to those producers who are already in socio-

economically advantageous positions. Similarly, in their valorization of small holder farmers, 

cooperative or other production arrangements – independent of context – VSS might not reach the 

most vulnerable constituencies such as wage labor. Several VSS are developing schemes to 

address these issues and they are aware of them. 
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Opportunities and Future Directions 
 

The concept of VSS resonates with the current mode of market led development. VSS in many ways 

epitomize the idea of a bottom-up governed, market-based instrument that facilitates economic 

development by including poor producers into global value chains. From this perspective, the role of 

governments is to enable this process by providing the necessary supporting conditions. However, as 

experience in this field grows, a number of experts are attempting to redefine the role of the state as 

an agent of development. As we have shown through numerous examples in this report, state 

capacities with regards to governance and policy implementation are some of the key determinants 

underlying the uptake and success of VSS. Considering this, active involvement of international 

donors is an important – in some cases - even vital element to help foster effective multi-stakeholder, 

public-private-civil society partnerships for sustainable development. 

We outlined three ways in which international donors can be involved with VSS: as architects, 

supporters and catalysts. In the capacity of architects, donors directly engage with standard setters to 

provide either country specific expertise to help localize standards, or subject matter expertise on 

certain commodities or international regulatory issues. Donors could also play the role of 

“institutional entrepreneurs” by creating a standard setting body comprising a broad coalition of 

stakeholders. On the other end of the spectrum, donors can also provide financial and technical 

support to standard takers, which in many cases has been instrumental in the adoption of VSS. 

Given the significant knowledge gaps that currently exist regarding VSS impacts, donors can serve as 

neutral observers providing a much needed critical and objective analysis of the effectiveness of 

these standards in different contexts. Alternatively, by creating platforms for best practice sharing 

and repositories of VSS related knowledge, donors can help both standard setters and adopters make 

informed decisions. Finally, donors can aid in the creation of peer-to-peer learning mechanisms. 

Besides the involvement of donors we also highlighted the different roles VSS play in broader policy-

arrangements and showed that they are increasingly becoming a part of ‘public’ policy,  not only in 

the Global North but also in the Global South. 

This integration in public policy and recognition by the international community contributes to the 

further institutionalization of VSS. In this report we showed the different impacts they can generate. 

We also highlighted many gaps in our current understanding of their impact and potential. At 

present, a lot of attention is directed towards understanding whether VSS are successful in achieving 
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sustainability, or whether they are useful mechanisms for governing transnational value chains. Most 

of the indicators and methods used to gauge these effects are insufficient to capture the complex 

processes of change generated by VSS in different country and commodity contexts. In order to 

improve the viability of VSS as a mechanism to achieve sustainability, it is critical to look beyond 

narrow parameters to broader effects generated by them at different scales and for different 

stakeholders. 
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Annex 1: Major Voluntary Standards in ITC 

Standards Map 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1. 4C Association 

The 4C Association is the multi-stakeholder sustainable coffee platform, guiding the sector towards 
mainstream sustainability in a pre-competitive arena where all relevant stakeholders are enabled to participate. 

2. ABNT Ecolabel 

To provide systematic knowledge of Brazilian society by means of normative documents, which enables the 
production, sale and use of goods and services in a sustainable and competitive in domestic and foreign 
markets, contributing to the scientific and technological development, environmental protection and 
consumer protection.  

3. Accredited Fish Farm Scheme 

The voluntary "Accredited Fish Farm Scheme" has been launched to assist local fish farmers to increase the 
competitiveness of their aquaculture products and to provide quality and safe aquaculture products to the 
public. Its specific aims are as * To enhance the quality of local aquaculture products by introducing "Good 
Aquaculture Practices" to local fish farms; * To increase transparency of production process by 
standardization of processes in order to gain consumer confidence in local aquaculture products; * To 
highlight the safety of local aquaculture products by introducing pre-marketing product tests; and * To make 
local aquaculture products stand out by branding 

4. AFRISCO 

It is the mission of Afrisco to work with the organic associations in South Africa and with organic producers 
in other Southern African countries to: Provide efficient organic certification services at reasonable cost which 
are accepted by the major retailers in the region, and also internationally; Develop standards for all aspects of 
organic production and processing which are acceptable to major retailers and consumers in South Africa and 
in export markets. In addition, and without providing training or consultancy services or marketing services 
(which might make us biased when we were inspecting or certifying); Promote understanding of the skills 
required for organic production and certification in the region, especially for small-scale producers, through 
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presentations to farmers’ groups on the requirements for organic certification; Develop awareness of the 
national and international market among producers. 

5. Alliance for Responsible Mining - ARM 

Alliance for Responsible Mining sets standards for responsible artisanal and small-scale mining (ASM) and 
enables producers to deliver ‘fairmined’ certified metals and minerals through economically just supply chains 
to the markets. ARM is committed to social justice and environmental responsibility as the values driving the 
transformation of ASM. 

6. Alliance for Water Stewardship 

To promote responsible use of freshwater that is socially and economically beneficial as well as 
environmentally sustainable 

7. Aquaculture Stewardship Council - ASC Pangasius 

To transform aquaculture towards environmental and social sustainability using efficient market mechanisms 
which create value across the chain. 

8. Aquaculture Stewardship Council - ASC Salmon 

To transform aquaculture towards environmental and social sustainability using efficient market mechanisms 
which create value across the chain. 

9. Aquaculture Stewardship Council - ASC Tilapia 

To transform aquaculture towards environmental and social sustainability using efficient market mechanisms 
which create value across the chain. 

10. Better Cotton Initiative - BCI 

The Better Cotton Initiative (BCI) exists to make global cotton production better for the people who produce 
it, better for the environment it grows in and better for the sector’s future. 

11. Bio Suisse 

Bio Suisse is a non-governmental, not for profit association of Swiss organic farming organisations which was 
founded in 1981. Today this umbrella organization includes 32 agricultural member organizations and the 
research institute for organic farming. Bio Suisse has different standards for agriculture production and 
processing. The standards are process specific and have special regulations regarding the import of products. 
Bud-labelled products are available directly from farms, in organic and health food shops, at Coop, Primo, 
Vis-à-vis and SPAR supermarkets, and from various independent retailers in Switzerland. Today some 5700 
Swiss organic farms are certified to Bio Suisse standards (representing 90% of all organic and 10% of all Swiss 
farms). 

12. Biosphere Responsible Tourism 

The ITR promotes touristic management models that effectively contribute to the maintenance and 
protection of cultural and natural heritage into the touristic destinations. Like ultimate target, ITR promotes 
the sustainable development within the touristic industry and encourages the social and cultural authenticity of 
each destination and community. As part of its activities, the ITR collaborates with touristic business 
associations, non-governmental organizations and governments of destinations with a significant cultural and 
natural heritage, in countries both developed and in-developing. All of these collaborations look for a real 
international sustainable development. 
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13. bluesign® system 

Vision To reduce the environmental impact of the entire textile and related industry and shift towards 
resource-conserving production. Mission To implement a systemic approach based on Input Stream 
Management together with our system partners with the aim - eliminating substances that pose risks to people 
and the environment from the beginning - responsable use of resources - safety for people and the 
environment 

14. Bonsucro 

Bonsucro fosters the sustainability of the sugarcane sector through a metric-based certification scheme and by 
supporting continuous improvement for members. 

BOPP Standard - Grower Standards 

The Horticultural Trades Association (HTA) is the trade association for the UK garden industry. It is 
dedicated to helping develop the industry and its member businesses, including most garden centres and other 
garden retailers, growers, landscapers, manufacturers and suppliers. 

15. BOPP Standard - Packhouse Standard 

The Horticultural Trades Association (HTA) is the trade association for the UK garden industry. It is 
dedicated to helping develop the industry and its member businesses, including most garden centres and other 
garden retailers, growers, landscapers, manufacturers and suppliers. 

16. BRC Global Standards - Consumer Products 

The BRC Food Technical Standard applies only to manufacturers and suppliers of BRC members' own brand 
food products. It is designed to assist retailers and brand owners produce food products of consistent safety 
and quality and assist with their 'due diligence' defence, should they be subject to a prosecution by the 
enforcement authorities. 

17. Business Social Compliance Initiative Code of Conduct 

BSCI's mission is to improve the working conditions in factories and farms in the global supply chain of BSCI 
Participants. BSCI unites 1200+ companies around a development oriented system applicable to all sectors 
and sourcing countries. 

18. CanadaGAP 

The Canadian Horticulture Council's mission is an unwavering commitment to advance the growth and 
economic viability of horticulture by encouraging cooperation and understanding to build national consensus 
on key issues, so as to deliver unified and clear representation to governments and other national and 
international parties. 

19. Carbon Trust Footprinting Company - Carbon Label 

Committed to being the leading certification body in product carbon footprinting, helping every organisation 
to tackle climate change by measuring, managing and actively reducing the full lifecycle carbon footprint of its 
products and services. 

20. China Environmental Labeling 

China environmental labeling program is a public voluntary eco-label scheme, initiated by State 
Environmental Protection Administration (Now Ministry of Environmental Protection of China-MEP) in 
1994, aiming to encourage the businesses to rationally use resources and energy to develop and produce 
environment-friendly products, guide the consumers to choose and identify green products towards 
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sustainable consumption, and provides a way for the businesses and public to self-consciously participate in 
environmental protection.Ministry of Environmental Protection of China (MEP) owns the China 
Environmental Labeling and China Environmental United Certification Center (CEC) undertakes the 
function of Product certification.In 2010, MEP launched low-carbon product certification, which is based on 
the framework of China environmental labeling. 

21. China GAP 

China National Organic Product Certification Program is a government project that aims to protect legitimate 

rights and interests of consumers，producers and sellers, improve the quality of organic products, standardize 

activities of organic product certification, and promote eco-environmental protection and sustainable 
development. 

22. China Social Compliance for Textile & Apparel Industry CSC9000T 

To establish China´s own social responsibility management system that - meets the special needs of local 
enterprises, - protects employees´ legal rights and develops their full potential, - improves management skills 
and enhances the core competitiveness of local enterprises, - drives the sustainable growth of the industry, and 
- fulfils the vision of ´building a harmonious society´ 

23. Chinese National Organic Products Certification Program 

China National Organic Product Certification Program is a government project that aims to protect legitimate 

rights and interests of consumers，producers and sellers, improve the quality of organic products, standardize 

activities of organic product certification, and promote eco-environmental protection and sustainable 
development. 

24. Clean Clothes Campaign - Code of Labour Practices 

The aim of CCC is to improve the working conditions and position of workers in the global garment industry. 
The ultimate goal is to end suppression, exploitation and abuse of the (mostly female) workers in this sector.  

25. Climate, Community & Biodiversity Standards - CCB Standards 

The CCBA’s mission is to stimulate and promote land management activities that credibly mitigate global 
climate change, improve the wellbeing and reduce the poverty of local communities, and conserve 
biodiversity. 

26. Codex Alimentarius - Food Hygiene HACCP 

The Codex Alimentarius provides a collection of food standards, guidelines and codes of practice recognized 
by the World Trade Organization as the “benchmark” standards for national food safety regulations. The 
Codex Alimentarius Commission was established by FAO and WHO in 1963 and develops harmonised 
international food standards, guidelines and codes of practice to protect the health of the consumers and 
ensure fair trade practices in the food trade. The Commission also promotes coordination of all food 
standards work undertaken by international governmental and non-governmental organizations. 

27. Cotton made in Africa 

The purpose of the Aid by Trade Foundation is to promote environmental protection and to improve social 
conditions in Africa. An improvement in development cooperation in Africa is also to be achieved by support 
of regional, sustainable growing of agricultural and forestry products, and their processing. 
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28. Council for Sustainable Biomass Production (CSBP) 

Vision: To ensure that in the United States biomass feedstocks and bioenergy (both fuel and electricity) are 
produced in a sustainable manner, balancing economic, environmental and social imperatives. * Goal: 
Generate broad multi-stakeholder consensus on guidelines for sustainability to set this emerging industry on a 
course of continuous improvement with full support from growers, germplasm providers, social and 
environmental interests, and refineries. 

29. Disha Common Code of Conduct - CCC 

AEPC is committed to satisfy the apparel exporters with the service efficiency in achieving the growth of 
exports garments by exploring, sustaining & expanding global markets, becoming one stop information centre 
providing export assistance to garment exporters and bridge the gap between the exporters and overseas 
buyers through dedicated efforts of employees and continual improvement of the quality management system.  

30. East African organic products standard 

It (East African organic standard) builds on East Africa’s rich heritage of indigenous knowledge combined 
with modern science, technologies and practices.(...)The East African organic products standard has been 
written for organic production in East Africa and has been adapted to conditions in East Africa. The purpose 
is to have a single organic standard for organic agriculture production under East African conditions.(...)The 
standard is intended for the development of organic production and trade in the East African region. The 
standards can be a platform for a common label for organic products in East Africa and for developing 
consumer trust. The standard also formulates standpoints which can be used in international negotiations on 
standards. Further, it can be a basis for equivalence agreements with other countries and regions. 

31. EcoVadis 

"We believe that Sustainability is a critical source of value in today's challenging business world. Our goal is to 
facilitate the integration of Sustainability criteria in the Customers/Suppliers relationships. We do this by 
developing reliable, global and easy to use "Suppliers CSR Ratings" that help organizations manage risks and 
foster Eco-innovations. Professionalism, integrity, customer focus and drive for innovations are the key 
enablers of our success. Our teams strive to work smart, have fun and make the difference."  

32. EHPEA Code of Practice for Sustainable Flower Production 

Our mission at EHPEA is to promote and safeguard the sustainable competitive position of the Ethiopian 
horticulture sector within the global market. The strategic activities of the association include: * Representing 
the sector * Facilitating market access and linkage * Supporting the implementation of the responsible 
production practices that protect employees & the environment * Organizing, supporting, and delivering 
capacity building activities for our members * Formation of partnerships and networking with stakeholders 

33. Ekolabel Indonesia 

To practice environmentally-negative impact control in products’ life cycles To encourage supply and demand 
of quality and environmentally friendly products To prepare criteria and an eco-label certification system 
which is competent and credible to stakeholders 

34. Electronic Industry Citizenship Coalition - EICC 

To enable and encourage our members to progress towards the EICC vision through a common code of 
conduct, collaborative efforts and shared tools and practices. 
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35. EO100TM Standard (Equitable Origin - EO) 

"Our mission is to protect the people, environment and biodiversity affected by oil and gas exploration and 
production through an independent, stakeholder-negotiated, market-driven certification system that 
distinguishes and rewards operators for outstanding social, environmental and safety performance". 

36. EPEAT 

EPEAT® is the definitive global registry for greener electronics. It’s an easy-to-use resource for purchasers, 
manufacturers, resellers and others wanting to find and promote environmentally preferable products. Our 
mission: Operate the most successful global environmental rating system for electronic products, helping 
connect purchasers to environmentally preferable choices, and thereby benefiting producers who demonstrate 
environmental responsibility and innovation 

37. EQUITABLE FOOD INITIATIVE -EFI 

EFI was created by a consortium of major food buyers, growers, farm worker groups and consumer 
advocates to ensure: A dignified livelihood for farmworkers; a stable and professionally trained agricultural 
workforce for growers, and Safer and more environmentally sustainable food for retailers and consumers. 

38. Ethical Tea Partnership - ETP 

ETP aims to improve the lives of tea workers and to ensure that tea drinkers can be confident that the tea in 
their cup has been produced under good social and environmental conditions. 

39. Ethical Trading Initiative - ETI 

The Ethical Trading Initiative vision is of a world where all workers are free from exploitation and 
discrimination, and work in conditions of freedom, security and equity. 

40. EU Organic Farming 

Organic farmers as well as the processing sector must follow specific legal requirements, if their products are 
to be labelled as organic and are to carry the EU organic logo or private logos. Part of the certification 
procedure is a standard inspection process to ensure that the organic products were produced in an ethical 
way that respects nature. Thus the consumer can be confident of the stages that the products have gone 
through from “farm to fork”. The organic labelling based on certified standards provides trustworthy 
guidance and enables consumers to make informed choices when considering the rich selection at the 
supermarket. The future obligatory use of the EU organic logo will further enhance consumer recognition. 

41. European Feed ingredients Safety Certification - EFISC 

The aim of the feed safety assurance scheme is to offer a EU harmonised feed safety assurance scheme in 
order to - minimize te risk that unsafe feed enters into the feed and food chain - Enabling an operator to 
implement the objectives of the feed hygieneregulation ( Reg. 183/2005/EC) - Providing measures to ensure 
that other applicable feed safety regulatory requirements are met - Facilitating trade by providing a solid and 
harmonised certification of the feed ingredients 

42. Fair Flowers Fair Plants - FFP 

Fair Flowers Fair Plants (FFP) is an initiative to stimulate the production and trade of flowers and plants 
cultivated in a sustainable way that respects people and the environment. 
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43. Fair for Life 

The aim of the Fair for Life Programme is to ensure fair and positive relations between producers and their 
cooperatives or contracting companies, between workers and their employer, between seller and buyers on the 
world market while at the same time ensuring performance of standards 

44. Fair Stone 

A major part of the natural stones in Europe is imported from Asia, especially from China and India. The 
production of natural stone is very cheap there but often at the cost of the workers in the quarries and 
factories. Safety and health at the workplace are often neglected and silicosis, harms by noise and accidents 
occur at a high rate. Inappropriate labour rights, especially of subcontracted workers, also worsen the 
situation. The anticipated average life of a worker is around 40 years. The mission of Fair Stone is to improve 
the working conditions and the health situation in the global natural stone industry. 

45. Fair Trade Tourism Product Certification Standard 

Through certification develop the market for Fair Trade Tourism in a way that benefits people, business and 
the environment. 

46. Fair Trade USA 

Fair Trade USA enables sustainable development and community empowerment by cultivating a more 
equitable global trade model that benefits farmers, workers, consumers, industry and the earth. We achieve 
our mission by certifying and promoting Fair Trade products. 

47. Fair Wear Foundation 

Fair Wear Foundation strives for good labour conditions in branches of industry of which the main 
manufacturing process is sewing by joining forces of business associations, trade unions and NGOs. 

48. Fairtrade International - Small Producers Organizations 

Fairtrade’s vision is a world in which all producers can enjoy secure and sustainable livelihoods, fulfil their 
potential and decide on their future. We believe that trade can be a fundamental driver of poverty reduction 
and greater sustainable development, but only if it is managed for that purpose, with greater equity and 
transparency than is currently the norm. We believe that people can overcome disadvantage and 
marginalization if they are empowered to take more control over their lives. Our mission is to connect 
disadvantaged producers and consumers, promote fairer trading conditions and empower producers to 
combat poverty, strengthen their position and take more control over their lives. Embracing transparency and 
stakeholder participation is an important way that we will be accountable for our work. 

49. Fairtrade International - Hired Labour 

Fairtrade’s vision is a world in which all producers can enjoy secure and sustainable livelihoods, fulfil their 
potential and decide on their future. We believe that trade can be a fundamental driver of poverty reduction 
and greater sustainable development, but only if it is managed for that purpose, with greater equity and 
transparency than is currently the norm. We believe that people can overcome disadvantage and 
marginalization if they are empowered to take more control over their lives. Our mission is to connect 
disadvantaged producers and consumers, promote fairer trading conditions and empower producers to 
combat poverty, strengthen their position and take more control over their lives. Embracing transparency and 
stakeholder participation is an important way that we will be accountable for our work. 
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50. FairWild 

The FairWild Foundation aims to provide a worldwide framework for implementing a sustainable, fair and 
value-added management and trading system for wild-collected natural ingredients and products thereof. 

51. FAMI-QS 

The FAMI-QS Code addresses safety, quality and regulatory compliance of specialty feed ingredients and their 
mixtures 

52. FLA Workplace Code of Conduct 

The FLA's mission is to combine the efforts of industry, civil society organizations, and colleges and 
universities to protect workers’ rights and improve working conditions worldwide by promoting adherence to 
international labor standards. 

53. Flor Ecuador 

FlorEcuador ® is a standard that improves the competitiveness of the enterprises of the floriculture sector 
through the implementation of good environmental and social practices. 

54. FLORIMARK GTP 

MPS ensures a better image for the entire international horticulture sector, as well as for other links in the 
chain. MPS achieves this by making sustainability and quality demonstrable and by showing instinctive urges 
towards improvement. 

55. Florverde® Sustainable Flowers 

Florverde® Sustainable Flowers was created as a strategic initiative for promoting sustainable floriculture with 
social responsibility at both the company and industry-wide levels. 

56. Flowers & Ornamentals Sustainability Standard 

“To promote economic, social and political interests of the floriculture industry through active participation in 
the determination and implementation of policies governing sustainable development of the sector”. 

57. Food Alliance 

Food Alliance is a scientific and educational organization which promotes the development of sustainable 
agriculture for the public benefit. The Food Alliance works to develop better stewardship of natural and 
human resources and to promote sustainable economic development opportunities in rural communities. 

58. Food Safety System Certification 22000 

FSSC 22000 has as mission to be the globally leading, independent, non-profit, ISO-bases and GFSI-accepted 
food safety certification scheme for the whole supply chain. 

59. Forest Stewardship Council - FSC 

The Forest Stewardship Council A.C. (FSC) shall promote environmentally appropriate, socially beneficial, 
and economically viable management of the world's forests. 

60. Friend of the Sea - Master 

Friend of the Sea is a non-profit non-governative organisation (NGO), whose mission is to conserve the 
marine habitat. 
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61. Friend of the Sea - Wild Catch Fisheries 

Friend of the Sea is a non-profit non-governative organisation (NGO), whose mission is to conserve the 
marine habitat. 

62. Global Aquaculture Alliance - Best Aquaculture Practices 

The mission of the Global Aquaculture Alliance is to further environmentally responsible aquaculture to meet 
world food needs. Through its Best Aquaculture Practices program, GAA encourages the use of responsible 
production systems that are sustainable regarding environmental and community needs, and efficiently 
provide safe, wholesome aquaculture products to the world’s population. GAA articulates the importance of 
aquaculture as a source of food and employment. It supports technological research and provides this 
information openly to membership and research facilities. The alliance also advocates for the industry 
regionally and globally, and promotes effective, coordinated government regulatory and international trade 
policies. 

63. Global Organic Textile Standard - GOTS 

The Global Organic Textile Standard (GOTS) aims to define world-wide recognised requirements that ensure 
organic status of textiles, from harvesting of the raw materials, through environmentally and socially 
responsible manufacturing up to labelling in order to provide credible assurance to the consumer. 

64. Global Red Meat Standard 

GRMS - the standard for the slaughtering, cutting, deboning and sales of red meat and meat products. The 
Global Red Meat Standard, GRMS, is a scheme specifically developed for the meat industry. Its cornerstone is 
product safety, focusing on critical areas affecting the maintenance of high meat safety requirements. GRMS is 
EN45011 accredited and independently audited. 

65. Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) 

To make sustainability reporting standard practice by providing guidance and support to organizations. 

66. Global Sustainable Tourism Criteria 

The mission of the GSTC is: “To improve tourism’s potential to be a driver of positive conservation and 
economic development for communities and businesses around the world and a tool for poverty alleviation”. 

67. Global Sustainable Tourism Criteria for Destinations 

The mission of the GSTC is: “To improve tourism’s potential to be a driver of positive conservation and 
economic development for communities and businesses around the world and a tool for poverty alleviation”. 

68. GLOBALG.A.P. Aquaculture 

The main mission is to establish ONE standard (with different product applications) for Good Agricultural 
Practice (G.A.P.) capable of fitting to the whole of global agriculture. 

69. GLOBALG.A.P. Crops 

The main mission is to establish ONE standard (with different product applications) for Good Agricultural 
Practice (G.A.P.) capable of fitting to the whole of global agriculture. 

70. GLOBALG.A.P. Floriculture 

The main mission is to establish ONE standard (with different product applications) for Good Agricultural 
Practice (G.A.P.) capable of fitting to the whole of global agriculture. 



106. 

 

71. GlobalG.A.P. Livestock 

The main mission is to establish ONE standard (with different product applications) for Good Agricultural 
Practice (G.A.P.) capable of fitting to the whole of global agriculture. 

72. GLOBALG.A.P. Risk Assessment on Social Practice (GRASP) 

The main mission is to establish ONE standard (with different product applications) for Good Agricultural 
Practice (G.A.P.) capable of fitting to the whole of global agriculture. 

73. GMP+ Feed Certification scheme 

Active co-ordination and promotion of a uniform and standardized application of basic principles for the 
assurance of feed safety in the whole feed chain worldwide, in order to contribute to the production of safe 
food. 

74. GoodWeave 

GoodWeave International works to end child labor in the handmade rug industry and offer educational 
opportunities to children in South Asia. 

75. Green Food 

China Green Food Development Center, China, founded in 1992, is a specialized agency responsible for 
national development and management of Green Food in supervision of the Ministry of Agriculture 
(MOA).The major functions of China Green Food Development Center include, under consignment of 
MOA,1) Generation of policy, regulation, and strategic plan,2) Creation and implementation of standard,3) 
Authentication based on the standards,4) Quality control of Green Food based on “Law of Agricultural 
Product Quality and Safety”,5) Management of logo and trademark based on “Trademark Law of The 
People’s Republic of China”,6) Organizing various activities related to Green Food, such as research, 
demonstration, technical extension, training, education and international exchange and cooperation etc,7) 
Providing guidance to the provincial and municipal branches, and8) Coordinating the operation of quality 
inspection stations and environmental monitoring branches. 

76. Green Mark Taiwan 

GREEN MARK PROGRAM GOALS To select environmentally benign products to meet domestic 
demands. To formulate reasonable and close-fitted criteria for Green Mark products. To consolidate 
consumer product application and Green Mark product management, and to maintain public reliance. To 
promote the concept of the consumption of Green Mark products which in turn stimulates manufacturers to 
produce green products. To develop channels for international exchange and to participate actively in 
international activities. 

77. Green Seal 

Green Seal is a non-profit organization that uses science-based programs to empower consumers, purchasers 
and companies to create a more sustainable world. 

78. Green-e 

Center for Resource Solutions (CRS) creates policy and market solutions to advance sustainable energy. 

79. GreenLine Responsible Tourism 

The GreenLine Responsible Tourism Rating Programme enables your business to enjoy the benefits 
associated with being environmentally responsible. It assists Reducing your operating expenses through 
improved management and operational processes; Increases your market share through access to the 
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environmentally aware traveller; and Provides you with practical and appropriate environmental management 
tools for improved efficiency 

80. Guide on Social Responsibility for Chinese Int Contractors 

Building social responsibility of Chinese international project contracting industry is relevant to the transition 
of the industry’s development model, the implementation of China’s “mutual benefits, win-win and opening 
up” strategy, and the sound development of the global project contracting market. 

81. HAND IN HAND (HIH) - Fair Trade Rapunzel 

RAPUNZEL NATURKOST is committed to the following * Organic quality and the wholesome quality of 
our food products have the highest priority. * We are committed to food products that are produced and 
processed without GMO. * We treat our partner fairly and consider the social and economic conditions in 
their countries. * Our partners in agriculture, processing and trade share our philosophy. * We know the 
origins of our products. * We actively protect the environment through our actions. In our decisions we 
consider the protection of natural resources and the climate as well as the preservation of biodiversity. * Safe 
workplaces and good employee morale are the foundation of our success. Self-fulfillment (being at the right 
place), joy and fun at work are the cornerstones of our company culture. * The economic success of our 
company is the prerequisite for achieving and securing all our social and ecological goals. Innovation, 
productivity and efficiency are our strengths. 

82. Harvested By Women Norms and Standards 

The mission of Almana Harvest Corp. is to benefit women in the world of coffee by promoting and 
protecting gender diverse trade. Around the world, women play a major role in the production of coffee. It is 
most often women who undertake the majority of the maintenance and harvesting of family-owned coffee 
plots. Despite this, however, they tend to have little control over harvest proceeds, and coffee industry 
structures seldom, if at all, make provision for women's interests. Our vision for Almana Harvest was thus 
born from a resolute determination to promote coffee grown and nurtured by women with the ultimate intent 
to provide a better, secure, and sustainable future for them and their families. The result is Almana Harvest 
Corp., one of a handful of nonprofit organizations working to accelerate an international marketplace for 
trademarked gender & sustainably certified coffee and to improve women’s rights to access to services, 
thereby providing social and economic empowerment. 

83. Heritage Certification - Hotels and Tourist Accommodation 

The GreenLine Responsible Tourism Rating Programme enables your business to enjoy the benefits 
associated with being environmentally responsible. It assists Reducing your operating expenses through 
improved management and operational processes; Increases your market share through access to the 
environmentally aware traveller; and Provides you with practical and appropriate environmental management 
tools for improved efficiency 

84. Hong Kong Green Label Scheme - HKGLS 

The objectives of HKGLS are (a) To encourage consumers to purchase commodities with reduced adverse 
environmental impact; (b) To provide manufacturers and importers with incentives to reduce adverse 
environmental impact of their products; (c) To provide a clear and independent guide for consumers 
considering environmental factors when making purchases; and (d) To ultimately improve the quality of the 
environment and encourage sustainable management of resources. 
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85. ICTI CARE Process 

ICTI Care Foundation aims at ensuring safe and humane workplace environments for toy factory workers 
worldwide. To achieve these goals, ICTI Care foundation provides education, training and a single, fair, 
thorough and consistent monitoring program for toy factories. 

86. IFC Performance Standards on Environmental&Social Sustainability 

IFC, as a member of the World Bank Group, shares its mission to reduce global poverty. IFC’s mission is to 
fight poverty with passion and professionalism for lasting results; to help people help themselves and their 
environment by providing resources, sharing knowledge, building capacity, and forging partnerships in the 
public and private sectors. IFC believes that sound economic growth, grounded in sustainable private 
investment, is crucial to poverty reduction. 

87. IFFO Global Standard for Responsible Supply (IFFO RS) 

IFFO’s vision is to enhance human and livestock health and welfare via superior nutrition to the benefit of 
consumers worldwide. In order to better demonstrate to all stakeholders the commitment to responsible 
practice in areas of feed safety, raw material procurement and delivery, the IFFO has developed a Global 
Standard and Certification Programme for the Responsible Supply of Fishmeal and Fish Oil (IFFO RS). 

88. IFOAM Standard 

IFOAM official mission is leading, uniting and assisting the organic movement in its full diversity. 

89. IFS Food 

The objectives of the IFS Food are: * To establish a common standard with a uniform evaluation system; * 
To work with accredited certification bodies and qualified IFS approved auditors; * To ensure comparability 
and transparency throughout the entire supply chain; and * To reduce costs and time for both manufacturers 
and retailers. 

90. International Council on Mining and Metals 

The International Council on Mining and Metals (ICMM) was established in 2001 to act as a catalyst for 
performance improvement in the mining and metals industry. Today, the organization brings together over 20 
mining and metals companies as well as over 30 national and regional mining associations and global 
commodity associations to address the core sustainable development challenges faced by the industry. Our 
vision is one of member companies working together and with others to strengthen the contribution of 
mining, minerals and metals to sustainable development. 

91. International Labour Organization Labour Standards 

The International Labour Organization (ILO) is devoted to promoting social justice and internationally 
recognized human and labour rights, pursuing its founding mission that labour peace is essential to prosperity. 

92. ISCC EU 

Purpose: 2.1 The Association contributes to climate and environment protection and promotes sustainable 
development of the society by the advancement of sustainable production of biomass in the context of an 
environmentally appropriate, climate friendly, socially acceptable and economically reasonable use of biomass 
and its traceable use in the different steps of the supply chain. 

93. ISCC PLUS 

Purpose: 2.1 The Association contributes to climate and environment protection and promotes sustainable 
development of the society by the advancement of sustainable production of biomass in the context of an 
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environmentally appropriate, climate friendly, socially acceptable and economically reasonable use of biomass 
and its traceable use in the different steps of the supply chain. 

94. KRAV 

All production and consumption is sustainable and comes from a healthy earth. The label promise is “You get 
more”. 

95. LEAF Marque 

LEAF’s mission is to inspire and enable prosperous farming that enriches the environment and engages local 
communities. 

96. LIFE Certification 

To recognize and add value to both private and public institutions that develop favorable actions to 
biodiversity conservation. 

97. Marine Stewardship Council - MSC 

The MSC mission is to use our ecolabel and fishery certification program to contribute to the health of the 
world’s oceans by recognising and rewarding sustainable fishing practices, influencing the choices people 
make when buying seafood, and working with our partners to transform the seafood market to a sustainable 
basis. 

98. MPS-ABC 

MPS ensures a better image for the entire international horticulture sector, as well as for other links in the 
chain. MPS achieves this by making sustainability and quality demonstrable and by showing instinctive urges 
towards improvement. 

99. MPS-GAP 

MPS ensures a better image for the entire international horticulture sector, as well as for other links in the 
chain. MPS achieves this by making sustainability and quality demonstrable and by showing instinctive urges 
towards improvement. 

100. MPS-Socially Qualified (SQ) 

MPS ensures a better image for the entire international horticulture sector, as well as for other links in the 
chain. MPS achieves this by making sustainability and quality demonstrable and by showing instinctive urges 
towards improvement. 

101. National Ecolabelling Programme - Green Choice Philippines 

To guide Philippine society in choosing which of the products and services being produced and distributed in 
the country pose the minimum risks to environmental health and welfare 

102. Naturland 

Naturland promotes organic agriculture globally and is one of the largest organic farming associations in the 
world. As a organic, forward-looking and fair association, Naturland attributes the same importance to all 
aspects of sustainablity and social responsibility. Naturland is forging fair and long term-business partnerships 
by protecting the environement, the climate, biodiversity and animal welfare. 
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103. NM 08.0.800 - 2012 - Halal food 

Afin de réaliser ses objectifs, l’IMANOR a pour missions : *La production des normes marocaines ; *La 
certification de conformité aux normes et aux référentiels normatifs ; *L’édition et la diffusion des normes et 
des produits associés et des informations s’y rapportant ; *La formation sur les normes et les techniques de 
leur mise en oeuvre; *La représentation du Maroc auprès des organisations internationales et régionales de 
normalisation. 

104. NTA 8080- Sustainability criteria for biomass for energy purpose 

NTA8080 is a voluntary standard that defines sustainability criteria in the production, conversion, trading, 
transport and/or use of biomass for energy purposes. 

105. OECD Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises 

The mission of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) is to promote 
policies that will improve the economic and social well-being of people around the world. 

106. OEKO-TEX® 

The testing and certification system of the OEKO-TEX® Standard 100 satisfies the many and a varied 
requirements consumers make of modern textile products and at the same time takes into account the 
complex production conditions in the textile industry: global organization, a strong tendency to-wards the 
international division of labor and different mentalities with respect to the use of potentially harmful 
substances. Manufacturing textile products of all types; ecologically harmless for humans. Simplifying and 
accelerating terms of delivery for manufacturers and retailers who wish to offer their customers textile 
products which pose no risk whatsoever to health. OEKO-TEX® Standard 100 is a reliable product label for 
consumers, who specifically aim to buy textiles which are harmless to health. 

107. OFDC Organic Certification Standards 

The OFDC Organic Product Certification Standards is formulated with the intention to push further forward 
the cause of rural environmental protection and agricultural cleaner production, reduce or control pollution of 
the environment by agricultural chemicals and agricultural wastes, promote sustainable development of the 
rural society, economy and environment, accelerate development of the organic food industry in China and 
ensure quality the production and processing of organic (ecological) food, so as to provide the society with 
natural, nutritional and high-grade environmentally and ecologically safe food and meet the demands of the 
domestic and foreign markets for organic food, and to meet the requirements of IFOAM accreditation. 

108. Pacific Organic Standard Animal 

POETCom is the peak organics body for the Pacific region, and its secretariat is based at SPC with funding 
support from the EU Increasing Agricultural Commodities Trade project (IACT). POETCom’s vision is that 
Organics and Ethical trade will be the key contributors to sustaining our cultures and communities; improving 
farmer livelihoods, communities, people’s health and the environment in the Pacific. Its mission is: Through 
coordination, information sharing, networking, capacity building and establishing a regional certification 
scheme; grow the organic and ethical trade movement and contribute to a productive, resilient, sustainable 
and healthy Pacific Island region. 

109. Pacific Organic Standard Aquaculture 

POETCom is the peak organics body for the Pacific region, and its secretariat is based at SPC with funding 
support from the EU Increasing Agricultural Commodities Trade project (IACT). POETCom’s vision is that 
Organics and Ethical trade will be the key contributors to sustaining our cultures and communities; improving 
farmer livelihoods, communities, people’s health and the environment in the Pacific. Its mission is: Through 
coordination, information sharing, networking, capacity building and establishing a regional certification 
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scheme; grow the organic and ethical trade movement and contribute to a productive, resilient, sustainable 
and healthy Pacific Island region. 

110. Pacific Organic Standard Crop 

POETCom is the peak organics body for the Pacific region, and its secretariat is based at SPC with funding 
support from the EU Increasing Agricultural Commodities Trade project (IACT). POETCom’s vision is that 
Organics and Ethical trade will be the key contributors to sustaining our cultures and communities; improving 
farmer livelihoods, communities, people’s health and the environment in the Pacific. Its mission is: Through 
coordination, information sharing, networking, capacity building and establishing a regional certification 
scheme; grow the organic and ethical trade movement and contribute to a productive, resilient, sustainable 
and healthy Pacific Island region. 

111. PEFC International 

PEFC works throughout the entire forest supply chain to promote good practice in the forest and to ensure 
that timber and non-timber forest products are produced with respect for ecological, social and ethical 
standards. PEFC mission is "to give society confidence that people manage forests sustainably". 

112. PNM 08.0.802 Produits cosmetiques Halal 

Afin de réaliser ses objectifs, l’IMANOR a pour missions : *La production des normes marocaines ; *La 
certification de conformité aux normes et aux référentiels normatifs ; *L’édition et la diffusion des normes et 
des produits associés et des informations s’y rapportant ; *La formation sur les normes et les techniques de 
leur mise en oeuvre; *La représentation du Maroc auprès des organisations internationales et régionales de 
normalisation. 

113. PrimusGFS 

PrimusGFS is a private scheme that establishes requirements for the certification of products of the 
Agricultural sector in a voluntary manner at a world-wide level. 

114. Protected Harvest Certification Standards: Stonefruit 

Protected Harvest’s sustainable production practices reflect the particular growing requirements and 
environmental considerations of each crop and region. Proactive, ecologically sound practices are promoted 
that improve soil, air and water quality, and prevent growers from encountering problems in the future. 

115. Protected Harvest Standards for Lodi Winegrapes 

The Lodi Rules for Sustainable Winegrowing is California’s original sustainable viticulture certification 
program. Lodi Rules certified growers make up an innovative community with a history and commitment to 
farming quality winegrapes through the implementation of viticulture practices that balance environmental, 
social, and economic goals. The Lodi Rules was designed to communicate this vision to wineries and the 
general public. 

116. Protected Harvest Standards for Oranges and Mandarines 

Protected Harvest’s sustainable production practices reflect the particular growing requirements and 
environmental considerations of each crop and region. Proactive, ecologically sound practices are promoted 
that improve soil, air and water quality, and prevent growers from encountering problems in the future. 

117. ProTerra Foundation 

To support organisations at all levels of the food chain in improving their sustainability performance 

118. Rainforest Alliance Verification Standard for Tourism Services 
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Rainforest Alliance is a proud member of the Global Sustainable Tourism Council (GSTC). We support the 
GSTC mission of making all tourism more sustainable by increasing the reach of sustainable tourism practices 
to traditional, small, and large-scale operations and we endorse the principles of the Global Sustainable 
Tourism Criteria (GSTC Criteria). Our Rainforest Alliance standard for tourism operations for ensuring the 
environmental, socioeconomic, and cultural sustainability of hotels and tour operators worldwide has been 
recognized by the Global Sustainable Tourism Council as fully reflecting the GSTC Criteria. 

119. Responsible Jewellery Council (RJC) 

RJC mission is to advance responsible ethical, social and environmental practices, which respect human rights, 
throughout the diamond and gold jewellery supply chain, from mine to retail. 

120. Responsible Tourism Tanzania 

Responsible Tourism Tanzania mission will be to support and guide the tourism industry to a holistic 
management approach by providing: Internationally aligned standards and guidelines with a clear set of 
practical ideas to introduce the tourism enterprises to a sustainable management approach.; An auditing and 
evaluation process that will help guide the tourism venture to improving their actions and the product.; A 
certification scheme with the branding for recognition of the company’s efforts and successes; Lobbying and 
advocacy on behalf of the tourism industry to develop policies and regulations within Tanzania for the 
sustainability of the resources and cultures and people.; Information and practical ideas, tools as well as 
training to assist the tourism enterprises to practice and participate responsible tourism.; Promoting the 
responsible tourism operators and products in Tanzania to the international tourism market. 

121. Round Table on Responsible Soy Association 

Encourage current and future soybean is produced in a responsible manner to reduce social and 
environmental impacts while maintaining or improving the economic status for the producer. Through: * The 
development, implementation and verification of a global standard * The commitment of the stakeholders 
involved in the value chain of soybean 

122. Roundtable on Sustainable Biomaterials - RSB 

The Roundtable on Sustainable Biomaterials (RSB) is an international initiative bringing together farmers, 
corporations, non-governmental organizations, experts, governments, and inter-governmental agencies 
concerned with ensuring the sustainability of biofuels’ production and processing. 

123. Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Oil - Principles and Criteria 

To advance the production, procurement, finance and use of sustainable palm oil products; To develop, 
implement, verify, assure and periodically review credible global standards for the entire supply chain of 
sustainable palm oil; To monitor and evaluate the economic, environmental and social impacts of the uptake 
of sustainable palm oil in the market; To engage and commit all stakeholders throughout the supply chain, 
including governments and consumers. 

124. Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Oil - Supply Chain Certification 

To advance the production, procurement, finance and use of sustainable palm oil products; To develop, 
implement, verify, assure and periodically review credible global standards for the entire supply chain of 
sustainable palm oil; To monitor and evaluate the economic, environmental and social impacts of the uptake 
of sustainable palm oil in the market; To engage and commit all stakeholders throughout the supply chain, 
including governments and consumers. 
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125. Safe Quality Food Program - SQF 

The Safe Quality Food Institute Mission: To deliver consistent, globally recognized food safety and quality 
certification programs based on sound scientific principles, consistently applied across all industry sectors, and 
valued by all stakeholders. 

126. SAI Platform -- Farm Sustainability Assessment 

SAI Platform is a food industry initiative aimed at contributing to the development of sustainable agriculture 
worldwide. Its activities are open to stakeholders of the food chain, including farmers whose involvement is 
crucial to the successful design and implementation of sustainable agricultural practices. 

127. Sedex Global (Supplier Ethical Data Exchange) 

Sedex is a not for profit membership organisation dedicated to driving improvements in ethical and 
responsible business practices in global supply chains. Sedex was founded by a group of UK retailers in 2004 
with two main goals: to ease the burden on suppliers facing multiple audits, questionnaires and certifications, 
and to drive improvements in the ethical performance of global supply chains. 

128. Sedex Members Ethical Trade Audit - SMETA 

The Sedex Members Ethical Trade Audit Best Practice Guidance (SMETA BPG) has been developed by the 
Sedex Associate Auditor Group (AAG), through multi-stakeholder consultation, to provide a best practice 
reference framework for social auditing and reporting. It draws from practices defined by Sedex members and 
by the Global Social Compliance Programme (GSCP). 

129. SGE 21 

This Standard, a framework document, develops the criteria which permit to establish, introduce and evaluate 
in any organization the Ethical and Socially Responsible Management System proposed by Forética. - 
Introducing this System represents for an organization’s management confidence in itself and the entity with 
respect to its honesty, loyalty, good faith, transparency and organizational culture. At the same time it 
encompasses a will to transmit throughout its social environment the culture of Ethical and Socially 
Responsible Management, with the ultimate goal of gradually getting it closer to society at large. - Certifying 
the management of an organization in agreement with this standard implies voluntarily acquiring a 
commitment to sustainability in the economic, social and environmental spheres. In addition, it involves 
applying, demonstrating and maintaining the ethical values expressed in the standard. 

130. Singapore Green Labelling Scheme 

To create a lasting impact on climate change by collaborating with people, industries and governments to 
encourage and achieve sustainable urbanisation. 

131. Small Producers Symbol 

For several decades, those of us working in small producers’ organizations in disadvantaged countries have 
been struggling for a better future for our children, promoting sustainable production and fair prices. Today, 
we can affirm that our organizations have managed to establish solid collective enterprises and to sell a wide 
variety of quality products around the world, for the benefit of producers’ families and communities, as well as 
the environment. In a world economy that is increasingly dominated by large-scale private corporations, we 
need this Symbol in order to continue to compete on the basis of the quality and unique values of our 
products and our work. 
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132. Social Accountability International - SA8000 

Social Accountability International (SAI) is dedicated to improving workplaces and communities by 
developing and implementing socially responsible standards. 

133. SOCIALCARBON® Standard 

SOCIALCARBON® is a Standard developed by the Ecologica Institute that certifies voluntary emission 
reduction projects for their contributions to sustainable development. The SOCIALCARBON Standard is 
founded on the principle that transparent assessment and monitoring of the social and environmental 
performance of projects can improve their long-term effectiveness and thus add value to the voluntary 
emission reductions generated. The Standard uses a set of analytical tools that assess the social, environmental 
and economic conditions of communities affected by emission reduction projects, measuring contributions to 
sustainable development through continuous monitoring. 

134. Soil Association organic standards 

To research, develop and promote sustainable relationships between the soil, plants, animals, people and the 
biosphere, in order to produc e healthy food and other products while protecting and enhancing the 
environment 

135. STeP by OEKO-TEX ® 

STeP by OEKO-TEX® addresses facility performance across the entire textile production chain, including: 1. 
Spinning, twisting and related processes 2. Production of textile fabrics, e.g. weaving, knitting and non-woven 
/related processes 3. Dyeing, printing, finishing, coating of textile materials, including articles/related 
processes 4. Manufacturing products (e.g. cutting, sewing, garments, home textiles) 5. Logistics centres (only 
textile) 6. Others (e.g. non-agricultural fibre production, accessories) STeP by OEKO-TEX® assesses, audits 
and certifies the following modules of the textile production 1 Chemical assessment and management 2 
Environmental performance 3 Environmental management 4 Social responsibility 5 Quality management 6 
Health and Safety performance and management To qualify for certification according to STeP by OEKO-
TEX®, facilities must meet the stipulated criteria in the modules above. Various rankings can be achieved 
based on the levels of perfor 

136. Sustainability Initiative of South Africa (SIZA) 

The SA fruit export industry is committed to a proactive common industry solution to ethical trade matters, 
to ensuring the existence of sound ethical practices on South African farms and pack houses across all fruit 
sectors and to promoting ongoing improvement on its farms. The industry recognizes the stringency of the 
South African legal framework and that the obligation to adhere to this framework assures a high standard of 
ethics on the part of all industry stakeholders. 

137. Sustainable Agriculture Network - Rainforest Alliance 

The vision of SAN is based on the concept of sustainability, recognizing that the well-being of societies and 
ecosystems is intertwined and dependent on development that is environmentally sound, socially equitable 
and economically viable. 

138. Sustainable Forestry Initiative - SFI 

SFI Inc. is an independent, non-profit organization responsible for maintaining, overseeing and improving a 
sustainable forestry certification program that is internationally recognized. 
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139. Sustainably Grown 

The purpose of the Standard is to establish a comprehensive framework and common set of environmental, 
social, and quality requirements by which to demonstrate that an agricultural product has been produced and 
handled in a sustainable manner, from soil preparation and seed planting through production, harvest, post-
harvest handling, and distribution for sale. In addition, the Standard is intended to establish guidelines for 
making public claims with respect to sustainably grown food and fiber crops, consistent with international 
guidance for Type I environmental labeling 

140. TerraChoice -EcoLogo Program (UL Ecologo Certification) 

EcoLogo has as mision to encourage continual environmental and human health improvements by 
recognizing and promoting leadership products. 

141. TFT Responsible Stone Program 

To diminish the negative impact of natural stone mining and processing by sourcing responsibly-quarried 
stone that respects the environment and improves people’s lives at the raw material extraction stage and 
throughout the supply chain. 

142. Thai Green Label 

(of TEI) The Thailand Environment Institute will serve as a respected research institute, a center of high-
quality information and meaningful action committed to sustainable human development, by conducting 
research activities within and outside the country to benefit the conservation of natural resources and the 
environment, and by supporting and participating in the practical application of the research findings, by 
establishing up-to-date and reliable information systems and through providing for extensive dissemination of 
quality information on environmental issues, by developing and enhancing the knowledge and capabilities of 
the staff so that they can be proud of their work and their organization, and by producing quality research 
publications to be made available to relevant institutions and the general public, both locally and 
internationally. 

143. The EU Ecolabel 

Organic farmers as well as the processing sector must follow specific legal requirements, if their products are 
to be labelled as organic and are to carry the EU organic logo or private logos. Part of the certification 
procedure is a standard inspection process to ensure that the organic products were produced in an ethical 
way that respects nature. Thus the consumer can be confident of the stages that the products have gone 
through from “farm to fork”. The organic labelling based on certified standards provides trustworthy 
guidance and enables consumers to make informed choices when considering the rich selection at the 
supermarket. The future obligatory use of the EU organic logo will further enhance consumer recognition. 

144. The European Ecotourism Labelling Standard 

ECOLNET has a dual aim: a) to create an Ecotourism network to bring together a variety of stakeholders and 
b) to develop innovative evaluation tools and learning products for sharing knowledge among the network 
and facilitating quality certification through the European Ecotourism Labelling Standard (EETLS). The 
EETLS was developed by two previous Leonardo da Vinci projects in compliance with the Global Sustainable 
Tourism Criteria of Global Sustainable Tourism Council (GSTC). 

145. The Gold Standard 

To influence the carbon markets by setting a premium quality benchmark for project-based carbon credits and 
to reward excellence in the carbon markets. 
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146. Together for Sustainability 

All member companies strive to achieve sustainable development and support compliance with regulations 
and societal expectations within their supply chains. That means the companies care about environmental, 
social and good management practices not only in their own operations, but also at the supplier level. This 
commitment is underscored by TfS’ support of the principles of the United Nations Global Compact and 
Responsible Care. The initiative was created to increase transparency with regard to sustainability standards in 
supply chains. The mission is to support in managing complexity and risks in increasingly global operations 
and improving the working and environmental conditions in global supply chains by engaging in dialog with 
suppliers. By sharing sustainability assessments and audit data, resources are used more efficiently and the 
burden of bureaucracy is reduced. 

147. TourCert 

TourCert, the non-profit organization for certification in tourism awards the CSR label and keeps register of 
CSR-certified enterprises. 

148. UN Global Compact 

The Global Compact strives to be the world’s most inclusive voluntary initiative to promote responsible 
corporate citizenship, ensuring that business, in partnership with other societal actors, plays its essential part in 
achieving the United Nations’ vision of a more sustainable and equitable global economy 

149. Unilever Sustainable Agriculture Code 

Our aim is to ensure continued access to our key agricultural raw materials and communicate the value of 
sustainable sourcing to consumers and influence their buying habits. 

150. Union for Ethical BioTrade - UEBT 

Ethical BioTrade is a set of business practices that follow the Ethical BioTrade Principles and Criteria that 
contribute to ethical sourcing of biodiversity. 

151. USDA National Organic Program 

Ensuring the integrity of USDA organic products in the United States and throughout the world. 

152. UTZ Certified 

Our mission is to create a world where sustainable farming is the norm. Sustainable farming helps farmers, 
workers and their families to fulfill their ambitions and contributes to safeguard the world’s resources, now 
and in the future. 

153. Verified Carbon Standard - VCS 

VCS was founded to provide a robust quality assurance standard that projects could use to quantify 
greenhouse gas emissions and issue credits in voluntary markets. From its early days, VCS has grown into a 
comprehensive GHG program that is steadily evolving in reponse to market needs. Our mission is - To 
provide a trusted, robust and user-friendly program that brings quality assurance to voluntary carbon markets. 
- To pioneer innovative rules and tools that open new avenues for carbon crediting and allow businesses, non-
profits and government entities to engage in on-the-ground climate action. - To share knowledge and 
encourage the uptake of best practice in carbon markets so that markets develop along coherent and 
compatible lines even as top-down regulations take shape. 
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154. Veriflora 

The purpose of the Standard is to establish a comprehensive framework and common set of environmental, 
social, and quality requirements by which to demonstrate that an agricultural product has been produced and 
handled in a sustainable manner, from soil preparation and seed planting through production, harvest, post-
harvest handling, and distribution for sale. In addition, the Standard is intended to establish guidelines for 
making public claims with respect to sustainably grown food and fiber crops, consistent with international 
guidance for Type I environmental labeling 

155. WFTO Guarantee System 

WFTO’s mission is to enable producers to improve their livelihoods and communities through Fair Trade. 
WFTO is the global network and advocate for Fair Trade, ensuring producer voices are heard. The interest of 
producers, especially small farmers and artisans, is the main focus in all the policies, governance, structures 
and decision making within the WFTO. 

156. Workplace Condition Assessment (WCA) 

Intertek’s mission is to provide innovative solutions that maximize business value. The Workplace Conditions 
Assessment (WCA) is a software based community platform that enables automated data collection leading to 
ratings based measurable audit results. Users of the WCA have access to invaluable datamining tools that can 
help set performance metrics which are capable of being benchmarked against global, industry, and country 
averages. As of January 2013, there are over 8000 participating facilities in the program and suppliers are 
encouraged to share their results with multiple customers. 

157. Worldwide Responsible Accredited Production - WRAP 

WRAP is an independent, objective, non-profit team of global social compliance experts dedicated to 
promoting safe, lawful, humane and ethical manufacturing around the world through certification and 
education. 

158. XertifiX 

The mission of XertifiX is to combat child and bonded labour and to promote school and professional 
education as a measure of both rehabilitation for former child labourers and prevention of future child labour. 
Furthermore, our mission is to raise awareness among the German public for socially acceptable conditions of 
production of natural stone products and services. 

159. Zerya 

Zerya® is a private quality trademark that belongs to 'Zerya Producciones sin Residuos S.L.', and it represents 
the effort of many years of research dedicated to define fruit & vegetable production systems that can 
guarantee a residue free (*) final product. Our goal is to provide an opportunity for differentiation to 
companies with highly qualified technicians, through a coordinated effort and the conviction that it possible 
to produce safe food in a cost-effective way through a rational use of agricultural inputs and that can lead to a 
sustainable production system, environmentally friendly and capable of fulfilling customers' requirements. 
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Annex 2: Presence of Voluntary Standards 

in Partner Countries of Belgium 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Peru Clean Clothes Campaign - Code of Labour Practices; Alliance for Responsible Mining 

– ARM, Codex Alimentarius - Food Hygiene HACCP; IFFO Global Standard for 
Responsible Supply (IFFO RS) ; Rainforest Alliance Verification Standard for Tourism 
Services ; Veriflora, Roundtable on Sustainable Biomaterials – RSB ; Harvested By 
Women Norms and Standards; Biosphere Responsible Tourism, 4C Association; 
GMP+ Feed Certification scheme; HAND IN HAND (HIH) - Fair Trade Rapunzel; 
Together for Sustainability; UTZ Certified; Union for Ethical BioTrade – UEBT; 
Worldwide Responsible Accredited Production – WRAP; Global Sustainable Tourism 
Criteria; OEKO-TEX®;STeP by OEKO-TEX ®;Electronic Industry Citizenship 
Coalition – EICC; Friend of the Sea – Master; Global Organic Textile Standard – 
GOTS; Workplace Condition Assessment (WCA); Sustainably Grown; Small 
Producers Symbol; Forest Stewardship Council - FSC - Forest Management; FSC 
Standard for Chain of Custody Certification; Fair Trade USA; Food Safety System 
Certification 22000; GLOBALG.A.P. Floriculture; GLOBALG.A.P. Crops; USDA 
National Organic Program; MPS-ABC; IFC Performance Standards on Environmental 
& Social Sustainability; Unilever Sustainable Agriculture Code; ISCC EU; ISCC PLUS; 
Naturland; SAI Platform -- Farm Sustainability Assessment; Sustainable Agriculture 
Network - Rainforest Alliance; Bio Suisse; Ethical Trading Initiative – ETI; EU 
Organic Farming; FLA Workplace Code of Conduct; OECD Guidelines for 
Multinational Enterprises; Safe Quality Food Program – SQF; BRC Global Standards - 
Consumer Products; Global Reporting Initiative (GRI); IFOAM Standard; Guide on 
Social Responsibility for Chinese Int Contractors; International Labour Organization 
Labour Standards; UN Global Compact; Climate, Community & Biodiversity 
Standards - CCB Standards; Sedex Global (Supplier Ethical Data Exchange); Verified 
Carbon Standard – VCS, Sedex Members Ethical Trade Audit – SMETA; Fairtrade 
International - Small Producers Organizations; Fairtrade International - Hired Labour; 
WFTO Guarantee System; Social Accountability International - SA8000; LEAF 
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Marque; EcoVadis; Fair for Life; Business Social Compliance Initiative Code of 
Conduct - BSCI  

Zuid Afrika Heritage Certification - Hotels and Tourist Accommodation; Clean Clothes Campaign 
- Code of Labour Practices; Fair Trade Tourism Product Certification Standard; Codex 
Alimentarius - Food Hygiene HACCP; IFFO Global Standard for Responsible Supply 
(IFFO RS); International Council on Mining and Metals; Bonsucro; FAMI-QS; 
Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Oil - Supply Chain Certification; Sustainability 
Initiative of South Africa (SIZA); Together for Sustainability; UTZ Certified; 
Worldwide Responsible Accredited Production – WRAP; AFRISCO; Global 
Sustainable Tourism Criteria; OEKO-TEX®;STeP by OEKO-TEX ®;Electronic 
Industry Citizenship Coalition – EICC; Friend of the Sea – Master; Global Organic 
Textile Standard – GOTS; Marine Stewardship Council – MSC; Workplace Condition 
Assessment (WCA); Responsible Jewellery Council (RJC); Forest Stewardship Council 
- FSC - Forest Management; FSC Standard for Chain of Custody Certification; Fair 
Trade USA; Food Safety System Certification 22000; GLOBALG.A.P. Floriculture; 
GLOBALG.A.P. Crops; USDA National Organic Program; IFS Food; MPS-ABC; IFC 
Performance Standards on Environmental&Social Sustainability; Unilever Sustainable 
Agriculture Code; ISCC EU; ISCC PLUS; Alliance for Water Stewardship; Naturland; 
SAI Platform -- Farm Sustainability Assessment; Sustainable Agriculture Network - 
Rainforest Alliance; Bio Suisse; Ethical Trading Initiative – ETI; EU Organic Farming; 
Soil Association organic standards; BRC Global Standards - Consumer Products; 
Global Reporting Initiative (GRI); IFOAM Standard; Guide on Social Responsibility 
for Chinese Int Contractors; International Labour Organization Labour Standards; UN 
Global Compact; Climate, Community & Biodiversity Standards - CCB Standards; 
Sedex Global (Supplier Ethical Data Exchange); Verified Carbon Standard – VCS; 
Sedex Members Ethical Trade Audit – SMETA; Fairtrade International - Small 
Producers Organizations; Fairtrade International - Hired Labour; WFTO Guarantee 
System; Social Accountability International - SA8000; LEAF Marque; EcoVadis; Fair 
for Life; Business Social Compliance Initiative Code of Conduct - BSCI  

Vietnam Clean Clothes Campaign - Code of Labour Practices; Fair Stone; Codex Alimentarius - 
Food Hygiene HACCP; Fair Wear Foundation; TFT Responsible Stone Program; 4C 
Association; GMP+ Feed Certification scheme; ICTI CARE Process; Together for 
Sustainability; UTZ Certified; Fair Flowers Fair Plants – FFP; Aquaculture Stewardship 
Council - ASC Pangasius; Aquaculture Stewardship Council - ASC Salmon; 
Aquaculture Stewardship Council - ASC Tilapia; Worldwide Responsible Accredited 
Production – WRAP; Global Aquaculture Alliance - Best Aquaculture Practices; 
Global Sustainable Tourism Criteria; GLOBALG.A.P. Aquaculture; OEKO-
TEX®;STeP by OEKO-TEX ®;Electronic Industry Citizenship Coalition – EICC; 
Friend of the Sea – Master; Global Organic Textile Standard – GOTS; Marine 
Stewardship Council – MSC; Workplace Condition Assessment (WCA); Responsible 
Jewellery Council (RJC); Forest Stewardship Council - FSC - Forest Management; FSC 
Standard for Chain of Custody Certification; bluesign® system; Food Safety System 
Certification 22000; GLOBALG.A.P. Floriculture; GLOBALG.A.P. Crops; USDA 
National Organic Program; IFS Food; MPS-ABC; IFC Performance Standards on 
Environmental&Social Sustainability; Unilever Sustainable Agriculture Code; ISCC 
EU; ISCC PLUS; Naturland; SAI Platform -- Farm Sustainability Assessment; 
Sustainable Agriculture Network - Rainforest Alliance; Bio Suisse; Ethical Trading 
Initiative – ETI; EU Organic Farming; FLA Workplace Code of Conduct; BRC Global 
Standards - Consumer Products; IFOAM Standard; Guide on Social Responsibility for 
Chinese Int Contractors; International Labour Organization Labour Standards; UN 
Global Compact; Sedex Global (Supplier Ethical Data Exchange); Verified Carbon 
Standard – VCS; Sedex Members Ethical Trade Audit – SMETA; Fairtrade 
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International - Small Producers Organizations; Fairtrade International - Hired Labour; 
WFTO Guarantee System; Social Accountability International - SA8000; EcoVadis; 
Business Social Compliance Initiative Code of Conduct – BSCI;  

Ecuador Flor Ecuador; Clean Clothes Campaign - Code of Labour Practices; Alliance for 
Responsible Mining – ARM; Codex Alimentarius - Food Hygiene HACCP; Rainforest 
Alliance Verification Standard for Tourism Services; Veriflora; GMP+ Feed 
Certification scheme; Together for Sustainability; UTZ Certified; Fair Flowers Fair 
Plants – FFP; Aquaculture Stewardship Council - ASC Pangasius; Aquaculture 
Stewardship Council - ASC Salmon; Aquaculture Stewardship Council - ASC Tilapia; 
Global Aquaculture Alliance - Best Aquaculture Practices; Global Sustainable Tourism 
Criteria; GLOBALG.A.P. Aquaculture; Electronic Industry Citizenship Coalition – 
EICC; Friend of the Sea – Master; Workplace Condition Assessment (WCA); 
Sustainably Grown; Small Producers Symbol; Forest Stewardship Council - FSC - 
Forest Management; FSC Standard for Chain of Custody Certification; MPS-Socially 
Qualified (SQ); Fair Trade USA; Food Safety System Certification 22000; 
GLOBALG.A.P. Floriculture; GLOBALG.A.P. Crops; USDA National Organic 
Program; IFS Food; MPS-ABC; IFC Performance Standards on 
Environmental&Social Sustainability; Unilever Sustainable Agriculture Code; 
Naturland; SAI Platform -- Farm Sustainability Assessment; Sustainable Agriculture 
Network - Rainforest Alliance; Bio Suisse; Ethical Trading Initiative – ETI; EU 
Organic Farming; Soil Association organic standards; FLA Workplace Code of 
Conduct; Safe Quality Food Program – SQF; BRC Global Standards - Consumer 
Products; Global Reporting Initiative (GRI); IFOAM Standard; Guide on Social 
Responsibility for Chinese Int Contractors; International Labour Organization Labour 
Standards; UN Global Compact; Sedex Global (Supplier Ethical Data Exchange); 
Verified Carbon Standard – VCS; Sedex Members Ethical Trade Audit – SMETA; 
Fairtrade International - Small Producers Organizations; Fairtrade International - Hired 
Labour; EcoVadis; Fair for Life; Business Social Compliance Initiative Code of 
Conduct - BSCI ; 

Uganda Clean Clothes Campaign - Code of Labour Practices; Codex Alimentarius - Food 
Hygiene HACCP; MPS-GAP; Harvested By Women Norms and Standards; 4C 
Association; Bonsucro; East African organic products standard; Together for 
Sustainability; UTZ Certified; Fair Flowers Fair Plants – FFP; Global Sustainable 
Tourism Criteria; The Gold Standard; Electronic Industry Citizenship Coalition – 
EICC; Global Organic Textile Standard – GOTS; Workplace Condition Assessment 
(WCA); Forest Stewardship Council - FSC - Forest Management; MPS-Socially 
Qualified (SQ); Fair Trade USA; GLOBALG.A.P. Floriculture; GLOBALG.A.P. 
Crops; USDA National Organic Program; MPS-ABC; IFC Performance Standards on 
Environmental&Social Sustainability; Unilever Sustainable Agriculture Code; 
Naturland; SAI Platform -- Farm Sustainability Assessment; Sustainable Agriculture 
Network - Rainforest Alliance; Bio Suisse; Ethical Trading Initiative – ETI; EU 
Organic Farming; BRC Global Standards - Consumer Products; Global Reporting 
Initiative (GRI); IFOAM Standard; Guide on Social Responsibility for Chinese Int 
Contractors; International Labour Organization Labour Standards; UN Global 
Compact; Climate, Community & Biodiversity Standards - CCB Standards; Sedex 
Global (Supplier Ethical Data Exchange); Verified Carbon Standard – VCS; Sedex 
Members Ethical Trade Audit – SMETA; Fairtrade International - Small Producers 
Organizations; Fairtrade International - Hired Labour; WFTO Guarantee System; Fair 
for Life 

Bolivia Clean Clothes Campaign - Code of Labour Practices; Alliance for Responsible Mining 
– ARM; Codex Alimentarius - Food Hygiene HACCP; Bonsucro; HAND IN HAND 
(HIH) - Fair Trade Rapunzel; Together for Sustainability; UTZ Certified; FairWild; 
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Global Sustainable Tourism Criteria; The Gold Standard; Electronic Industry 
Citizenship Coalition – EICC; Workplace Condition Assessment (WCA); Forest 
Stewardship Council - FSC - Forest Management; FSC Standard for Chain of Custody 
Certification; Fair Trade USA; Food Safety System Certification 22000; 
GLOBALG.A.P. Floriculture; GLOBALG.A.P. Crops; USDA National Organic 
Program; IFC Performance Standards on Environmental&Social Sustainability; 
Unilever Sustainable Agriculture Code; Naturland; SAI Platform -- Farm Sustainability 
Assessment; Sustainable Agriculture Network - Rainforest Alliance; Bio Suisse; Ethical 
Trading Initiative – ETI; EU Organic Farming; BRC Global Standards - Consumer 
Products; Global Reporting Initiative (GRI); IFOAM Standard; Guide on Social 
Responsibility for Chinese Int Contractors; International Labour Organization Labour 
Standards; UN Global Compact; Climate, Community & Biodiversity Standards - CCB 
Standards; Sedex Global (Supplier Ethical Data Exchange); Verified Carbon Standard 
– VCS; Sedex Members Ethical Trade Audit – SMETA; Fairtrade International - Small 
Producers Organizations; Fairtrade International - Hired Labour; WFTO Guarantee 
System; Social Accountability International - SA8000; EcoVadis; Fair for Life 

Morocco PNM 08.0.802 Produits cosmetiques Halal; Clean Clothes Campaign - Code of Labour 
Practices; Codex Alimentarius - Food Hygiene HACCP; GMP+ Feed Certification 
scheme; NM 08.0.800 - 2012 - Halal food; Together for Sustainability; Worldwide 
Responsible Accredited Production – WRAP; Global Sustainable Tourism Criteria; 
OEKO-TEX®;STeP by OEKO-TEX ®;Electronic Industry Citizenship Coalition – 
EICC; Friend of the Sea – Master; Global Organic Textile Standard – GOTS; 
Workplace Condition Assessment (WCA); FSC Standard for Chain of Custody 
Certification; Food Safety System Certification 22000; GLOBALG.A.P. Floriculture; 
GLOBALG.A.P. Crops; USDA National Organic Program; IFS Food; MPS-ABC; IFC 
Performance Standards on Environmental&Social Sustainability; Unilever Sustainable 
Agriculture Code; ISCC EU; ISCC PLUS; SAI Platform -- Farm Sustainability 
Assessment; Bio Suisse; Ethical Trading Initiative – ETI; EU Organic Farming; OECD 
Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises; BRC Global Standards - Consumer Products; 
IFOAM Standard; Guide on Social Responsibility for Chinese Int Contractors; 
International Labour Organization Labour Standards; UN Global Compact; Sedex 
Global (Supplier Ethical Data Exchange); Sedex Members Ethical Trade Audit – 
SMETA; Fairtrade International - Small Producers Organizations; Fairtrade 
International - Hired Labour; Social Accountability International - SA8000; LEAF 
Marque; EcoVadis; Business Social Compliance Initiative Code of Conduct - BSCI  

Mozambique Heritage Certification - Hotels and Tourist Accommodation; Clean Clothes Campaign 
- Code of Labour Practices; Cotton made in Africa; Better Cotton Initiative – BCI; 
Codex Alimentarius - Food Hygiene HACCP; Together for Sustainability; Union for 
Ethical BioTrade – UEBT; AFRISCO; Global Sustainable Tourism Criteria; Electronic 
Industry Citizenship Coalition – EICC; Workplace Condition Assessment (WCA); 
Forest Stewardship Council - FSC - Forest Management; FSC Standard for Chain of 
Custody Certification; Food Safety System Certification 22000; GLOBALG.A.P. 
Floriculture; GLOBALG.A.P. Crops; USDA National Organic Program; IFC 
Performance Standards on Environmental&Social Sustainability; Unilever Sustainable 
Agriculture Code; SAI Platform -- Farm Sustainability Assessment; Ethical Trading 
Initiative – ETI; EU Organic Farming; BRC Global Standards - Consumer Products; 
Guide on Social Responsibility for Chinese Int Contractors; International Labour 
Organization Labour Standards; UN Global Compact; Climate, Community & 
Biodiversity Standards - CCB Standards ; Sedex Global (Supplier Ethical Data 
Exchange); Sedex Members Ethical Trade Audit – SMETA; Fairtrade International - 
Small Producers Organizations; Fairtrade International - Hired Labour; LEAF Marque; 

Senegal Clean Clothes Campaign - Code of Labour Practices; Codex Alimentarius - Food 
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Hygiene HACCP; Together for Sustainability; Global Sustainable Tourism Criteria; 
Electronic Industry Citizenship Coalition – EICC; Friend of the Sea – Master; 
Workplace Condition Assessment (WCA); GLOBALG.A.P. Floriculture; 
GLOBALG.A.P. Crops; IFC Performance Standards on Environmental&Social 
Sustainability; Unilever Sustainable Agriculture Code; ISCC EU; ISCC PLUS; SAI 
Platform -- Farm Sustainability Assessment; Ethical Trading Initiative – ETI; EU 
Organic Farming; BRC Global Standards - Consumer Products; IFOAM Standard; 
Guide on Social Responsibility for Chinese Int Contractors ; International Labour 
Organization Labour Standards; UN Global Compact; Sedex Global (Supplier Ethical 
Data Exchange); Verified Carbon Standard – VCS; Sedex Members Ethical Trade 
Audit – SMETA; Fairtrade International - Small Producers Organizations; Fairtrade 
International - Hired Labour; WFTO Guarantee System; LEAF Marque; Fair for Life; 
Business Social Compliance Initiative Code of Conduct – BSCI;  

Rwanda Clean Clothes Campaign - Code of Labour Practices; Codex Alimentarius - Food 
Hygiene HACCP; Harvested By Women Norms and Standards; 4C Association; East 
African organic products standard; Together for Sustainability; UTZ Certified; 
Electronic Industry Citizenship Coalition – EICC; Workplace Condition Assessment 
(WCA); Fair Trade USA; GLOBALG.A.P. Floriculture; GLOBALG.A.P. Crops; 
USDA National Organic Program; IFC Performance Standards on 
Environmental&Social Sustainability; Unilever Sustainable Agriculture Code; SAI 
Platform -- Farm Sustainability Assessment; Sustainable Agriculture Network - 
Rainforest Alliance; Ethical Trading Initiative – ETI; EU Organic Farming; BRC 
Global Standards - Consumer Products; Guide on Social Responsibility for Chinese Int 
Contractors; 
International Labour Organization Labour Standards; UN Global Compact; Sedex 
Global (Supplier Ethical Data Exchange); Sedex Members Ethical Trade Audit – 
SMETA; Fairtrade International - Small Producers Organizations; Fairtrade 
International - Hired Labour; WFTO Guarantee System; EcoVadis 

Mali Clean Clothes Campaign - Code of Labour Practices; Better Cotton Initiative – BCI; 
Codex Alimentarius - Food Hygiene HACCP; Together for Sustainability; Global 
Sustainable Tourism Criteria; The Gold Standard; Electronic Industry Citizenship 
Coalition – EICC; Workplace Condition Assessment (WCA); GLOBALG.A.P. 
Floriculture; GLOBALG.A.P. Crops; IFC Performance Standards on 
Environmental&Social Sustainability; Unilever Sustainable Agriculture Code; SAI 
Platform -- Farm Sustainability Assessment; Ethical Trading Initiative – ETI; EU 
Organic Farming; BRC Global Standards - Consumer Products; IFOAM Standard; 
Guide on Social Responsibility for Chinese Int Contractors; International Labour 
Organization Labour Standards; Sedex Global (Supplier Ethical Data Exchange); 
Verified Carbon Standard – VCS; Sedex Members Ethical Trade Audit – SMETA; 
Fairtrade International - Small Producers Organizations; Fairtrade International - Hired 
Labour; Fair for Life; Business Social Compliance Initiative Code of Conduct - BSCI  

Algeria Clean Clothes Campaign - Code of Labour Practices; Codex Alimentarius - Food 
Hygiene HACCP; Together for Sustainability; Global Sustainable Tourism Criteria; 
Electronic Industry Citizenship Coalition – EICC; Workplace Condition Assessment 
(WCA); Food Safety System Certification 22000; USDA National Organic Program; 
IFC Performance Standards on Environmental&Social Sustainability; Unilever 
Sustainable Agriculture Code; SAI Platform -- Farm Sustainability Assessment; Ethical 
Trading Initiative – ETI; EU Organic Farming; BRC Global Standards - Consumer 
Products; Guide on Social Responsibility for Chinese Int Contractors; International 
Labour Organization Labour Standards; UN Global Compact; Sedex Global (Supplier 
Ethical Data Exchange); Sedex Members Ethical Trade Audit – SMETA; Fairtrade 
International - Small Producers Organizations; Fairtrade International - Hired Labour; 
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EcoVadis 
Congo Clean Clothes Campaign - Code of Labour Practices; Codex Alimentarius - Food 

Hygiene HACCP; Harvested By Women Norms and Standards; Together for 
Sustainability; Global Sustainable Tourism Criteria; Electronic Industry Citizenship 
Coalition – EICC; Workplace Condition Assessment (WCA); Forest Stewardship 
Council - FSC - Forest Management; FSC Standard for Chain of Custody Certification; 
USDA National Organic Program; IFC Performance Standards on 
Environmental&Social Sustainability; Unilever Sustainable Agriculture Code; SAI 
Platform -- Farm Sustainability Assessment; Ethical Trading Initiative – ETI; EU 
Organic Farming; BRC Global Standards - Consumer Products; IFOAM Standard; 
Guide on Social Responsibility for Chinese Int Contractors; International Labour 
Organization Labour Standards; UN Global Compact; Sedex Global (Supplier Ethical 
Data Exchange); Verified Carbon Standard – VCS; Sedex Members Ethical Trade 
Audit – SMETA; Fairtrade International - Small Producers Organizations; Fairtrade 
International - Hired Labour; EcoVadis; Fair for Life 

Niger Clean Clothes Campaign - Code of Labour Practices; Codex Alimentarius - Food 
Hygiene HACCP; Together for Sustainability; Global Sustainable Tourism Criteria; 
Electronic Industry Citizenship Coalition – EICC; Workplace Condition Assessment 
(WCA); USDA National Organic Program; IFC Performance Standards on 
Environmental&Social Sustainability; Unilever Sustainable Agriculture Code; Ethical 
Trading Initiative – ETI; EU Organic Farming; BRC Global Standards - Consumer 
Products; Global Reporting Initiative (GRI); IFOAM Standard; Guide on Social 
Responsibility for Chinese Int Contractors; International Labour Organization Labour 
Standards; UN Global Compact; Climate, Community & Biodiversity Standards - CCB 
Standards; Sedex Members Ethical Trade Audit – SMETA; Fairtrade International - 
Small Producers Organizations; Fairtrade International - Hired Labour; EcoVadis 

Benin Clean Clothes Campaign - Code of Labour Practices; Cotton made in Africa; Codex 
Alimentarius - Food Hygiene HACCP; Together for Sustainability; Global Sustainable 
Tourism Criteria; Electronic Industry Citizenship Coalition – EICC; Workplace 
Condition Assessment (WCA); IFC Performance Standards on Environmental&Social 
Sustainability; Unilever Sustainable Agriculture Code; SAI Platform -- Farm 
Sustainability Assessment; Ethical Trading Initiative – ETI; BRC Global Standards - 
Consumer Products; IFOAM Standard; Guide on Social Responsibility for Chinese Int 
Contractors; International Labour Organization Labour Standards; UN Global 
Compact; Sedex Members Ethical Trade Audit – SMETA; Fairtrade International - 
Small Producers Organizations; Fairtrade International - Hired Labour; EcoVadis 

Burundi Clean Clothes Campaign - Code of Labour Practices; Codex Alimentarius - Food 
Hygiene HACCP; Harvested By Women Norms and Standards; East African organic 
products standard; Together for Sustainability; UTZ Certified; Global Sustainable 
Tourism Criteria; Electronic Industry Citizenship Coalition – EICC; Workplace 
Condition Assessment (WCA); IFC Performance Standards on Environmental&Social 
Sustainability; Unilever Sustainable Agriculture Code; SAI Platform -- Farm 
Sustainability Assessment; Sustainable Agriculture Network - Rainforest Alliance; 
Ethical Trading Initiative – ETI; BRC Global Standards - Consumer Products; Guide 
on Social Responsibility for Chinese Int Contractors; International Labour 
Organization Labour Standards; UN Global Compact; Sedex Members Ethical Trade 
Audit – SMETA; Fairtrade International - Small Producers Organizations; Fairtrade 
International - Hired Labour; 

Tanzania Heritage Certification - Hotels and Tourist Accommodation; Clean Clothes Campaign 
- Code of Labour Practices; Ethical Tea Partnership – ETP; Codex Alimentarius - 
Food Hygiene HACCP; MPS-GAP; Harvested By Women Norms and Standards; East 
African organic products standard; HAND IN HAND (HIH) - Fair Trade Rapunzel; 
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Together for Sustainability; UTZ Certified; Union for Ethical BioTrade – UEBT; 
Global Sustainable Tourism Criteria; Electronic Industry Citizenship Coalition – 
EICC; Friend of the Sea – Master; Global Organic Textile Standard – GOTS; 
Workplace Condition Assessment (WCA); Forest Stewardship Council - FSC - Forest 
Management; FSC Standard for Chain of Custody Certification; MPS-Socially 
Qualified (SQ); Fair Trade USA; Food Safety System Certification 22000; 
GLOBALG.A.P. Floriculture; GLOBALG.A.P. Crops; USDA National Organic 
Program; MPS-ABC; FC Performance Standards on Environmental&Social 
Sustainability; Unilever Sustainable Agriculture Code; Naturland; SAI Platform -- Farm 
Sustainability Assessment; Sustainable Agriculture Network - Rainforest Alliance; Bio 
Suisse; Ethical Trading Initiative – ETI; EU Organic Farming; BRC Global Standards - 
Consumer Products; IFOAM Standard; Guide on Social Responsibility for Chinese Int 
Contractors; International Labour Organization Labour Standards; UN Global 
Compact; Climate, Community & Biodiversity Standards - CCB Standards; Sedex 
Global (Supplier Ethical Data Exchange); Verified Carbon Standard – VCS; Sedex 
Members Ethical Trade Audit – SMETA; Fairtrade International - Small Producers 
Organizations; Fairtrade International - Hired Labour; WFTO Guarantee System; 
Social Accountability International - SA8000; LEAF Marque; Fair for Life; Business 
Social Compliance Initiative Code of Conduct - BSCI  

Palestine 
Territories 

Clean Clothes Campaign - Code of Labour Practices; Codex Alimentarius - Food 
Hygiene HACCP; Together for Sustainability; Electronic Industry Citizenship 
Coalition – EICC; Workplace Condition Assessment (WCA); Food Safety System 
Certification 22000; GLOBALG.A.P. Floriculture; GLOBALG.A.P. Crops; Naturland; 
SAI Platform -- Farm Sustainability Assessment; Ethical Trading Initiative – ETI; FLA 
Workplace Code of Conduct; BRC Global Standards - Consumer Products; Global 
Reporting Initiative (GRI); IFOAM Standard; Guide on Social Responsibility for 
Chinese Int Contractors; UN Global Compact; Sedex Global (Supplier Ethical Data 
Exchange); Sedex Members Ethical Trade Audit – SMETA; Fairtrade International - 
Small Producers Organizations; Fairtrade International - Hired Labour; EcoVadis; Fair 
for Life 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


