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Abstract

To address the undesired environmental and social

impacts of agricultural export production, the agricul-

tural industry increasingly relies on sustainability stan-

dards. These standards neglect food security, although

rights-based food security criteria were recently devel-

oped. This research analyses the responsibilities of

global supply chain actors for the Right to Food and

identifies a feasible implementation pathway to support

the operationalization of these criteria. Based on quali-

tative research, a theory of change was developed and

tested in six case studies across the globe. The theory of

change discusses relevant stakeholders, necessary

changes, expected impacts, and emphasizes the role of

market demand and institutional frameworks.
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Globalization led to a rapid growth in agricultural trade, especially for high-value products,
biofuels, and non-food biomass. The organization of global markets has tremendously changed
in the past 20–30 years as new technologies, institutions, and policies emerged and interna-
tional markets became more demanding (Byerlee et al., 2009). Global power has increasingly
shifted toward corporations and non-state business actors, who take on the role as regulators
and set as well as enforce standards in supply chains (LeBaron et al., 2017).

In the past, global agricultural supply chains brought many benefits to low- and middle-
income countries through contributing to economic growth, foreign exchange, and poverty
reduction (Byerlee et al., 2009; Dawson, 2005; Minten et al., 2009). These benefits materialize
through the creation of employment and income generation opportunities, especially in labor-
intensive activities (Hamilton & Fischer, 2005; Maertens & Swinnen, 2009; Minten et al., 2009)
and better work conditions, including workers' health and safety (Barrientos & Smith, 2007;
Colen et al., 2012).

While global trade has brought many benefits, the negative environmental and social
impacts of agricultural export production in food insecure countries increasingly become public
(Boström et al., 2015). Known problems include, for instance, low wages, even below subsis-
tence wage (Brahic & Jacobs, 2013; Devereux, 2020; Ferm, 2008; Oriz & Aparicio, 2007), child
labor (FAO et al., 2005), land right and land use conflicts (Hall et al., 2015; Vermeulen &
Cotula, 2010), lack of social and legal protection (Biggs et al., 2018; Brahic & Jacobs, 2013;
Devereux, 2020), precarious labor conditions, worker exploitation, accidents and exposition to a
variety of safety and health hazards (Devereux, 2020; Gyapong, 2020; Nunes et al., 2016;
O'Laughlin, 2017).

Many workers, especially temporary and casual workers, are also affected by high levels of
poverty, food insecurity, and malnutrition (Biggs et al., 2018; Brahic & Jacobs, 2013; FAO
et al., 2005; Meemken et al., 2019; O'Laughlin, 2017). Housing conditions, offered by the
employer, can be precarious with deficient sanitary facilities and non-potable drinking water
(Brahic & Jacobs, 2013; O'Laughlin, 2017). Female workers often are additionally discriminated
in wages, assigned activities, and may experience violence and sexual harassment (Brahic &
Jacobs, 2013; Ferm, 2008; Said-Allsopp & Tallontire, 2014; van Rijn et al., 2020).

Also those smallholders who produce for the export market, may experience food insecurity,
malnutrition poverty, have limited access to healthcare and may lack land, capital, and knowl-
edge (Becchetti & Costantino, 2008; Beuchelt & Zeller, 2011, 2013; Chiputwa et al., 2015; Morris
et al., 2013). Households in the surrounding communities of export agriculture have experi-
enced environmental pollution (soil, air, water) and can face severe competition and conflicts
regarding land and water (Behrman, Meinzen-Dick, and Quisumbing 2012; Li 2017, 2011;
O'Laughlin, 2017; Schutter 2011).

Civil society organizations, global activists, consumers, international organizations, and politi-
cians exert a growing pressure for more sustainability in global supply chains. Human rights
become also important in the reflection of global supply chains and a slowly increasing number of
importing countries start to consider human rights related due diligence. The agricultural
processing industry responds with codes of conduct and the use of voluntary sustainability certifica-
tion for imported products. For downstream supply chain actors, voluntary sustainability standards
are a practical way to prove their engagement and due diligence as well as to cover reputational
risks and protect their brands (Henson & Humphrey, 2010). For upstream actors such as planta-
tions or smallholder farms, sustainability standards serve to access international markets, increase
profits, or reduce costs (Clarke & Boersma, 2017; Henson & Humphrey, 2010).
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The Human Right to adequate Food is part Bill of Human Rights and mentioned in the Univer-
sal Declaration of Human Rights in 1948 (Article 25), and in the “International Covenant on Eco-
nomic, Social and Cultural Rights” (ICESCR) of 1966, Article 11. It is further detailed in a special
General Comment (General Comment 12) of the UN Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural
Rights in 1999 which defines that the Right to Food “is realized when every man, woman and child,
alone or in community with others, have physical and economic access at all times to adequate food
or means for its procurement” (UN-CESCR, 1999, p. 6). The Right to Food is a recommended to be
a key concept for national and international agricultural, trade, and development policies, especially
in relation to global hunger and poverty reduction (Beuchelt & Virchow, 2012).

Most sustainability standards address food security and the Right to Food only rudimentary,
if at all. Therefore, a set of rights-based food security criteria were developed to complement
voluntary sustainability standards which certify agricultural goods with international supply
chains (Mohr et al., 2016). When aiming to operationalize these criteria within global supply
chains, new questions emerge. What should be the impact of such criteria? Who is responsible
to implement the Right to Food in global supply chains? How shall change be achieved and
where are limitations for private sector involvement? There is limited scientific evidence and
many open questions so that the private sector, certification experts, and the German Federal
Ministry for Agriculture urged to clarify the responsibility for food security of the private sector,
as compared to the public sector, and to derive practical implications along with pathways for
change to ensure the Right to Food in agricultural supply chains.

This research addresses this gap by determining the different responsibilities to respect the
Right to Food of farmers, workers, and communities in global agricultural supply chains. It fur-
ther provides action points and derives feasible pathway, detailed in a theory of change, to
ensure the Right to Food in certified supply chains along with a discussion of the limitations of
such an approach.

METHODOLOGY

The theory of change concept

To introduce new standards and practices, appropriate implementation processes are necessary
which require a theoretical underpinning of what constitutes good management, what are
changes that need to happen, and how they causally relate (Thornton et al., 2017). A theory of
change provides a detailed narrative description of how to move from necessary activities to
impacts. It explains how changes are expected to happen and why the various steps and links in
the impact pathway are expected to work (Mayne, 2015; Mayne & Johnson, 2015).

A theory of change consists of an impact pathway and a description of the assumptions,
external effects, and unintended effects. The impact pathway has several key steps which are
causally linked (cf. Figure 2) (Mayne, 2015; Mayne & Johnson, 2015). These are (1) the activities
of the project or intervention, the goods, and services produced and offered, (2) the target group
which is to be reached and should react, (3) the needed capacity changes of the target group,
before it (4) can change its behavior, so that (5) direct benefits (short term impacts) and
(6) long-term benefits materialize. There may be also external influences that are not directly
related to the intervention but could contribute to reach the intended results. Unintended
effects may be positive or negative indirect impacts that may occur as a result of the interven-
tion activities.
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Each step in the impact pathway is based on assumptions which people are explicitly or
implicitly making. A theory of change has also to describe these assumptions and identify all
the factors that have to change so that the causal linkages can be realized (Thornton
et al., 2017). The assumptions list the supporting factors, events, and conditions that need to
occur to have the desired impact.

The transdisciplinary research and implementation project

This research was part of a transdisciplinary project called “Implementation of food security
criteria within biomass sustainability standards (FSS j Project)” that run from 2017 to 2020. The
project was based on participatory action research where researchers and participants work
jointly to understand a problem and achieve solutions in an iterative cycle of planning, action,
observation, evaluation, and reflection (Benjamin-Thomas et al., 2018; Ciaccia et al., 2019;
McTaggart, 1994). We consciously included the possibility of progressive learning from the
experience and hence adjusted methods and tools during the process. Progressive learning is an
important element of participatory action research that deviates from positive approaches in
traditional research (Benjamin-Thomas et al., 2018; McTaggart, 1994).

In a preceding project, a first basic draft of rights-based food security criteria was identified
between 2014 and 2015 (Mohr et al., 2015; Mohr et al., 2016). The criteria were based on:
(1) the Human Right to Food, (2) the definition of food security offered by the World Food Sum-
mit (1996) with the four dimensions of food security (availability, access, utilization, and stabil-
ity), and (3) the “Voluntary Guidelines to Support the Progressive Realization of the Right to
Adequate Food in the Context of National Food Security” (Right to Food Guidelines) adopted
by the FAO Council in 2004, which contain recommendations on all aspects of the Right to
Food (FAO, 2005).

The transdisciplinary project elaborated the basic draft of the rights-based food security
criteria from Mohr et al. (2015, 2016) much further but continued to rely on the above-
mentioned concepts regarding the Right to Food. In addition, indicators and verification
guidance, to be used in the auditing and certification processes, were jointly derived with
stakeholders from certification systems and sustainability standards, auditors, NGOs, and scien-
tists. The criteria were progressively complemented with practical tools, such as checklists,
questionnaires and a handbook for auditors, to support the certification and auditing process.
The criteria and tools were jointly field-tested for their feasibility and practicability together
with four different sustainability standards in pilot audits. The pilot audits were integrated in
the case studies which are described below. The four sustainability standards were: Interna-
tional Sustainability & Carbon Certification (ISCC), Rainforest Alliance, Cotton made in Africa
(CmiA), and the Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO).

The rights-based food security criteria and the tools were iteratively improved after each
case study. The adjustments were based on the field observations and interviews as well as
direct feedback from the auditors, certification bodies, the farm managers, and technicians
involved in the pilot audit. Key criteria were whether the rights-based food security criteria and
indicators (i) were understandable, (ii) could be practically applied and implemented in differ-
ent socio-cultural and agro-ecological settings, (iii) could be verified on all farm types and struc-
tures within acceptable time-frames of audits and (iv) were within the responsibility and reach
of a certification scheme.
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Selection of case studies

The case studies were aimed to be representative for the different production contexts, farm
types, and business structures occurring in those (certified) global agricultural supply chains
which stretch from the “Global South” to Europe. Europe is increasingly discussing its interna-
tional responsibility regarding sustainability, food security, and human rights given the EU
Renewable Energy Directive, the adoption of the UN “Guiding principles on Business and
Human Rights” and their implementation via National Actions Plans as well as the ongoing dis-
cussions within Europe to introduce Human Rights Due Diligence Laws (see below).

We applied a purposeful sampling strategy, that was discussed and jointly matched with the
sustainability standards we cooperated with. The sustainability standards were our entry point
and supported us to select and contact the farms which had to voluntary participate in the pro-
ject. Therefore, only sites were considered where the sustainability standards had certified
farms.

The context conditions of the case studies were purposively varied to identify whether the
results can be replicated and are reliable in different settings to ensure robustness (Yin, 2014).
Within each continent (Afrika, Latin-America and Asia), two different countries were targeted
with different degrees of food insecurity. As a measure for food insecurity, we used the Global
Hunger Index (von Grebmer et al., 2017). In addition, socio-economic and agro-ecological set-
tings across all countries and farms should vary; therefore, different crops and different degrees
of the Human Development Index and levels of functioning governments were considered. For
the selection of sampled sites within the country, the farm size (i.e., group certified smallholder
or individually certified large-scale production) played a role. Although we originally aimed for
a smallholder group and a large-scale producer per continent, this prove not to be feasible as
we determined the final study sites (i.e., farms) together with the cooperating sustainability
standards and their local partners, and not all standards had certified farms of the desired type
in each continent. Table 1 shows the selected countries, crops, farm sizes and farm types as well
as the sustainability standard we cooperated with. At each case study site, a pilot audit was con-
ducted which the researchers also accompanied.

Qualitative data collection and selection of respondents

For the development of the theory of change, qualitative research was conducted using semi-
structured interviews, field observation during the pilot audits, and the stakeholder workshops.

In every country, semi-structured interviews were conducted targeting all relevant stake-
holders and key-informants for the selected farm type of the case study that were either
involved in the certified farming activities or major players regarding local food security. Inter-
viewees were the smallholder group or farm managers, the technicians advising the plantations
or smallholder groups, community representatives from surrounding communities, the auditors
doing the pilot audits, the certification bodies to whom the auditors belong, the sustainability
standard owners respectively the manager, and CSOs working on human rights and food secu-
rity. Interviewees were again purposively selected according to their function. In total, 53 semi-
structured interviews conducted. The interviews concentrated on the food security and socio-
economic situation of smallholders, workers and the surrounding communities, on certification
processes, implementation pathways, and constraints for introducing the Right to Food in sus-
tainability schemes and expected benefits.
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Field observation of the audit process took place in every case except in Indonesia.
Indonesia was the last case study and the objective was to test whether audits also bring the
desired results when the research team was not at the site. The documents of the plantation or
smallholder group were also assessed during the field trip, which included, for example, crop
rotation plans, dosages of pesticides, licenses, land right titles, business plans. As part of the
pilot audit process, the auditors conducted interviews with the farm or group managers, with
workers and smallholders and with community representatives, health stations, and local
authorities. The researchers attended these interviews and were able to ask complementary
questions at the end of the interview to better understand the local context.

In each case study country, one large multi-stakeholder workshop was additionally con-
ducted, except in Indonesia. The objectives were to cross-check the food security and socio-
economic situation in export agriculture, identify possible mechanisms for the private sector to
contribute to food security at local level, to comprehend the effects of sustainability certifica-
tions and to understand implementation pathways for introducing the Right to Food in export
agriculture. This material also informed the theory of change. For each workshop, around
30 representatives of ministries and governmental agents, private sector representatives, CSOs
(including labor unions and farmer associations), NGOs, certification bodies, standard initia-
tives, and scientists were invited, usually around 20–25 persons attended. Two stakeholder
workshops with a comparable audience were conducted in Germany to understand better the
perspective from stakeholders in the importing countries.

The interviews and workshops were all conducted by the research team, no enumerators
were employed. During and after each semi-structured interview, interview protocols were elab-
orated. A recording of the interviews, to eventually transcribe the interviews, took not place
due to security reasons and questions of confidentiality since many aspects touched business
secrets. The interview protocols were coded following the structure of the interview guidelines
and then a simple, qualitative content analysis was applied (Mayring, 2014).

TABLE 1 Overview of the six case studies

Country Farm type Crop GHI (2019)
Sustainability
standard

Malaysia Smallholder group formed by social
business (0.8-8 ha), 1 small plantation
(�30 ha)

Oil palm Moderate (13.1) RSPO

Guatemala 1 large plantation (>60,000 ha) Sugar
cane

Serious (20.6) ISCC

Bolivia 3 medium (�900-4000 ha) and 1 large
plantation (�13,000 ha)

Sugar
cane

Moderate (15.4) ISCC

Zambia Smallholders (�3–4 ha) organized by
ginnery

Cotton Alarming
(38.1)

Cotton made
in Africa

Kenya Smallholder cooperative (0.5–1.5 ha) Coffee Serious (25.2) Rainforest
Alliance

Indonesia Plantation (9000 ha) with smallholder
outgrowers (2-4 ha) organized in groups

Oil palm Serious (20.6) RSPO

Abbreviation: GHI, Global Hunger Index.
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Development of the theory of change

We started the construction of the theory of change with an extensive literature review to derive
the responsibility of private and public actors for the Right to Food in global supply chains, to
identify typical human rights problems in global agricultural supply chains and to derive avail-
able solutions that support the establishment of causal linkages. In addition, 15 sustainability
standards were screened and analyzed for their theory of change.

A first draft of the theory of change was developed based on the available documentation
and literature. This included also an in-depth literature analysis on the benefits of sustainability
standards and certification systems in the agricultural sector. The desired impacts and potential
pathways for rights-based food security criteria were discussed within the above-described case
studies, multi-stakeholder workshops, and key experts. Since the participating farms were
already certified with a sustainability standard, we exactly knew which criteria from the FSS
were new and could check how many criteria the farms complied with. The data from the farms
who were nearly complying with all criteria and from those farms who struggled to comply
with many criteria was then used in a qualitative comparison to derive the expected benefits to
the workers. The case studies were used to assess the theory of change for its validity and causal
plausibility. Based on the evidence from the interviews, field observations, workshops, and con-
tinued literature review, the theory of change was iteratively developed.

RESPONSIBILITIES FOR FOOD SECURITY IN EXPORT
AGRICULTURE

Since the 1990s, a substantial debate emerged around the question of responsibility for human
rights in international supply chains and the role of governments and (transnationally acting)
companies (Windfuhr, 2012). The UN Human Rights Council defined in 2008 a framework with
three core principles which clarify the roles and responsibilities of states and companies regard-
ing their obligations to protect and respect human rights (Human Rights Council, 2008):

1. the state has a duty to protect against human rights abuses by third parties, including
business;

2. the corporations and business have a responsibility to respect human rights; and
3. victims require greater access by to effective remedy, both judicial and non-judicial.

To operationalize this framework, the UN “Guiding principles on Business and Human Rights”
(UNGP) were developed and unanimously endorsed by the UN Human Rights Council in 2011
(UN & UNHR, 2011). The guidelines describe what states and companies should do to prevent,
address, and remedy human rights abuses committed in business operations. Though they are
not a legally binding agreement, they are a globally accepted consensus on the human rights
responsibility of companies (Windfuhr, 2012). The UNGPs do not create new international law
obligations but only summarize explicitly the existing human right obligations for states and
responsibilities for businesses (UN & UNHR, 2011). They have become a global authoritative
standard and are used in standard setting by other international organizations, governments,
businesses and law societies (Ruggie & Sherman, 2017), for example they are reflected in the
OECD-FAO Guidance for Responsible Agricultural Supply Chains or the OECD Guidelines for
Multinational Enterprises.
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The responsibility of exporting and importing states

According to the first principle of the UNGP, each state (whether exporting or importing) has
the primary role and duty to protect everyone within their territory against human rights abuses
committed by third parties, which includes protection against human rights abuses of the busi-
ness sector (UN & UNHR, 2011).

Exporting states need to ensure that their national policies and laws respect their Right
to Food obligations and that they contribute to rural development. They have also the obli-
gation to ensure that all individuals and communities, especially vulnerable groups, can
benefit from investments in agricultural production. However, states may lack the means or
interest, due to several reasons, to regulate and sufficiently control private actors (Human
Rights Council, 2008; Windfuhr, 2012).

The state duty to protect principally refers to inhabitants of a state's own territory. There
has been disagreement whether the state's accountability for human rights is limited territori-
ally or whether international law requires states to take action beyond their own borders, for
example when corporations based within their territory participate in or tolerate human rights
abuses in their global supply chains (Grabosch & Scheper, 2015; Human Rights Council, 2008;
Windfuhr, 2012). Gaps in national human rights regulations and required accountability of
transnational corporations or international financial institutions were common. The current
understanding is that UN agreements, like the nearly universally adopted “International Cove-
nant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights” (ICESCR), require from ratifying states to pre-
vent human right violations through national business wherever they take place and national
policies should not negatively impact the implementation of the economic and social rights in
other countries (CESCR, 2017; De Schutter et al., 2012; Maastricht Principles, 2011). Many
countries across the world have now committed themselves to implement the UNGPs
(Grabosch & Scheper, 2015) and started respectively already implemented law initiatives
(e.g., France, Germany, EU).

The responsibilities of business enterprises with global value chains

The UNGP highlights in the second principle the responsibility of any business enterprise to
respect human rights wherever they operate and whatever their size or industry. The corporate
responsibility to respect human rights exists independently of a state's duties; that is, they exist
even if a state is not able or willing to fulfill its duty to protect human rights (CESCR, 2017;
Human Rights Council, 2008). Under international standards, businesses are expected to
respect international covenants and human rights regardless of whether domestic laws exist or
are fully enforced in practice (CESCR, 2017). The UNGP emphasize that this applies to all inter-
nationally recognized human rights, with a minimum to those mentioned in the International
Bill of Human Rights but also those of the International Labour Organization Declaration on
Fundamental Principles and Rights at Work (UN & UNHR, 2011).

The UNGP clearly outline that (internationally acting) business enterprises have to comply
with all applicable laws and be able to show that they respect human rights in all their opera-
tions. Companies hence have to avoid infringing the human rights of others and should address
adverse human rights impacts with which they are involved or which are linked to their busi-
ness relationships (UN & UNHR, 2011). A constraint of the UNGP is that they only derive an
expectation but not a legal obligation (Windfuhr, 2012). Still, the responsibility derived by the
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UNGP implies that businesses must know their actual or potential impacts, prevent and miti-
gate abuses, and address adverse impacts in which they are involved, which they cause or con-
tribute to even if these impacts have been carried out by any supplier or business partner in
their entire supply chain (UN & UNHR, 2011). For global agricultural value chains this implies
that businesses that source biomass and agricultural products from suppliers who tolerate food
insecurity of farmers and workers or cause adverse impacts on local food security can be held
accountable for extraterritorial Right to Food infringements as part of their sourcing responsi-
bility. The bottleneck remains that in many countries, laws, sanctions, and jurisdictional pro-
cesses are not yet in place (Windfuhr, 2012).

In recent years, this changed in several countries, for example the UK introduced its Mod-
ern Slavery Act. The European Commission requested in 2011 its member states to implement
the UNGP by developing National Action Plans on Business and Human Rights (NAPs)
(Blackwell & Meulen, 2016; Methven O'Brien et al., 2016). These were now replaced in some
countries by due diligence laws (e.g., Germany, France) and at European level, a due diligence
regulation is in the making.

THE FOOD SECURITY STANDARD

The Food Security Standard (FSS) was the outcome of the transdisciplinary project described in
the methodology section. The goal of the FSS is to ensure that the Right to adequate Food is
protected by producers of agricultural commodities within their field of responsibility and to
provide a systematic, reliable, and transparent proof of this through an independent third-party
audit.

The FSS takes up the Right to Food as a new element for sustainability standards and certifi-
cation schemes and is suitable for all agricultural products, covering food, and feed items as
well as biomass used for fuel, in cosmetics, or in the chemical industry. It is not a stand-alone
standard but is designed as a criteria set which is to be integrated as a whole to the existing
criteria of any sustainability standard and certification scheme. The FSS consists of 5 pillars,
17 principles, 35 criteria, and 93 indicators (Figure 1) (Gamba et al., 2020). This composition
reflects the wide range of considerations that affect the Right to Food and incorporates related
human rights such as the Right to Water, to Health, to adequate Housing, to Education and
Labour Rights. To ensure that people are always able to access sufficient food, factors like
appropriate wages and acceptable working conditions are just as important as basic education,
basic healthcare, and the rule of law. The same applies to access to safe water and to the sus-
tainable use of natural resources.

As part of the FSS audit process, the 35 criteria and corresponding 93 indicators have to be
verified through observation, documentation, and interviews with key stakeholders. For exam-
ple, auditors ask employees of agricultural operations as well as farm workers and small-scale
farmers: Do the workers/farmers have enough to eat all through the year? Are the wages appro-
priate, and are they paid on time? Do mothers have the opportunity to breastfeed during work-
ing hours? Is the water supply of neighboring communities being protected? In addition,
teachers, doctors, and healthcare workers, as well as representatives from authorities and non-
governmental organizations active in the company's operating environment, are asked to share
their assessments. Taken together, their answers provide a comprehensive account of the local
food and living situation.
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For the sustainability standards and certification schemes, the FSS provides the criteria and
indicators, a checklist for auditors with verification criteria, a handbook for auditors, question-
naires for the field to assess the local food security situation, a tool to assess the Right to Food
at national level and training materials for auditors.

THE THEORY OF CHANGE OF THE FSS

The theory of change of the FSS describes the necessary steps, assumptions, and consequences
to achieve its goals and describes the impacts that can be expected. It is naturally a generic one
but helps with the clarification of key stakeholders, expected short- and long-term benefits, and
serves for internal and external communication, planning, implementation, monitoring, and
evaluation. The steps of the impact pathway for the FSS (cf. also Figure 2) are described in the
next paragraphs followed by the external influences, unintended effects, and assumptions.

Step 1: Goods, services, strategies, and activities of the FSS

The FSS provides the right-based food security criteria and indicators, a checklist for auditors
with verification criteria, a handbook for auditors, questionnaires for the field to assess the local
food security situation, a tool to assess the Right to Food at national level and training materials
for auditors. There were all developed within the transdisciplinary project based on the partici-
patory action research approach. The FSS can either be fully integrated in the criteria set of a
sustainability standard or be used as an add-on to avoid the need for an additional certification
system and save costs. Add-ons, that is, another criteria set and certificate that is offered in
addition to the basic certification, are not uncommon in the sector and some sustainability

FIGURE 1 The five pillars and 17 principles of the ´Food Security Standard
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standards already offer many add-ons, for example, regarding biodiversity. These add-ons are
usually not communicated to the consumers but serve to fulfill corporate social responsibilities,
as a risk-management strategy or to prove compliance with Human Rights Due Diligence
(cf. Section on Responsibilities for food security in export agriculture). Several sustainability
standards already voiced their interest in offering the FSS as an add-on to their existing stan-
dard; two standards already incorporated the FSS in 2021 as an add-on.

For the FSS to become fully functional and adopted, more awareness needs to be created so
that a market demand for food security and Human Rights due diligence emerges. Key strate-
gies and activities to implement the FSS in agricultural supply chains—beyond the farm level—
were still lacking by the time of writing this paper. An explicit outreach and communication
strategy will be needed that entails activities to raise awareness such as individual meetings,
workshops and events with relevant stakeholders from the public and private sector as well as

FIGURE 2 The impact pathway for agricultural production sites
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civil society. This also involves the establishment of an “FSS-office” with staff that will imple-
ment the project results, detail needed marketing strategies and activities, do advocacy work to
create awareness, provide advice to interested sustainability standards and function also as a
quality assurance control when standards claim to use the FSS.

Step 2: Reach and reaction – The target groups and beneficiaries

The FSS needs to ensure that it reaches the right target groups who are able and willing to even-
tually implement the FSS. The target groups are those value chain actors who are directly
involved in export agriculture and who take the decisions about the farms and the management
(Figure 3). These farmers are very heterogeneous in relation to their resource endowments.
Therefore, the target groups are distinguished between (a) medium-sized and large-sized farm
owners, who often employ farm managers but also the family may be involved in oversight and
farm management, and (b) smallholder groups, since smallholders typically are not individually
but group certified. The smallholder group can be a cooperative, association or can be organized
and managed by other agents such as a plantation with outgrower scheme, by the first buyer (e.g., a
processor or a trader), a social business or civil society organization. The smallholders are also very
heterogeneous group when it comes to farm size, poverty, and food security levels. The FSS distin-
guishes smallholders according to their asset endowment and their socio-environmental context,
ranging from asset-rich to asset-constrained and asset poor smallholders with unfavorable socio-
economic living conditions (Berdegué & Fuentealba, 2014; Graeub et al., 2016).

The main beneficiaries are all types of workers and the communities in the surrounding
areas, the so-called area of influence, including resettled communities but also the smallholders.
These groups were derived from the literature review regarding human right infringements in
the agricultural sector. Workers covered by the FSS are full-time permanent, casual, temporary
and seasonal workers, including migrant, indigenous workers, child, and young workers. Illegal
(non-registered) workers and child labour are not permitted in the FSS. Typically, casual
workers are employed only for a day or a few days and paid at the end of each work day or on a
task basis. Temporary and seasonal workers are employed for a specific but limited period of
time. The FSS applies a strong focus on casual and temporary workers (including the workers
employed by smallholders), as they often are more disadvantaged compared to permanent
workers being paid extremely low wages, being denied contracts, and labor rights, or, in some
countries, being not even covered by national labor rights (Rossi, 2013). Young workers are cov-
ered within any of the other categories but receive some special protection such as the prohibi-
tion to handle hazardous chemicals or of heavy workloads.

Smallholder groups are not only part of the target group but the smallholders themselves
are also expected to benefit from the FSS as their livelihood situation is may be also precarious,
which is especially in Africa the case. Households and communities in the area of influence can
be also farm households or other land users such as pastoralists, artisanal fishers, or indigenous
groups. They can directly be affected by the certified farm, for example, through water deviation
or pollution, spraying of pesticides, closing of market paths or loss of land respectively land use
rights.

Households or communities, who were resettled for the export agriculture, were added as a
special group in the area of influence as the literature highlights their often-precarious living
conditions after the resettlement. Following the international principles of the “Voluntary
Guidelines on the Responsible Governance of Tenure of Land, Fisheries and Forests in the
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Context of National Food Security” (CFS & FAO, 2012), the FSS sees the new farm owners as
partially responsible for resettled communities and hence has several criteria in this regard.

Step 3: Capacity change

Once the target group has become aware of the FSS, it needs to acquire more knowledge about
the Right to Food, food security and its legal responsibilities, even though law enforcement in
their country may be weak. An attitude change may be also necessary. Market opportunities
must be perceived to be incentivized to comply with the FSS.

Step 4: Behavior change

A change in the capacities and awareness is the necessary condition for changing one's behav-
ior. The behavior change then involves that the target groups adjust their management prac-
tices to achieve compliance with the FSS. They have to assess the food security situation of their
workers, smallholders, or both, and identify the gaps regarding the FSS. Depending on the find-
ings, they may have to change the farm and management practices and take action to ensure
food security and the Right to Food. This may, for example, require a change in the provided

FIGURE 3 The main target groups and beneficiaries of the FSS
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meals, an improvement in housing infrastructure or providing personal protective equipment
(PPE) to increase workers' safety. Also farmers' and workers' need to be trained for example
regarding human rights and related policies, health and safety issues or nutritious diets and
food preparation. Further awareness is built through elaboration and communication of respec-
tive policies (e.g., regarding human rights) and strategies. Once the target group addressed all
relevant issues and achieves compliance with the FSS, they are ready to become certified.

Step 5: Expected direct benefits

Expected direct benefits are, broadly framed, that (i) smallholders and workers are food secure and
their Right to Food is fulfilled, and that (ii) the food security situation in the area of influence does
not deteriorate due to the agricultural production. To be able to certify compliance with the FSS, all
criteria and indicators have to be met. This includes that smallholders and workers have to be food
secure—which is different to all current available standards and certification systems. Meeting the
criteria and indicators is expected to lead to the direct benefits listed below as literature and case
studies could show. Future impact studies will have to systematically prove this. The direct benefits
differ between the target groups and the beneficiaries (Table 2).

Expected benefits to workers

Workers will improve their utilization, availability, access, and stability of food. Diets are likely to
improve and food security should be ensured when being employed. Wages should improve as
the payment of minimum, respectively living wages, is required. Working conditions may change
due to the regulations regarding permitted working hours as well as introduction of regular
breaks, and through the implementation of accident and health care/insurance, pension schemes,
minimum hygiene measures, use of adequate Personal Protection Equipment, and other means
for compliance with safety measures. Worker rights should now be respected and proven, for
example through obligatory contracts, payslips, and no discrimination policies. Workers should
also become more knowledgeable because of the introduction of obligatory trainings for example
regarding good practices, health and safety, food and nutrition, existing laws and rights, including
human and women's rights. Access to drinking water should be permanently available and hous-
ing conditions, if applicable, should have improved to fulfill basic standards.

Expected benefits to medium-sized and large-sized farm owners as well as
smallholder groups

On all farm types, less accidents are likely to occur, as adequate Personal Protection Equipment
are used and farms become compliant with international, basic safety measures. A risk manage-
ment esp. regarding human and natural disasters, should be available. Farming methods in
many cases should become more sustainable and yields, productivity, or profitability can
increase (case specific), in case this has not yet been addressed by the sustainability standards
the farm is already certified with. Higher crop prices or an ensured market advantage are
expected to be in place. The workers on all farms should be food secure, and are likely to be
motivated and more productive as the case studies showed. As one farmer explained “before
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TABLE 2 Assumed direct benefits for the target groups and beneficiaries

Target group Target group and beneficiary

Wealthy farmers Smallholders groups

• With FSS, direct proof that Right to Food of the
workers respected as much as it is their
responsibility and that food security situation in
the area of influence does not deteriorate due to
their activities

• With FSS, direct proof that Right to Food of the
smallholders and their workers respected as much
as it is their responsibility and that food security
situation in the area of influence does not
deteriorate due to their activities

• More motivated, food secure workers • Food secure smallholders, improved diets

• More and better cooperation with local
governments

• Linkages to governmental programmes, CSOs, or
other support mechanisms established

• More awareness of rights and national strategies
for food security, development as well as other
topics such as health and safety, food and
nutrition, existing laws and rights, women's
rights

• More awareness of rights and national strategies
for food security, development as well as other
topics such as health and safety, food and
nutrition, existing laws and rights, women's rights

• Knowledge of human rights and grievance
mechanisms

• Knowledge of human rights and grievance
mechanisms

• More sustainable farming methods (e.g.,
stopping the use of hazardous pesticides, less
pesticide use, limited aerial spraying)

• More sustainable farming methods

• Higher crop prices or market advantage • Higher crop prices (case specific) or market
advantage and better contract conditions

• Improved risk management esp. regarding
human and natural disasters

• Improved risk management esp. regarding human
and natural disasters

• Potentially higher yields, better productivity and
profitability (case specific)

• Improvements in farm productivity and
profitability due to increased knowledge

• Less accidents of workers • Less accidents, use of adequate PPE and
compliance with safety measures

• Healthier workers • Availability of basic health care and accident
insurance

Beneficiaries Beneficiaries

Workers Communities in area of influence

• Better utilization, availability, access and stability
of food

• No deterioration of their food security situation
and environment because of export agric.

• Improved food (diets) and ensured food security
while being employed

• Respect of their rights as worker (e.g., availability of
contracts, payslips, no discrimination)

• No changes in access to drinking or irrigation
water and respect of their water rights

• Better wages (e.g., payment of minimum,
respectively living wages)

• No water pollution or changes of water access
due to farming

• Better working conditions (e.g., hours worked,
breaks, accident and health insurance, pension
schemes)

• Ensured access of roads to markets and
allowance of transitory land use

• Permanent access to drinking water • Access to (better) medical care (in some cases)

(Continues)
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becoming certified, machinery always broke down or things got lost. Now, this is not happening
any more, the workers are taking more care”.1 Smallholders are also enabled to become food
secure—for example, through establishing linkages with external support structures—and
should be able to access basic health care as well as an accident insurance.

Additional expected benefits are the increase in awareness and knowledge of laws, human
rights and national strategies as well as about implementing adequate grievance mechanisms,
health, safety, and nutrition. A better cooperation with local governments is likely to happen
and smallholders are increasingly linked up with governmental programmes, CSOs, or other
support mechanisms, as this is part of the FSS requirements.

With the FSS, the owners have the direct proof that the Right to Food of their workers is
respected as much as it is their responsibility and that the food security situation in the area of
influence does not deteriorate due to their activities. This becomes important with the emer-
gence of supply chain laws and initiatives in Europe and elsewhere.

Expected benefits for communities in the area of influence

Their food security situation and environment in the surrounding communities should not
deteriorate because of the certified export agriculture. Communities may benefit from a better
access to medical care as they may use the ones from the farms or when producers improved
the local health facilities to send there also their worker. The access of communities to drinking
or irrigation water and respect of their water rights should be maintained and no water pollu-
tion or changes to water access should occur. Roads to markets and transitory land use should
be still available and land rights, also customary and traditional ones should be assured. No
negative impacts of chemicals and pesticide use, less pesticide use, limited aerial spraying)
should occur. The established complaint mechanisms should lead to less offenses of the Right
to Food.

Step 6: Expected long-term benefits

In the long term, the FSS is expected to contribute to development at the community level as it
foresees contributions to local development through strengthening local value creation. For

TABLE 2 (Continued)

Beneficiaries Beneficiaries

Workers Communities in area of influence

• Provision of health care and minimal hygiene
measures

• No negative impacts of chemicals and pesticide
use, less pesticide use, limited aerial spraying)

• Use of adequate PPE and compliance with safety
measures

• Assurance of land rights, also customary and
traditional ones

• More knowledgeable for example, regarding
sustainable agriculture practices, health and safety,
food and nutrition, existing laws and rights,
women's rights

• Complaint mechanisms lead to less offenses of
the Right to Food

• Improved housing conditions (if applicable)
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example, the target group changes its procurement habits to buy as many products locally as
possible, for example fruits, vegetables, dairy or staple crops for the workers or supports local
sewers to produce work clothes and uniforms for the workers. Progressively, the well-being of
workers and smallholders should improve beyond the basic needs covered by the FSS. Positive
changes are especially expected in the area of health due to capacity and behavioral changes,
improved diets, and better access to medical care. Through crop diversification and additional
employment generation, there should be less income fluctuations of temporary or casual
workers and resource-constrained smallholders. Workers will have a pension scheme once they
retire and smallholders should have funds set aside for retirement.

The disaster risk management plans, which have to be developed jointly with communities
and local authorities, also benefit the households in the communities as previously, they often
have not been not available. Additional joint projects and infrastructure may be established
such as health stations or schools. These types of cooperation can already be found with certi-
fied farms and cooperatives, as the case studies showed, and are hence possible without over-
burdening the farms. Food security in the area is expected to progressively improve as a result
of the joint cooperation between farmers and governmental organizations.

Positive external influences

External factors may positively (or negatively) affect the implementation of the FSS and influ-
ence, whether and how much expected benefits will materialize. They are not directly related to
the standard. Infrastructural investments by the local government like the construction or
improvement of a school or health station, availability of electricity, better roads or a public
transport system contribute to improve the well-being of the workers and farmers. A decrease
in local food prices will benefit especially smallholders as many of them are net-food buyers
and mainly invest in cash crops. Land right reforms and law enforcement can be other posi-
tively influencing factors.

Unintended effects

Unintended effects of the FSS are difficult to forecast. To comply with all FSS criteria, invest-
ments may be needed and ongoing costs may additionally rise, as for example protective equip-
ment is regularly used and needs replacement. Smallholders, and some medium-sized
plantations, may be confronted with more costs to invest in infrastructure, equipment and pay
their workers higher salaries while not being themselves financially well-positioned. Despite
starting to invest, they may not be able to fully comply if they underestimated the costs, or some
other events occur for which they need money for (e.g., health emergency of a family member)
or buyers drop them as suppliers. However, the opposite may also happen. Buyers may take
more responsibility and, instead of looking for new product providers, decide to support the
smallholder groups or other producers to be able to become compliant with the FSS. These
unintended effects are highly context specific and cannot be generalized as they depend on
many factors, also on whether a price premium is paid, how much is paid, and what other sup-
port the exporter or buyer delivers.

Drought, extreme weather events, civil unrest, global price shocks may affect the food secu-
rity situation of all households in the region with certified production. All target groups are
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obliged to have contingency plans that include food security and have to organize support in
case of extreme events. If the support is insufficient or not available and smallholders or
workers experience periods of food insecurity, these farms cannot be acknowledged as compli-
ant with the FSS criteria for that year, which may lead to complications with their buyers. How-
ever, certified farmers have to be always food secure to maintain their proof of compliance with
the FSS otherwise the FSS loses credibility in consumption markets.

Positive unintended effects could be that wages in the region start to increase or labor condi-
tions improve given that workers become more empowered from what they experience on the
certified farms. Local and national governments could become more supportive for the FSS
when they perceive a market chance and unique selling point to generate foreign exchange. As
consequence, they may improve framework conditions such as water, electricity, schooling or

FIGURE 4 The assumptions and theory of change for production sites
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health stations or emphasize law enforcement in the whole region. This would be in line with
the intended changes of so-called landscape approaches.

The causal assumptions

Moving in the impact pathway from one step to the other is based on assumptions about the
enabling environment and necessary framework conditions. The assumptions are specific for
each step and were derived from the six case studies and literature review. They are useful for
communicating in future with key stakeholders as they show that implemented sustainability
criteria are not automatically delivering the desired benefits. In the following, the assumptions
are briefly described (cf. Figure 4). The assumptions for the goods, services, strategies, and activ-
ities include that the promotion of the FSS takes place and is successful so that sustainability
standards offer the FSS and integrate into their systems. An interest of market actors such as
buyers, consumers, policy- and other decision-makers and civil society needs to be created. The
assumptions for an appropriate reach and reaction are that the owners and managers of small,
medium, and large farms are adequately targeted, and become interested. A market opportunity
should be available to nudge farmers in becoming interested in the FSS and pursue the next
steps (change capacity and behavior). Farms already following high standards may be interested
in a proof of compliance to use it for differentiation in a highly competitive mass market and
demonstrate their human rights due diligence.

The assumptions regarding a capacity change include that farmers understand the relevance
and their responsibility for the Right to Food, for example, through individual discussions,
workshops or training sessions. This means they change their traditional view that food security
is a state obligation or just a matter of luck or charity (which was frequently mentioned in the
interviews and workshops). It is assumed that all farms have access to adequate inputs and
resources to apply the better farming practices and that the necessary resources or adequate
financing instruments to fulfill the infrastructural and other requirements are available—this,
by the way, is a very strong assumption that all sustainability standards make and which is
often not fulfilled.

The assumptions to achieve a behavior change include that the perceived cost–benefit rela-
tions must be positive for the farmers. The sustainability manager of a processing plant
described that they are frequently asked by their supplying farms, especially the smaller ones:
“And when will I see this money I am investing in my workers?”.2 It is assumed that the target
groups will implement the FSS if the investment costs are not perceived as too high or when
additional support or subsidies are offered. Crop prices and contract schemes are key and must
be reward the investments and ongoing efforts. The target group must see the chance to posi-
tively distinguish their output crops in the market and/or have a clear buyers' demand from
buyers with large contract volumes. As one manager in Guatemala explained, “the market
determines what we do. If the market tomorrow requests the FSS, we will implement it.”3 and
the manager of smallholder groups in Kenya confirmed that they “only get their farmers certi-
fied if they have an interested buyer.”4 Respectful and trustful relationships with the buyers
have to be available when major investments and management changes are required as the
“the responsibility for higher prices bounces back and forth between the different value chain
actors”5 and “buyers are often only interested in coffee, not nutrition or living wage.”6

It is also assumed that technical support will be available to support farms, especially
smaller ones, to improve the management and production processes.
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The assumptions to achieve the direct benefits: Once the target groups have adjusted their
farm and management practices according to the FSS, the farm-gate prices for crops, and con-
tract conditions are fair. They are also stable to ensure the materialization of direct benefits.
Smallholder groups receive continued support regarding agriculture, farm business and food
security. It is assumed that more knowledge and changed agricultural practices lead to a higher
crop profitability or higher yields when trainings are adapted to farmers' understanding, needs
and available local resources.

The assumptions for positive long-term changes regarding food security include that the
agricultural producers increasingly cooperate with relevant local, regional, and national govern-
mental institutions, civil society organizations or the private sector. It is further assumed that
positive investment cycles evolve to further stipulate economic development from which all
benefit. This was experienced in a couple of case studies, especially in Bolivia. It is further
assumed that workers will start to demand comparable employment conditions from non-
certified farms and use the implementing farms as role models. A growing international market
demand for the FSS and human right compliance, including related supply chain laws and ini-
tiatives, is necessary to drive changes at larger levels. Crises, such as the Corona pandemic, may
put achievements at risk and counteract also law initiatives.

DISCUSSION

The FSS was designed in such a way that the Right to Food is respected by the private sector
according to its responsibility based on international human rights law. The rights-based food
security criteria address and shall protect groups whose food insecurity is caused by or related
to export agriculture. In simple terms, the FSS shall distinguish those producers and buyers
who comply with human rights from those that rely on unfair labor conditions, exploitation or
hungry farmers.

The presented theory of change for the FSS facilitates social learning of individuals and
organizations which is increasingly perceived as an essential element of sustainable develop-
ment (Kristjanson et al., 2014). When the FSS was developed, the expectations of many stake-
holders, especially by civil society and policy makers, were often much higher than what any
sustainability standard can practically can deliver (e.g., the FSS was mistaken as development
aid and was expected to “solve the food security problem of a country”). The expectations also
went beyond the responsibilities of the private sector from an international human rights per-
spective. As described in the section of responsibilities, a private farm or company cannot be
expected to replace missing or failed governmental actions for food security at local or national
level. The developed theory of change helps to clearly communicate expectations in a realistic
context of what is achievable. The theory of change shifts the focus from attribution of effects to
its contribution to achieve food security and acknowledges the role, responsibilities and inputs
of different stakeholders and supply chain actors in achieving outcomes (Thornton et al., 2017).
As unreal expectations may also affect future evaluations of the FSS, the theory of change
should be used for future monitoring, evaluation, learning, and impact assessments (Mayne &
Johnson, 2015; Thornton et al., 2017).

The assessment of the theory of change showed that it is plausible that the FSS will have the
positive impact regarding food security and the Right to Food for workers, farmers and commu-
nities especially in cases where current human rights compliance is low. The materialization of
benefits is based on the condition that really all criteria and indicators are met by the producers
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and that third-party audits have rigorously assessed the local situation. The extend of the
expected impacts will be locally specific and are likely to depend on and vary between the farms
and smallholder groups. How much each target group benefits from the implementation of the
FSS depends on the situation of the farms before the target group starts to change its behavior
to become compliant with the FSS. Plantations which are already socially and environmentally
committed may easily fulfill and implement the missing FSS requirements. Their workers may
not see many additional positive changes compared to before since most of the requirements of
the FSS will already be part of the daily management of these plantations, as the cases in
Guatemala, Bolivia and Indonesia showed. In this case, the FSS will serve “only” as a prove that
the human Right to Food is adequately respected.

The six case studies, the stakeholder workshops, and interviews with sustainability stan-
dards and certification systems, auditors and farm business, indicate that the expected direct
changes and benefits are not site-specific but achievable for a wide range of farms and therefore
are scalable. Smallholder groups with many poor, food-insecure smallholders, like in our case
in Zambia, face in relation to their income situation high investment and compliance costs
compared to richer smallholders or plantations. Without additional support by other value
chain actors, including buyers or governmental agencies, they will face difficulties to become
compliant with the FSS in the short term.

How much the FSS will contribute to livelihood improvements depends not only depend on
the producers alone. This research also confirmed other research that a good interaction and
coordination between public and private governance is desirable and a strong driver for positive
changes (Mayer & Gereffi, 2010). To achieve the envisaged long-term change, the presented the-
ory of change is only one building block in a necessarily wide-ranging approach to food security
and adequate standard of living. More stakeholders are involved whose capacity and behavior
needs also to be addressed and changed, such as local and national authorities to support infra-
structure or civil society organizations as “public pressure is needed”.7 Additional stakeholder
specific theories of change that are linked or nested with the presented theory of change should
be developed as they can guide necessary action points and key drivers for change of the FSS
and future evaluation (Mayne & Johnson, 2015).

A typical limitation of sustainability standards and hence also of the FSS is, that they only
indirectly address the effects of direct or indirect land use change which can lead to changes in
food availability or prices that may affect households outside the area of influence. These
aspects are however outside the responsibility of individual farms and go beyond the scope of
sustainability standards and private sector obligations. Such indirect effects, due to cumulate
effects of many or large farms, have to be regulated by the respective national and local govern-
ment. The farm management still must respect all relevant local and national strategies for food
security, economic development, and poverty reduction even if the compliance with such
polices is not enforced by local government actors. The FSS also requires that potential impacts
on food security of new agricultural operations or of expansions of existing areas are assessed
ex-ante and that, if needed, mitigation actions are in place.

Other common constraints and limitations of sustainability standards also concern the FSS:
There are cases where standards were found to be ineffective in closing geographical, informational,
communicative, power gaps (Boström et al., 2015), and failed to detect, report, and resolve social
and environmental compliance problems in global supply chains (Boström et al., 2015; LeBaron
et al., 2017). Partial compliance despite third-party audits and trustful certification may exist
(Giuliani et al., 2017) and is often driven by international buyers' behavior who request on the one
hand high standards and on the other hand pressure their suppliers for lower prices, give only
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seasonal orders and are unwilling to share the costs of social compliance (Jamali et al., 2017). These
issues are difficult to address for a sustainability standard and require the interplay and action of
various value chain actors including governmental agencies and policy-makers.

CONCLUSION

The Food Security Standard was established to show and verify human rights due diligence for
the Right to Food at agricultural production sites in food insecure countries. The FSS is also a
means for all other supply chain actors to prove their responsibility and due diligence for the
Right to Food. The theory of change is a useful tool for guiding operationalization of and com-
munication about the FSS. It details and clarifies explicitly which impact is likely to be
achieved, what are the limitations, and how the necessary enabling environment should look
like. Once a sufficient number of producers have become certified with the FSS, ex-post impacts
assessment should be conducted to fully understand the direct benefits and long-term effects of
the FSS. The developed theory of change will contribute to explain why certain effects occurred
or may not have occurred and ideally is further developed based on the new insights. Supple-
mentary theories of change should be developed, that address the additional necessary path-
ways of change required simultaneously by certification systems, buyers and consumers as well
as governmental agencies.

Internationally law interpretations derive a shared responsibility, which also assumes
responsibilities for buyers and governments at the downstream end of global supply chains. A
market demand, fair contracting schemes, and adequate crop prices are required by interna-
tional buyers but the various supply chain actors also have to facilitate and support this to
achieve the desired benefits. Voluntary measures regarding human rights due diligence are
insufficient to change mainstream markets as competitiveness is a major driving factor for busi-
ness. This is also reflected in the emergence of various law initiatives in Europe after having
introduced a voluntary compliance with human rights through national action plans.

Stronger regulatory frameworks and mandatory regulations for human rights due diligence
in buyer countries but also an UN treaty will contribute to uptake the internationally defined
responsibility to respect the Right to Food by the private sector. They will ensure compliance
with international law by the private sector and will level the playing field which is urgently
needed to stop the race for the cheapest production sites. For this, continued support and pres-
sure by consumers, civil society, politicians—but also by the private sector—is required at
national and international level.
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