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1. Introduction

1.1 Research objectives, rationale, and institutional framework

This research project addresses three intersecting issues where it has been
acknowledged that there is too little empirical knowledge: the transmission
mechanisms linking global trade in agricultural products with poverty reduction; the
functioning and significance of rural labour markets in lowsincome countries; and the
labour market dimensions of Fairtrade certification. The Fairtrade, Employment and
Poverty Reduction in Ethiopia and Uganda (FTEPR) researdbam, based at SOAS,
University of London,set cut to develop and apply innovative, careful research methods

in order to gather analytically useful, policy relevant evidence on these issues.

Thus, the core objective of the research was to improve knowledge of transmission
mechanisms between the liveof extremely poor rural people (especially women) and
international trade in agricultural commaodities, focusing especially on the role of labour
markets as means oftransmission. In particular, the purpose of the research was to
understand better the comparative benefits/disadvantages of different institutional
arrangements for agricultural production for poor rural people needing access to wage
employment. This applies specificdy to the comparisonz from this labour market and
poverty reduction perspective 7 between Fairtrade certification and production not
certified as Fairtrade. And the overarching research question was whether a poor rural
person dependent on accesstowagki DI T Ui AT O &£ O OEAEO | AT A
is better served by employment opportunitiesin areas where there is a Fairtrade
certified producer organization or in areas where there is noneThus, the research set

out to support a response to the da by the June 2007 International Development
Committee report on Fair Trade and Developmerd, Ox A AAlI EAOA OEAOA

systematic analysis of the impatcof Fair Trade on poverty and would urge DFID to

A > L A ~ A

Al T OOEAOOA &I OEEO POl AAOGO6 S8

2 http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200607/cmselect/cmintdev/cmintdev.htm
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FTEPR researchers set out to pursue these objectives by collecting detailed and original
micro-evidence in rural areas of Ethiopia and Uganda producing agricultural export
commodities: coffee and flowers in Ethiopia and coffee and tea in Uganda. A contrastive

site selection design was adopted (see Section 2), based on the criteria of a widely

AAET T xI AACAA EECE NOAI EOU 1 00DPOO j AT I PAOET C
example, successful areas with failed production areas or enterprises) and variation in
institutional arrangements. Specifically, siteswere selected that would enable a
comparison of employment between areas including Fairtrade certified production and

those without such certification, as well as a comparison where possible between areas
AEAOAAOAOEOAA AU DPOAAT I ET AT Ol U AQithdughitherd8 OA AT A
AOA AT AT AT OO 1T &£ AOGOGAOGOI AT O 1T £ AEEAAQP&h OEEO
AOOAOGOI AT 68 AT A EOO AT1TAAOT O AT A AAOGECI x A

frameworks.
The project set out to produce three main outputs, as follows:

1. A refined research methodology and increasedAfrican capacity to assess
effectiveness of certification schemes on poverty reduction among men and
women.

2. Comparative and longitudinal assessment of the benefits and disadvantages
(especially for women) z from a labour market and poverty reduction
perspective z between special certification schems (Fairtrade) and non
certified production.

3. Dissemination of results to inform stakeholders (e.g. donors, businesses, trade
OTEITO AT A ARAOOEAZAEAAOEITT AT AEAO AO xAll
AT 1T 6001 BndiB polich and standard setting.

FTEPR has been entirely funded by DFID, initially through the Trade Policy Unit and
subsequently supported by the Private Sector Development Department. The original
budget agreement allocated £607,475 to the project. However, later in the project DFID
approved a request to provide additional resources, adding 85,484, principally to

cover the cost of new technology that the team had decided to adopt for some of the

survey instruments, which increased efficiency and value added of the project, among



other things by reducing the attrition rate of respondents when researchers returnedo
the field to conduct a longitudinal reOOOOAU AT A O1 AAOOU 1T 060
Section 2). An opportunity arose to give dissemination presentations on the main
findings of the research to a very high level audience in Ethiopia that would help to test
the validity and policy relevance of the findings and their implications, which could then
be drawn upon in completing the final project report. Because #se presenations could
only scheduled in November 2013DFID agreed to a project extension till December 31
2013. Asadvocates of Fair Trade might find some of the findings controversial, the
FTEPR team andFID agreed to a faethecking period that allowed only academic

dissemination till March 31st, 2014.

Throughout, the FTEPR research team has benefited from the support and advice of an
Advisory Group whose composition has reflected the range of relevant interests in the
research. The Advisory Group include®FID staff, an academic researcher with specific
expertise in research on Fairtrade coffee, a representative of relevant international

trade unions, and a UK based coffee roaster with experience and expertise in the

OOPAAEAI OUS Al AAEAWeddeiCraiksde ahdbroaded ethicalt@ding 1 1

initiatives. A representative of a Dutch NGO with long experience and interest in ethical

trading was to be on the Advisory Group but proved unable to attend any of its meetings

The FTEPR research team ceisted of a core of four SOAS academics and, for the
majority of the project, a full time research officer who was based at SOAS and who led
most of the fieldwork. Research supervisors in Ethiopia and Uganda were hired and
trained (see Section 2), as weklhs a number of enumerators. Enumerator teams varied
within countries because of specific language requirements. FTEPR research was also
benefited from expert logistical support: through WARKA in Ethiopia and Venture in
Uganda. And in each country relevantesearch permits were secured as well as letters

of introduction and support at different levels of government.

1.2 Background to research

The theoretical starting point for this research is that an important impact of expanding

agricultural exports on poverty will be transmitted through changes in rural labour

E A£-



markets. A review of the theoretical literature on these labour markets concludehat:

051 £ 0001 AGAT Uh EAx AQGEOOEIT C 1 AAT 6O 1 AOEAO
OAAI EOEAO T &£ AAGAI T PET C Al O1 OOEAOGS 1 AAT OO
OAEOOET AO 1 AAT OO 1 AOEAO OAAOI OO OEAd®dthakT OE EI
there are extremely complex interrelationships among these sectors (Fields, 2007). At

OEA OAI A OEi Ah OEA 7101 A "ATE AAITEOO OEAOq

effective pathway out of poverty i€ a major challenge that remains poorly under®od

AT A O1T OAT U TAcI AAOAA ET DI 1 EAU [ AEETGCo | 71 Ol

In much of the literature the prospects for achieving poverty reduction and economic
growth through primary commodity exporting are deemed unpromising. Varieties of
OAT 11T AEOQOU b A leénkalcentnorbthrdaddidthe development literature for
many years. At the heart of these concerns are empirical claims that there is a secular
decline in the net barter terms of trade between primary commodities and
manufactures (Spraos, 1980; Cuddingtonand Urzua, 1989; UNCTAD2013: 50).
Furthermore, it has been observed that price movements for primary agricultural

commodities are more volatile than for manufactures and for processed commaodities.

For some secalled traditional primary commodities in particular, recent world market
trends and changes in the regulatory framework for markets have compounded these
concerns. For example, the collapse of the International Coffee Agreement and the rise
of new producers like Vietham contributed to a rapid delne in the world price of
Robusta coffee, which fell to a 3@ear low in November 2001 (Gilbert 2005); this led to

a massive retenchment of workers (Wild, 2005). In Ethiopia, farmers even uprooted
coffee bushes, eliminating the demand for harvest labour
(http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/world/africa/3304385.stm ). Some commentators doubt

that primary commodity exports can be a source of economic growth and poverty
reduction, especially in Africa(Gibbon, 2003). It has also been claimed that many
African countries are so poorly endowed with labour market skills that they will be
unable to diversify vertically into commodity processing (Mayer and Farjanes, 2005).
Generalised commodity pessimism (UNTAD, 2001) can, however, divert attention

from a number of important market trends, commodity and country experiences.


http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/world/africa/3304385.stm

First, some countries have achieved extraordinary rates of agricultural export growth.

A~ =z

A s

&1 O AgAiI pi Ah 6EAOT Al 8 OdudiaghbsArégérdetl Bs partf thel A OO O A

problem but the other side of this experience is an extraordinary achievement in
securing dramatic rates of growth of exports and rural incomes. Second, markets for a
range of agricultural commodities have become more caplex. For some (forms of)
commodities the pessimistic assumption of an exhausted income elasticity of demand

cannot be sustained (CBI, 2005). Other demand trends have included the emergence of

OEA OOPAAEAI OU AT £&£AA | AOE AIGS the rapil AxpansianT Al

of new markets outside the EU and the USA (USDA, 2006). Nevertheless, these shifts in
demand, as well as the rapid rise in international coffee prices in between 200land
2009 that rose to another peak in mid2011 (http://www.ico.0 rg/new_historical.asp),
may not have unambiguously benefited Africans working on small coffee farms: the
huge gap between farm gate prices for coffee and the prices paid by final consumers and
the high degree of concentration in the international coffee #@de illustrate the
imperfection of the transmission mechanism between volatile world market prices for
coffee and stable or rising consumer prices (Morisset, 1998ohannessen and Wilhite,
2010).

Since the 1970s, there have been practical initiatives toitgate the adverse impacts of
world market price and concentration trends on coffee producers. Some initiatives

highlight benefits to (smallscale) producers throughFair Trade price premiums while
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organic production and/or quality improvements. In addition, large suppliers and
retailers have embraced the branding opportunities involved. For example, in October
2005 Nestlé launched its ownFair Trade coffee, while Sara ée/ Douwe Egberts
planned to purchase 12,000 tons of UTZ Certified coffee for the European market in
2006 and by 2011 had become the largest buyer in the world of UTZ certified (Tropical
Commodity Coalition, 2012). In 2011 Faitrade coffee accounted for rerly 25 per cent

of the UK roast and ground coffee market and for 3.4 per cent of sales of instant coffee
(Fairtrade Foundation, May 2012).FLQFairtrade International figures show that the
OAl AO OAI OA T &£ AAOOEEEAA DOl 46d ©@@er CRAtARE A A
2005 (FLO Annual Report, 2006/7).In a recent Annual Report FLQ now called
Fairtrade International, OABDT OO0 xI1 Ol AxEAA OAl A0 1 &

A

Op

O1



(http://www.fairtrade.net/annual -reports.html). On April 8", 2009 Mars announcedt
would commit tens of millions of dollars annually to certify that cocoa used in its
global food and snacking brands of the former Kraft Foods In¢\ith a dominantshare
in the global chocolate industry, is now also the largest purchaser of Fairtrade certified

cocoa (Kruschwitz, 2012).

Fair Trade, organic and sustainability certificationorganizations makeclaims that they

reduce poverty and improve sustainabilityz through price premiums, ownership stakes,

higher output demand, more environmentally sustainable production conditions,

AT ATT O OAEOEI Ol AE A O®unféiunatelys hed i8 bldedildednd OE OEOE
variety of schemes, with varying content to their certification processes and auditing
procedures (Jaffee and Henson, 200#LroForest, 2005; Muradian and Pelupessy, 2005;

Kolk, 2005)4

The poverty reducing impact of these different institutimal arrangements for
international trade in agricultural commodities is poorly understood. As discused

below, there has beenlimited research on the impact of bothFair Trade agricultural

exports and other, noncertified agricultural exports on the wagesand working

conditions of people employed on the farms producing labouintensive commodities

like coffee, flowers, or horticultural products (Weitzman, 2006; Huybrechts, 2005).

There is certainly no clear knowledge of the relative benefits of certifiedersus non

certified agricultural export production for rural people dependent on access to wage
employment. 4 EOOh &I O AgAI b1 Ah &AEOOOAAA )1 OAOT AOE
(http://www.fai rtrade.net/our -vision.htmlq OEAO EOO xiI OE EO OAOE
consumer choice 8 9AO AT 1 O00i AOO OAI AET OAOEAO bBI T 0l

features of the production of commodities over which they exercise choice; this

S4EEO OADPI OO AEOOEI COEOEAO AAOxAAT &AEO 40AAANR
organisations whose standards and practices may vary and which forms one part of the even

AOT AAAO OAOEEAAT OOAAAG 11 OAI AT Oh AT A &AEOOOAA
overseen by Fairtrade International and, for example, promoted in the UK by the Fairtrade
Foundation.

4 The certifying body FLOCERT is accredited to ISO 65 standasd Though Fairtrade

International is the sole shareholder of FLECERT its influence is legally limited. The

independence of FLA&CERT is monitored by the German accreditation organisation DAKKS.

10
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research contributes to theimprovement of information and suggests the need for far

more work to inform consumer choices.

The fact that most agricultural export commodities depend on wage labour is generally

ignored. This dependence is true of small coffee farms in Ethiopia and dihgla as it is

true of large (coffee or cut flower) plantations or medium sized farmers in cooperatives

or outgrower schemes. The forms, levels and conditions of wage employment in
agricultural commodity production vary enormously, among plantations and beteen

contiguous smallholder producers alike. Where wages and working conditions have

been found to be inadequate and to discriminate against women, supermarkets and
transnational agents in the supply chain have been blamed (Wijeratna, 2005), ignoring

the fact that not all farmers in the same local supply chain treat their workers in the

same way (Standing, Sender and Weeks, 1996). These arguments also ignore the
theoretical and empirical grounds for assuming a positive link between wage levels and

the scaleof agricultural enterprises (Damiani, 2003; Oi and Idson, 1999); it is often

simply assumed that price support for the smalleiscale producers will benefit the poor.

Yet, as Luetchford (2008, 146) argues, on the basis of 14 months of ethnographic work

in#1 OOA 2EAAd O7TEAOAAOG OEA 1TAOEITAI cCciOAOTI
i AAOOOAO O1 OAOOOT EECEAO DPOI PIi OOEITO T £ PO
ATT A0 01 xAcA 1 AAT 0068

This is an example of a broader research gap. It is increasingly reciggd that there is

far too little empirical knowledge about the labour market dimensions of rural poverty

and poverty reduction. DFID has highlighted the lack of attention to labour market

ET OOEOOOEI T 6h EAAI OE AT A OA £EA baverERe@BtidrA O1 OA O
Strategy Papers orrison and Murphy, 2004).

Much of the wage labour in expororiented agriculture is femalelabour. It is widely
acknowledged that the majority of the rural poorest are women and girls. Given that
wage employment may d&er important opportunities for poverty reducing
remuneration to women, but that conditions of employment are often pitiful, an
important emphasis in empirical research should be on casual, seasonal female

employment.

11



Earlier research has suffered fromthe absence of baseline or other data on seasonal

hired labour inputs and wages (Nelsoret al, 2002; Barrientos, 2003; Greenberg, 2004).

These gaps are acknowledged in the literature analysing global value chains (Gibbon

AT A 011 OAR ¢ mmu Nlue+cEainEaAdly$is hagstibeem Qedyst €féctve in
AAPOOOET ¢ AipPiTuiATO OAI AGETIT1T O AO OEA DOI A
Sutherland, 2002). A number of studies attempt to deal with this problem by developing

xEAO EO AAIT 1T AA A O GAforA AlCdesdribtioddk thiddppgkdadhbseeAT AT U (
Tallontire et al 2005: 563). The gender value chain approach assumes that the nature of
employment in any one agricultural labour market is determined by its position within

a particular global value chain® x A1 1 AO OOEA CAT AAO Ai1 O0AgO
b1 A AbKi®63)] The gender value chain approach takes as its starting point two
interrelated concepts: that gender bias exists in economic activities; and that an analysis

of productive activity must be supplemented by an analysis of reproductive activities.

However, the degree to which an ethical code will impact on workers will be
determined by several interacting factors, and we argue that there is a need to look

beyond gender to understand ha the position of the most marginal workers can be
strengthened. While gender discrimination may indeed shape the structure of the

labour force in a particular branch of horticulture, so will other social and economic

relations. At the same time, the chracteristics of production will also determine this

labour market structure. Finally, we will also need to understand the wider factors that
AAOAOI ET A OEA x1 OEAO OO1I EAAGh OOAE AO ,0EA OC
the reach of theruling political party into rural areas, and the history of union

regulation.t

For coffee, for example, there is some evidence that organic certified coffee production
is relatively labour intensive (Bolwig et al 2009), but the labour market impact of
organic certification has not been systematically studied. Unfortunately, a recent major

study of the impact of Ethical Trade Initiatives on wagevorkers did not include coffee

5 See Young (2000:82) for a definition of these activities asapplied in standard national

accounting, andand Mason(2001:89-90) for their use in academic literature.

62 AAAT O OAOAAOAE &EOI I OEA 071 OAOOU 4AAT T &£ OEA 71
that relative rates of poverty reduction in the manufactiring sector are related to worker voice

and unionization (Ferreria, Leite & Ravallion 2007).

12



enterprises (http://lwww.ids.ac.uk/idsproject/ethical -trading-initiative -impact-

assessmat, 2007). While the amount ofFair Trade monitoring and impact reports has

increased since criticism inthe mid-2000s (Ronchi, 2002; Weitzman, 2006)it is not

clear that the quality of impact assessment has been adequatknpact assessments

often fail to appreciate the methodological difficulties of evaluating the impact dfair

Trade arrangements in contexts where they represent only a tiny proportion (typically

less than two percent) of total export production, and whee local nonFair Trade

working practices have not simultaneously been studied for comparative purposes

(Nicholls and Opal, 2005; Becchetti and Constantino, 200Ruben, 2013. Evaluations

often focus on the ability of smallholder producers to benefit fronfair Trade schemes

AT A 4A1 111 O0EOA AT 1Al OAAO OEAO OEO 1T AU AA 11
benefits small producers in poor countries as opposed to saying that fair trade benefits

OEA DIl 06 [/drineBOIDE8TAIQSEO Gbduers & vallely ET 1 AA
defined (Ethical Trading Initiative, 2005: 16). Besides, these evaluations cannot provide

adequate insights into poverty if, as is often the case, the smattale producers and the
cooperative members joiningFair Trade schemes are etually already relatively well off

compared to others in the locality (OPM, 2000; Blowfield and Malins, 1999; GTZ, 2005;
Leuchtford, 2008, Wedig 2019. Even more so, much research already emphasises that

indeed farm workers, rather than farmers, are usudy amongst the poorest of the poor

(Barrett et al, 2001; Sender, 2003; Hurst et al, 2005; Jayne et al, 2D10

1.3 Outline of report and summary of findings

Following this Introduction, Section 2 describes the methodology developed for FTEPR
research.The core of the research design was a contrastive venue based survey, with

three main research sites identified for each commodity in each country. In each of the

" Some more recent evaluations have begun to pay more attention to issues of wage
employment, though typically these focus on plantation workers rather than thosemployed by

members of smallholder producer organizations. In one example (Fairtrade Foundation, March
¢npoqh OEA &AEOOOAAA &1 O1 AAOGET 160 OOAOAAOAE bDPAC
and conditions on a Fairtrade certified tea plantation in Malai out of some 4,200 workers on

the estate. Though the report notes that workers would like higher pay, it unambigiously finds

that workers have experienced positive improvments in living and working conditions. These

findings are put in question by anotter report (Oxfam and Ethical Tea Initiative, 2013, p.5),

xEEAE &£ OT A OEAO ET OEA OACEIT O OOOAEAA | xEEAE
higher on certified estates thanonnoP AOOE AZEAA AOOAOAO6 8

13



main research sites, further disaggregation into sugites allowed for contrastive
exploration and analysis both within and between research sites for each commodity.

The research adopted a combination of research instruments, broadly both quantitative

and qualitative. This involved quasicensus data for subsites, very short questionnaires

(on hand-held computers) for a large sample within the suksites, a long papetbased
guestionnaire applied to stratified random samples within the suksites, a repeat survey

of a subgroup of the original respondents (in coffee producing research sites), and a

larCA 1 01 AAO ji11 OA OEAT pnnq OI EEAGO xI1 OE6 EI
the survey sample respondents in accordance with a set of analytical criteria, to allow

for more detailed and different kinds of evidence.

These formal research instruments were applied in a research design guided by a
considerable amount of secondary literature on the economies of Ethiopia and Uganda

(and on agricultural exports, Fairtrade, and labour markets more generally) as well as
AUADOET co AT A 1T OEAO NOAI ECAGEOA Aw@bi i OAOT OL
donor agency officials, sector/industry specialists, trade unionists, local researchers,

and others.The aim of the research was not to produce thsetandardOUBPA 1T £ 6AOAI O
IO OEIi PAAO AOOAOOI AT 66 OEAO AEAIt shadighd EOAQE
stressed that FTEPR research has been fully independent: Fairtrade organizations

played no part in commissioning the research or shaping its desigihis conferred a

number of analytical advantages (discussed in Appendix Bnd it is hoped that this will

make the findings particularly useful to such organizations (which haveery limited

research budgets for the evaluations and research that they commsisn), among others.

Appendix 5 discusses this research independence, and the challenges of fieldwprk

more detail.

Section 3 presents the main findings of the research in some det®#TEPR research has
generated striking empirical findings. Three of these in particular tgnd out. First, wage
employment in areas producing agricultural export commodities is widespread. FTEPR
survey results from the short questionnaire addressed to a very large proportion (in
some cases 100 per cent of the sudite populations) show that a brge percentage of
people had experience of working for wages specifically on farms and processing

stations producing the commodities that were the focus of the research. This finding is a

14



major contribution, given the lack of research and policy attentiorto rural labour
markets in Africa. Very large numbers of people in these areas have to work for wages
often in seasonal/casual employmeng in order to survive. And the figures cited exclude
all those who work for wages in the production of other (dometcally traded but not
exported) crops in the same areas, or those who work for small traders and
shopkeepers, let alone thdwuge number of people, mainly young women, who work (at
best for money wages, but often only for food) as domestic servants. Thiet ®f research

results alone should provoke much more policy and research attention in future.

FTEPR evidence, moreover, shows that people who depend on access to wage
employment in export commodity production are typically extremely poor. Section 3
shows in detail that the survey respondents are desperately deprived, indeed that they
are very poor by comparison with other available estimates of poverty in the areas
where research was conducted. They are deprived in terms of educational attainment,
restricted diets, and ownership of or access to many rudimentary assets. The
implication is that it is imperative for policy makers and donor agencies tomprove
their understanding of the material conditions of low-income wage workers, among
whom the most deprived on average are female manual agricultural wage workers.
Understanding the characteristics of those who depend on access to poorly paid
agricultural wage jobs is important. And it is especially important, this research
suggests, that policy makers and @hor agencies better understand the functioning of
labour markets in such areas: far more policy attention needs to be devoted to
understanding and acting on the determinants of the number of jobs available, the
number of days of labour typically offeredthe working conditions prevailing, and the
wage rates applied. In short, FTEPR evidence may help policy makers, scholars, and
ATT1T O ACATAU 1T £EEEAEAT O O1 1 02000} ihdt grevdiEih OET A
discussions of poverty and development, netithstanding moderate shifts in recent

years that included theWorld Development Report 2012

The third main set of FTEPR findings concerns Fairtrade specificalljhis research was
unable to find any evidence that Fairtrade has made a positiwdifference to the wages
and working conditions of those employed in the production of the commodities

produced for Fairtrade certified export in the areas where the research has been
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Al 1 AOAOGAA8 4EEO EO OEA AAOA &ih&e FAM&dAl 1 ET 1 A
standards have beenbased on the erroneous assumption that the vast majority of
production is based on family labouz AT A £ O OEEOAA 1 AAT 6O 1T OCAI
like the cut flowers produced in factorystyle greenhouse conditions in Ethiopi& In

some cases, indeed, the data suggest that those employiedareas where there are

Fairtrade producer organisationsare significantly worse paid, and treated, than those

employed for wages in the production of the same commodities iareas without any

Fairtrade certified institutions (including in areas characterised by smallholder
production). At the very least, this research suggests that Fairtrade organizations need

to pay far more attention to the conditions of those extremely poor rural people

especially women and girlsz employed in the production of commodities labelled and

A N £ oo~ N

Oi1 A O1 OA O Bnbhdekdect tAdir puicBelsed dib@iove the lives of the poor

Section 3 discusses other evidence too, drawing on both quantitative and qualitative
findings. The FTEPR research design did not set out tapture comprehensive data on
child labour. However, in the quantitative survey resultsand especially in the
qualitAOE OA |1 E £A S O, the fadd & wilidspteAdw&pE Abod bychildren and
teenagers (specifically, children working for wages and during school time) was
inescapable. This has unsurprisingly been a contentious issa FTEPRdissemination
events. Setion 3.5 discusses this issue and puts it more broadly within the context of
the prevalence of young boys and especially girls working for wages rural areas as
ITA EAAOOOAOI Adb&DbkbarkeGE OAT U O

Another issue of importance both to theFairtrade literature and more widely is the
governance and structure of producer cooperatives. Section 3.6 discusses evidence on

cooperatives, especially on Fairtrade certified cooperatives in FTEPR research sites. The

8& AEOOOAAA )T OAOT AOET $mll FFoducgr QrgapigatibnsQSPAI) dedognibed Al O
that the members of SPOs may hire some labour. Fit0%2 4 6 O D Bublic Edniplidnte O
CriteriaList6 &£ O 30/ 0 OO0OGCGCAOOO OEAO OEAU PAU OAOEAO 1 E
members of these organisabns are assumed to employ fewer than 20 workers

(http://www.flo -cert.net/flo -

cert/fileadmin/use r_upload/certification/requirements/CC_November_2013/PC_PublicComplia
nceCritieraSPO_ED_7.4_en.pdfAt issue here is the extent to which there is an attempt

accuratelyto assess the number of workers on member farms and to audit them once they have

been recognised as employing more than 20, and the fact that there is a huge amount of wage
employment below the arbitrary 20 workers level. See section 2.2 for the general issue and also

the specific examples of the underestimation of agricultural wage in trgurveyed sites.
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