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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 low-income countries; and the 

labour market dimensions of Fairtrade certification. The Fairtrade, Employment and 

Poverty Reduction in Ethiopia and Uganda (FTEPR) research team, based at SOAS, 

University of London, set out 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 lives of extremely poor rural people (especially women) and 

international trade in agricultural commodities, focusing especially on the role of labour 

markets as means of transmission. 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 specifically to the comparison ɀ from this labour market and 

poverty reduction perspective ɀ between Fairtrade certification and production not 

certified as Fairtrade. And the over-arching research question was whether a poor rural 

person dependent on access to wage ÅÍÐÌÏÙÍÅÎÔ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅÉÒ ɉÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÆÁÍÉÌÙȭÓɊ ÓÕÒÖÉÖÁÌ 

is better served by employment opportunities in areas where there is a Fairtrade 

certified producer organization or in areas where there is none. Thus, the research set 

out to support a response to the call by the June 2007 International Development 

Committee report on Fair Trade and Developmentȡ Ȱ×Å ÂÅÌÉÅÖÅ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÓÈÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÍÏÒÅ 

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

ÃÏÎÔÒÉÂÕÔÅ ÔÏ ÔÈÉÓ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓȱȢ2  

 

                                                        
2 http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200607/cmselect/cmintdev/cmintdev.htm 

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 

ÁÃËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅÄ ÈÉÇÈ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÏÕÔÐÕÔ ɉÃÏÍÐÁÒÉÎÇ ȬÔÈÅ ÂÅÓÔ ÏÆȭ ÒÁÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ ÃÏÍÐÁÒÉÎÇȟ ÆÏÒ 

example, successful areas with failed production areas or enterprises) and variation in 

institutional arrangements. Specifically, sites were 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 

ÃÈÁÒÁÃÔÅÒÉÓÅÄ ÂÙ ÐÒÅÄÏÍÉÎÁÎÔÌÙ ȬÓÍÁÌÌȭ ÓÃÁÌÅ ÖÓȢ ÌÁÒÇÅÒ ÓÃÁÌÅ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÉÏÎȢ Although there 

ÁÒÅ ÅÌÅÍÅÎÔÓ ÏÆ ÁÓÓÅÓÓÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÅÆÆÅÃÔÓȟ ÔÈÉÓ ÒÅÓÅÁÒÃÈ ×ÁÓ ÎÏÔ Á ÓÔÒÁÉÇÈÔÆÏÒ×ÁÒÄ ȬÉÍpact 

ÁÓÓÅÓÓÍÅÎÔȭ ÁÎÄ ÉÔÓ ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎÓ ÁÎÄ ÄÅÓÉÇÎ ×ÅÒÅ ÎÏÔ ÂÏÕÎÄ ÂÙ ÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄ ÅÖÁÌÕÁÔÉÏÎ 

frameworks.  

 

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

 

1. A refined research methodology and increased African 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) ɀ from a labour market and poverty reduction 

perspective ɀ between special certification schemes (Fairtrade) and non-

certified production. 

3. Dissemination of results to inform stakeholders (e.g. donors, businesses, trade 

ÕÎÉÏÎÓ ÁÎÄ ÃÅÒÔÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÂÏÄÉÅÓ ÁÓ ×ÅÌÌ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ×ÉÄÅÒ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÉÎÔÅÒÅÓÔÅÄ ÉÎ ȬÅÔÈÉÃÁÌ 

ÃÏÎÓÕÍÐÔÉÏÎȭ and in policy 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 
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other things by reducing the attrition rate of respondents when researchers returned to 

the field to conduct a longitudinal re-ÓÕÒÖÅÙ ÁÎÄ ÔÏ ÃÁÒÒÙ ÏÕÔ ÌÉÆÅȭÓ ×ÏÒË ÉÎÔÅÒÖÉÅ×Ó ɉÓÅÅ 

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 these presentations could 

only scheduled in November 2013, DFID agreed to a project extension till December 31st, 

2013.  As advocates of Fair Trade might find some of the findings controversial, the 

FTEPR team and DFID agreed to a fact-checking 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 included DFID 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 

ȬÓÐÅÃÉÁÌÔÙȭ ÃÏÆÆÅÅ ÍÁÒËÅÔ ÁÓ ×ÅÌÌ ÁÓ ËÎÏwledge of Fairtrade and broader ethical trading 

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 consisted 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 well as 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 relevant research 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 
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markets. A review of the theoretical literature on these labour markets concludes that: 

Ȱ5ÎÆÏÒÔÕÎÁÔÅÌÙȟ ÆÅ× ÅØÉÓÔÉÎÇ ÌÁÂÏÕÒ ÍÁÒËÅÔ ÍÏÄÅÌÓ ÂÅÇÉÎ ÔÏ ÃÁÐÔÕÒÅ ÔÈÅ ÒÉÃÈ ÅÍÐÉÒÉÃÁÌ 

ÒÅÁÌÉÔÉÅÓ ÏÆ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÉÎÇ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓȭ ÌÁÂÏÕÒ ÍÁÒËÅÔ ÃÏÎÄÉÔÉÏÎÓȱȟ ÎÏÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÒÅ ÁÒÅ 

ȰÄÉÓÔÉÎÃÔ ÌÁÂÏÕÒ ÍÁÒËÅÔ ÓÅÃÔÏÒÓ ÔÈÁÔ ×ÏÒË ÉÎ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ ×ÁÙÓ ÆÒÏÍ ÏÎÅ ÁÎÏÔÈÅÒȱ ÁÎd that 

there are extremely complex interrelationships among these sectors (Fields, 2007).  At 

ÔÈÅ ÓÁÍÅ ÔÉÍÅȟ ÔÈÅ 7ÏÒÌÄ "ÁÎË ÁÄÍÉÔÓ ÔÈÁÔȡ Ȱ-ÁËÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÒÕÒÁÌ ÌÁÂÏÕÒ ÍÁÒËÅÔ Á ÍÏÒÅ 

effective pathway out of poverty isȣa major challenge that remains poorly understood 

ÁÎÄ ÓÏÒÅÌÙ ÎÅÇÌÅÃÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÐÏÌÉÃÙ ÍÁËÉÎÇȱ ɉ7ÏÒÌÄ "ÁÎËȟ ςππχɊȢ  

 

In much of the literature the prospects for achieving poverty reduction and economic 

growth through primary commodity exporting are deemed unpromising. Varieties of 

ȬÃÏÍÍÏÄÉÔÙ ÐÅÓÓÉÍÉÓÍȭ ÈÁÖe been a common thread in the 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; Cuddington and Urzua, 1989; UNCTAD, 2013: 50). 

Furthermore, it has been observed that price movements for primary agricultural 

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

 

For some so-called 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 Vietnam contributed to a rapid decline in the world price of 

Robusta coffee, which fell to a 30-year low in November 2001 (Gilbert 2005); this led to 

a massive retrenchment 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 (UNCTAD, 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
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First, some countries have achieved extraordinary rates of agricultural export growth. 

&ÏÒ ÅØÁÍÐÌÅȟ 6ÉÅÔÎÁÍȭÓ ÅØÐÁÎÓÉÏÎ ÏÆ 2ÏÂÕÓÔÁ ÐÒÏduction is regarded as part of the 

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 complex. 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 

ÔÈÅ ȬÓÐÅÃÉÁÌÔÙ ÃÏÆÆÅÅ ÍÁÒËÅÔȭȟ ɉ$ÁÖÉÒÏÎ ÁÎÄ 0ÏÎÔÅȟ ςππυɊ ÁÓ ×Åll as the rapid expansion 

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 2001and 

2009 that rose to another peak in mid-2011 (http://www.ico.o 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 trade illustrate the 

imperfection of the transmission mechanism between volatile world market prices for 

coffee and stable or rising consumer prices (Morisset, 1998; Johannessen and Wilhite, 

2010). 

 

Since the 1970s, there have been practical initiatives to mitigate the adverse impacts of 

world market price and concentration trends on coffee producers. Some initiatives 

highlight benefits to (small-scale) producers through Fair Trade price premiums while 

others place more emphasis on ȬÓÕÓÔÁÉÎÁÂÌÅ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔȭ Âenefits through, for example, 

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 own Fair Trade coffee, while Sara Lee/ 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 nearly 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). FLO/Fairtrade International  figures show that the 

ÓÁÌÅÓ ÖÁÌÕÅ ÏÆ ÃÅÒÔÉÆÉÅÄ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÓ ÒÅÁÃÈÅÄ ΌρȢφÂÎ ÉÎ ςππφȟ ÁÎ ÉÎÃÒÅase of 42 per cent over 

2005 (FLO Annual Report, 2006/7). In a recent Annual Report FLO, now called 

Fairtrade International, ÒÅÐÏÒÔÓ ×ÏÒÌÄ×ÉÄÅ ÓÁÌÅÓ ÏÆ ΌτȢψ ÂÉÌÌÉÏÎ ÉÎ ςπρς 
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(http://www.fairtrade.net/annual -reports.html) .  On April 8th, 2009 Mars announced it 

would commit tens of millions of dollars annually to certify that cocoa used in its 

ÃÈÏÃÏÌÁÔÅ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÓ ÉÓ ÁÌÌȟ ÂÙ ςπςπȟ ȬÓÕÓÔÁÉÎÁÂÌÙ ÓÏÕÒÃÅÄȭȢ  -ÏÎÄÅÌóÚ International (the 

global food and snacking brands of the former Kraft Foods Inc.), with a dominant share 

in the global chocolate industry, is now also the largest purchaser of Fairtrade certified 

cocoa (Kruschwitz, 2012). 

 

Fair Trade, organic and sustainability certification organizations make claims that they 

reduce poverty and improve sustainability ɀ through price premiums, ownership stakes, 

higher output demand, more environmentally sustainable production conditions, 

ÁÎÄȾÏÒ ȬÃÉÖÉÌ ÓÏÃÉÅÔÙ ÅÍÐÏ×ÅÒÍÅÎÔȭ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓȢ3 Unfortunately, there is a bewildering 

variety of schemes, with varying content to their certification processes and auditing 

procedures (Jaffee and Henson, 2004; ProForest, 2005; Muradian and Pelupessy, 2005; 

Kolk, 2005).4  

 

The poverty reducing impact of these different institutional arrangements for 

international trade in agricultural commodities is poorly understood.  As discussed 

below, there has been limited research on the impact of both Fair Trade agricultural 

exports and other, non-certified agricultural exports on the wages and working 

conditions of people employed on the farms producing labour-intensive commodities 

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

There is certainly no clear knowledge of the relative benefits of certified versus non-

certified agricultural export production for rural people dependent on access to wage 

employment. 4ÈÕÓȟ ÆÏÒ ÅØÁÍÐÌÅȟ &ÁÉÒÔÒÁÄÅ )ÎÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÃÌÁÉÍÓ ÉÎ ÉÔÓ Ȭ6ÉÓÉÏÎ 3ÔÁÔÅÍÅÎÔȭ 

(http://www.fai rtrade.net/our -vision.htmlɊ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÔÓ ×ÏÒË ÉÓ ȰÄÒÉÖÅÎ ÂÙ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÅÄ 

consumer choicesȱȢ 9ÅÔ ÃÏÎÓÕÍÅÒÓ ÒÅÍÁÉÎ ÒÁÔÈÅÒ ÐÏÏÒÌÙ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÅÄ ÏÎ ÓÏÍÅ ÉÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÔ 

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

                                                        
3 4ÈÉÓ ÒÅÐÏÒÔ ÄÉÓÔÉÎÇÕÉÓÈÅÓ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ &ÁÉÒ 4ÒÁÄÅȟ ÁÓ Á ÂÒÏÁÄ ȬÍÏÖÅÍÅÎÔȭ ×ÉÔÈ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ 
organisations whose standards and practices may vary and which forms one part of the even 
ÂÒÏÁÄÅÒ ȬÅÔÈÉÃÁÌ ÔÒÁÄÅȭ ÍÏÖÅÍÅÎÔȟ ÁÎÄ &ÁÉÒÔÒÁÄÅȟ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ÓÐÅÃÉÆÉÃ ÌÁÂÅÌ ÂÁÓÅÄ ÏÎ ÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄÓ 
overseen by Fairtrade International and, for example, promoted in the UK by the Fairtrade 
Foundation.  
4 The certifying body FLO-CERT is accredited to ISO 65 standards. Though Fairtrade 
International is the sole shareholder of FLO-CERT its influence is legally limited. The 
independence of FLO-CERT is monitored by the German accreditation organisation DAkkS. 

http://www.fairtrade.net/our-vision.html
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research contributes to the improvement 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 Uganda 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 between 

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 scale of agricultural enterprises (Damiani, 2003; Oi and Idson, 1999); it is often 

simply assumed that price support for the smaller-scale producers will benefit the poor. 

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

in #ÏÓÔÁ 2ÉÃÁȡ Ȱ7ÈÅÒÅÁÓ ÔÈÅ ÎÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÇÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔ ÁÎÄ ÃÏÏÐÅÒÁÔÉÖÅÓ ÈÁÖÅ ÐÕÒÓÕÅÄ 

ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅÓ ÔÏ ÒÅÔÕÒÎ ÈÉÇÈÅÒ ÐÒÏÐÏÒÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ ÐÒÏÆÉÔ ÔÏ ÆÁÒÍÅÒÓȣÔÈÅÒÅ ÉÓ Á ÓÉÌÅÎÃÅ ×ÈÅÎ ÉÔ 

ÃÏÍÅÓ ÔÏ ×ÁÇÅ ÌÁÂÏÕÒȱȢ 

 

This is an example of a broader research gap. It is increasingly recognised 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 

ÉÎÓÔÉÔÕÔÉÏÎÓȟ ÈÅÁÌÔÈ ÁÎÄ ÓÁÆÅÔÙ ÉÎÓÐÅÃÔÏÒÁÔÅÓ ÁÎÄ ȰÄÅÃÅÎÔ ×ÏÒËȱ ÉÎ Poverty Reduction 

Strategy Papers (Morrison and Murphy, 2004).  

 

Much of the wage labour in export-oriented agriculture is female labour. It is widely 

acknowledged that the majority of the rural poorest are women and girls. Given that 

wage employment may offer 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.  
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Earlier research has suffered from the absence of baseline or other data on seasonal 

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

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

ÁÎÄ 0ÏÎÔÅȟ ςππυȠ +ÉÌÉÁÎȟ ςππφɊȡ ȰÖÁlue chain analysis has been least effective in 

ÃÁÐÔÕÒÉÎÇ ÅÍÐÌÏÙÍÅÎÔ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÉÏÎ ÅÎÄ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÃÈÁÉÎȱ ɉ$ÏÌÁÎ ÁÎÄ 

Sutherland, 2002). A number of studies attempt to deal with this problem by developing 

×ÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÃÁÌÌÅÄ Á ȬÇÅÎÄÅÒ ÖÁÌÕÅ ÃÈÁÉÎȭ ÁÎÁÌÙÓis (for a full description of this approach, see 

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 aÓ ×ÅÌÌ ÁÓ ȬÔÈÅ ÇÅÎÄÅÒ ÃÏÎÔÅØÔ ÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÅÍÐÌÏÙÍÅÎÔ ÔÁËÅÓ 

ÐÌÁÃÅȭ ɉibid:563).  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.5  

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 how 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 characteristics of production will also determine this 

labour market structure.  Finally, we will also need to understand the wider factors that 

ÄÅÔÅÒÍÉÎÅ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒËÅÒ ȬÖÏÉÃÅȭȟ ÓÕÃÈ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÒÕÃÔÕÒÁÌ ÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ ÔÙÐÅÓ ÏÆ ÌÁÂÏÕÒ, 

the reach of the rulin g political party into rural areas, and the history of union 

regulation.6 

 

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 wage workers did not include coffee 

                                                        
5 See Young (2000:1-2) for a definition of these activities as applied in standard national 
accounting, and and Mason (2001:89-90) for their use in academic literature. 
6 2ÅÃÅÎÔ ÒÅÓÅÁÒÃÈ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ 0ÏÖÅÒÔÙ 4ÅÁÍ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 7ÏÒÌÄ "ÁÎË ÏÎ "ÒÁÚÉÌȭÓ ÐÏÖÅÒÔÙ ÄÙÎÁÍÉÃÓ ÆÉÎÄÓ 
that relative rates of poverty reduction in the manufacturing sector are related to worker voice 
and unionization (Ferreria, Leite & Ravallion 2007). 
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enterprises (http://www.ids.ac.uk/idsproject/ethical -trading-initiative -impact-

assessment, 2007). While the amount of Fair Trade monitoring and impact reports has 

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

clear that the quality of impact assessment has been adequate. Impact assessments 

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

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

less than two per cent) of total export production, and where local non-Fair Trade 

working practices have not simultaneously been studied for comparative purposes 

(Nicholls and Opal, 2005; Becchetti and Constantino, 2006; Ruben, 2013). Evaluations 

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

ÁÎÄ 4ÁÌÌÏÎÔÉÒÅ ÃÏÎÃÌÕÄÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ȬÉÔ ÍÁÙ ÂÅ ÍÏÒÅ ÁÃÃÕÒÁÔÅ ÔÏ ÓÁÙ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÕÃÃÅÓÓÆÕÌ ÆÁÉÒ ÔÒÁÄÅ 

benefits small producers in poor countries as opposed to saying that fair trade benefits 

ÔÈÅ ÐÏÏÒȭ ɉςππφȟ ÐȢττɊȢ7 /ÎÅ ÐÒÏÂÌÅÍ ÉÓ ÔÈÁÔ ȰÓÍÁÌÌÈÏÌÄÅÒȱ producers are vaguely 

defined (Ethical Trading Initiative, 2005: 16). Besides, these evaluations cannot provide 

adequate insights into poverty if, as is often the case, the small-scale producers and the 

cooperative members joining Fair Trade schemes are actually already relatively well off 

compared to others in the locality (OPM, 2000; Blowfield and Malins, 1999; GTZ, 2005; 

Leuchtford, 2008, Wedig 2012). Even more so, much research already emphasises that 

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

(Barrett et al, 2001; Sender, 2003; Hurst et al, 2005; Jayne et al, 2010).  

 

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 

                                                        
7 Some more recent evaluations have begun to pay more attention to issues of wage 
employment, though typically these focus on plantation workers rather than those employed by 
members of smallholder producer organizations. In one example (Fairtrade Foundation, March 
ςπρσɊȟ ÔÈÅ &ÁÉÒÔÒÁÄÅ &ÏÕÎÄÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ ȰÒÅÓÅÁÒÃÈ ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒȱ ÉÎÔÅÒÖÉÅ×ÅÄ ÆÏÕÒ ×ÏÒËÅÒÓ ÁÂÏÕÔ ×ÁÇÅÓ 
and conditions on a Fairtrade certified tea plantation in Malawi 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 another report (Oxfam and Ethical Tea Initiative, 2013, p.5), 
×ÈÉÃÈ ÆÏÕÎÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÇÉÏÎÓ ÓÔÕÄÉÅÄ ɉ×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅÄ -ÁÌÁ×ÉɊ Ȱ×ÁÇÅÓ ×ÅÒÅ ÆÏÕÎÄ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÎÏ 
higher on certified estates than on non-ÃÅÒÔÉÆÉÅÄ ÅÓÔÁÔÅÓȱȢ 
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main research sites, further disaggregation into sub-sites 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 quasi-census data for sub-sites, very short questionnaires 

(on hand-held computers) for a large sample within the sub-sites, a long paper-based 

questionnaire applied to stratified random samples within the sub-sites, a repeat survey 

of a sub-group of the original respondents (in coffee producing research sites), and a 

larÇÅ ÎÕÍÂÅÒ ɉÍÏÒÅ ÔÈÁÎ ρππɊ ȰÌÉÆÅȭÓ ×ÏÒËȱ ÉÎÔÅÒÖÉÅ×Ó ×ÉÔÈ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌÓ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÉÅÄ ÆÒÏÍ 

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 

ÂÙ ȰÓÃÏÐÉÎÇȱ ÁÎÄ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÁÔÉÖÅ ÅØÐÌÏÒÁÔÏÒÙ ÉÎÔÅÒÖÉÅ×Ó ×ÉÔÈ ÇÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔ ÏÆÆÉÃÉÁÌÓȟ 

donor agency officials, sector/industry specialists, trade unionists, local researchers, 

and others. The aim of the research was not to produce the standard ÔÙÐÅ ÏÆ ȰÅÖÁÌÕÁÔÉÏÎȱ 

ÏÒ ȰÉÍÐÁÃÔ ÁÓÓÅÓÓÍÅÎÔȱ ÔÈÁÔ ÁÉÄ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÓÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÓÏ ÆÒÅÑÕÅÎÔÌÙ ÐÕÂÌÉÓÈȢ It should be 

stressed that FTEPR research has been fully independent: Fairtrade organizations 

played no part in commissioning the research or shaping its design. This conferred a 

number of analytical advantages (discussed in Appendix 5) and it is hoped that this will 

make the findings particularly useful to such organizations (which have very limited 

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

Appendix 5 discusses this research independence, and the challenges of fieldwork, in 

more detail.  

 

Section 3 presents the main findings of the research in some detail. FTEPR research has 

generated striking empirical findings. Three of these in particular stand 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 sub-site populations) show that a large 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 
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major contribution, given the lack of research and policy attention to rural labour 

markets in Africa. Very large numbers of people in these areas have to work for wages ɀ 

often in seasonal/casual employment ɀ in order to survive. And the figures cited exclude 

all those who work for wages in the production of other (domestically traded but not 

exported) crops in the same areas, or those who work for small traders and 

shopkeepers, let alone the huge number of people, mainly young women, who work (at 

best for money wages, but often only for food) as domestic servants. This set of 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, 

restri cted diets, and ownership of or access to many rudimentary assets. The 

implication is that it is imperative for policy makers and donor agencies to improve 

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 donor 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 offered, the working conditions prevailing, and the 

wage rates applied. In short, FTEPR evidence may help policy makers, scholars, and 

ÄÏÎÏÒ ÁÇÅÎÃÙ ÏÆÆÉÃÉÁÌÓ ÔÏ ÏÖÅÒÃÏÍÅ ÔÈÅ ȬÊÏÂÓ ÄÅÍÅÎÔÉÁȭ ɉ!ÍÓÄÅÎȟ 2010) that prevails in 

discussions of poverty and development, notwithstanding moderate shifts in recent 

years that included the World Development Report 2012.  

 

The third main set of FTEPR findings concerns Fairtrade specifically. This research was 

unable to find any evidence that Fairtrade has made a positive difference 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 



 16 

ÃÏÎÄÕÃÔÅÄȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÉÓ ÔÈÅ ÃÁÓÅ ÆÏÒ ȬÓÍÁÌÌÈÏÌÄÅÒȭ ÃÒÏÐÓ ÌÉËÅ ÃÏÆÆÅÅ ɀ where Fairtrade 

standards have been based on the erroneous assumption that the vast majority of 

production is based on family labour ɀ ÁÎÄ ÆÏÒ ȬÈÉÒÅÄ ÌÁÂÏÕÒ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎȭ ÃÏÍÍÏÄÉÔÉÅÓ 

like the cut flowers produced in factory-style greenhouse conditions in Ethiopia.8 In 

some cases, indeed, the data suggest that those employed in areas where there are 

Fairtrade producer organisations are significantly worse paid, and treated, than those 

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

Fairtrade certified institution s (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 ɀ 

especially women and girls ɀ employed in the production of commodities labelled and 

ÓÏÌÄ ÔÏ ȬÅÔÈÉÃÁÌ ÃÏÎÓÕÍÅÒÓȭ who expect their purchases to improve 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 to capture comprehensive data on 

child labour. However, in the quantitative survey results and especially in the 

qualitÁÔÉÖÅ ÌÉÆÅȭÓ ×ÏÒË ÉÎÔÅÒÖÉÅ×Ó, the fact of widespread wage labour by children and 

teenagers (specifically, children working for wages and during school time) was 

inescapable. This has unsurprisingly been a contentious issue at FTEPR dissemination 

events. Section 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 in rural areas, as 

ÏÎÅ ÆÅÁÔÕÒÅ ÏÆ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÖÅÌÙ ȬÓÌÁÃËȭ labour markets.  

 

Another issue of importance both to the Fairtrade 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 &ÁÉÒÔÒÁÄÅ )ÎÔÅÒÎÁÔÉÏÎÁÌȭÓ ɉςπρρɊ ÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄÓ ÆÏÒ Small Producer Organisations (SPOs) recognises 
that the members of SPOs may hire some labour. FLO-#%24ȭÓ ÐÕÂÌÉÓÈÅÄ ȰPublic Compliance 
Criteria Listȱ ÆÏÒ 30/Ó ÓÕÇÇÅÓÔÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅÙ ÐÁÙ ÒÁÔÈÅÒ ÌÉÔÔÌÅ ÁÔÔÅÎÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ ×ÁÇÅ ÉÓÓÕÅÓ ×ÈÅÎ ÔÈÅ 
members of these organisations 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.pdf).  At issue here is the extent to which there is an attempt 
accurately to 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 the surveyed sites. 

http://www.flo-cert.net/flo-cert/fileadmin/user_upload/certification/requirements/CC_November_2013/PC_PublicComplianceCritieraSPO_ED_7.4_en.pdf
http://www.flo-cert.net/flo-cert/fileadmin/user_upload/certification/requirements/CC_November_2013/PC_PublicComplianceCritieraSPO_ED_7.4_en.pdf
http://www.flo-cert.net/flo-cert/fileadmin/user_upload/certification/requirements/CC_November_2013/PC_PublicComplianceCritieraSPO_ED_7.4_en.pdf





































































































































































































































