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Abstract 65 

Demand for agricultural commodities is a major driver of tropical deforestation, contributing to 66 

climate change and biodiversity loss and eroding forest-based livelihoods. In response, hundreds of 67 

multinational firms have adopted policies to end deforestation in their supply chains. Impact 68 

evaluations to assess the additionality of these forest-focused supply chain policies (FSPs) have 69 

proliferated. However, the influence of underlying contextual factors, such as supply chain 70 

structures, on FSPs’ effectiveness and equity remains poorly understood. Here, we present the first 71 

pan-tropical comparative analysis of the four leading forest-risk commodities – Brazilian cattle and 72 

soy, Indonesian palm oil, and West African cocoa – to examine how supply chain structures 73 

influence FSPs’ adoption, implementation, and outcomes. Drawing on 268 semi-structured 74 

interviews and focus groups with supply chain actors, our analysis enables us to improve middle-75 

range theory about the influence of supply chain structures on policy outcomes. Specifically, we 76 

identify that by increasing the complexity of commodity transactions, FSPs necessitate that firms 77 

establish close supply chain linkages with suppliers. If suppliers have high capabilities to comply, 78 

these linkages are straightforward to establish. However, if suppliers have low compliance 79 

capabilities – as is common among smallholder farmers – and FSP firms have low market share, 80 

close linkages are difficult to develop. In these cases, firms often vertically integrate their supply 81 

chains. This improves control over deforestation-free production but disempowers farmers, 82 

undermining equity. Collectively, these empirical and theoretical contributions show that to 83 

overcome effectiveness-equity tensions and achieve transformative change, firms must invest in 84 

building smallholders’ compliance capabilities across their supply bases.  85 

https://tinyurl.com/325z4463
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Introduction 86 

Tropical deforestation contributes to climate change and biodiversity loss, and affects the 87 

livelihoods of a billion people.1,2 A quarter of tropical deforestation can be attributed to 88 

international demand for only a few agricultural commodities including cattle, palm oil, soy, and 89 

cocoa.3 This has led to the proliferation of “forest-focused supply chain policies” (FSPs): policies 90 

by multinational firms to eliminate deforestation from their supply chains.4 91 

 92 

FSPs include sectoral standards through which firms collectively apply incentives or sanctions to 93 

encourage producers to avoid deforestation.5 For example, in the Amazon Soy Moratorium, 94 

signatory firms collectively agreed to not to buy soy from deforested properties in the Brazilian 95 

Amazon.6 FSPs also include unilateral pledges by firms, such as Indonesian palm oil companies’ 96 

“No Deforestation, no Peat, no Exploitation” (NDPE) commitments.7 Other FSPs involve public 97 

actors; the Termo de Ajustamento de Conduta (Terms of Adjustment of Conduct, TAC) is a state-98 

enforced agreement by slaughterhouses in the Brazilian Amazon to avoid sourcing cattle from 99 

illegally deforested properties.8 The TAC is complemented by a private commitment, the 100 

Compromisso Público da Pecuária (Public Livestock Commitment, or G4), by Brazil’s four largest 101 

meatpacking firms to avoid sourcing cattle from properties with any deforestation. In West Africa, 102 

the Cocoa and Forests Initiative is a public-private partnership between the governments of Côte 103 

d’Ivoire and Ghana and 35 firms to end deforestation in cocoa supply chains.9 Some importing 104 

jurisdictions including the European Union (EU) have also introduced regulations that harden FSPs 105 

in public law, such as the EU Deforestation Regulation (EUDR).10 The EUDR requires firms 106 

selling forest-risk commodities in the EU to demonstrate they were not produced on land that was 107 

deforested after 2020. 108 

 109 

Extensive research has analyzed the design,11–13 implementation,7,14,15 and coverage of individual 110 

FSPs.16–22 Numerous studies have examined their effectiveness within supply chains23–25 and at 111 

regional and global scales.4,26–30 Researchers have also investigated FSPs’ social equity in terms of 112 

producers’ access to, or exclusion from, markets.8,12 Market exclusion is a particular concern for 113 

smallholder farmers whose livelihoods depend on producing forest-risk commodities. Research on 114 

market access equity has been complemented by studies on producers’ participation in FSP design 115 

(procedural equity), distribution of benefits (distributive equity), and recognition of pre-existing 116 

political, economic, and social conditions (recognitional equity).24,31,32 Equity is also important for 117 

FSPs’ legitimacy:33,34 their acceptance as being justified, desirable, or appropriate by a given 118 

community of producers.35–37 119 

 120 

Some research has also examined how different contextual factors – namely public governance, 121 

historical land-use trends, producers’ values, and supply chain structures – explain the adoption, 122 
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design, and implementation of FSPs.7,16,38–40 Among these contextual factors, supply chain 123 

structures are particularly important: “lead” firms are often located far from production, and 124 

implementation is often delegated along complex supply chains with many intermediaries.7,9,41,42 125 

Yet despite the potential influence of supply chain structures, relatively little is understood about 126 

how they affect FSPs. A cross-commodity understanding of the interplay between supply chain 127 

structures and the governance of deforestation-free production is crucial to build theory about what 128 

underpins the success, failures, and challenges encountered by not only FSPs, but market 129 

approaches to agricultural sustainability more generally. 130 

 131 

Gaps in understanding about how supply chain structures influence FSPs also pose practical 132 

problems for firms, which are exposed to deforestation across diverse commodities and regions but 133 

often apply FSPs in undifferentiated ways. A lack of awareness about the influence of varying 134 

supply chain structures also threatens to undermine frameworks for best practice, including the 135 

Accountability Framework Initiative and Science Based Targets Network, which provide generic 136 

guidance on mitigating deforestation but do not address differences between commodities and 137 

regions. 138 

 139 

Here, we present a pan-tropical, cross-commodity comparative analysis drawing on 268 semi-140 

structured interviews and focus groups to examine how different supply chain structures influence 141 

firms’ governance of deforestation-free production using FSPs. Our aim was to develop a “middle-142 

range” theory of the relationships between supply chain structures and FSP outcomes. Middle-143 

range theories are descriptions of causal chains of mechanisms for well-bounded sets of 144 

phenomena;43 they are more generalizable than ad hoc explanations of individual cases, but more 145 

specific than universal systems theories. We defined governance as the steps taken by firms to 146 

coordinate and control deforestation-free production,44 including the adoption, design, and 147 

implementation of FSPs. Given our interest in governance, we adopted a Global Value Chain 148 

(GVC) perspective, which shifts focus from the transfer of goods between firms in a supply chain 149 

to the series of activities involved with producing and adding value to a commodity.44–46 150 

Accordingly, we defined value chain structures in terms of their length (number of activity stages 151 

or “tiers”), complexity (interconnections between actors), relative positions and collective leverage 152 

(market share) of lead firms, and the types of linkages connecting firms to suppliers.7,44,47 153 

 154 

We examined the most prominent FSPs for the four most important forest-risk commodities, which 155 

account for over half of agriculture-driven tropical deforestation.48 These FSPs were the Soy 156 

Moratorium and cattle slaughterhouses’ TAC agreements in the Brazilian Amazon; palm oil firms’ 157 

NDPE policies in Indonesia; and the Cocoa & Forests Initiative in West Africa (Côte d’Ivoire and 158 

Ghana; Figure 1 and Table 1). We interviewed actors along each commodity value chain from 159 
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producers to manufacturers, as well as governments, non-government organizations (NGOs), and 160 

other relevant stakeholders (Table S1). We also incorporated insights from the FSP literature. 161 

 162 

For each commodity, we first characterized the overall structure of the value chain, including its 163 

main actors, length, and complexity. Next, we identified the polarity of governance, i.e., where 164 

firms that drive deforestation-free production are positioned, and their market share. We then 165 

asked: how is firms’ governance of deforestation-free production related to value chain structures, 166 

specifically in terms of the linkages between firms and suppliers? And how do different structures 167 

influence FSPs’ adoption, design, implementation, and outcomes? For outcomes, we examined 168 

FSPs’ effectiveness in reducing deforestation at regional scales. We also examined FSPs’ equity in 169 

terms of market access for both smallholder farmers and larger producers.12 As equity is relative, 170 

we considered how it manifests for producers compared to their peers who are not subject to FSPs. 171 

 172 

We begin by presenting the analytical framework. We then present our findings for each 173 

commodity separately. In the Discussion, we compare our findings across the commodities to 174 

develop and discuss a middle-range theory of deforestation-free value chain governance. 175 

 176 

 177 

Figure 1. The most important producing regions for the four agricultural commodities associated 178 
with the most tropical deforestation,49 which are investigated in this study. The map shows the 179 
forest biomes within each country that have been the most deforested by the commodities’ 180 
expansion. 181 
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Table 1. Design features of the four FSPs investigated in this study. FSP types were identified from Lambin et al.5 Other design features were identified from 182 
criteria for effective and equitable FSPs developed by Garrett et al.,11 Grabs et al.,12 Grabs and Garrett,15 and Addoah et al.24 Only those design features 183 
deemed most important for understanding a policy’s overall design and implementation are presented. 184 

Commodity and region Brazilian Amazon soy Brazilian Amazon cattle Indonesian palm oil West African cocoa 

FSP investigated Amazon Soy Moratorium (ASM) Terms of Adjustment of Conduct (TAC) No Deforestation, no Peat, no Exploitation 
(NDPE) policies 

Cocoa and Forests Initiative (CFI) and 
firms’ in-house sustainability programmes 

Policy adoption date July 20063 July 20091 From 2010 March 20172 
Type  Sanction-based sectoral standard: 

sectoral agreement based on market 
exclusion of noncompliant producers 

Sanction-based sectoral standard: state-led 
standard based on market exclusion of 

noncompliant producers 

Individual company pledges Collective aspiration / public-private 
partnership and individual company pledges 

Scope: actors Soy producers Cattle producers, although TAC agreements 
are signed by slaughterhouses 

Firm’s own plantations and independent 
palm oil producers and suppliers 

Smallholder cocoa farmers, cooperatives, 
and traders; initially, direct suppliers only 

Scope: region or biome Legal Amazon Cattle-producing Amazon states incl. Pará, 
Acre, Rondônia, Amazonas, Mato Grosso1 

NDPE policies cover the entire (global) 
supply chains of committed companies 

Côte d’Ivoire and Ghana 

Deforestation reduction 
target and/or definition 

Zero gross deforestation Zero illegal deforestation Zero gross deforestation: no conversion of 
forests identified as High Conservation 

Value (HCV) or High Carbon Stock (HCS)  

In theory, zero gross deforestation (no HCV 
or HCS, no sourcing from protected areas)2; 

in practice, zero illegal deforestation 
Cut-off date  22 July 20083 22 July 20081,4 Dates vary by firm, type of forest 

assessment (HCV or HCS), and application 
to firms’ own or suppliers’ operations 

Ghana: 1 Jan 2018 (National Parks), 31 Dec 
2019 (Category 1 Forest Reserves)2; Côte 
d’Ivoire: 31 Dec 2018 (National Parks and 

Reserves);5 firms mostly 2025 or 20306 

Monitoring approach Deforestation monitored within 
property boundaries using Brazilian 

National Space Agency (INPE) 
PRODES satellite monitoring and Rural 

Environmental Registry (CAR) 

Deforestation monitored using INPE’s 
PRODES and property boundaries in CAR 

Deforestation risk assessment and satellite 
monitoring by individual firms; collective 

investments in forest disturbance alert 
system (Radar for Detecting Deforestation, 

RADD) 

Deforestation risk assessment and satellite 
monitoring by individual firms; national 

satellite monitoring systems being 
developed by each country 

Traceability approach Property-level identification of soy 
producers 

Cattle purchase documents incl. Animal 
Transport Permits (GTA), CAR certificates, 
environmental production licenses (LAR)* 

Use of supplier and mill lists and supply 
sheds; extensive mapping of plantations but 

limited mapping of smallholder farms by 
firms; RSPO or ISCC certification 

Mapping of individual farms by firms; 
certification (mostly Rainforest Alliance or 
Fairtrade); national traceability systems in 

development 
Enforcement approach Exclusion of noncompliant farms based 

on list published annually by Soy 
Moratorium Working Group (GTS)3 

Exclusion of non-compliant direct suppliers 
by slaughterhouses, enforced using state 

audits of slaughterhouses’ purchase 
documents7 

Implementation of HCV and HCS 
approaches in firms’ own plantations; 

grievance, engagement, and suspension or 
exclusion procedures with suppliers 

Exclusion of farmers with farms in 
protected areas and surrounding buffer 

zones, as identified by individual firms and 
cooperatives through risk assessments 

Benefit sharing and/or 

capability building by 

firms 

Capability building undertaken by GTS 
to educate producers about the ASM8 

Limited and company-specific, e.g. JBS’ 
Green Offices initiative 

Some capability building with scheme 
(contract) smallholder farmers by individual 

firms; some firm-to-firm capability 
building; sharing of certification premiums 

Mass sensitization programmes by firms on 
environmental conservation, agroforestry, 
productivity, and livelihoods, but only to 

farmers within firms’ value chains 

Coordination with 

public and private 
actors 

Government and NGOs were members 
of GTS3 

TAC developed and enforced by the 
Brazilian Federal Prosecutor’s Office 

(MPF) 

Some coordination through e.g., Consumer 
Goods Forum, Palm Oil Collaboration 

Group, Palm Oil Innovation Group, and 
HCS Approach Steering Group, and 

jurisdictional or landscape approaches 

CFI is a public-private partnership 
involving 35 firms and the Governments of 

Côte d’Ivoire and Ghana 

1. Gibbs et al.;25; 2. CFI;50 3. Heilmayr et al.;29 4. Alix-Garcia and Gibbs;26 5. CFI;51 6. Addoah et al.;24 7. Levy et al.;18 8. Brannstrom et al.52 Definitions (Portuguese initialisms defined in English): ASM, Amazon Soy 185 
Moratorium; CAR, Rural Environmental Registry; CFI, Cocoa & Forests Initiative; GTS, Soy Moratorium Working Group; HCS, High Carbon Stock; HCV, High Conservation Value; ISCC, International 186 
Sustainability & Carbon Certification; MPF, Brazilian Federal Prosecutor’s Office; NDPE, No Deforestation, no Peat, no Exploitation; RSPO, Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Oil. * Larger properties in Pará only. 187 
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Analytical framework 188 

Several frameworks exist to analyze the governance of global value chains (GVCs)53 and global 189 

production networks.54 To examine the relationship between value chain governance and structures, 190 

we selected a GVC framework that focuses on the linkages lead firms use to coordinate and control 191 

their suppliers.44 We also considered whether lead firms were located at a single tier (unipolar 192 

governance), or at two (bipolar) or more (multipolar) tiers.47 193 

 194 

According to our selected framework, three variables determine the linkages that firms use to 195 

coordinate and control deforestation-free production by their suppliers.44 These are: 1) the 196 

complexity of information required for transactions (i.e., evidence that commodities were produced 197 

without deforestation); 2) the ability to codify (i.e., explicitly and precisely characterize) that 198 

information, for example by using a standard; and 3) the capabilities of suppliers to execute 199 

transactions (i.e., demonstrate FSP compliance). Each variable can take a value of either high or 200 

low. Their combinations produce five observable types of governance and associated linkages: 201 

market, modular, relational, captive, and hierarchical (Figure 2). These linkage types fall along a 202 

spectrum of intensity. At one end of the spectrum, firms make no attempt to coordinate production 203 

and exert little control over suppliers through market linkages. Here, firms buy commodities from 204 

whichever supplier offers the lowest price. At the other end of the spectrum, firms directly control 205 

and coordinate production through vertically integrated hierarchical value chains, in which they 206 

undertake production, processing, manufacturing, and possibly marketing activities. By examining 207 

the complexity and codifiability of FSPs, and suppliers’ capabilities, it should thus be possible to 208 

identify the types of linkages firms use with their suppliers. We used this framework to identify the 209 

value chain structures through which firms govern deforestation-free production. 210 

  211 
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 212 

Figure 2. Five types of value chain linkages used by firms to govern deforestation-free production 213 
by suppliers (adapted from Gereffi et al., 2005).44 In theory, linkage types are determined by the 214 
values (high or low) taken by three variables: the complexity of transactions, codifiability of 215 
transactions, and capabilities of suppliers to execute transactions. In practice, low complexity is not 216 
found with low codifiability or low supplier capabilities. Linkage types are shown lying along a 217 
spectrum of governance intensity, from least (market) to most intense (hierarchical). Lead firms 218 
that practice the most intense forms of governance (hierarchical or captive) can also be expected to 219 
hold higher market share.46 220 
 221 

GVCs often consolidate power among large firms, which can come to dominate a market by 222 

vertically integrating their value chains.44,46,55,56 Concentrated markets dominated by a few large 223 

firms can reduce environmental externalities if, for example, those firms limit production to drive 224 

up sale prices.57,58 In the case of FSPs, firms attempt to exert control over deforestation through 225 

their purchasing rather than sales. Nonetheless, the collective market share of firms with FSPs is an 226 

important determinant of policy effectiveness,11,18,22 although this is not simply a function of market 227 

concentration. Even in a fragmented market with many actors, FSPs can achieve high market share 228 

if they are adopted by most firms. However, if the collective market share of firms with FSPs is 229 

low, or market share is high but FSPs’ stringency varies widely (i.e., codification is low), 230 

deforestation can “leak” to buyers with no or weak FSPs.43 231 

 232 

Vertical integration and market share can also be expected to influence FSPs’ equity.12,59 Vertical 233 

integration can provide less-capable producers with more secure income, credit, market access, off-234 

farm employment, and extension services.56,60,61 However, it can also enable firms to drive down 235 

prices, exclude farmers that fail to meet production standards, and dispossess less-competitive 236 

smallholders of their lands.59,62,62 If firms with FSPs collectively achieve high market share, this 237 

could lead to the exclusion of noncompliant suppliers.12,18 To examine the impacts of market share 238 



9 
 

as well as vertical integration, we therefore augmented the GVC analysis framework to include 239 

market share (Figure 2). 240 

 241 

We applied this framework to code our interview data. We summarized and interpreted the coded 242 

data using a framework matrix (Supplementary Information, SI) that cross-tabulated the most 243 

salient codes (themes) with the four commodities. We assessed the values taken by GVC 244 

governance and other variables using pre-defined criteria (Table S2). Noting the diversity of 245 

actors, FSPs, and outcomes across commodities and within value chains, we allowed each variable 246 

to take an intermediate value as well as “high” or “low”. We present our findings as a narrative 247 

synthesis for each commodity, structured as follows: 1) overall value chain structure; 2) polarity of 248 

governance and market share; 3) complexity and codification of FSPs, and capabilities in the 249 

supply base; 4) resulting value chain linkages; and 5) outcomes. The adoption, design, and 250 

implementation of FSPs are discussed throughout. 251 

 252 

Results 253 

All statements are based on interview data unless a literature reference is cited. Supporting 254 

evidence is provided in participant quotations, which are linked to interviews using pseudonyms 255 

(Table S1). 256 

 257 

Soy in the Brazilian Amazon 258 

Overall structure: Brazilian soy value chains have comparatively few tiers (Figure 3). Farmers 259 

sell soybeans to traders, occasionally via intermediaries or cooperatives. Four firms – Archer 260 

Daniels Midland, Bunge, Cargill, and Dreyfus – have historically dominated exports, although new 261 

market entrants are increasingly driving export growth.63 Vertical integration is limited, with 262 

Brazilian trader Amaggi being an outlier in owning farms.64 263 

 264 

Polarity of governance and market share: The Amazon Soy Moratorium emerged from pressure 265 

by Greenpeace on traders and retailers including Cargill and McDonald’s. The reputational risk 266 

associated with deforestation motivated both firms to drive FSP adoption by seeking support from 267 

other companies. This revealed two governance poles – downstream and midstream – in initial 268 

negotiations over a zero-deforestation agreement. While McDonalds “brought companies together” 269 

downstream (BRS03-NGO), Cargill’s dominance in the Brazilian Association of Vegetable Oil 270 

Industries (Portuguese initialism ABIOVE) gave it influence over the midstream. The Moratorium 271 

was adopted in 2006 and designed as a pre-competitive sectoral agreement to exclude 272 

noncompliant producers. To implement the Moratorium, a Soy Moratorium Working Group 273 

(Portuguese initialism GTS) was established by ABIOVE with Greenpeace, and included traders, 274 

NGOs, and later the government. Implementation was thus driven from the midstream. With the 275 
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participation of ABIOVE, the Moratorium achieved high market share at the midstream, covering 276 

95% of Amazon soy exports by 2018.28 277 

 278 

Complexity and codification of FSPs, and capabilities in the supply base: The Soy Moratorium 279 

is highly codified: it involves precisely characterized and standardized technical requirements for 280 

zero deforestation. Implementation is moderately complex. Farmers must register their property 281 

boundaries on the national Rural Environmental Registry (Portuguese acronym CAR). Compliance 282 

is then assessed by traders using deforestation data from the Brazilian National Space Agency’s 283 

(INPE) PRODES satellite monitoring system and a list of noncompliant farms published annually 284 

by the GTS.6,29 However, as CAR registration is legally required, complying with the Moratorium 285 

is no more complex for producers than meeting their statutory obligations. 286 

 287 

Farmers generally have high capabilities to comply with the Moratorium. Soy farmers in Brazil are 288 

often well capitalized, particularly compared to “family” farmers.65 They have become highly 289 

organized into a national lobby, the Brazilian Association of Soy Producers (Aprosoja), which 290 

assists producers with understanding regulatory changes.16,66 Meanwhile, the availability of 291 

previously cleared cattle pastures in the Amazon made compliance relatively easy for producers 292 

seeking to expand soy cropland.16,67 Yet, to the extent that the Moratorium disincentivized new 293 

agribusinesses investment in the Amazon, it likely increased transaction and input costs for farmers 294 

compared to places where economies of scale had been achieved such as the Cerrado, Brazil’s 295 

highly biodiverse savannah biome.68 296 

 297 

Value chain linkages: The Moratorium’s moderate complexity, high codification, and farmers’ 298 

high compliance capabilities, alongside the comparatively short soy value chain, produced modular 299 

linkages between individual producers and traders. However, the high market share of Moratorium 300 

signatories meant farmers had limited opportunities to find non-FSP buyers. Consequently, these 301 

modular linkages collectively took on a captive resemblance at the biome scale. In one extreme 302 

case, Cargill established actual captive linkages with producers through a near-monopsony around 303 

its Amazon River port of Santarém, before the Moratorium was established.68 These linkages 304 

enabled Cargill to enforce the Moratorium directly among producers. Elsewhere, non-Moratorium 305 

signatories could be found but offered reduced prices, signaling high costs for farmers to switch to 306 

non-FSP buyers: “Those guys who specialized in sourcing blocked soya from the Moratorium, they 307 

already knew the producer had to sell, and they would drive the price down” (BRS02-IND). Still, 308 

farmers’ high capabilities prevented linkages from becoming hierarchical. The captive resemblance 309 

of modular linkages at the biome scale became more evident when comparing farmers in the 310 
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Amazon with the Cerrado, where producers’ relatively higher capabilities enabled them to maintain 311 

market linkages with non-FSP buyers and resist the Moratorium’s expansion (further details in SI). 312 

 313 

Outcomes: With a short value chain, high producer capabilities, and high market share (95%),28 314 

the Soy Moratorium achieved high regional effectiveness (Table 2, Figure 4), reducing soy-driven 315 

deforestation in the Amazon by 57% between 2006–2015 and preventing 18,000 km2 of forest loss 316 

by 2016.28,29 However, 43–50% of this avoided deforestation was offset by clearance elsewhere in 317 

Brazil.30 The high market share of Moratorium signatories also limited Amazonian farmer’s options 318 

for non-FSP buyers. Modular linkages took on a captive resemblance at the biome scale, despite 319 

farmers being well-capitalized and highly capable. With weaker public and political support for 320 

conservation outside the Amazon,66 producers’ organizations were able to resist the Moratorium’s 321 

expansion to the Cerrado.16322 



12 
 

 323 

Figure 3. Schematic representation of the four commodity value chains illustrating the positions of lead firms that drive FSPs (bold underlined text) and 324 
coverage of policies among their suppliers. The numbers of actors depicted in each tier are indicative rather than representative of actual numbers or 325 
proportions of market share. These schematics show how FSP adoption by relatively few midstream actors in hourglass-shaped supply chains can lead to 326 
high market share. Incomplete adoption at a given tier can lead to a bifurcated value chain with FSP-compliant (dark blue) and conventional (light blue) 327 
streams. 328 
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Cattle in the Brazilian Amazon 329 

Overall structure: Cattle value chains in the Brazilian Amazon are complex and involve 330 

numerous producers managing and trading cattle through one or more lifecycle stages of calving, 331 

rearing, and fattening/finishing. Some larger farmers have vertically integrated their value chains 332 

by adopting “full cycle” management. Few slaughterhouses have integrated cattle production into 333 

their operations. Four meatpacking firms – JBS, Marfrig, Minerva, and Bertin (later acquired by 334 

JBS) – dominate the sector. JBS alone accounts for 50% of cattle slaughtered in the Legal 335 

Amazon.26 336 

 337 

Polarity of governance and market share: The TAC was adopted in 2009 following pressure 338 

from the Federal Public Prosecutor’s Office (Portuguese initialism MPF) and NGOs including 339 

Greenpeace25 on the most prominent meatpacking firms and manufacturers and retailers 340 

downstream. However, the TAC’s design was ultimately negotiated between the MPF, the 341 

Association of Brazilian Cattle Exporters (ABIEC), and the four largest meatpacking firms, 342 

signifying midstream governance.8 The TAC requires slaughterhouses with a record of sourcing 343 

cattle from illegally deforested areas to sign agreements not to buy cattle from illegally deforested 344 

properties.18 The first agreements were signed in July 2009.25 In October 2009, a private zero 345 

deforestation agreement, the G4, was signed by JBS, Marfrig, Minerva, and Bertin, again under 346 

pressure from Greenpeace.18 Through the G4 signatories’ substantial market share, the two cattle 347 

agreements came to cover 75% of slaughterhouses’ cattle purchases in Pará, Rondônia and Mato 348 

Grosso by 2018, of which 26% was accounted for by the TAC alone.18 349 

 350 

Complexity and codification of FSPs, and capabilities in the supply base: TAC agreements 351 

require slaughterhouses to ensure producers provide complex but highly codified evidence of 352 

compliance. This includes an Animal Transport Permit (Portuguese initialism GTA), CAR 353 

certificate and, for larger properties in Pará, an environmental production license (LAR). 354 

Slaughterhouses use these documents together with PRODES, embargo lists, polygons of 355 

indigenous lands and protected areas, and productivity indices to verify no illegal deforestation has 356 

taken place. Some slaughterhouses reported initially having limited capabilities to implement these 357 

procedures, even if they ultimately completed monitoring: “We don't have the structure to deal 358 

with the public prosecutor's office, that's the truth... TAC is a headache” (BRC44-SLA). Producers 359 

had varying capabilities to execute TAC-compliant transactions. While larger finishers found 360 

meeting requirements expensive but feasible, most small- and medium-sized producers we 361 

interviewed were not even aware of the TAC, with only two of 15 mentioning buyers’ 362 

environmental requirements. In addition, most cleared land in the Brazilian Amazon is occupied by 363 

pasture, much of which is degraded. Unlike soy, the low profitability of cattle makes renovating 364 
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pastures unattractive unless management intensity is increased 69. For producers who lack the 365 

capital to intensify, low yields create incentives to expand into forests. 366 

 367 

Value chain linkages: Theoretically, complex TAC requirements and low capabilities among 368 

producers would be expected to produce captive or hierarchical linkages, with vertically integrated 369 

operations appearing or smaller producers becoming trapped into dependence on slaughterhouses. 370 

Indeed, four finishers we interviewed had adopted full-cycle operations. Yet we also found that 371 

market linkages persisted between producers and non-TAC signatory slaughterhouses, with price 372 

and timely payment being the most important factors. Two TAC-signatory slaughterhouses 373 

described the importance of developing strong relationships with suppliers, signaling that when 374 

TAC is implemented, this is through relational linkages. 375 

 376 

What explains the persistence of market linkages despite the high complexity of the TAC and low 377 

capabilities in the supply base? First, not all slaughterhouses have to sign TAC agreements.18 378 

Second, seven of the eight slaughterhouses we interviewed were unable to meet their processing 379 

capacities due to insufficient supply and high prices. The moderate coverage of TAC agreements 380 

and high demand for cattle in the study region led to the value chain bifurcating between TAC 381 

slaughterhouses, which require complex proof of compliance, and local butchers and non-TAC 382 

slaughterhouses that make no such demands. A meatpacker’s union official described the problem 383 

of trying to implement an FSP in this situation: “It's like trying to separate beans and rice, it's 384 

difficult. You discard the beans, and then someone else comes along and eats the rice and beans as 385 

well as your beans” (BRC07-UNI). 386 

 387 

Outcomes: Early analyses of the TAC and G4 found no impact on forests in areas surrounding 388 

slaughterhouses.26 The G4 was later found to have reduced cattle-driven deforestation by 15% in 389 

Pará, Rondônia, and Mato Grosso between 2010–2018.18 The TAC also reduced deforestation on 390 

farms in Pará by 0.57% per year between 2009–2018, saving 6.7 ha of forest per property per year, 391 

although this impact declined by 89% due to deregulation under the Bolsonaro administration.70 392 

Nonetheless, producers and slaughterhouses claimed “TAC is succeeding” (BRC39-SLA) by 393 

limiting where producers can clear. From an equity perspective, smaller producers with lower 394 

capabilities were excluded from selling to TAC-signatory slaughterhouses but did not lose market 395 

access altogether. Still, as TAC implementation ramped-up against a background trend of land 396 

concentration, participants were concerned that small producers risked being pushed out of the 397 

market: “If we continue at the current pace, in 10 years the medium and small businesses will be 398 

extinct” (BRC10-FAT). 399 

 400 

Palm oil in Indonesia 401 
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Overall structure: The palm oil value chain is long and complex. Large vertically Integrated 402 

Supply chain Companies (LISCs) with growing, milling, refining, trading, and manufacturing 403 

operations account for a substantial proportion of trade, although independent producers, mills, 404 

refiners, and traders also play prominent roles. Smallholder farmers account for 36% of Indonesia’s 405 

planted oil palm area.71 406 

 407 

Polarity of governance and market share: In the late 2000s, NGOs pressured consumer goods 408 

manufacturers to tackle palm oil-driven deforestation. Nestlé became the first manufacturer to 409 

adopt a zero-deforestation policy in 2010.15 NGOs and manufacturers also pressured LISCs and 410 

traders to adopt policies, which included Wilmar’s NDPE policy and Golden Agri Resources’ 411 

Forest Conservation Policy. In turn, LISCs and traders encouraged NDPE adoption by mills and 412 

growers upstream. Thus, while NDPE governance was initially driven by manufacturers 413 

downstream, bipolar governance emerged and LISCs at the midstream became “the leaders in 414 

NDPE implementation” (IPO35-CON). LISCs and large traders applied NDPE policies across their 415 

entire value chains to secure access to markets as sustainability demands grew. This resulted in 416 

moderate market share, with 70% of firms and 89% of smallholders covered by an NDPE policy on 417 

paper by 2020.17 In practice, however, the rollout of NDPE policies among smallholders has 418 

lagged.15 419 

 420 

Complexity, codification of FSPs, and capabilities in the supply base: Firms’ NDPE policies 421 

require suppliers to satisfy complex criteria, including proving that forests identified as High 422 

Conservation Value (HCV) or High Carbon Stock (HCS) have been conserved. Many firms now 423 

implement their policies using highly codified Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO) 424 

certification.14,15 Yet RSPO certification cannot satisfy the needs of all downstream firms with 425 

specific brand requirements: “Every large consumer goods manufacturer will want things his own 426 

way… We have, further downstream, a bit of a mass of different requests as to what is acceptable” 427 

(IPO31-LISC). Some firms’ NDPE policies thus go beyond RSPO, although traders claimed they 428 

are broadly similar. Codification has been increased by initiatives such as the Implementation 429 

Reporting Framework, which provides a consistent basis for NDPE implementation. 430 

 431 

Suppliers’ capabilities to comply with or implement NDPE policies vary. LISCs “have full control” 432 

(IPO23-NGO) to implement policies throughout their operations. Larger growers and traders are 433 

also often highly capable. However, independent smallholders’ lack of capability to achieve RSPO 434 

certification is well documented72 (further details in SI). Similar challenges apply to even more 435 

stringent NDPE policies. Many smallholders have little knowledge of NDPE requirements 17, as 436 

one industrial grower explained: “Policies are up here, producers are down here” (IPO10-GRO). 437 

 438 
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Value chain linkages: Variations in producers’ capabilities to comply with complex NDPE 439 

policies have produced different linkages. LISCs implement their policies through hierarchical 440 

linkages. If suppliers are highly capable, RSPO certification often enables firms to implement 441 

NDPE through modular linkages. However, firm-specific policies demand relational linkages. This 442 

means firms must use a cooperative approach to encourage compliance, engaging with suppliers 443 

before suspending or excluding them. Firms also have to invest in building suppliers’ capabilities. 444 

This may eventually produce modular linkages, as suppliers’ expanding capabilities give them 445 

access to new buyers: “[We] were consistently supporting them in that transformation journey, but 446 

then, like a kid that grows up, they left us behind. They had better options” (IPO32-TRA). 447 

 448 

Despite the importance of relational linkages or vertical integration for implementing complex and 449 

less-codified NDPE policies, growers, traders, and LISCs continue to source palm oil “indirectly” 450 

from independent smallholders and mills or intermediaries through market linkages, reportedly to 451 

manage investment and logistical costs and to secure supply. Meanwhile, improved infrastructure, 452 

high demand, and excess refining capacity have enabled mills (and, via intermediary traders, 453 

smallholders) to choose buyers that offer competitive prices and simple transactions, including 454 

domestic buyers with no NDPE requirements. Consequently, a bifurcated value chain has emerged 455 

with FSP-compliant and conventional streams. While some firms support capability building by 456 

smallholders, projects are often site-specific, time-bound, lack scale, and “not representative of 457 

industry” (IPO15-GRO). 458 

 459 

Outcomes: RSPO certification reduced deforestation in Indonesian oil palm concessions by 33% 460 

between 2005–2015.23 However, causal analysis of NDPE policies from 2019–2022 suggests they 461 

had no additional impact, as farms in and outside committed firms’ supply sheds all reduced 462 

deforestation during a period when forest loss in Indonesia fell by 69%.73,74 Still, growers, LISCs, 463 

and manufacturers lauded the progress made in industrial plantations, which they claimed is 464 

“trending down” while “deforestation outside concessions is on the rise” (ID30-LISC). Yet since 465 

2014, the share of industrial oil palm expansion from forests has been higher than that for 466 

smallholder expansion.73 Deforestation outside concessions may continue to be driven by wealthy 467 

medium-sized producers (petani berdasi) that are nominally considered “smallholders” but may 468 

each hold hundreds or thousands of hectares in total.15 Collectively, this evidence suggests NDPE 469 

policies have been at best moderately effective, although negative impacts on equity have been 470 

mitigated by continued access to conventional markets for noncompliant producers. 471 

 472 

Cocoa in West Africa 473 

Overall structure: Smallholder farmers account for the majority of cocoa production in Côte 474 

d'Ivoire and Ghana. In Côte d’Ivoire, farmers sell cocoa beans to cooperatives, or to middlemen 475 
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(pisteurs) who sell to local buyers (traitants) or cooperatives. Cooperatives and traitants sell beans 476 

to traders. In Ghana, the parastatal cocoa board, Cocobod, licenses “Licensed Buying Companies” 477 

(LBCs) to buy beans from farmers. LBCs sell beans to Cocobod’s Cocoa Marketing Company, 478 

which sells beans to traders. In both countries, cocoa traders and grinders sell cocoa beans and 479 

products to chocolate manufacturers. 480 

 481 

Polarity of governance and market share: The Cocoa and Forests Initiative (CFI) was adopted in 482 

2017 by manufacturers, traders, and the Ghanaian and Ivorian governments following a campaign 483 

by the NGO Mighty Earth. However, traders explained that, within the bounds of the value chain, 484 

FSP adoption and design were primarily driven by manufacturers: “We represent [them] on the 485 

ground to implement their sustainability ambitions and commitments” (GHA28-TRA). 486 

 487 

The CFI initially only committed firms to traceability in their “direct” value chains.75 Continued 488 

“indirect” sourcing of conventional cocoa has led to low market share. While CFI signatories 489 

account for 85% of global cocoa usage, and Côte d’Ivoire and Ghana produce ~60% of global 490 

supply, the focus on direct sourcing means just 26% of globally traded cocoa is covered by an 491 

FSP.19 492 

 493 

Complexity and codification of FSPs, and capabilities in the supply base: Cocoa firms’ FSPs 494 

are complex, with criteria covering forest conservation and restoration, agricultural productivity, 495 

and social inclusion. However, FSPs are moderately codified as many firms implement their 496 

policies using Fairtrade or Rainforest Alliance certification. Manufacturers usually require 497 

additional activities to differentiate their brands, specified by in-house sustainability programmes 498 

(e.g., Mondelēz’s Cocoa Life, Nestlé’s Cocoa Plan). Large, highly capable traders match 499 

manufacturers’ requirements to their own programmes (e.g., Cargill’s Cocoa Promise, Barry 500 

Callebaut’s Cocoa Horizons), which vary in their emphasis on specific issues. While the 501 

compliance capabilities of intermediaries vary widely, for many LBCs and cooperatives they are 502 

limited. Farmers’ independent compliance capabilities are low (further details in SI). 503 

 504 

Value chain linkages: When traders’ and manufacturers’ FSPs align, or certification is used, firms 505 

trade FSP-compliant cocoa through modular linkages. When manufacturers’ requirements exceed 506 

available offerings, traders offer tailored activities and relational linkages emerge. Manufacturers 507 

and traders also form relational linkages with highly capable cooperatives and LBCs to implement 508 

FSPs with farmers. Less-capable suppliers are controlled more closely. In Côte d’Ivoire, some 509 

traders reported installing their own staff in cooperatives, revealing captive linkages. In Ghana, 510 
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Barry Callebaut, Cargill, Ecom, and Olam have vertically integrated their value chains by acquiring 511 

or establishing LBCs, often explicitly to coordinate FSP implementation.76 512 

 513 

It is challenging for firms to establish captive or hierarchical linkages with farmers as high demand 514 

for cocoa beans means farmers can often choose between several buyers. Implementing FSPs 515 

therefore requires firms to develop relational linkages with farmers by building their capabilities 516 

and promoting loyalty. To do this, firms offer advance payments and price premiums, alongside 517 

training on good agricultural practices, agroforestry, and forest conservation. However, training is 518 

undermined by firms only engaging with their direct suppliers, as well as a lack of inter-firm 519 

coordination, leading to duplicated efforts: “When it happens like that, you are not able to achieve 520 

impact at the landscape scale. Impact becomes sporadic and scattered and it's a matter of time that 521 

you have rollback” (GHA35-TSO).  522 

 523 

Consequently, a bifurcated value chain has emerged with streams for FSP-compliant and 524 

conventional beans. As cooperatives and LBCs often source both FSP-compliant and conventional 525 

beans for different clients and farmers can mix beans from different plots, beans from deforested 526 

areas are easily commingled into FSP-compliant streams. A trader argued this means beans cannot 527 

be traced to a single plot: “Anyone tells you they can attest to that, they're lying. It's impossible. 528 

There is always going to be the farmer with a dozen different plots... There's no way you can know 529 

exactly, 100%, that your cocoa didn't come from a classified forest” (CIV21-TRA). 530 

 531 

Outcomes: In Ghana, FSPs have produced small reductions in deforestation in forest reserves 532 

caused by cocoa and food crops displaced by cocoa.77,78 Nonetheless, some manufacturers, traders, 533 

and cooperatives were positive about FSPs’ impacts on forests as they claimed farmers in protected 534 

areas were being excluded from FSP value chains. One group of farmers in a “buffer zone” around 535 

an Ivorian classified forest described being excluded from their cooperative because of an FSP: “It 536 

hurts, we cried every day… When we were in the cooperative, we managed well... But since that 537 

day, we've lost out” (CIV-FG01). Yet other private, public, and civil society participants were 538 

pessimistic about FSPs’ effectiveness due to continued sourcing from protected areas. Household 539 

surveys in Ghana suggest FSPs have not resulted in market exclusion.79 Altogether, this suggests 540 

cocoa FSPs have achieved low regional effectiveness, albeit without major negative impacts on 541 

equity. 542 

 543 

Findings for each case are compared in Table 2 and Figure 4.544 
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Table 2. Summary of findings across the four commodity value chains. The values taken by variables were assessed using pre-defined criteria (Table S2). 545 
 Brazilian Amazon soy Brazilian Amazon cattle Indonesian palm oil West African cocoa 

FSP investigated Amazon Soy Moratorium (ASM) TAC agreements signed by slaughterhouses 
in the Amazon 

NDPE commitments by 
individual firms 

CFI and firms’ in-house 
sustainability programmes 

Overall value chain 

structure 

Comparatively shorter value chain with 
fewer tiers; little vertical integration 

Comparatively shorter value chain w/ fewer 
tiers (although multiple calving, raising, and 

finishing tiers); little vertical integration 

Long value chain with multiple tiers; mix of 
large vertically integrated firms and 

independent actors 

Long value chain with multiple tiers; some 
vertical integration in Ghana by 
multinational traders with LBCs 

Lead firms Retailers (McDonald’s) and traders 
(Cargill, followed by ABIOVE) 

Slaughterhouses; smaller role for brands 
and retailers 

Consumer goods manufacturers, followed 
by LISCs and large traders 

Chocolate manufacturers and cocoa traders 
and grinders 

Polarity of governance 

(value chain positions of 
firms that pre-eminently 
drive governance in bold) 

Downstream 
Midstream 

Midstream Downstream 
Midstream 

Downstream, 
Midstream 

Complexity of FSPs Moderate: ASM requires producers to 
register properties in CAR, but this is a 
public requirement, and monitoring is 
performed by ASM signatories and the 

GTS using INPE PRODES satellite 
monitoring system 

High. Implementation requires farmers to 
present numerous documents including a 

GTA, CAR, LAR, and tax invoice; 
monitoring of deforestation by 

slaughterhouses with PRODES; and public 
audits of slaughterhouses 

High: Implementation requires satisfaction 
of numerous criteria including 

identification, management, and monitoring 
of HCS and HCV areas; palm oil 

traceability to mills; satellite monitoring of 
deforestation; and observation of FPIC 

High: Implementation involves registering 
and mapping farms; yield estimates; 

assessing deforestation risks; monitoring 
deforestation in protected areas; and 

conducting awareness-raising activities with 
farmers 

Codification of FSPs High: Amazon Soy Moratorium is a 
sectoral standard 

High: TAC is a sectoral standard enforced 
by the Federal Public Prosecutor (MPF) 

Moderate: upstream firms often implement 
NDPE using RSPO; midstream use RSPO 

and own policies; downstream adopt 
specific but similar policies to differentiate 

brands. IRF offers some codification 

Moderate: some firms’ policies are based on 
Fairtrade or Rainforest Alliance. 

Downstream firms adopt in-house policies 
to differentiate brands, but CFI ensures high 

degree of consistency between firms 
Capabilities in the 

supply base 

High; Amazonian soy producers have 
high capabilities to execute ASM-
compliant transactions, but overall 

capabilities lower than in the Cerrado 

Mixed; capabilities are greater among larger 
than smaller producers, who often have low 

capabilities for compliance 

Mixed; industrial growers, large traders and 
LISCs are highly capable; smallholders 

have low capabilities for compliance 

Low; smallholder farmers depend on large-
scale training and support by firms 

Value chain linkages Modular (Amazon), but high market 
share of ASM signatories meant 

linkages took on a captive resemblance 
at the biome scale; market (Cerrado) 

Relational (FSP streams), although some 
hierarchical linkages emerging as finishers 

adopt full-cycle management; market 
(conventional streams) 

Hierarchical (LISCs); modular (RSPO-
certified streams); relational (NDPE 

streams); market (conventional streams) 

Hierarchical (traders with LBCs); 
modular/relational (manufacturers with 

traders); relational (traders with farmers); 
market (conventional streams) 

Collective market share 

of FSP 

High: ASM covers 95% of Amazon soy 
exports28 

Moderate: 26% of cattle purchases in Pará, 
Rondônia and Mato Grosso covered by 
TAC alone, but 75% covered by TAC 

and/or G418 

Moderate: on paper, 70% of firms and 89% 
of smallholders are covered by a ZDC, but 
only 46% of smallholder plots are in the 

supply bases of mills with ZDCs17 

Low: while CFI signatories account for 
85% of global cocoa use, only 26% of 

global trade is covered by an FSP due to 
indirect sourcing,19 and 55% of Ivoirian 

exports were untraceable in 201980 
FSP outcomes High effectiveness, moderate equity: 

ASM reduced soy deforestation by 
57%28 and excluded noncompliant 

producers, but producer capabilities 
mitigated livelihood impacts and 

prevented expansion to the Cerrado 

Moderate effectiveness, moderate equity: 
TAC reduced deforestation by 0.57% year-1 
on compliant properties;70 non-compliant 
small producers risk market exclusion and 

acquisition into larger landholdings but 
retain access to conventional markets 

Moderate effectiveness, moderate equity: 
NDPE policies produced no additionality74 

but deforestation for oil palm has fallen 
nationally;73 noncompliant industrial, mid-
sized, and smallholder producers all retain 

access to conventional markets  

Low effectiveness, moderate equity: 
deforestation reduced in Ghanaian 

reserves78 but cocoa continues to be grown 
in protected areas; noncompliant farmers 
excluded from sustainability programmes 
but retain access to conventional markets 

Definitions (Portuguese initialisms defined in English): ABIOVE, Brazilian Association of Vegetable Oil Industries; ASM, Amazon Soy Moratorium; CAR, Rural Environmental Registry; CFI, Cocoa and Forests Initiative; FPIC, Free, Prior, 546 
and Informed Consent; G4, Public Livestock Commitment; GTA, Animal Transport Permit; GTS, Soy Moratorium Working Group; HCS, High Carbon Stock; HCV, High Conservation Value; INPE, Brazilian National Institute for Space 547 
Research; IRF, Implementation Reporting Framework; LAR, Environmental Production License; LBC, Licensed Buying Company; LISC, Large Integrated Supply chain Company; MPF, Brazilian Federal Public Prosecutor’s Office; NDPE, No 548 
deforestation, no Peat, no Exploitation; RSPO, Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Oil; ZDC, Zero Deforestation Commitment. *A Cerrado Moratorium was not adopted in practice. 549 
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550 
Figure 4. Panel A: Summary of findings for value chain governance variables, including market share, and resulting governance structures across the four 551 
commodity value chains. In the resulting value chain governance structures, the predominating linkage types are shown for conventional and FSP streams 552 
in each value chain. Panel B: Value chain governance outcomes in terms of the propensity of FSPs to be effective and equitable. For both panels, the 553 
values taken by variables were assessed using pre-defined criteria (Table S2).554 
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Discussion  555 

This study examined how value chain structures influence the adoption, implementation, and 556 

outcomes of the four most prominent FSPs across the tropics. With their requirements for proof of 557 

deforestation-free production, FSPs increased the complexity of commodity transactions. This 558 

required firms to establish close relationships with suppliers through more cooperative relational 559 

value chain linkages, or more coercive captive or hierarchical linkages. The degree of policy 560 

codification and farmers’ compliance capabilities also influenced how linkages formed. In chains 561 

where lower codification combined with low farmer capabilities, it was difficult for firms to 562 

establish close relationships with farmers. This challenged firms’ abilities to coordinate and control 563 

deforestation-free production. 564 

 565 

By examining vertical linkages between value chain actors, our study revealed how challenges with 566 

equity in terms of smallholder inclusion undermine FSPs’ effectiveness by limiting their coverage. 567 

We also identified exceptions to the linkages hypothesized by the GVC governance framework. For 568 

example, Cargill’s control over port infrastructure in Santarém led it to implement the Soy 569 

Moratorium through captive linkages despite the policy’s high codification and producers’ high 570 

capabilities. This highlights the importance for future research to examine how firms’ horizontal 571 

linkages with other actors influence deforestation-free governance in specific contexts.81 Future 572 

research could also extend our focus on multinationals in producing countries to examine firms of 573 

varying sizes and consumer markets. 574 

 575 

Comparing the cases 576 

In Amazonian soy, high codification and high producer capabilities enabled traders to implement 577 

the Soy Moratorium through modular linkages with farmers. Together with the Moratorium’s high 578 

market share, this delivered substantial reductions in deforestation. Yet at the biome scale, modular 579 

linkages resembled captive linkages, as farmers faced lower prices or market exclusion if they 580 

chose not to comply. Soy farmers are wealthier and more powerful than their counterparts in cattle, 581 

cocoa, and palm oil.65 Market exclusion can therefore be expected to have less extreme livelihood 582 

implications and is arguably justified by reduced deforestation. Nonetheless, the tighter 583 

requirements placed on Amazonian soy farmers vis-à-vis their peers in the Cerrado generated 584 

challenges for the Moratorium’s legitimacy,82 producing resistance to its expansion.83 585 

 586 

In Amazonian cattle, the TAC was also highly codified but achieved lower market share. Despite 587 

wide variations in producers’ compliance capabilities, high demand for cattle enabled smaller, less-588 

capable producers to find buyers and a bifurcated value chain emerged, enabling leakage. 589 
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Consequently, effectiveness was more limited, but smaller producers were still threatened by 590 

market exclusion or land acquisition. 591 

 592 

In Indonesian palm oil, large firms coordinated deforestation-free production in their own 593 

plantations or through relational linkages with highly capable suppliers. But as for cattle, high 594 

demand for oil and high investment costs prevented firms establishing captive or hierarchical 595 

linkages with less-capable smallholders, resulting in a bifurcated value chain. 596 

 597 

In West African cocoa, some traders attempted to govern deforestation-free production by 598 

acquiring LBCs or establishing captive linkages with cooperatives. But as for cattle and palm, high 599 

demand for beans enabled smallholders to choose buyers and a bifurcated value chain emerged. 600 

 601 

Across the cases, the complex information required to implement FSPs, low capabilities among 602 

small producers, and high demand for commodities impeded firms from establishing the close 603 

relationships needed to coordinate deforestation-free production. This produced at best moderate 604 

impacts on deforestation, while inequity was mitigated by noncompliant producers’ continued 605 

access to conventional markets. The sole exception was Amazonian soy, where coordinated action 606 

between firms with near-complete market share enabled the Soy Moratorium to substantially 607 

reduce deforestation. However, the requirements placed on Amazonian soy farmers compared to 608 

their counterparts in other regions hampered the Moratorium’s extension to the Cerrado. 609 

 610 

A middle-range theory of deforestation-free value chain governance 611 

Drawing on the cross-case comparisons, we present a middle-range theory of deforestation-free 612 

value chain governance in Figure 5. In line with our aim to describe a well-bounded set of 613 

phenomena43 and our focus on FSPs’ regional effectiveness, the theory is focused on regional-scale 614 

outcomes. An expanded theory would be needed to incorporate spillovers between regions such as 615 

the Amazon and Cerrado.616 
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 617 

 618 

Figure 5. A middle-range theory of deforestation-free value chain governance and its outcomes. Letters denote components that are described in the main text 619 
of the Discussion (A–F in “A middle-range theory of deforestation-free value chain governance”, G–I in “The importance of capability and relation 620 
building”). H denotes the only pathway through which both effective and equitable outcomes can be achieved. This requires both pre-competitive 621 
collaboration and capability building by firms with FSPs if suppliers’ capabilities are low, as is often the case with smallholder farmers.622 
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The theory shows that an optimal value chain configuration to effectively reduce deforestation by 623 

less-capable producers could involve firms implementing an FSP through captive or hierarchical 624 

linkages (A). Alternatively, if suppliers are highly capable and policies are codified (B), FSPs can 625 

be implemented through modular linkages (C). In both cases, high market share is important to 626 

avoid supply chain leakage and ensure regional effectiveness. If high market share is achieved, 627 

modular linkages may appear captive (E), as we observed with the Soy Moratorium. 628 

 629 

The importance of market share for reducing environmental externalities and enhancing FSPs’ 630 

effectiveness has been widely discussed.11,18,22,57,58 In practice, however, increasing FSPs’ collective 631 

market share is challenging due to insufficient demand.84 A low share of forest-risk commodities is 632 

consumed in markets with deforestation-free regulations like the EUDR,20 while the likelihood of 633 

domestic markets and other export markets such as China adopting similar regulations is low.85 634 

 635 

An alternative way to grow FSPs’ market share would be to target regulations and advocacy at 636 

midstream firms, whose positions in hourglass-shaped value chains confer disproportionately high 637 

market share.7,86,87 In common with previous research, we found midstream firms played a more 638 

prominent role in FSP implementation than downstream firms,9,41,42,86 and their potential to achieve 639 

greater market share was demonstrated in soy and palm oil. Yet midstream governance does not 640 

necessarily translate into increased FSP adoption or implementation. Traders’ power to enact 641 

change is limited by fine profit margins and they can become squeezed between downstream 642 

demands and production realities.86,88 Many traders also fail to apply FSPs to both “direct” and 643 

“indirect” sourcing.21,80 These issues explain why FSPs’ market shares can be higher at midstream 644 

than upstream tiers, as in Indonesian palm oil.17 645 

 646 

Firms may also attempt to increase their market share and take greater control over production by 647 

integrating their value chains, thereby consolidating the market (F). However, we found that firms’ 648 

attempts to integrate their value chains were limited in practice by logistics and investment costs 649 

and competition for supply. 650 

 651 

Increasing the market share of firms with FSPs is also likely to undermine equity, particularly if 652 

producers’ capabilities are low and firms seek to control them through captive or hierarchical 653 

linkages (A). In Amazonian soy, the Soy Moratorium was implemented through linkages that 654 

appeared captive due to firms’ high market share, but the comparatively high wealth and power of 655 

soy farmers meant they continued to enjoy high incomes, avoiding inequity (E). Nonetheless, the 656 

coercive manner in which the Moratorium was implemented undermined its legitimacy. In contrast, 657 

equity in cocoa and palm oil value chains was preserved only by the limited collective market share 658 

of FSP firms, which meant producers retained access to conventional markets. In Brazilian cattle, 659 
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smaller producers risked being assimilated into larger operations. These insights reflect previous 660 

findings that increasing market concentration can lead to the exclusion and dispossession of 661 

smallholders in agri-food value chains.62,89 662 

 663 

The importance of capability and relation building 664 

Rather than increasing market share through vertical integration (F), capability and relation 665 

building (G) represent the only way to implement FSPs both effectively and equitably in sectors 666 

dominated by smaller or poorer farmers with lower capabilities (H). Capability building is required 667 

to reduce the transaction costs of FSPs without trapping small producers into captive or hierarchical 668 

relationships with firms. Relation building is essential to integrate producers’ perspectives, needs, 669 

and participation into policy design and implementation.31 670 

 671 

The importance of capability building explains the training programmes we observed by cocoa 672 

firms. Yet it is limited in palm and practically non-existent in cattle except for JBS’ Green Offices 673 

initiative, which provides technical assistance and supports farmers to bring their properties into 674 

compliance with environmental regulations.90 Even in cocoa, training programmes have failed to 675 

build producers’ capabilities at scale. This may be because there are few apparent incentives for 676 

firms to invest in training farmers that are not guaranteed to become suppliers59 and cannot be 677 

accounted for in supply chain-level impact attribution systems.91 Consequently, firms work in silos, 678 

focusing on their own value chains with little collaboration and excluding indirect suppliers.91 Pre-679 

competitive collaboration has been further stifled by antitrust regulations and competition.15,92 680 

 681 

Nonetheless, firms do sometimes build suppliers’ capabilities outside their direct value chains, 682 

occasionally in collaboration with competitors. In Indonesia, Musim Mas has trained >10,000 palm 683 

oil farmers through its Smallholders Hub program93 and hosted workshops with Sinar Mas to 684 

introduce both firms’ NDPE policies.94 These activities are pursued because they offer a cost-685 

effective way to implement FSPs in a supply base with high turnover and many intermediaries.91,95 686 

 687 

Exporting and importing states should encourage more firms to collaborate pre-competitively on 688 

capability building (I) by reviewing impediments in antitrust regulations and establishing pooled 689 

funds for training, with tax or due-diligence concessions for firms that invest. Importing states 690 

should also coordinate collaborative capability-building projects, building on examples such as the 691 

EU-funded Team Europe Initiative on Deforestation-free Value Chains. Firms should invest in 692 
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landscape or supply shed approaches to spread training across their supply bases in partnership 693 

with neighboring buyers.91,95,96 694 

 695 

FSPs’ role in ending deforestation 696 

FSPs are now becoming codified through public regulations in importing jurisdictions like the 697 

EUDR.10 Early projections have estimated that the EUDR’s impact will be modest and undermined 698 

by leakage.97 The EUDR has also been criticized for failing to ensure equity and favoring 699 

corporations, potentially leading to the exclusion of smallholder farmers.98,99 These flaws mirror the 700 

shortcomings of FSPs. The limitations imposed by value chain structures on firms’ abilities to 701 

govern deforestation-free production are also likely to apply to EUDR compliance. 702 

 703 

The EUDR has also undermined FSPs with more stringent criteria like the Soy Moratorium. For 704 

example, the EUDR employs a later cut-off date than the Moratorium (2020 versus 2008). While 705 

the Soy Moratorium signatories’ control over producers led to high effectiveness, it also fomented 706 

opposition. The introduction of the less-stringent EUDR created an opportunity for the Soy 707 

Moratorium to be challenged. Following a case brought to Brazil’s national competition regulator 708 

by Aprosoja and state legislation to restrict tax benefits to Moratorium signatories in Mato Grosso, 709 

ABIOVE left the agreement in January 2026.83,100,101 This has left the Moratorium weakened, with 710 

its market share substantially reduced, demonstrating how implementing FSPs through coercive 711 

linkages can reduce their durability by undermining legitimacy. By comparison, the TAC’s 712 

alignment with legal requirements generated less hostility, enabling a steady ramping-up of 713 

implementation.18 In cattle, cocoa, and palm oil, our findings that noncompliant producers retain 714 

market access may explain the comparatively limited opposition to FSPs. If so, supporting equity 715 

by building producers’ capabilities and avoiding coercive value chain linkages could be important 716 

to build durable political support for conservation. 717 

 718 

Opposition to the Soy Moratorium reveals a paradoxical challenge for FSPs: while incomplete 719 

market share undermines effectiveness by enabling leakage, increasing market share and tight 720 

control over producers undermine equity and legitimacy (Figure 5A, E). Similar paradoxes have 721 

been reported between the goals of reducing deforestation and including smallholders in palm oil 722 

value chains.15 These paradoxes raise questions about whether FSPs can deliver deforestation-free 723 

production both effectively and equitably. Our findings suggest they might, but only with 724 

transformative changes to value chain governance by firms, namely by de-commodifying 725 

production and developing closer, more supportive relationships with producers. This echoes calls 726 

for firms to support different types of smallholders, include them in FSP design and 727 

implementation, and engage with their norms and values.17,24 If firms are going to spend billions 728 
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implementing FSPs, it would be better if this was done in a way that improves relationships with 729 

producers and promotes equity, which should in turn enhance effectiveness. 730 

 731 

Yet, even with enhanced relationality and capability building, FSPs cannot tackle the underlying 732 

drivers of deforestation such as growing demand for forest-risk commodities.77 Producing and 733 

importing states must also deliver on their commitments to end deforestation. Essential public 734 

interventions include enforcing forest protections, stemming commodity demand, and adopting 735 

regulations that improve the codification of FSPs without undermining their stringency. 736 

 737 

Conclusions 738 

FSPs increase the complexity of commodity transactions, requiring firms to establish close 739 

relationships with suppliers to ensure deforestation-free production. But low compliance 740 

capabilities among smaller producers and high demand for commodities often prevent these 741 

relationships from forming. Instead, prevailing supply chain structures challenge firms’ abilities to 742 

control deforestation. If FSPs are to be both more effective and more equitable, the middle-range 743 

theory proposed here suggests that firms must de-commodify their value chains by developing 744 

relationships with suppliers and collaborating to build compliance capabilities across the supply 745 

base. But even with these actions and emerging import regulations, growing demand for forest-risk 746 

commodities means private governance is unlikely to end deforestation. Stronger public 747 

interventions to protect forests and curb demand for forest-risk commodities will be vital as private 748 

governance nears the limits of its potential. 749 

 750 

Methods 751 

Study design 752 

We adopted a qualitative comparative case design based on semi-structured interviews. We treated 753 

each commodity as a separate case; individual cases have been published previously, but each 754 

focused on different aspects of FSP design and/or implementation and none examined value chain 755 

structures.8,15,16,24,39 For each commodity we conducted interviews with actors along the value chain 756 

from producers to manufacturers (Table S1). We also conducted interviews with farmers and 757 

organizations involved with conservation and/or economic development, including government 758 

agencies and NGOs. In Indonesia and West Africa, where smallholder farmers account for a 759 

substantial proportion of production, we conducted focus groups with farmers on the expectation 760 

that they may have been more willing to disclose information in an unfamiliar research setting 761 

when among their peers.102 762 

 763 

Interview guides 764 
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We developed adapted interview guides (SI) for the main actor groups in each case103 based on a 765 

literature review and existing criteria for effective and equitable FSPs.12 Interview guides featured 766 

some differences for each case, but all explored actors’ business operations, procurement and/or 767 

sales practices; the content and operationalization of FSPs; engagement with civil society and 768 

public policies; and attitudes towards conservation. We developed the interview guide for Brazilian 769 

soy separately, as this case explored how the Amazon Soy Moratorium emerged and why a 770 

moratorium failed to materialize in the Cerrado.16 Interview guides were written in English, then 771 

forward and back translated into the national language of each country by bilingual members of the 772 

study team. We reviewed and refined the interview guides throughout data collection to ensure 773 

sensitivity to participant feedback and emerging insights.103 Focus group guides for cocoa and palm 774 

oil farmers were developed using the same procedures. 775 

 776 

Sampling design 777 

We adopted a purposive sampling design to include actors identified through systematic 778 

stakeholder mapping in each case. We invited actors using email, LinkedIn, and/or personal 779 

connections. We invited all cattle slaughterhouses located along the BR-010 highway between 780 

Belém and Dom Eliseu in Pará where the TAC was first implemented; all major palm oil firms 781 

with NDPE policies in Indonesia; all CFI firms with identifiable representatives in Côte d’Ivoire 782 

and Ghana; and firms, producer and industry associations active in the Soy Working Groups in the 783 

Brazilian Amazon and Cerrado. We also invited farmers and organizations involved with 784 

conservation and/or economic development (Table S1). When sampling farmers, we aimed to 785 

maximize variation in features that might influence exposure to FSPs, such as proximity to markets 786 

via roads and membership of cooperatives. As data collection proceeded, we applied snowball and 787 

opportunistic sampling to take advantage of introductions by gatekeepers and chance encounters 788 

with relevant actors. We continued sampling in each case until all identified firms had been invited 789 

or thematic saturation (monitored using field journals) was attained.104 790 

 791 

Fieldwork and data collection 792 

We conducted fieldwork in Brazil, Côte d’Ivoire, Ghana, and Indonesia between October 2019–793 

October 2022 (details in SI). In total, we conducted 242 interviews and 26 focus groups (Table S1) 794 

in English (Côte d’Ivoire, Ghana, and Indonesia) or French (Côte d’Ivoire), Portuguese (Brazil), 795 

Twi (Ghana), or Bahasa Indonesia (Indonesia), following participants’ preferences. We followed 796 

the interview guides loosely. This provided structure while allowing the order or phrasing of 797 

questions to be altered in response to participants’ profiles or earlier responses, and enabling 798 

questions about sensitive topics to be skipped if necessary.103 For Indonesian palm oil, West 799 

African cocoa, and Brazilian soy, we audio recorded all interviews, subject to participants’ consent, 800 

and made detailed fieldnotes. For Brazilian cattle, audio recording was not possible due to the 801 
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topic’s sensitivity, so fieldnotes were taken instead. All participants freely agreed to a prior 802 

informed consent form and interviews were conducted under condition of anonymity. Ethics 803 

approval was provided by the ETH Zurich Ethics Commission and the ERC ethics review board. 804 

 805 

Analysis 806 

We coded interview transcripts and notes in NVivo.105 A coding framework was developed 807 

deductively using themes identified from Gereffi et al.’s GVC governance framework,44 namely the 808 

polarity of governance; codifiability of FSPs; capabilities in the supply base; evidence of market, 809 

modular, relational, captive, or hierarchical linkages; and prevalence of vertical integration. To 810 

assess FSPs’ complexity, we also included codes based on criteria for analyzing FSPs’ design.11,12 811 

To assess outcomes, we included codes for effectiveness (additionality, permanence, and supply 812 

chain bifurcation/leakage) and equity (market access/exclusion). We refined the coding framework 813 

throughout the coding process by inductively identifying themes emerging from the data. Once 814 

coding was complete, we selected a subset of themes judged most relevant to the research questions 815 

for further analysis. These themes included all those relating to the GVC governance framework, 816 

plus the three effectiveness and two equity themes. We summarized the selected themes in a 817 

framework matrix (SI) that organized evidence by commodity, with exemplary quotations linked to 818 

interviews using pseudonyms (Table S1). We then assessed the values taken by GVC governance 819 

and other variables using pre-defined criteria (Table S2), which we developed by adapting and 820 

extending variable definitions in the original GVC framework44 using criteria for assessing FSPs’ 821 

effectiveness and equity.11,12 The final results were produced by reviewing the framework matrix 822 

alongside the scoring criteria, referring to additional themes where further insights were required 823 

(e.g., on capability building). Our results also drew on the prior academic literature, from which 824 

relevant insights were incorporated into the framework matrix. 825 
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Supporting Text 

 

Additional detail for Results 

 

Linkages in Brazilian soy value chains outside the Amazon: 

At the time of the Amazon Soy Moratorium Moratorium’s adoption, Brazil was expanding soy 
production and seeking new markets, so downstream actors could impose the rules of trade. Over 
time, however, producers became empowered by growing demand from China, supply shortages, 
inflationary pressures, and the availability of information online. Producers in the Cerrado became 
increasingly organized and larger, better-capitalized players appeared 1. These changes produced a 
technified producer class with greater capabilities and political power, which manifested in the 
emergence of Aprosoja. Power shifted upstream, leading to an oligopolistic structure where traders 
were “not in a position to choose” suppliers (BRS03-NGO). The greater relative capabilities and 
power of producers outside the Amazon enabled them to choose whether to sell to traders with 
FSPs, as one trader noted: “Producers in the Cerrado are stronger, different from the Amazon” 
(BRS09-TRA). 

 

Compliance capabilities of smallholder farmers in Indonesian palm oil, and smallholder 

farmers and intermediaries in West African cocoa 

Indonesia: Independent smallholders’ lack of capability to achieve RSPO certification is well 
documented 2,3: “[RSPO is] pretty demanding. It costs a lot, especially in terms of labor” (IPO-
FAR-FG01); “Actually, RSPO is the most complicated, because we have experienced it. Yes, right. 

Then directly RSPO, international standards, moreover we live in a village environment, 

information that is technologically developed we are less familiar with" (IPO-FGO4-COP). Similar 
challenges apply for smallholders to comply with even more stringent NDPE policies. Many have 
little or no knowledge of NDPE requirements, as one industrial grower explained: “Policies are up 

here [points high], the producers are down here [points low]” (IPO10-GRO). 

West Africa: The capabilities of Licensed Buying Companies (LBCs) in Ghana and cooperatives 
in both countries vary widely. For example, while the large Ghanaian cooperative Kuapa Kokoo 
produces its own Fairtrade-certified chocolate, many LBCs in Ghana and smaller cooperatives in 
both countries have limited capabilities for FSP compliance. One Ivorian cooperative described the 
costs and challenges of certifying its members: “In the first year of certification it was difficult for 

the producers because they had no concept of certification” (CIV41-COP). The farmers we 
interviewed understood the importance of forest conservation, but they cited a broader lack of 
awareness: “I think there's a problem of awareness. Because when you're not aware, if you don't 

know what a classified forest means, you're bound to destroy it” (CIV-FG04). More generally, 
farmers’ capabilities to comply with FSPs independently were low, as one IGO explained: 
“[Farmers] don't have the information for all commitments. They know that we have climate 

change… but they don't know the deforestation aspect, what it means” (CIV09-IGO). 

 

Additional detail for Methods 

Fieldwork: We conducted fieldwork in Pará, Brazil, between October 2019–February 2020; in 
Jakarta, Indonesia, between February–March 2020; in Ghana between November 2021–February 
2022; in Côte d’Ivoire between March–April 2022; in Sumatra, Indonesia between January–May 
2022; and in São Paulo, Brasilia, Mato Grosso, and Bahia, Brazil between May–October 2022. We 
conducted interviews in-person, or online when fieldwork had to be discontinued due to COVID-19 
(Indonesia, 2020) or when participants were unavailable (Côte d’Ivoire and Ghana). 
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Table S1. Summary of the number of interviews (or Focus Group Discussions, FGDs, where indicated) conducted with the actor groups identified in each 
commodity value chain. N show the numbers of interviews and FGDs but not necessarily the number of organisations we interviewed. For example, in West 
African cocoa, some representatives of the same firms were interviewed in both Ghana and Côte d’Ivoire. Capitalised abbreviations in brackets define the 
pseudonyms we used to identify interviews in the results and framework matrix (SI), e.g. IPO3-TRA = Indonesian palm oil, interview 3, Trader.  

              West African cocoa 

  Brazilian soy (BRS) n Brazilian cattle (BRC) n Indo. palm oil (IPO) n Côte d’Ivoire (CIV) n Ghana (GHA) n 

Manufacturers (MAN)      Consumer goods 
manufacturers (CGM) 

5 Chocolate manufacturers 
(CGM) 

5 Chocolate manufacturers 
(CGM) 

7 

Traders, exporters, 

processors 

Traders / exporters (TRA) 4 Slaughterhouses and 
meatpackers (SLA) 

8 Traders / processors (TRA) 4 Traders / exporters / 
grinders* (TRA) 

5 Traders / exporters / grinders* 
(TRA) 

6 

    Large integrated supply chain 
companies (LISCs) 

8 Local informal trader 
(pisteur) 

1 Licensed Buying Companies 
(local) (LBC) 

3 

Industry association (IND) 4        Purchasing clerks (PC) 2 

Producers 

  

Corporate growers (GRO) 1 Producers: finishers (FAT) 13 Corporate growers (GRO) 5 Corporate growers (GRO) 1 Smallholders (FAR) 2 

Producers’ association (PRO) 1 Producers: calvers (CAL) 15 Cooperatives (COP) 
Cooperatives (COP): FGDs 

15 Smallholders (FAR): FGDs 5 Smallholders (FAR): FGDs 1 

    4 Cooperatives (COP) 5 Cooperatives (COP) 4 

    Smallholders (FAR): FGDs 12     

    Smallholder org. (SHO) 2     

Government (GOV) National dept. / agencies 1 National dept. / agencies 5 National dept. / agencies 1 National dept. / agencies 6 National dept. / agencies 9 

     Provincial, District, or Local 
government 

21     

     Extension officers: FGDs 4     

NGOs (NGO) Environmental and/or social 
NGOs 

9   Environmental and/or social 
NGOs 

9 Environmental and/or social 
NGOs 

9 Environmental and/or social 
NGOs 

9 

Supporting orgs, 

industry experts 

Tech support orgs (TSO) 3 Meat industry union (UNI) 2 Tech support orgs (TSO) 8 Tech support orgs (TSO) 1 Tech support orgs (TSO) 1 

Researcher (CON) 2   Consultant or researcher 
(CON) 

5 Researcher (CON) 2 Consultant or researcher 
(CON) 

1 

      Cert. scheme (CER) 1 Cert. schemes (CER) 1 

    Intergovernmental or foreign 
dev. agency (IGO) 

2 Intergovernmental or foreign 
dev. agency (IGO) 

3 Intergovernmental or foreign 
dev. agency (IGO) 

2 

     Multi-stakeholder orgs 1 Multi-stakeholder orgs 1 Multi-stakeholder orgs 1 

Total   25   43   106   45   49 

Definitions: Cert. scheme, Certification scheme; Dept., Departments; FGD, Focus Group Discussion; NGOs, Non-Government Organisations. *Some firms fulfilled both trading/exporting and grinding functions. 
Reported interview numbers differ slightly from those in previously published papers 4–6 due to minor differences in inclusion criteria and the grouping of actor groups between studies.  
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Table S2. Criteria to assess values taken by GVC governance and other variables. Criteria were developed by adapting and extending variable definitions in 
the GVC governance framework (Gereffi et al., 2005)7 using criteria for assessing FSPs’ effectiveness and equity (Garrett et al., 2019; Grabs et al., 2021).8,9 

Complexity of FSP Codification of FSP Capabilities in the 

supply base 

Market share Outcome: Regional 

effectiveness 

Outcome: market 

access equity 

Low complexity: No additional 
information about deforestation-free 
production is required for producers or 
suppliers to sell commodities to buyers. 

Low codification: Each firm has 
a unique FSP with specific 
requirements that are not 
formalised and cannot be 
communicated efficiently in 
transactions without investing in 
one-to-one relationships with 
producers or suppliers. 

Low capabilities: Producers 
or suppliers lack information 
and/or technical expertise 
and/or resources (e.g. time or 
money) to comply with FSP 
requirements (i.e., to execute 
a deforestation-free 
commodity transaction). 

Low market share: Firms 
with FSPs account for a 
minority (<50%) of the 
market in the focal region. 

Low effectiveness: Little or no 
evidence that an FSP has caused 
additional reductions in 
deforestation at the regional level 
compared to the business-as-usual 
scenario. 

Low equity: The least 
powerful producers in the 
value chain risk being 
excluded from the market 
altogether or incorporated 
into larger operations 
through business or land 
acquisitions. 

Moderate complexity: Producers or 
suppliers are required to provide buyers 
with relatively simple evidence to 
demonstrate that the production of a 
commodity has been deforestation-free. 
Simple evidence means a small number 
of separate documents or pieces of 
information, is aligned with public 
regulations that producers are already 
required to follow, and can be monitored 
by buyers using easily accessible and 
publicly available information. 

Moderate codification: FSPs 
differ in specific features but are 
broadly similar across the sector 
and can be easily communicated 
to producers or suppliers who are 
used to transacting with other 
buyers. May be some use of 
certification standards such as 
Rainforest Alliance, Roundtable 
on Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO) 
but this is not universal and often 
accompanied by additional firm-
specific requirements. Individual 
firms' FSPs may differ in focus, 
e.g. forest conservation or labour 
exploitation, or criteria, e.g. the 
content of farmer training. 

Mixed capabilities: Some 
producers or suppliers have 
high capabilities while others 
have low capabilities. 

Moderate market share: 
Firms with FSPs account for 
the majority (≥50%) of 
commodity purchasing in the 
focal region 
OR 
Firms with FSPs account for 
almost all (≥90%) 
commodity purchasing in the 
focal region but FSP 
coverage among producers is 
lower due to incomplete 
application to both direct and 
indirect sourcing, or 
incomplete uptake of FSPs at 
value chain tiers upstream 
(e.g., processors or traders). 

Moderate effectiveness: EITHER: 
Evidence available that FSP has 
caused additional reductions in 
deforestation at the regional level 
compared to the business-as-usual 
scenario, but reductions are modest; 
OR: Little or no evidence that the 
FSP has caused additional 
reductions in deforestation at the 
regional level compared to the 
business-as-usual scenario, but 
substantial evidence that overall 
levels of deforestation driven by the 
focal commodity has fallen 
substantially in regions where the 
FSP was implemented over the time 
period since it was implemented. 

Moderate equity: The 
least powerful producers in 
the value chain risk being 
excluded from the FSP-
compliant commodity 
market but retain access to 
the conventional market 
and are not at risk of being 
incorporated into larger 
operations. 

High complexity: Producers or 
suppliers are required to provide 
detailed evidence to demonstrate that 
production of a commodity has been 
deforestation-free. Detailed evidence 
means numerous documents or pieces of 
information, and/or information that is 
additional to requirements in public 
regulations, and/or information that 
requires specific management processes 
(e.g. completion and filing of audits) to 
be put in place by the producer and/or 
buyer. Examples include High 
Conservation Value (HCV) assessment 
reports or the delineation and provision 
of farm boundary data. 

High codification: FSPs are 
explicitly standardised across an 
entire sector or region or take a 
consistent form between firms. 
This generally involves a set of 
widely accepted specifications set 
out in a sectoral standard. Buyers 
can purchase compliant 
commodities that conform with 
the standard without investing in 
a relationship with each producer 
or supplier. 

High capabilities: Producers 
or suppliers have sufficient 
information, technical 
expertise, and resources to 
comply with FSP 
requirements. 

High market share: Firms 
with FSPs account for almost 
all (≥90%) commodity 
purchasing in the focal 
region, to the extent that it is 
feasible that commodities 
purchased by firms without 
FSPs are still likely to 
conform with FSP 
requirements. 

High effectiveness: Evidence 
available that an FSP has caused 
additional reductions in 
deforestation at the regional level 
compared to the business-as-usual 
scenario, and these reductions are 
substantial. 

High equity: The least 
powerful producers in the 
value chain do not risk 
being excluded in the FSP-
compliant market, or steps 
have been taken to ensure 
their inclusion in the FSP-
compliant market. 
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Interview guides: This document contains the project interview guides in English. We developed 
adapted interview guides for the main actor groups in each case. Interview guides featured some 
differences between cases but generally explored the nature of actors’ business operations, 
procurement and/or sales practices; the content and operationalisation of their FSPs and/or 
partners’ FSP requirements; engagement with civil society and public policies; and attitudes 
towards conservation. We developed interview guides for Brazilian soy separately, as this case 
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1. Brazilian Amazon cattle interview guides 

 

1.1 Brazilian Amazon cattle: Producer 

 

1. Background 

1.1. What is your name? 

1.2. How old are you? 

1.3. Where did you grow up? 

1.4. Did you ever participate in a research project before? 

1.5. If not local area: Why did you move here? 

1.6. How long have you been working in farming? 

1.7. How long have you had this farm? 

1.8. Male or female (just note down) 

1.9. What is your religion? 

1.10. How many properties do you have?  

1.11. For each property: (make sure to note if some properties cattle is raised to be sent to another farm 

owned by same person) 

 

Name Municipality & 

State 

Area Produce Who do you sell 

to? 

     

     

     

     

 

2. Ease of finding sellers 

2.1. Is it easy to find a buyer for your production?  

(listen/probe for: market share of various buyers; levels of competition among buyers; distance willing to 

travel to find buyers) 

2.2. Has it always been so easy/difficult (depending on answer above)? 

2.2.1. If no, what has changed? -> if they mention ZDCs here, jump right to Q 5 to avoid 

duplications 

2.2.2. When did it change?  

2.2.3. And why? 

2.2.4. How did you react to these changes?  

(listen/probe for: adjustment to market requirements re: compliance, quality, legality; expand distance willing 

to travel; expand into other types of production) 

2.3. Do you anticipate that it will become easier or harder to find a buyer for your production in the 

future? Why? 

 

3. Choice of buyer 
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3.1. When you are choosing a buyer, what do you care about? How did you choose your current buyer? 

[Alt: Why did you choose to sell to the buyers that you are currently selling to?] 

(listen/probe for: prices/money; other incentives (in-kind support, fair treatment, contract terms, access to 

credit); relationship with buyer (personal ties); distance to/ease of access to market; what neighbors do; 

norms, habits, values, what heuristics do they use) 

3.2. [depending on explanation above, probe:] Do you have a close personal relationship with any of the 

buyers? 

3.3. Do the buyers in your region… 

3.3.1. Offer different prices for the same quality of product?  

o If yes: does your buyer offer better prices than competitors?  

3.3.2. Ask for different types of quality?  

o If yes: does your buyer ask for higher or lower quality than competitors? 

3.3.3.  Provide credit to their suppliers?  

o If yes: does your buyer offer better rates than competitors? 

3.3.4. Offer other types of support to their suppliers (e.g. subsidized inputs, pick-up of cattle)?  

o If yes: does your buyer offer higher support than competitors? 

3.3.5. Provide different types of contracts/purchasing guarantees/are some buyers more reliable than 

others?  

o If yes: is your buyer more reliable than competitors? 

If no to any of the above: why don’t you sell to others? 

 

4. Incentive programs  

4.1. Do any of the buyers locally have incentive programs? Please explain 

4.2. Do you sell to this buyer? If not, why not? 

 

5. Commitment – requirement awareness/ satisfaction 

5.1. Do buyers in your region have any requirements for you to sell to them? What kinds of documents? 

(listen for/probe: documents, certifications) 

5.2. Do buyers in your region have any restrictions regarding the types of farms/producers they accept 

products from? What kinds of restrictions? (listen for/probe: behavior such as land clearance or 

fire…) 

5.3. Are there any differences between buyers? 

5.4. Has this changed over time? If so, when? 

5.5. Do you sell to such buyers? 

o If yes: Why do you accept such restrictions to keep selling to them?  

o If yes: Has it been difficult to adapt to such restrictions? Why? 

o If yes: What would need to change to make it easier to adapt to such restrictions? 

o If yes: Would you say that such restrictions (i.e. ZDCs) are an economic opportunity for 

you? 

o If yes: Do you make more money with your current buyer than with others? 



SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION  Return to interview guide contents 

8 
 

o If Yes: Do you agree with such criteria? 

o If no: Why don’t you sell to such buyers? 

o If no: What would need to change for you to sell to such buyers? 

o If no: Has the introduction of these restrictions affected your ability to sell your product 

under advantageous conditions? [may have already been covered under Q2] 

o If no: Do you feel excluded or marginalized by such restrictions? 

o If no: Do you disagree with such criteria? Do you think they are fair? 

5.6. Do many people in your social circle sell to such buyers? 

5.6.1.  Why do you think this is so? How did that happen? 

5.6.2.  Did that change how they produce? 

5.6.3.  Would you say anything else changed after they started selling to them? 

5.7. In your opinion, have such restrictions changed farmers’ production and sales behaviors? How so? 

(Listen/probe for: decrease of burning or deforestation; switch to other buyers, maybe in larger 

distance; switch to other production; move away; lower profits; capital shortage; …) 

5.8. Have such restrictions changed farmers’ in other ways? How so? (Listen/probe for: worse 

livelihoods; less enjoyment of production; worse relations in the value chain…) 

5.9. In your opinion have such restrictions caused farmers to leave the region? 

 

6. Commitment – monitoring and enforcement 

6.1. Has your property ever been inspected by a buyer? Have you heard of others who have been 

inspected? 

o If yes to either: When, by whom and how often? 

o If yes to either: Did this have an effect on your behavior/farming practices or (if 

inspected directly) your ability to sell your product? 

o If no: Do you think it is likely that you will be inspected in the future? Does this affect 

your behavior/farming practices? 

6.2. Have you ever been prevented from selling your production due to a lack of documentation or due 

to other restrictions (as discussed above)? 

o If yes: What did you do? 

o If yes: Where there options the company offered to help you achieve documentation (or 

fulfill other requirements)? 

o If no: Do you think it is likely that you will be prevented from selling in the future? 

Does this affect your behavior/farming practices? 

7. Do you have any other agreement with your buyers that you did not mention yet? For how long has it 

been so? If it changed, why did it change? 

 

8. Public policy support 

8.1. Have you received support by the government [municipio?] to fulfill the requirements of your 

buyer?  

o If yes: How important was such support to your participation? 
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o If no: Do you think such support would have made it easier/convinced you to 

participate? 

8.2. Are the government forest policies stricter, the same as, or less stringent the company policies? 

o Which one has a greater effect on your decisions? Why?  

(listen/probe for: fear of conviction; fear of fine; norms e.g. “it’s bad to break the law”; collective norm 

change - “everybody else is doing it too”) 

 

9. Intrinsic values and extrinsic norms 

9.1. Are there any production behaviors that you would never engage in, even if it was legal and 

profitable? Which ones? Why? 

(listen/probe for: because it’s wrong; need to protect environment for children; tradition; collective norms 

‘that’s not what we do here’) 

9.2. Have you changed your opinion in this regard in the past? Why? 

(listen/probe for: Municipio Verde blacklisting; collective norm changes; social influence by peers or family 

members; education by buyers, …) 

 

10. Closing: 

10.1.  Looking forward, what would be your vision for your farm in the next ten years? 

10.2. Is there anything else you would like to mention that is relevant to the conversation we just had?  
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1.2. Brazilian Amazon cattle: Buyer (Slaughterhouse) 

 

1. Background 

1.1. What is your name? 

1.2. What is your position at your company? 

1.3. Have you ever been interviewed as part in a research project? 

1.4. Where did you grow up? 

1.5. How long have you been working in this industry? 

1.6. How long have you been working at this company? 

1.7. If not local area: Why did you move here? 

1.8. Male or female (just note down) 

 

2. Company information 

2.1. When did this facility open? 

2.2. How much production can you process? 

2.3. Who are your main buyers? (probe/follow-up: what sector are these companies in?) 

2.4. Do you sell internationally? 

2.5. If so, which countries? 

 

3. Ease of finding suppliers 

3.1. Is your mill/slaughterhouse at capacity? 

3.2. Is it easy to obtain the production you need/want? (listen/probe for: market share of various buyers; 

levels of competition; distance suppliers are willing to travel to find buyers) 

3.3. Has it always been so easy?  

3.4. If no, what has changed? 

3.5. If no, when did it change? 

3.6. Did the change in ease in obtaining production volumes occur for other as well? Why? 

3.7. Do you anticipate that it will become easier or harder to obtain sufficient production for your 

mill/slaughterhouse in the future? Why? 

 

4. Ease of selling production onward 

4.1. Is it easy to sell your output onwards? (listen/probe for: market share of various buyers; existence 

of various export markets; levels of competition; requirements by multinational buyers) 

4.2. Has it always been so easy/difficult?  

4.3. If no, what has changed? 

4.4. If no, when did it change? 

4.5. Do you anticipate that it will become easier or harder to sell the output of your mill/slaughterhouse 

in the future? Why? 

 

5. Assurance of supply base 
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5.1. Does your company normally seek out producers to buy from or do they seek you out? 

5.2. If you seek: How do you choose the farmers you are buying from?  

5.3. If you seek: How do you enter in contact with them? 

5.4. If they seek: How does your company get farmers to sell to you and not your competitors?  

(listen/probe for: prices/money; other incentives (in-kind support, fair treatment, contract terms, access to 

credit); personal relationship with buyer (personal ties); distance to/ease of access to market; what neighbors 

do; values?) 

5.5. [depending on explanation above, probe:] Do buyers in your region… 

5.5.1. Have strong personal relationships with their suppliers? 

o If yes: Does your company invest more in building these relationships with suppliers than 

other buyers in the region? 

▪ If no: why don’t you use it as a way to attract suppliers? 

5.5.2.  Offer different prices for the same quality of product?  

o If yes: does your company offer better prices than your competitors? Does this help you get 

farmers to sell to you? 

▪ If no: why don’t you use it as a way to attract suppliers? 

5.5.3.  Ask for different types of quality? (fat cover/genetics/organic/humidity) 

o If yes: does your company ask for higher or lower quality than your competitors? Does this 

help you get farmers to sell to you? 

5.5.4.  Provide credit to their suppliers?  

o If yes: does your company you offer better rates than your competitors? Does this help you 

get farmers to sell to you? 

▪ If no: why don’t you use it as a way to attract suppliers? 

5.5.5.  Offer other types of support to their suppliers (e.g. subsidized inputs, pick-up of cattle)? Does 

this help you get farmers to sell to you? 

o If yes: do you offer higher support than your competitors? 

▪ If no: why don’t you use it as a way to attract suppliers? 

5.5.6.  Provide different types of contracts/purchasing guarantees/are some buyers more reliable 

than others? (probe: payment terms/delays in payment) 

o If yes: do you offer more favorable terms than your competitors? 

▪ If no: why don’t you use it as a way to attract suppliers? 

 

6. Commitment – how implement part 1: requirements 

6.1. What do you require of farmers that sell commodities to you?  What kinds of documents do you 

require? 

6.2. What kinds of restrictions do you place on farmers that sell commodities to you? (listen for/probe: 

documents, certifications, behavior such as land clearance or fire…) 

6.3. Why? Do you agree with them? 

6.4. Do you accept production from farmers who have deforested parts of their property legally? 
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6.5. Is there a cut-off year that you use? 

6.6. In your opinion, have such restrictions changed farmers’ production and sales behaviors? 

(Listen/probe for: decrease of burning or deforestation; switch to other buyers, maybe in larger 

distance; switch to other production; move away; lower profits; capital shortage; less enjoyment of 

production…) 

6.7. How do you feel these restrictions have affected the farmers who sell to you in other ways? How 

so? (Listen/probe for: worse livelihoods; less enjoyment of production; worse relations in the value 

chain…) 

6.8. In your opinion, have such restrictions changed the make-up of your supply base and your 

customer base? 

6.9. In your opinion have such restrictions caused farmers to leave the region? 

 

 

7. Commitment – how implement part 2: monitoring (do if ZDC or not, still interesting for legality) 

7.1. How do you monitor/identify deforestation on your suppliers’ properties? 

(Listen/probe for: use of geospatial data (coming from HQ?); government-provided data; third-party verifiers 

[certification], consultants; NGOs…) 

7.2. How easy or challenging is it to monitor deforestation at the property level? 

7.3. Since your commitment began, how many instances of (illegal) deforestation have you identified 

on your suppliers’ properties? 

 

 

8. Commitment – how implement part 3: enforcement 

8.1. If you find your supplier is breaking the rules (deforestation, documentation or otherwise), what do 

you do? 

8.2. If you exclude the producer, do you exclude them by property (CAR) or by producer (CPF)? 

 

9. Commitment – how implement part. 4: engagement with excluded farmers 

9.1. Do you work with farmers who you have taken action against to help them become compliant?  

9.2. If so how? Do you have a specific program to do so?  

9.3. Does your company have any CSR activities locally? If so, are excluded farmers able to access 

these? 

 

10. Public policy and civil society support 

10.1. Do you engage in any collaborations with governmental actors (municipios?) or non-governmental 

entities to make the implementation of your supply chain policy easier?  (Listen/probe for multi-

stakeholder/jurisdictional processes) 

10.1.1. If yes: How important is such support to the implementation of this policy? What elements 

are most helpful? Would you like to see even more cooperation in the future? In what areas? 
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10.1.2. If no: Do you think such support would make it easier to implement such a policy? How 

so? 

10.2. How do legal restrictions limit your sourcing practices?  

10.2.1. If yes: Do they influence your behavior or those of your suppliers? Why?  

(listen/probe for: fear of conviction; fear of fine; norms e.g. "it's bad to break the law"; collective norm 

change - "everybody else is doing it too") 

10.2.2. If yes: What do you perceive as more important in shaping your suppliers’ behavior, the 

legal or the buyers' restrictions? 

10.3. Are your company policies stricter, the same as, or less stringent than government policy?  

10.4. (If less stringent) Does the fact that the government already has more stringent policies reduce the 

costs to you? 

 

11. Intrinsic values and extrinsic norms 

11.1. How would you characterize the attitudes of local farmers toward the environment and 

environmental conservation? 

(listen/probe for: they don’t care and just want to expand production; they feel protective of the forest; 

conservation is for lazy people; etc.) 

11.2. Have farmer attitudes changed since you started applying purchasing restrictions?   

11.3. Had attitudes already changed? Why? When?  

(listen/probe for: Municipio Verde blacklisting; collective norm changes; social influence by peers or family 

members; education by buyers, …) 

 

12. Opinion 

12.1. How do you think your company’s forest policy is affecting business? 

 (Listen/probe for: decrease of available supply; decrease (or increase?) of available quality; need to pay 

higher prices; need to offer higher incentives; need to go source from farmers…) 

12.2. How do you think your company’s forest policy is affecting your personal relationships with your 

suppliers? 

12.3. [If they mentioned CSR/outreach activities]: How has the introduction of outreach activities 

influenced your operating costs? 

12.4. Do you think that forest policies as a whole are benefitting or harming the soy/cattle sector of this 

region? 

 

13. Closing 

13.1. Looking forward, what would be your vision for agricultural production in this region be in the 

future? 

13.2.  Is there anything else you would like to mention that is relevant to the conversation we just had?  
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1.3. Brazilian Amazon cattle: Government official / NGO / producer association 

 

1. Background 

1.1. What is your name? 

1.2. What organization do you work at? 

1.3. What is your position at your office? 

1.4. Where did you grow up? 

1.5. How long have you been working at this office? 

1.6. If not local area: Why did you move here? 

1.7. Male or female (just note down) 

 

2. Assessment of ZDC existence and incentivization 

2.1. Are you aware of sourcing companies in this region that have requirements of farmers that sell 

commodities to them? What kinds of documents do they usually ask for? (listen for/probe: 

documents, certifications 

2.2. Are you aware of sourcing companies in this region that have restrictions on farmers that sell 

commodities to them? What kinds of restrictions (listen for/probe: land clearance, fire…) 

2.3. In your opinion, have such restrictions changed farmers’ production and sales behaviors? 

(Listen/probe for: decrease of burning or deforestation; switch to other buyers, maybe in larger 

distance; switch to other production; move away; lower profits; capital shortage; less enjoyment of 

production…) 

2.4. Do you think that these restrictions have affected the farmers in other ways? How so? (Listen/probe 

for: worse livelihoods; less enjoyment of production; worse relations in the value chain…) 

2.5. If compliance is mentioned: In your opinion, why do farmers sell to committed companies rather 

than non-committed ones? 

(listen/probe for: prices/money; other incentives (in-kind support, fair treatment, contract terms, access to 

credit); relationship with buyer (personal ties); distance to/ease of access to market; what neighbors do; 

values?) 

2.6. What do you think farmers most care about when choosing a soy/cattle buyer? Can you think of 

incentives that would make farmers more likely to sell to committed companies? 

2.7. In your opinion, have such restrictions changed the make-up of companies’ supply base or their 

economic situation? How so?  

(Listen/probe for: decrease of available supply; decrease (or increase?) of available quality; need to pay 

higher prices; need to offer higher incentives; need to go source from farmers…) 

 

3. Assessment of ZDC monitoring and enforcement 

3.1. To the best of your knowledge, do sourcing companies monitor deforestation on their suppliers’ 

properties? How? Do you think they monitor too little or too much? 

(Listen/probe for: use of geospatial data (coming from HQ?); government-provided data; third-party verifiers 

[certification], consultants; NGOs…) 
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3.2. To the best of your knowledge, how do sourcing companies react when they find deforestation on 

their suppliers’ properties? 

(Listen/probe for: exclude; engage; exclude then engage; no reaction; …) 

3.3. In your opinion, are these measures adequate? Are there better ways in which companies could 

react? 

 

4. Public policy/civil society support  

4.1. Does your organization engage in any collaborations with supply chain actors to make the 

implementation of your supply chain policy easier?  

4.1.1. If yes: How important is such support to the implementation of this policy? What elements are 

most helpful? Would you like to see even more cooperation in the future? In what areas? 

4.1.2. If no: Why not? Do you think such support would make it easier to implement such a policy? 

How so? 

4.2. Are you aware of any legal restrictions that limit the behavior of companies or that of their 

suppliers? Which ones? [adapt this question depending on the person asked/assumed level of 

knowledge] 

4.2.1. If yes: In your opinion, do they influence the behavior or companies or their suppliers? Why?  

(listen/probe for: fear of conviction; fear of fine; norms e.g. "it's bad to break the law"; collective norm 

change - "everybody else is doing it too") 

4.2.2. If yes: What do you perceive as more important in shaping producers’ behavior, the legal or 

the buyers' restrictions? 

 

5. Intrinsic values and extrinsic norms 

5.1. How would you characterize the attitudes of local farmers toward the environment and 

environmental conservation? 

(listen/probe for: they don’t care and just want to expand production; they feel protective of the forest; 

conservation is for lazy people; etc.) 

5.2. Have farmer attitudes changed since companies started applying purchasing restrictions?   

5.3. Had attitudes already changed? Why? When?  

(listen/probe for: Municipio Verde blacklisting; collective norm changes; social influence by peers or family 

members; education by buyers, …) 

 

6. Opinion 

6.1. How do you think companies’ forest policies are affecting the soy/cattle sector of this region? How 

are they affecting the regional economy as a whole? 

6.2. How do you think companies’ forest policies are affecting the environment in the region? 

6.3. If you could change something about companies’ forest policies, what would it be?  

 

7. Closing:  
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7.1. Looking forward, what would be your vision for agricultural production in this region be in the 

future? 

7.2. Is there anything else you would like to mention that is relevant to the conversation we just had?  
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2. Brazilian Amazon soy interview guide 

Block 01: Historical process referring to the Soy Moratorium in the Amazon 

1. Did your organization/did you follow the process of negotiating the Soy Moratorium in the Amazon 

commitment? 

1.1. If so: Can you tell me about the Soy Moratorium negotiation process? 

1.2. If not: How did you participate in the Soy Moratorium? 

2. What were the pivotal moments in the decision-making process? 

3. What were the main conditions that led to the agreement and the implementation of the Soy Moratorium 

in the Amazon being consolidated? 

4. What role did your organization play in the negotiations and why? 

5. Were there internal disagreements among participants and/or support for the Moratorium? What were the 

topics and why? Are there still disagreements? 

6. What was the national political context like at that negotiation? To what extent did this context influence 

the decision? 

7. How did the international context of the soybean market influence the decision? Why? 

8. How has the governance of the moratorium evolved? Why? 

9. Why was there no Moratorium for the Cerrado at that time and up to now? 

 

Block 02: Historical process negotiations of sustainability policies in the Cerrado 

1. Is there any sectoral sustainability policy for the Cerrado? If yes: Which one? 

2. Did your organization/did you participate in creating the Cerrado Working Group? 

2.1. If yes: Can you tell me why it was created? 

2.2. If No: Have you participated in the GTC at any point since its inception? Which? Why did you 

participate? 

3. What were/are the priorities established in the GTC? And what were/are your organization's priorities for 

the GTC? 

4. Were there internal disagreements, in your organization, in participating and/or supporting the GTC? 

What were they and why? Are there still disagreements? 

5. Do you still participate in the GTC? 

6. What was the political context like at that moment of negotiation for the formation of the GTC? And 

how have the most recent political developments influenced the positioning of actors/organizations? 

7. How did the international context of the soybean market influence the decision? Why? 

 

Block 03: Actors participating in the Soy Moratorium in the Amazon  

1. Who and which organizations were present during the Soy Moratorium negotiations in the Amazon? 

2. Who dropped out of the process and why? 

3. Who were the leaders of this process? 

4. Who got in the middle of the process and why? 

 

Block 04: Actors participating in the Cerrado Agreement negotiations 



SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION  Return to interview guide contents 

18 
 

1. Who and which organizations were present during the process of creating the GTC? 

2. Who were the leaders of this process? 

3. Who is still present at the GTC? And who got in the middle of the process? 

4. Who left the GTC, and why? 
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3. Indonesian palm oil interview guides 

 

3.1 Indonesian palm oil: Buyer (retailer / manufacturer) 

 

1. Background 

1.1. What is your name? [or fill in previously] 

1.2. What is your position at your company? [or fill in previously] 

1.3. Have you ever been interviewed as part in a research project? 

1.4. How long have you been working in this industry? 

1.5. How long have you been working at this company? 

1.6. Male or female (just note down) 

 

2. Company information (try to fill out beforehand based on collected information) 

2.1. How much palm oil do you source on a yearly basis? 

2.2. Who are your main suppliers? 

2.3. Do you buy from different countries? 

2.4. If so, which countries? 

 

3. Ease of finding suppliers 

3.1. Is it easy to obtain the production you need/want? (listen/probe for: market share of various buyers; 

levels of competition; distance suppliers are willing to travel to find buyers) 

3.2. Has it always been so easy?  

3.3. If no, what has changed? 

3.4. If no, when did it change? 

3.5. Did the change in ease in obtaining production volumes occur for other as well? Why? 

3.6. Do you anticipate that it will become easier or harder to obtain sufficient production for your 

purposes in the future? Why? 

 

4. Ease of selling production onward 

4.1. [For manufacturers] Is it easy to sell your output onwards? (listen/probe for: market share of 

various buyers; existence of various export markets; levels of competition; requirements by 

multinational buyers) 

4.2. Has it always been so easy/difficult? 

o If no, what has changed? 

o If no, when did it change? 

4.3. Do you anticipate that it will become easier or harder to sell the output of your company in the 

future? Why? 

 

5. Assurance of supply base 

5.1. Does your company normally seek out suppliers to buy from or do they seek you out? 
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5.2. If you seek: How do you choose the suppliers you are buying from?  

5.3. If you seek: How do you enter in contact with them? 

5.4. If they seek: How does your company get suppliers to sell to you and not your competitors?  

(listen/probe for: prices/money; other incentives (in-kind support, fair treatment, contract terms, access to 

credit); personal relationship with buyer (personal ties); distance to/ease of access to market; what neighbors 

do; values?) 

5.5. [depending on explanation above, probe:] Do buyers in your position of the value chain… 

5.5.1. Have strong personal relationships with their suppliers? 

o If yes: Does your company invest more in building these relationships with suppliers than 

other buyers in the region? 

▪ If no: why don’t you use it as a way to attract suppliers? 

5.5.2.  Offer different prices for the same quality of product?  

o If yes: does your company offer better prices than your competitors? Does this help you get 

farmers to sell to you? 

▪ If no: why don’t you use it as a way to attract suppliers? 

5.5.3.  Ask for different types of quality? (fat cover/genetics/organic/humidity) 

o If yes: does your company ask for higher or lower quality than your competitors? Does this 

help you get farmers to sell to you? 

5.5.4.  Provide credit to their suppliers?  

o If yes: does your company offer better rates than your competitors? Does this help you get 

farmers to sell to you? 

▪ If no: why don’t you use it as a way to attract suppliers? 

5.5.5.  Offer other types of support to their suppliers (e.g. subsidized inputs, pick-up of cattle)? Does 

this help you get farmers to sell to you? 

o If yes: do you offer higher support than your competitors? 

▪ If no: why don’t you use it as a way to attract suppliers? 

5.5.6.  Provide different types of contracts/purchasing guarantees/are some buyers more reliable 

than others? (probe: payment terms/delays in payment) 

o If yes: do you offer more favorable terms than your competitors? 

▪ If no: why don’t you use it as a way to attract suppliers? 

 

6. Commitment – how implement part 1: requirements 

6.1. What do you require of suppliers that sell commodities to you?  What kinds of documents do you 

require? 

6.2. What kinds of restrictions do you place on suppliers that sell commodities to you? (listen for/probe: 

documents, certifications, behavior such as land clearance or fire…) 

6.3. Do you accept production from farmers who have deforested parts of their property legally? 

6.4. Is there a cut-off year that you use? 

6.5. In your opinion, have such restrictions changed farmers’ production and sales behaviors? 

(Listen/probe for: decrease of burning or deforestation; switch to other buyers, maybe in larger 
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distance; switch to other production; move away; lower profits; capital shortage; less enjoyment of 

production…) 

6.6. How do you feel these restrictions have affected the suppliers who sell to you in other ways? How 

so? (Listen/probe for: worse livelihoods; less enjoyment of production; worse relations in the value 

chain…) 

6.7. In your opinion, have such restrictions changed the make-up of your supply base and your 

customer base? 

6.8. In your opinion have such restrictions caused farmers to leave the regions you source from? 

 

7. Commitment – how implement part 2: monitoring (do if ZDC or not, still interesting for legality) 

7.1. How do you monitor/identify deforestation on your suppliers’ properties? 

(Listen/probe for: use of geospatial data (coming from HQ?); government-provided data; third-party verifiers 

[certification], consultants; NGOs…) 

7.2. How easy or challenging is it to monitor deforestation at the property level? 

7.3. Since your commitment began, how many instances of (illegal) deforestation have you identified 

on your suppliers’ properties? 

 

 

8. Commitment – how implement part 3: enforcement 

8.1. If you find your supplier is breaking the rules (deforestation, documentation or otherwise), what do 

you do? 

 

9. Commitment – how implement part 4: engagement with excluded farmers 

9.1. Do you work with farmers who you have taken action against to help them become compliant?  

9.2. If so how? Do you have a specific program to do so?  

9.3. Does your company have any CSR activities locally? If so, are excluded farmers able to access 

these? 

 

10. Public policy and civil society support 

10.1. Do you engage in any collaborations with governmental actors (municipios?) or non-governmental 

entities to make the implementation of your supply chain policy easier?  (Listen/probe for multi-

stakeholder/jurisdictional processes) 

10.1.1. If yes: How important is such support to the implementation of this policy? What elements 

are most helpful? Would you like to see even more cooperation in the future? In what areas? 

10.1.2. If no: Do you think such support would make it easier to implement such a policy? How 

so? 

10.2. How do legal restrictions limit your sourcing practices?  

10.2.1. If yes: Do they influence your behavior or those of your suppliers? Why?  

(listen/probe for: fear of conviction; fear of fine; norms e.g. "it's bad to break the law"; collective norm 

change - "everybody else is doing it too") 
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10.2.2. If yes: What do you perceive as more important in shaping your suppliers’ behavior, the 

legal or the buyers' restrictions? 

10.3. Are your company policies stricter, the same as, or less stringent than government policy?  

10.4. (If less stringent) Does the fact that the government already has more stringent policies reduce the 

costs to you? 

 

11. Intrinsic values and extrinsic norms 

11.1. How would you characterize the attitudes of local farmers toward the environment and 

environmental conservation? 

(listen/probe for: they don’t care and just want to expand production; they feel protective of the forest; 

conservation is for lazy people; etc.) 

11.2. Have farmer attitudes changed since you started applying purchasing restrictions?   

11.3. Had attitudes already changed? Why? When?  

(listen/probe for: collective norm changes; social influence by peers or family members; education by buyers, 

…) 

 

12. Opinion 

12.1. How do you think your company’s forest policy is affecting business? 

 (Listen/probe for: decrease of available supply; decrease (or increase?) of available quality; need to pay 

higher prices; need to offer higher incentives; need to go source from farmers…) 

12.2. How do you think your company’s forest policy is affecting your personal relationships with your 

suppliers? 

12.3. [If they mentioned CSR/outreach activities]: How has the introduction of outreach activities 

influenced your operating costs? 

12.4. Do you think that forest policies as a whole are benefitting or harming the soy/cattle sector of this 

region? 

 

13. Closing 

13.1. Looking forward, what would be your vision for agricultural production in this supply chain be in 

the future? 

13.2.  Is there anything else you would like to mention that is relevant to the conversation we just had?  
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3.2 Indonesian palm oil: Buyer (trader / Large Integrated Supply chain Company [LISC]) 

 

1. Background 

1.1. What is your name? [or fill in previously] 

1.2. What is your position at your company? [or fill in previously] 

1.3. Have you ever been interviewed as part in a research project? 

1.4. How long have you been working in this industry? 

1.5. How long have you been working at this company? 

1.6. Male or female (just note down) 

 

2. Company information 

2.1. When did this facility open? 

2.2. How much production can you process? 

2.3. Who are your main buyers? (probe/follow-up: what sector are these companies in?) 

2.4. Do you sell internationally? 

2.5. If so, which countries? 

 

3. Ease of finding suppliers 

3.1. Is your mill/slaughterhouse at capacity? 

3.2. Is it easy to obtain the production you need/want? (listen/probe for: market share of various buyers; 

levels of competition; distance suppliers are willing to travel to find buyers) 

3.3. Has it always been so easy?  

3.4. If no, what has changed? 

3.5. If no, when did it change? 

3.6. Did the change in ease in obtaining production volumes occur for other as well? Why? 

3.7. Do you anticipate that it will become easier or harder to obtain sufficient production for your 

mill/slaughterhouse in the future? Why? 

 

4. Ease of selling production onward 

4.1. Is it easy to sell your output onwards? (listen/probe for: market share of various buyers; existence 

of various export markets; levels of competition; requirements by multinational buyers) 

4.2. Has it always been so easy/difficult?  

4.3. If no, what has changed? 

4.4. If no, when did it change? 

4.5. Do you anticipate that it will become easier or harder to sell the output of your mill/slaughterhouse 

in the future? Why? 

 

5. Assurance of supply base 

5.1. Does your company normally seek out producers to buy from or do they seek you out? 

5.2. If you seek: How do you choose the farmers you are buying from?  
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5.3. If you seek: How do you enter in contact with them? 

5.4. If they seek: How does your company get farmers to sell to you and not your competitors?  

(listen/probe for: prices/money; other incentives (in-kind support, fair treatment, contract terms, access to 

credit); personal relationship with buyer (personal ties); distance to/ease of access to market; what neighbors 

do; values?) 

5.5. [depending on explanation above, probe:] Do buyers in your region… 

5.5.1. Have strong personal relationships with their suppliers? 

o If yes: Does your company invest more in building these relationships with suppliers than 

other buyers in the region? 

▪ If no: why don’t you use it as a way to attract suppliers? 

5.5.2.  Offer different prices for the same quality of product?  

o If yes: does your company offer better prices than your competitors? Does this help you get 

farmers to sell to you? 

▪ If no: why don’t you use it as a way to attract suppliers? 

5.5.3.  Ask for different types of quality? (fat cover/genetics/organic/humidity) 

o If yes: does your company ask for higher or lower quality than your competitors? Does this 

help you get farmers to sell to you? 

5.5.4.  Provide credit to their suppliers?  

o If yes: does your company you offer better rates than your competitors? Does this help you 

get farmers to sell to you? 

▪ If no: why don’t you use it as a way to attract suppliers? 

5.5.5.  Offer other types of support to their suppliers (e.g. subsidized inputs, pick-up of cattle)? Does 

this help you get farmers to sell to you? 

o If yes: do you offer higher support than your competitors? 

▪ If no: why don’t you use it as a way to attract suppliers? 

5.5.6.  Provide different types of contracts/purchasing guarantees/are some buyers more reliable 

than others? (probe: payment terms/delays in payment) 

o If yes: do you offer more favorable terms than your competitors? 

▪ If no: why don’t you use it as a way to attract suppliers? 

 

6. Commitment – how implement part 1: requirements 

6.1. What do you require of farmers that sell commodities to you?  What kinds of documents do you 

require? 

6.2. What kinds of restrictions do you place on farmers that sell commodities to you? (listen for/probe: 

documents, certifications, behavior such as land clearance or fire…) 

6.3. Why? Do you agree with them? 

6.4. Do you accept production from farmers who have deforested parts of their property legally? 

6.5. Is there a cut-off year that you use? 

6.6. In your opinion, have such restrictions changed farmers’ production and sales behaviors? 

(Listen/probe for: decrease of burning or deforestation; switch to other buyers, maybe in larger 
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distance; switch to other production; move away; lower profits; capital shortage; less enjoyment of 

production…) 

6.7. How do you feel these restrictions have affected the farmers who sell to you in other ways? How 

so? (Listen/probe for: worse livelihoods; less enjoyment of production; worse relations in the value 

chain…) 

6.8. In your opinion, have such restrictions changed the make-up of your supply base and your 

customer base? 

6.9. In your opinion have such restrictions caused farmers to leave the region? 

 

 

7. Commitment – how implement part 2: monitoring (do if ZDC or not, still interesting for legality) 

7.1. How do you monitor/identify deforestation on your suppliers’ properties? 

(Listen/probe for: use of geospatial data (coming from HQ?); government-provided data; third-party verifiers 

[certification], consultants; NGOs…) 

7.2. How easy or challenging is it to monitor deforestation at the property level? 

7.3. Since your commitment began, how many instances of (illegal) deforestation have you identified 

on your suppliers’ properties? 

 

8. Commitment – how implement part 3: enforcement 

8.1. If you find your supplier is breaking the rules (deforestation, documentation or otherwise), what do 

you do? 

8.2. If you exclude the producer, do you exclude them by property (CAR) or by producer (CPF)? 

 

9. Commitment – how implement part 4: engagement with excluded farmers 

9.1. Do you work with farmers who you have taken action against to help them become compliant?  

9.2. If so how? Do you have a specific program to do so?  

9.3. Does your company have any CSR activities locally? If so, are excluded farmers able to access 

these? 

 

10. Public policy and civil society support 

10.1. Do you engage in any collaborations with governmental actors (municipios?) or non-governmental 

entities to make the implementation of your supply chain policy easier?  (Listen/probe for multi-

stakeholder/jurisdictional processes) 

10.1.1. If yes: How important is such support to the implementation of this policy? What elements 

are most helpful? Would you like to see even more cooperation in the future? In what areas? 

10.1.2. If no: Do you think such support would make it easier to implement such a policy? How 

so? 

10.2. How do legal restrictions limit your sourcing practices?  

10.2.1. If yes: Do they influence your behavior or those of your suppliers? Why?  
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(listen/probe for: fear of conviction; fear of fine; norms e.g. "it's bad to break the law"; collective norm 

change - "everybody else is doing it too") 

10.2.2. If yes: What do you perceive as more important in shaping your suppliers’ behavior, the 

legal or the buyers' restrictions? 

10.3. Are your company policies stricter, the same as, or less stringent than government policy?  

10.4. (If less stringent) Does the fact that the government already has more stringent policies reduce the 

costs to you? 

 

11. Intrinsic values and extrinsic norms 

11.1. How would you characterize the attitudes of local farmers toward the environment and 

environmental conservation? 

(listen/probe for: they don’t care and just want to expand production; they feel protective of the forest; 

conservation is for lazy people; etc.) 

11.2. Have farmer attitudes changed since you started applying purchasing restrictions?   

11.3. Had attitudes already changed? Why? When?  

(listen/probe for collective norm changes; social influence by peers or family members; education by buyers, 

…) 

 

12. Opinion 

12.1. How do you think your company’s forest policy is affecting business? 

 (Listen/probe for: decrease of available supply; decrease (or increase?) of available quality; need to pay 

higher prices; need to offer higher incentives; need to go source from farmers…) 

12.2. How do you think your company’s forest policy is affecting your personal relationships with your 

suppliers? 

12.3. [If they mentioned CSR/outreach activities]: How has the introduction of outreach activities 

influenced your operating costs? 

12.4. Do you think that forest policies as a whole are benefitting or harming the soy/cattle sector of this 

region? 

 

13. Closing 

13.1. Looking forward, what would be your vision for agricultural production in this region be in the 

future? 

13.2.  Is there anything else you would like to mention that is relevant to the conversation we just had?  
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3.3 Indonesian palm oil: Intermediary (palm oil mill / trader) 

 

1. Background 

1.1. What is your name? [or fill in previously] 

1.2. What is your position at your company? [or fill in previously] 

1.3. Have you ever been interviewed as part in a research project? 

1.4. How long have you been working in this industry? 

1.5. How long have you been working at this company? 

1.6. Male or female (just note down) 

 

2. Company information 

2.1. When did this facility open? 

2.2. How much production can you process? 

2.3. Who are your main buyers? (probe/follow-up: what sector are these companies in?) 

2.4. Do you sell internationally? 

2.5. If so, which countries? 

 

3. Ease of finding suppliers 

3.1. Is your mill at capacity? 

3.2. Is it easy to obtain the production you need/want? (listen/probe for: market share of various buyers; 

levels of competition; distance suppliers are willing to travel to find buyers) 

3.3. Has it always been so easy?  

3.4. If no, what has changed? 

3.5. If no, when did it change? 

3.6. Did the change in ease in obtaining production volumes occur for other as well? Why? 

3.7. Do you anticipate that it will become easier or harder to obtain sufficient production for your mill 

in the future? Why? 

 

4. Ease of selling production onward 

4.1. Is it easy to sell your output onwards? (listen/probe for: market share of various buyers; existence 

of various export markets; levels of competition; requirements by multinational buyers) 

4.2. Has it always been so easy/difficult?  

4.3. If no, what has changed? 

4.4. If no, when did it change? 

4.5. Do you anticipate that it will become easier or harder to sell the output of your mill/slaughterhouse 

in the future? Why? 

 

5. Assurance of supply base 

5.1. Does your company normally seek out producers to buy from or do they seek you out? 



SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION  Return to interview guide contents 

28 
 

5.2. If you seek: How do you choose the farmers you are buying from?  

5.3. If you seek: How do you enter in contact with them? 

5.4. If they seek: How does your company get farmers to sell to you and not your competitors?  

(listen/probe for: prices/money; other incentives (in-kind support, fair treatment, contract terms, access to 

credit); personal relationship with buyer (personal ties); distance to/ease of access to market; what neighbors 

do; values?) 

5.5. [depending on explanation above, probe:] Do buyers in your region… 

5.5.1. Have strong personal relationships with their suppliers? 

o If yes: Does your company invest more in building these relationships with suppliers than 

other buyers in the region? 

▪ If no: why don’t you use it as a way to attract suppliers? 

5.5.2.  Offer different prices for the same quality of product?  

o If yes: does your company offer better prices than your competitors? Does this help you get 

farmers to sell to you? 

▪ If no: why don’t you use it as a way to attract suppliers? 

5.5.3.  Ask for different types of quality? (fat cover/genetics/organic/humidity) 

o If yes: does your company ask for higher or lower quality than your competitors? Does this 

help you get farmers to sell to you? 

5.5.4.  Provide credit to their suppliers?  

o If yes: does your company you offer better rates than your competitors? Does this help you 

get farmers to sell to you? 

▪ If no: why don’t you use it as a way to attract suppliers? 

5.5.5.  Offer other types of support to their suppliers (e.g. subsidized inputs, pick-up of cattle)? Does 

this help you get farmers to sell to you? 

o If yes: do you offer higher support than your competitors? 

▪ If no: why don’t you use it as a way to attract suppliers? 

5.5.6.  Provide different types of contracts/purchasing guarantees/are some buyers more reliable 

than others? (probe: payment terms/delays in payment) 

o If yes: do you offer more favorable terms than your competitors? 

▪ If no: why don’t you use it as a way to attract suppliers? 

 

6. Commitment – how implement part 1: requirements 

6.1. What do you require of farmers that sell commodities to you?  What kinds of documents do you 

require? 

6.2. What kinds of restrictions do you place on farmers that sell commodities to you? (listen for/probe: 

documents, certifications, behavior such as land clearance or fire…) 

6.3. Do you accept production from farmers who have deforested parts of their property legally? 

6.4. Is there a cut-off year that you use? 

6.5. In your opinion, have such restrictions changed farmers’ production and sales behaviors? 

(Listen/probe for: decrease of burning or deforestation; switch to other buyers, maybe in larger 
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distance; switch to other production; move away; lower profits; capital shortage; less enjoyment of 

production…) 

6.6. How do you feel these restrictions have affected the farmers who sell to you in other ways? How 

so? (Listen/probe for: worse livelihoods; less enjoyment of production; worse relations in the value 

chain…) 

6.7. In your opinion, have such restrictions changed the make-up of your supply base and your 

customer base? 

6.8. In your opinion have such restrictions caused farmers to leave the region? 

 

7. Commitment – how implement part 2: monitoring (do if ZDC or not, still interesting for legality) 

7.1. How do you monitor/identify deforestation on your suppliers’ properties? 

(Listen/probe for: use of geospatial data (coming from HQ?); government-provided data; third-party verifiers 

[certification], consultants; NGOs…) 

7.2. How easy or challenging is it to monitor deforestation at the property level? 

7.3. Since your commitment began, how many instances of (illegal) deforestation have you identified 

on your suppliers’ properties? 

 

8. Commitment – how implement part 3: enforcement 

8.1. If you find your supplier is breaking the rules (deforestation, documentation or otherwise), what do 

you do? 

 

9. Commitment – how implement part 4: engagement with excluded farmers 

9.1. Do you work with farmers who you have taken action against to help them become compliant?  

9.2. If so how? Do you have a specific program to do so?  

9.3. Does your company have any CSR activities locally? If so, are excluded farmers able to access 

these? 

 

10. Public policy and civil society support 

10.1. Do you engage in any collaborations with governmental actors or non-governmental entities to 

make the implementation of your supply chain policy easier?  (Listen/probe for multi-

stakeholder/jurisdictional processes) 

10.1.1. If yes: How important is such support to the implementation of this policy? What elements 

are most helpful? Would you like to see even more cooperation in the future? In what areas? 

10.1.2. If no: Do you think such support would make it easier to implement such a policy? How 

so? 

10.2. How do legal restrictions limit your sourcing practices?  

10.2.1. If yes: Do they influence your behavior or those of your suppliers? Why?  

(listen/probe for: fear of conviction; fear of fine; norms e.g. "it's bad to break the law"; collective norm 

change - "everybody else is doing it too") 
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10.2.2. If yes: What do you perceive as more important in shaping your suppliers’ behavior, the 

legal or the buyers' restrictions? 

10.3. Are your company policies stricter, the same as, or less stringent than government policy?  

10.4. (If less stringent) Does the fact that the government already has more stringent policies reduce the 

costs to you? 

 

11. Intrinsic values and extrinsic norms 

11.1. How would you characterize the attitudes of local farmers toward the environment and 

environmental conservation? 

(listen/probe for: they don’t care and just want to expand production; they feel protective of the forest; 

conservation is for lazy people; etc.) 

11.2. Have farmer attitudes changed since you started applying purchasing restrictions?   

11.3. Had attitudes already changed? Why? When?  

(listen/probe for: collective norm changes; social influence by peers or family members; education by buyers, 

…) 

 

12. Opinion 

12.1. How do you think your company’s forest policy is affecting business? 

 (Listen/probe for: decrease of available supply; decrease (or increase?) of available quality; need to pay 

higher prices; need to offer higher incentives; need to go source from farmers…) 

12.2. How do you think your company’s forest policy is affecting your personal relationships with your 

suppliers? 

12.3. [If they mentioned CSR/outreach activities]: How has the introduction of outreach activities 

influenced your operating costs? 

12.4. Do you think that forest policies as a whole are benefitting or harming the soy/cattle sector of this 

region? 

 

13. Closing 

13.1. Looking forward, what would be your vision for agricultural production in this region be in the 

future? 

13.2.  Is there anything else you would like to mention that is relevant to the conversation we just had?  
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3.4 Indonesian palm oil: Producer (grower / farmer) 

 

1. Background 

1.1. What is your name? 

1.2. How old are you? 

1.3. Where did you grow up? 

1.3.1. If not local area: Why did you move here? 

1.4. Have you ever participated in a research project before? 

1.5. How long have you been working in farming? 

1.6. How long have you had this farm? 

1.7. Male or female (just note down) 

1.8. What is your religion? 

1.9. How many properties do you have?  

1.10. For each property: (make sure to note if some properties cattle is raised to be sent to another farm 

owned by same person) 

 

Name Muni/UF Area Produce Who do you sell 

to? 

     

     

     

     

 

2. Ease of finding sellers 

2.1. Is it easy to find a buyer for your production?  

(listen/probe for: market share of various buyers; levels of competition among buyers; distance willing to 

travel to find buyers) 

2.2. Has it always been so easy/difficult (depending on answer above)? 

2.2.1. If no, what has changed? -> if they mention ZDCs here, jump right to Q 5 to avoid 

duplications 

2.2.2. When did it change?  

2.2.3. And why? 

2.2.4. How did you react to these changes?  

(listen/probe for: adjustment to market requirements re: compliance, quality, legality; expand distance willing 

to travel; expand into other types of production) 

2.3. Do you anticipate that it will become easier or harder to find a buyer for your production in the 

future? Why? 

 

3. Choice of buyer 

3.1. Why did you choose to sell to the buyers that you are currently selling to? 
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(listen/probe for: prices/money; other incentives (in-kind support, fair treatment, contract terms, access to 

credit); relationship with buyer (personal ties); distance to/ease of access to market; what neighbors do; 

norms, habits, values, what heuristics do they use) 

3.2. [depending on explanation above, probe:] Do you have a close personal relationship with any of the 

buyers? 

3.3. Do the buyers in your region… 

3.3.1. Offer different prices for the same quality of product?  

o If yes: does your buyer offer better prices than competitors?  

3.3.2. Ask for different types of quality?  

o If yes: does your buyer ask for higher or lower quality than competitors? 

3.3.3.  Provide credit to their suppliers?  

o If yes: does your buyer offer better rates than competitors? 

3.3.4. Offer other types of support to their suppliers (e.g. subsidized inputs, pick-up of cattle)?  

o If yes: does your buyer offer higher support than competitors? 

3.3.5. Provide different types of contracts/purchasing guarantees/are some buyers more reliable than 

others?  

o If yes: is your buyer more reliable than competitors? 

If no to any of the above: why don’t you sell to others? 

 

4. Commitment – requirement awareness/ satisfaction 

4.1. Do buyers in your region have any requirements or place any kinds of restrictions on the types of 

products you can sell to them? What are they?  

4.2. Are there any differences between buyers? 

4.3. Has this changed over time? If so, when? 

4.4. Do you sell to such buyers? 

o If yes: Why do you accept such restrictions to keep selling to them?  

o If yes: Has it been difficult to adapt to such restrictions? Why? 

o If yes: What would need to change to make it easier to adapt to such restrictions? 

o If yes: Would you say that such restrictions are an economic opportunity for you? 

o If yes: Do you make more money with your current buyer than with others? 

o If yes: Do you agree with such criteria? 

 

o If no: Why don’t you sell to such buyers? 

o If no: What would need to change for you to sell to such buyers? 

o If no: Has the introduction of these restrictions affected your ability to sell your product 

under advantageous conditions? 

o If no: Do you feel excluded or marginalized by such restrictions? 

o If no: Do you disagree with such criteria? Do you think they are fair? 

4.5. Do many people in your social circle sell to such buyers? 

4.5.1.  Why do you think this is so? How did that happen? 
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4.5.2.  Did that change how they produce? 

4.5.3.  Would you say anything else changed after they started selling to them? 

4.6. In your opinion, have such restrictions changed farmers’ production and sales behaviors? How so? 

(Listen/probe for: decrease of burning or deforestation; switch to other buyers, maybe in larger 

distance; switch to other production; move away; lower profits; capital shortage; …) 

4.7. Have such restrictions changed farmers’ in other ways? How so? (Listen/probe for: worse 

livelihoods; less enjoyment of production; worse relations in the value chain…) 

4.8. In your opinion have such restrictions caused farmers to leave the region? 

 

5. [if they sell to buyers with restrictions:] Commitment – monitoring and enforcement 

5.1. Has your property ever been inspected by a buyer? Have you heard of others who have been 

inspected? 

o If yes to either: When, by whom and how often? 

o If yes to either: Did this have an effect on your behavior/farming practices or (if 

inspected directly) your ability to sell your product? 

o If no: Do you think it is likely that you will be inspected in the future? Does this affect 

your behavior/farming practices? 

5.2. Have you ever been prevented from selling your production due to a lack of documentation or due 

to other restrictions (as discussed above)? 

o If yes: What did you do? 

o If yes: Where there options the company offered to help you achieve documentation (or 

fulfill other requirements)? 

o If no: Do you think it is likely that you will be prevented from selling in the future? 

Does this affect your behavior/farming practices? 

5.3. Do you have any other agreement with your buyers that you did not mention yet? For how long has 

it been so? If it changed, why did it change? 

 

6. Public policy support 

6.1. Have you received support by the government to fulfill the requirements of your buyer?  

o If yes: How important was such support to your participation? 

o If no: Do you think such support would have made it easier/convinced you to 

participate? 

6.2. Are the government forest policies stricter, the same as, or less stringent the company policies? 

o Which one has a greater effect on your decisions? Why?  

(listen/probe for: fear of conviction; fear of fine; norms e.g. “it’s bad to break the law”; collective norm 

change - “everybody else is doing it too”) 

 

7. Closing: 

7.1.  Looking forward, what would be your vision for your farm in the next ten years? 

7.2. Is there anything else you would like to mention that is relevant to the conversation we just had?  
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3.5 Indonesian palm oil: Government official / NGO / producer association 

 

1. Background 

1.1. What is your name? [or fill in previously] 

1.2. What organization do you work at? [or fill in previously] 

1.3. What is your position at your office? [or fill in previously] 

1.4. How long have you been working at this office?  

1.5. Male or female (just note down) 

 

2. Assessment of ZDC existence and incentivization 

2.1. On the basis of your organization’s research and perspective, please describe your impression of 

the current state of ZDC implementation. I am particularly interested in the types of strategies that 

companies use to fulfill their commitments, as well as challenges and best practices to overcome 

such challenges on the ground, and future trends in this area. (listen for/probe: RSPO (identity 

preserved, segregated, P&C 2018), sourcing codes, jurisdictional approaches, within-supply chain 

versus sectoral initiatives) 

2.2. [Are you aware of sourcing companies in this region that have requirements of farmers that sell 

palm oil FFBs to them? What kinds of documents do they usually ask for? (listen for/probe: 

documents, certifications 

2.3. Are you aware of sourcing companies in this region that have restrictions on farmers that sell palm 

oil FFBs to them? What kinds of restrictions (listen for/probe: land clearance, fire…)] 

2.4. In your opinion, have such restrictions changed farmers’ production and sales behaviors? 

(Listen/probe for: decrease of burning or deforestation; switch to other buyers, maybe in larger 

distance; switch to other production; move away; lower profits; capital shortage; less enjoyment of 

production…) 

2.5. Do you think that these restrictions have affected the farmers in other ways? How so? (Listen/probe 

for: worse livelihoods; less enjoyment of production; worse relations in the value chain…) 

2.6. If compliance is mentioned: In your opinion, why do farmers sell to committed companies rather 

than non-committed ones? 

(listen/probe for: prices/money; other incentives (in-kind support, fair treatment, contract terms, access to 

credit); relationship with buyer (personal ties); distance to/ease of access to market; what neighbors do; 

values?) 

2.7. What do you think farmers most care about when choosing a palm oil buyer? Can you think of 

incentives that would make farmers more likely to sell to committed companies? 

2.8. In your opinion, have such restrictions changed the make-up of companies’ supply base or their 

economic situation? How so? In your opinion, have such restrictions caused farmers to leave the 

region? 

(Listen/probe for: decrease of available supply; decrease (or increase?) of available quality; need to pay 

higher prices; need to offer higher incentives; need to go source from farmers…) 
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3. Assessment of ZDC monitoring and enforcement 

3.1. To the best of your knowledge, do sourcing companies monitor deforestation on their suppliers’ 

properties? How? Do you think they monitor too little or too much? 

(Listen/probe for: use of geospatial data (coming from HQ?); government-provided data; third-party verifiers 

[certification], consultants; NGOs…) 

3.2. To the best of your knowledge, how do sourcing companies react when they find deforestation on 

their suppliers’ properties? 

(Listen/probe for: exclude; engage; exclude then engage; no reaction; …) 

3.3. In your opinion, are these measures adequate? Are there better ways in which companies could 

react? 

 

4. Assessment of credibility of ZDCs 

4.1. In your opinion, are corporate commitments useful tools to make the sector more sustainable? How 

does your organization react to the non-achievement of commitments?  

 

5. Public policy/civil society support  

5.1. Does your organization engage in any collaborations with supply chain actors to make the 

implementation of their supply chain policy easier?  

5.1.1. If yes: How important is such support to the implementation of this policy? What elements are 

most helpful? Would you like to see even more cooperation in the future? In what areas? 

5.1.2. If no: Why not? Do you think such support would make it easier to implement such a policy? 

How so? 

5.2. Are you aware of any legal restrictions that limit the behavior of companies or that of their 

suppliers? Which ones? [adapt this question depending on the person asked/assumed level of 

knowledge] 

5.2.1. If yes: In your opinion, do they influence the behavior or companies or their suppliers? Why?  

(listen/probe for: fear of conviction; fear of fine; norms e.g. "it's bad to break the law"; collective norm 

change - "everybody else is doing it too") 

5.2.2. If yes: What do you perceive as more important in shaping producers’ behavior, the legal or 

the buyers' restrictions? 

 

6. Intrinsic values and extrinsic norms 

6.1. How would you characterize the attitudes of local farmers toward the environment and 

environmental conservation? 

(listen/probe for: they don’t care and just want to expand production; they feel protective of the forest; 

conservation is for lazy people; etc.) 

6.2. Have farmer attitudes changed since companies started applying purchasing restrictions?   

6.3. Had attitudes already changed? Why? When?  

(listen/probe for: collective norm changes; social influence by peers or family members; education by buyers, 

…) 
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7. Opinion 

7.1. How do you think companies’ forest policies are affecting the palm oil sector of this region? How 

are they affecting the regional economy as a whole? 

7.2. How do you think companies’ forest policies are affecting the environment in the region? 

7.3. If you could change something about companies’ forest policies, what would it be?  

 

8. Closing:  

8.1. Looking forward, what would be your vision for agricultural production in this region be in the 

future? 

8.2. Is there anything else you would like to mention that is relevant to the conversation we just had?  

8.3. Is there anybody else you would recommend that I talk to about these questions? 

8.4. Possibility to access data/information that we talked about? 
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3.6 Indonesian palm oil: Focus Group Discussion (FGD) guide 

Introductory questions – forest, community values, norms, and cultures 

On forests and land use motivations and behaviors:  

1. What is on your mind when you think about forests?  

2. How does the forest impact your community's well-being? [spiritual or religious belief, cultural 

[adat or customary land], basic needs [fresh air, water, food, alternative livelihood], disaster 

prevention, etc.) 

3. Are there any community rules or beliefs related to forests and how forests are used?  

 

Transitioning to ZDCs: 

4. A word or image that comes into your mind when you think about private (or company)-led 

sustainable initiatives in the palm oil sector? 

On sustainability initiatives: 

5. Can you tell us briefly about your or your group’s experiences with any sustainable initiatives 

introduced or initiated by companies in the palm oil sector in the past 5 years?  

a. Can you identify the companies or mill companies that are linked to the initiative you or 

your group have participated in the past 5 years?  

On restrictions and rules: 

6. Can you tell us briefly about your or your group’s experiences with any restrictions or rules 

introduced by private companies (or mills or your buyers) in the past 5 years? 

a. What are the restrictions or rules that affect you or your group?  

b. Can you identify the companies or mill companies that are linked to restrictions or rules 

you or your group have been affected by in the past 5 years?  

7. What motivates you or your community to involve in any sustainable initiatives or compliance?  

[can be financial, environmental (water, disaster, climate change), etc.] 

8. Do you have any community rules/expectations about the sustainability of community members’ 

practices?  

Key questions 1 – IF the participants have experience or are knowledgeable in ZDCs, otherwise move 

to ‘key questions 2’ 

On policy preparation and adoption:  

1. What were the most important issues that you encountered in regards to the private-led sustainability 

initiatives?  

2. What were the most important issues that your group encountered in regards to the private-led 

sustainability initiatives? 1 

3. What were the main challenges that you or your group encountered when being affected by the 

restrictions or rules introduced by the companies? 

 
1 Pay attention to exclusion issues, if there was any group members who could not participate in the initiatives. 
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4. What are the supports or options or alternatives (if any) available for you or your group in order to 

solve the issues ? please explain. 

a. What were the constraints you face when trying to obtain such supports or alternatives? 

Key questions 2 – IF the participants have NO experience or are NOT knowledgeable in ZDCs, 

otherwise skip. 

[moderator will then provide a hypothetical case]  

5. Imagine that there is a sustainability initiative introduced by a company in your district. This 

initiative may provide benefits for you. However, whether or not you will be part of the initiative is 

unclear. In this situation, what would be the most important things the company should consider to 

make sure that the initiative is inclusive to you and your community?  

6. Imagine that there are some rules and restrictions introduced by a company in your district. This 

rules and restrictions may provide benefits for you, however, may also become a challenge for you. 

The challenge, for example, if your plot does not have clear land title, or located in the forest, then 

you will be imposed with some restrictions. In this situation, what would be the most important 

things the company should consider when applying this restrictions or rules to you and your 

community?  

Key questions – all participants 

On policy improvements (operationalization, monitoring, and enforcement):  

7. How do you think those issues and barriers you or your community (may) face can be solved?  

8. What do you think can be done to improve the existing initiatives, restrictions, or rules? (possible 

answers: facilitation, trainings, subsidies, so on) 

9. What  are the supports or alternatives that can improve your or your group’s access to involve in 

sustainability initiatives or compliance? 

10. Are there any mechanisms or procedures from the companies that could help you voice your 

opinions, issues, or suggestions? Please explain.  

11. What do you think can be done by the companies to better integrate you and your community in 

sustainable initiatives and compliance? [expectations] 

12. What do you think can be done by the companies to improve the reporting mechanisms?  

Closing questions 

13. Is there anything else that anyone feels that we should have talked about but didn’t? 
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4. West African cocoa: Côte d’Ivoire interview guides 

 

4.1 West African cocoa: Côte d’Ivoire: Manufacturer 

 

1. Cocoa trade and the cocoa value chain 

1.1. Please could you describe how your company sources its cocoa? 

1.2. Who are your company’s main suppliers (companies) and how are they selected? 

1.3. How does your company select what cooperatives / communities it sources from? 

1.4. What specific requirements does your company place on suppliers that sell it cocoa? 

1.5. Thinking specifically about your company’s sustainability programme: 

1.5.1. What mechanism (e.g., certification, own programme, or combination) does your company 

use to implement the programme? 

1.5.2. What proportion of your company’s total sourcing in Côte d’Ivoire is accounted for by each 

mechanism?  

1.5.3. How is sourcing through these mechanisms verified or audited? 

1.5.4. What role do your suppliers play in implementing your sustainability programme? 

1.5.5. How are premiums delivered to cooperatives and farmers? 

 

2. Implementation of your company’s FSP initiatives 

2.1. Please could you name the specific sustainability projects your company is implementing? 

Zero deforestation 

2.2. We now want to ask you about activities to ensure ZD in your company’s supply chain: 

2.2.1. How are farms mapped in practice (who does the mapping)? How is cooperative membership 

turnover managed, and how are farmers retained in the programme? 

2.2.2. What do the deforestation risk assessments involve and how are they done in practice? 

2.2.3. How is traceability achieved? 

2.2.4. How are activities for forest protection and restoration by communities / community-based 

natural resource management (CBNRM) managed? 

2.2.5. How are community sensitization activities rolled out, and by whom? 

2.3. What happens to farmers who are found to have farms in protected areas? Does this vary across 

different categorisations of forêts classées? 

2.3.1. Are farmers ever excluded from your supply chain? How often does this happen? 

2.3.2. What remedial action do you take with these farmers, if any? 

2.4. In your opinion, how likely are all these activities to achieve ZD in your supply chain? 

2.5. Do you perceive any tensions between the effectiveness of these activities to achieve ZD and 

farmers’ livelihoods? If so, what are these tensions and how can they be resolved? 

Agroforestry 

2.6. What challenges prevent your agroforestry activities (e.g., nursery management, seedling 

distribution, GAP training) leading to shade tree adoption by farmers? 
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2.7. How do tree and land ownership in Côte d'Ivoire affect the implementation of your agroforestry 

activities? What is your company doing to address these problems? 

2.8. Please could you explain how your payments for ecosystem services (PES) scheme works? 

Probe on criteria; payment sizes; how financed; duration; frequency; permanence; leakage 

 

3. Engagement with other public, private and civil society stakeholders, and communities 

3.1. Please can you describe how your company is involved with landscape approaches? 

3.1.1. Which organizations are leading these landscape approaches? 

3.1.2. What role is the government playing in these initiatives? 

3.2. How does existing legislation and law enforcement in Cote d’Ivoire support or hinder the 

implementation of ZD activities? 

3.2.1. How will ZD activities be affected by incoming EU due diligence legislation? 

3.2.2. How are sustainable supply chain initiatives linked to the national REDD+ strategy? 

3.2.3. How does land tenure in Côte d’Ivoire influence companies’ ability to achieve ZD? 

3.3. How have communities been involved with designing and implementing your company’s 

programme? 

 

4. Systemic challenges 

4.1. Thinking broadly about the cocoa sector in Cote d’Ivoire as a whole, what problems are preventing 

it from transforming to a more sustainable model? 

If not mentioned: 

4.1.1. Where, or with whom, does the power to address these challenges reside? 

Probe on locus of power in the cocoa value chain 

4.2. How has the CFI changed efforts to achieve sustainability in the cocoa sector? 
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4.2 West African cocoa: Côte d’Ivoire: Trader 

 

1. Cocoa trade and the cocoa value chain 

1.1. Please could you describe how your company sources its cocoa? 

1.2. Which organizations or individuals are your company’s main suppliers? 

1.3. How does your company select which cooperatives, traitants, and communities it sources from? 

1.4. What specific requirements does your company place on suppliers that sell it cocoa? 

1.5. Thinking specifically about your company’s sustainability programme or initiatives: 

1.5.1. What mechanism (e.g., certification, own programme, or combination) does your company 

use to implement its programme in Côte d’Ivoire? 

1.5.2. What proportion of your company’s sourcing in Côte d’Ivoire is accounted for by each 

mechanism? 

1.5.3. How is sourcing through these mechanisms verified or audited? 

1.5.4. What role do your suppliers play in implementing your sustainability programme? Probe on 

cooperatives and traitants 

1.5.5. How are premiums delivered to cooperatives and farmers? 

 

2. Implementation of your company’s FSP initiatives 

2.1. Please could you name any specific sustainability projects your company is implementing? 

Zero deforestation 

2.2. We now want to ask you about activities to ensure ZD in your company’s supply chain: 

2.2.1. How are farms mapped in practice (who does the mapping)? How is cooperative membership 

turnover managed, and how are farmers retained in the programme? 

2.2.2. What do the deforestation risk assessments involve and how are they done in practice? 

2.2.3. How is traceability achieved? 

2.2.4. How are activities for forest protection and restoration by communities / community-based 

natural resource management (CBNRM) managed? 

2.2.5. How are community sensitization activities rolled out, and by whom? 

2.3. What happens to farmers who are found to have farms in protected areas? Does this vary across 

different categorisations of forêts classées? 

2.3.1. Are farmers ever excluded from your supply chain? How often does this happen? 

2.3.2. What remedial action do you take with these farmers, if any? 

2.4. In your opinion, how likely are all these activities to achieve ZD in your supply chain? 

2.5. Do you perceive any tensions between the effectiveness of these activities to achieve ZD and 

farmers’ livelihoods? If so, what are these tensions and how can they be resolved? 

Agroforestry 

2.6. What challenges prevent your agroforestry activities (e.g., nursery management, seedling 

distribution, GAP training) leading to shade tree adoption by farmers? 

2.7. How do tree and land ownership in Côte d'Ivoire affect the implementation of your agroforestry 

activities? What is your company doing to address these problems? 
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2.8. Please could you explain how your payments for ecosystem services (PES) scheme works? 

Probe on criteria; payment sizes; how financed; duration; frequency; permanence; leakage 

 

3. Engagement with other public, private and civil society stakeholders, and communities 

3.1. Please can you describe how your company is involved with landscape approaches? 

3.1.1. Which organizations are leading these landscape approaches? 

3.1.2. What role is the government playing in these initiatives? 

3.2. How does existing legislation and law enforcement in Cote d’Ivoire support or hinder the 

implementation of ZD activities? 

3.2.1. How will ZD activities be affected by incoming EU due diligence legislation? 

3.2.2. How are sustainable supply chain initiatives linked to the national REDD+ strategy? 

3.2.3. How does land tenure in Côte d’Ivoire influence companies’ ability to achieve ZD? 

3.3. How have communities been involved with designing and implementing your company’s 

programme? 

 

4. Systemic challenges 

4.1. Thinking broadly about the cocoa sector in Cote d’Ivoire as a whole, what problems are preventing 

it from transforming to a more sustainable model? 

If not mentioned: 

4.1.1. Where, or with whom, does the power to address these challenges reside? 

Probe on locus of power in the cocoa value chain 

4.2. How has the CFI changed efforts to achieve sustainability in the cocoa sector? 
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4.3 West African cocoa: Côte d’Ivoire: Cooperative 

 

1. Local organizational role (if member of local org.: coop, etc.) 

1.1. Please could you describe how the cooperative set up and how it is governed? 

1.2. How many members are there in your cooperative? Does it change from year to year? If so, by how 

many members does it change, on average? 

 

2. Cocoa trade and engagement with the cocoa value chain 

2.1. Please could you explain how you purchase cocoa beans? 

2.1.1. Do you purchase from your members only, or also from pisteurs? In what proportions? 

2.1.2. How do farmers get paid?  

Probe on “Déchargé / Payé” or “Dépôt / Vente” 

2.1.3. What other incentives (e.g. premiums) are farmers offered and how are these distributed? 

Probe on: differential prices; cash premiums (LID, certification premium, others); in-kind 

benefits; off-season credit; agricultural inputs; extension services; training; contracts. 

2.1.4. What requirements do you make for beans, and farmers that sell beans to you, and why? 

2.2. Please could you explain how you sell cocoa beans to your customers? 

2.2.1. Which companies are your main customers? Do you segregate beans by customer? 

2.2.2. Why do you sell to these companies rather than any others?  

2.2.3. Does your cooperative encounter any challenges with selling cocoa to its customers? 

Probe on challenges with offloading cocoa beans at ports 

 

3. Knowledge about FSP initiatives by companies 

3.1. What specific requirements or restrictions, if any, do cocoa buyers in this region place on farmers 

they buy beans from? That is, what do cocoa buyers check for before they buy beans? 

Probe for requirements other than bean quality or dryness, such as mapping / certification / audits 

3.1.1. Are you aware that any buyers check to make sure cocoa has not come from farms in the 

forêts classées? If so, what do these checks involve? 

3.1.2. How do these checks positively or negatively affect farmers? 

3.1.3. Are there any differences in requirements between certification (e.g. Rainforest Alliance) and 

companies’ own standards? 

3.2. What are the legal regulations that farmers must follow in relation to cocoa production and 

sustainable forest management? How are they applied? Is it effective? Is it fair?  

3.3. What happens to farmers with cocoa farms in the forêts classées? What do you think about what 

happens to these farmers? 

3.4. What support have companies provided for cocoa farmers in this area? 

Probe on training / alternative livelihoods / seedling distribution / extension services 

3.4.1. How has your cooperative been involved with developing and delivering these activities? 

3.4.2. Which farmers are eligible and why do they choose to participate in these projects? 
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3.4.3. What support or activities have other organizations (ANADER, NGOs) provided to cocoa 

farmers in this region? 

3.5. Please can you describe any activities by companies that encourage farmers to do agroforestry / 

plant shade trees on their farms? 

3.5.1. How has your cooperatives been involved with developing and delivering these activities? 

3.5.2. What challenges are there with implementing these activities? 

Probe on ownership of trees; types of trees; availability of seedlings; products from trees 

3.6. How have all these activities changed the way cocoa farming is done? 

 

4. Systemic challenges 

4.1. Thinking broadly about the cocoa sector in Cote d’Ivoire as a whole, what three challenges are 

preventing it from transforming to a more sustainable model? 

4.2. What challenges does land ownership pose for farmers here? 

4.3. How can these challenges be addressed? 

4.4. Thinking more broadly, what issues are preventing the farmers from achieving a secure livelihood 

from cocoa farming? 

4.4.1. Who has the power to address these challenges? 
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4.4 West African cocoa: Côte d’Ivoire: Local stakeholder (farmer/pisteur/coop delegate) 

 

1. Background 

1.1. What is your name? (If not yet recorded) 

1.2. How old are you? 

1.3. Where did you grow up? (If not from the local area) Why did you move here? 

1.4. What is your ethnicity? 

1.5. Are you a cocoa farmer?  

1.5.1. (If yes) How long have you been working in cocoa farming? 

1.5.2. (If yes) Do you own your farm? (If yes) How long have you owned it? 

1.5.3. (If yes) How big is your farm / the farm where you work? How many plots does it have? 
1.5.4. (If yes) Where is your farm? Where is each plot? 

1.6. Please could you describe any role(s) you have in the community besides cocoa farming (e.g., local 
official, pisteur, member of other community organization)? 

1.6.1. (If yes) What activities does this role involve you doing? 

 

2. Local organizational role (if member of local org.: coop, local government, etc.) 

2.1. (If a member of an organization) What functions does [name institution] perform in the 
community? If unclear: What specific activities does [name organization] perform? 

2.2. Please could you describe the governance structure of [name organization]? 

2.3. When was this organization set up? 

2.4. What other local institutions are involved with cocoa farming here (e.g., cooperatives)? 

 

3. Cocoa trade and engagement with the cocoa value chain 

Cocoa selling  

3.1. For cooperative delegates / pisteurs / traitants: Please could you explain how farmers sell cocoa beans 
to you? 

3.2. For farmers: Who do you sell your beans to? 
3.2.1. Do you sell your beans to one buyer or multiple buyers in a season? Why? 
3.2.2. Are there any other companies, cooperatives or pisteurs that buy cocoa here? Who are they? 

3.3. Why do you / farmers here sell cocoa beans to one buyer rather than another? 

Probe on: differential prices; cash premiums (LID, certification premium, others); in-kind benefits; off-
season credit; agricultural inputs; extension services; training; contracts. 

3.4. How are premiums given to farmers (i.e., at community level / to individual farmers)? 

3.5. How easy or difficult is it for you / cocoa farmers here to sell their cocoa beans? 

Cocoa purchasing (For pisteurs, traitants, or other cocoa-purchasing entities only) 

3.6. For pisteurs / traitants: Which farmers do you buy cocoa from and why? 

3.7. For cooperative delegates: 

3.7.1. How many members are there in your cooperative? Does this number change from year to year? 
If so, by how many members does it change, on average? 

3.7.2. Why are some farmers members of your cooperative but not others? 
3.7.3. Why does your cooperative sell to some companies rather than others? 

3.8. What requirements do you make for beans, and farmers that sell beans to you, and why? 

3.9. How easy or difficult is it to buy cocoa? How easy is it to meet your purchasing targets? Has this 
changed?]  
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4. Knowledge about FSP initiatives by companies 

4.1. What specific requirements or restrictions, if any, do cocoa buyers in this region place on farmers they 
buy beans from? That is, what do cocoa buyers check for before they buy beans? 
Probe for requirements other than bean quality or dryness, such as certification / audits 

4.1.1. Are you aware that any buyers check to make sure cocoa has not come from farms in the 

forêts classées? If so, what do these checks involve? 
4.1.2. How do these checks positively or negatively affect farmers? 
4.1.3. What do you perceive as being more important in shaping how farmers here manage their 

cocoa farms: legal regulations or buyers’ checks/requirements? 

4.2. What happens to farmers with cocoa farms in the forêts classées? 

4.2.1. How are their farms discovered by cocoa buyers? 
4.2.2. How do farmers in the forêts classées sell their beans and to whom? 
4.2.3. What do you think about what happens to these farmers? 

4.3. If cocoa farmers were to plant cocoa in the forêts classées, how would they do it? 

4.3.1. Where would they go? 
4.3.2. On average, how far would people travel from the village to establish a cocoa farm? 
4.3.3. How would they make the farm? That is, how would they remove the forest trees? 

4.4. How do people here view cocoa farming in the forêts classées? How acceptable or unacceptable is it? 

4.5. What support have companies provided for cocoa farmers in this area? 

Probe on training / alternative livelihoods / seedling distribution / extension services 

4.5.1. How have communities / cooperatives been involved in each step of these activities, from 
inception to implementation? 

4.5.2. Why do cocoa farmers in this area choose to participate in these projects? 

4.6. Please can you describe any activities by companies that encourage farmers to do agroforestry / plant 
shade trees on their farms? 

4.6.1. What makes you / farmers here decide to plant shade trees on their farms, or not? 
Probe on ownership of trees; types of trees; availability of seedlings; products from trees 

4.6.2. Why would you keep shade trees on your farm or not? 

4.7. How have all these activities changed the way cocoa farming is done? 

 

5. Systemic challenges 

5.1. What are (three) major challenges cocoa farmers face in this area? 

5.2. What challenges does land ownership pose for farmers here? 

5.3. How can these challenges be addressed? 

5.4. Thinking more broadly, what issues are preventing the farmers from achieving a secure livelihood 
from cocoa farming? 

5.4.1. Who has the power to address these challenges? 
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4.5 West African cocoa: Côte d’Ivoire: NGO 

 

1. Background 

1.1. Please could you briefly describe your role at this organization, and what it involves? 

 

2. Your civil society organization’s activities to promote a more sustainable cocoa sector 

2.1. Please can you describe the sustainability initiatives your civil society organisation is involved with 

implementing or supporting (advising or advocating) in the cocoa sector? 

Probe on partners, locations, sizes, and forest conservation / agroforestry 

2.2. Please could you describe, in your own words, your organization’s goals for these initiatives? 

If not mentioned: 

2.3. Do you work with companies on forest sustainability issues and, if so, how?  

 

3. Views on deforestation and implementation of FSP initiatives by companies 

3.1. What is your perception of the effectiveness of zero deforestation commitments adopted by 

companies in the cocoa sector more generally? In your opinion, how likely are these activities to 

reduce deforestation? 

3.1.1. What is the effectiveness of, and challenges with, farm mapping and traceability?  

3.1.2. What is the effectiveness of, and challenges with, monitoring deforestation (remote sensing 

and community monitoring)? 

3.1.3. What is the effectiveness of, and challenges with, sensitization and capacity building? 

3.2. Do you perceive any (potential) tensions between the effectiveness of companies’ ZDCs and their 

impacts on farmers’ livelihoods? If so, what are they? (How have companies’ zero deforestation 

commitments positively or negatively affected farmers’ livelihoods?) 

3.2.1. Are you aware of farmers being excluded from supply chains due to non-compliance? 

3.2.2. How do you anticipate this will change in the future? 

3.2.3. How can these tensions be reconciled? 

3.3. How can, or should, ZD policy be differentiated across different forest zones and the rural domain 

(e.g., classified forests vs reserves; how is “deforestation” defined)? 

Agroforestry: 

3.4. What challenges are preventing the effective adoption of agroforestry by farmers? 

3.5. How does the ownership of trees in Côte d’Ivoire affect the implementation of these agroforestry 

activities? What is your organization doing to solve these problems? 

3.6. Are you aware of any payments for ecosystem services (PES) being made to farmers as part of any 

agroforestry schemes? Probe on criteria; payment sizes; financing; duration; frequency; 

permanence; leakage 

 

4. Engagement between public, private and civil society stakeholders, and communities 

4.1. How is the Ivorian government supporting companies to implement ZDCs effectively? 

4.1.1. How is the national REDD+ strategy supporting the implementation of ZDCs? 
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4.1.2. How does land tenure in Côte d’Ivoire influence companies’ ability to achieve ZD? 

4.1.3. How does existing legislation and law enforcement support or hinder ZDC implementation? 

4.1.4. How is this related to incoming EU due diligence legislation? 

4.1.5. How are landscape approaches supporting the implementation of ZDCs? 

 

Participation by local stakeholders 

4.2. To the best of your knowledge, how have communities been involved with developing and 

implementing zero deforestation or agroforestry activities? 

4.3. Are you aware of how local government, civil society or other organizations are involved with 

implementing these various activities? Probe on cooperatives, other institutions 

 

4. Deforestation drivers and systemic challenges 

4.1. Thinking broadly about the cocoa sector in Cote d’Ivoire as a whole, and worldwide, what 

challenges are preventing it from transforming to a more sustainable model? 

If not mentioned: 

4.1.1. Where, or with whom, does the power to address these challenges reside? 

Probe on locus of power in the cocoa value chain 

4.1.2. Are there any other ways these challenges can be addressed? 

4.2. Now thinking just about your organization, what are (three) day-to-day challenges that make the 

implementation of your sustainability initiative difficult? 

If not mentioned: 

4.2.1. How can these challenges be addressed? 

4.2.2. What is your organization doing specifically to address these challenges? 

4.3. How has the CFI changed efforts to achieve sustainability in the cocoa sector? 
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4.6 West African cocoa: Côte d’Ivoire: Government 
 

1. Background 

1.1. Please could you briefly describe your role at this organization, and what it involves? 

 

2. Your government organization’s activities to promote a more sustainable cocoa sector 

2.1. Please can you describe what function your agency / department plays in the Ivorian cocoa sector? 

2.2. What activities is your agency / department pursuing to promote a more sustainable cocoa sector? 

Probe on names, partners, locations, sizes, and activities on forest conservation / agroforestry (census of 

producers, geolocation). 

2.3. Please could you describe, in your own words, your department/agency’s goals for these 

initiatives? 

2.4. If not mentioned, do you work with companies on forest sustainability issues and, if so, how?  

 

3. Views on deforestation and implementation of FSP initiatives by companies 

Zero deforestation 

3.1. What is your perception of the effectiveness of zero deforestation commitments adopted by 

companies in the cocoa sector more generally? In your opinion, how likely are these activities to 

reduce deforestation? 

3.1.1. What is the effectiveness of, and challenges with, farm mapping and traceability? 

3.1.2. What is the effectiveness of, and challenges with, monitoring deforestation (remote sensing 

and community monitoring)? 

3.1.3. What is the effectiveness of, and challenges with, sensitization and capacity building? 

3.2. Do you perceive any (potential) tensions between the effectiveness of companies’ ZDCs and their 

impacts on farmers’ livelihoods? If so, what are they? (How have companies’ zero deforestation 

commitments positively or negatively affected farmers’ livelihoods?) 

3.2.1. What happens to farmers who are found in forests or have cleared forests for cocoa?  

3.2.2. How often are farmers found in forests? Is this increasing or decreasing? 

3.2.3. What remedial action does the government take with these farmers, if any? 

3.2.4. How do you anticipate this will change in the future? (E.g., after EU legislation?) 

3.3. How can, or should, ZD policy be differentiated across different forest zones and the rural domain 

(e.g., classified forests vs reserves; how is “deforestation” defined)? 

Agroforestry: 

3.4. What challenges are preventing the effective adoption of agroforestry by farmers? 

3.5. How does the ownership of trees in Côte d’Ivoire affect the implementation of these agroforestry 

activities? What is your agency/department doing to solve these problems? 

3.6. Are you aware of any payments for ecosystem services (PES) being made to farmers as part of any 

agroforestry schemes? Probe on criteria; payment sizes; financing; duration; frequency; 

permanence; leakage 
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4. Engagement between public, private and civil society stakeholders, and communities 

4.1. How is the Ivorian government supporting companies to implement ZDCs effectively? 

4.1.1. How is the national REDD+ strategy supporting the implementation of ZDCs? 

4.1.2. How does land tenure in Côte d’Ivoire influence companies’ ability to achieve ZD? 

4.1.3. How does existing legislation and law enforcement support or hinder ZDC implementation? 

4.1.4. How is this related to incoming EU due diligence legislation? 

4.1.5. How are landscape approaches supporting the implementation of ZDCs? 

Participation by local stakeholders 

4.2. To the best of your knowledge, how have communities been involved with developing and 

implementing zero deforestation or agroforestry activities? 

4.3. Are you aware of how local government, civil society or other organizations are involved with 

implementing these various activities? Probe on cooperatives, other institutions 

 

5. Deforestation drivers and systemic challenges 

5.1. Thinking broadly about the cocoa sector in Cote d’Ivoire as a whole, and worldwide, what 

challenges are preventing it from transforming to a more sustainable model? 

If not mentioned: 

5.1.1. Where, or with whom, does the power to address these challenges reside? 

Probe on locus of power in the cocoa value chain 

5.2. How has the CFI changed efforts to achieve sustainability in the cocoa sector? 
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4.7 West African cocoa: Côte d’Ivoire: FGD guide  

 

1. Introductory questions 

1.1. To begin with, please could you tell us about the history of this town/village? 

Prompts: 

1.1.1. When was the town/village established (what year)? 

1.1.2. Where do the people here come from? (If migrants) why did you settle here? 

1.1.3. When did you start cultivating cocoa? Why did you start cultivating cocoa? 

1.1.4. How has the community changed over the years? 

1.1.5. When was the local protected area established? Do you know why it was established? 

 

2. Cocoa trade 

2.1. Please could you explain how farmers here sell their cocoa beans?  

Prompts: 

2.1.1. How many cooperatives / companies buy cocoa here? What are their names? 

2.1.2. Do you sell your beans to one buyer or multiple buyers in a season? Why so? 

2.1.3. Why do you decide to sell your cocoa beans to one buyer rather than another (e.g., pisteurs / 

traitants / cooperatives)? 

Probe on premiums; loans / prefinance; agricultural tools / inputs; seedlings; training 

2.1.4. How easy or difficult is it to sell your cocoa beans? 

 

3. Views on forest conservation and FSP initiatives by companies 

3.1. What do buyers check for before buying cocoa beans? 

Probe on certification / audits, farm mapping, no deforestation, shade trees 

Prompts: 

3.1.1. Are you able to satisfy these checks? How easy or difficult is it to satisfy them? 

3.1.2. How do buyers make sure you have satisfied these checks? What do they look for? 

3.1.3. What do you think about the impacts of these requirements on you? Are they positive or 

negative? How? 

3.2. What support or projects have companies provided for cocoa farmers in this area? 

Probe on training / alternative livelihoods / seedling distribution / extension services 

Prompts: 

3.2.1. Have any of you participated in these projects? If yes, why? 

3.2.2. Have these projects changed how you farm? If so, how? 

3.2.3. Have these projects improved the productivity of your cocoa farms? 

3.2.4. What effects have these projects had on the environment here? 

3.3. If cocoa farmers were to plant cocoa in the forêts classées (near) here, how would they do it? 

Prompts: 

3.3.1. Where would they go? 

3.3.2. On average, how far would people travel from the village to establish a cocoa farm?  
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3.3.3. How would they make the farm? That is, how would they remove the forest trees? 

3.4. What happens to cocoa farmers who have farms in the forêts classées? 

Prompts: 

3.4.1. Have cocoa buyers (companies) ever discovered cocoa farms in the forêts classées? 

3.4.2. How did the cocoa buyers (companies) discover these farms? 

3.4.3. Are there any pisteurs/cooperatives/companies that don’t buy beans from farmers in the forêts 

classées? Who are they? 

3.4.4. How do farmers with cocoa farms in the forêts classées sell their beans, and to whom? 

3.4.5. What do you think about the way these farmers are treated by cocoa buyers? 

3.5. How do you view cocoa farming in the forêts classées? Is it acceptable or unacceptable? Why? 

3.6. What do you think about having shade trees on your farms? 

Prompts: 

3.6.1. What makes you decide to plant shade trees on your farms, or not? 

3.6.2. What kind of trees do you prefer to keep on your farms? 

3.6.3. Have you received seedlings or other support to plant shade trees by companies? 

3.6.4. Why would you keep shade trees on your farm or not? Probe on tree ownership 

 

4. Systemic challenges 

4.1. What issues prevent you from achieving a secure livelihood from cocoa farming? 

4.1.1. How does owning, or not owning, your farm(land) make life easier or more difficult? 

4.1.2. Who has the power to address these challenges? How should they be addressed? 
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5. West African cocoa: Ghana interview guides 

 

5.1. West African cocoa: Ghana: Buyer (manufacturer / trader) 

 

1. Background 

1.1. Please could you briefly describe your role at the company, and what it involves? 

 

2. Cocoa sourcing 

2.1. What are your most important sourcing regions within Ghana? 

2.2. Do you manage to source all the cocoa you need and if so, how? If not, why not? 

2.3. Which, or what kind of, organisations are your main customers? And suppliers? 

2.4. How do you maintain farmer participation in your supply base? 

 

3. Your company’s FSP initiatives and theory of change 

3.1. Please can you describe your company’s forest-related sustainability policy?  

3.2. Initiatives: Please can you list the initiatives your organisation is involved with implementing in 

the cocoa sector, including: 

• 1) Names; 2) Partners; 3) Locations; 4) Size (farmers); 5) Start, cut-off, end dates? 

3.3. How do you translate your customers’ requirements into these initiatives? 

3.4. Implementation: Please describe how these initiatives are being implemented: 

3.4.1. What specific activities are being implemented? 

3.4.2. What organizations are rolling-out these activities with cocoa farmers? 

3.4.3. What (local) institutions are being used to roll-out these activities? 

3.5. Specific activities: Please can you describe in detail any activities to promote: 

1) Zero deforestation; 2) Agroforestry? How do these activities work? 

3.5.1. Selection: How are 1) communities and 2) farmers selected? 

3.5.2. Incentives: What incentives are provided to farmers to participate? 

3.5.3. Monitoring: How are the outcomes of your initiative monitored? 

3.5.4. Verification: How do you ensure farmers comply before purchasing beans? 

3.5.4.1. How do you ensure PCs only buy from participating farms? 

3.5.5. Enforcement: What requirements does your initiative place on cocoa farmers? 

What happens to farmers who fail to comply with your initiative? 

3.6. Community involvement: 

3.6.1. How are communities involved with developing these activities? 

3.6.2. How are communities involved with implementing these activities? 

3.7. Timeline: Please talk us through your first initiatives in the cocoa sector? When were they 

implemented, and how have they have changed to become what they are now? 

3.7.1. How do you anticipate your initiatives might change over the next 5 years? 

3.8. How do these requirements differ from your partners or competitors? 
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4. Systemic challenges 

4.1. What is your perception of the relationship between cocoa and deforestation? 

4.2. How do other initiatives influence implementation of your initiative(s), and vice versa? 

4.3. How does the public policy context influence the implementation of your initiative? 

4.4. What are (three) major challenges you are facing with implementing your initiative? 

4.4.1. How can these challenges be addressed? 

4.4.2. What is your organization doing to address these challenges? 

4.5. CFI 

4.5.1. How has the CFI changed efforts to achieve sustainability in the cocoa sector? 

4.5.2. How have your initiatives changed since the CFI was adopted? 

4.5.3. How do you anticipate companies’ initiatives will change over the next 5 years? 

4.6. More broadly, what challenges are preventing the cocoa sector from transforming to a more 

sustainable model? 

 

5. Any other issues 

5.1. Is there anything else you would like to mention before we finish the interview? 
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5.2. West African cocoa: Ghana: Licensed Buying Company (LBC) 

1. Background 

1.1. What is your name? [Or fill in previously] 

1.2. What is your gender? [Or fill in previously] 

1.3. What is the name of the LBC you work for? [Or fill in previously] 

1.4. Where is your LBC’s head office located? 

1.5. What is your formal title / position at this LBC? [Or fill in previously] 

1.6. How long have you been working at this LBC? And in this role? 

1.7. Please could you briefly describe your role at the LBC? 

 

2. Cocoa sourcing 

2.1. Please could you describe how your LBC sources cocoa beans? 

Probe on direct vs indirect sourcing from farmers 

2.2. Which, or what kind of, organisations are your main customers?  

2.3. Can you describe your relationships with cocoa traders and manufacturers? 

2.4. Can you describe your relationships with 1) purchasing clerks; 2) cooperatives; and 3) cocoa 

farmers? 

2.5. What challenges does your LBC face with sourcing cocoa beans? 

2.6. Which regions do you source from? 

2.7. What is the current state of forests and agroforestry in these regions? 

2.8. Do you think the security of your cocoa bean supply might change? If so, how? 

 

3. LBCs’ involvement with implementing FSPs 

3.1. Does your LBC have a sustainability policy? What does it involve? 

3.2. Is your LBC involved with implementing any of your customer’s commitments, policies, or 

programs on deforestation, forest degradation, forest conservation, and/or agroforestry (hereafter 

“company forest policies”)? If so, what are these policies? 

3.3. Where is the policy being implemented? 

3.4. What do company forest policies require from you, and from your suppliers? 

3.5. Please can you explain how company forest policies are being implemented? 

3.5.1. What mechanisms or activities are being used to implement these policies? 

3.5.2. If your LBC is responsible for any of these activities, what do they involve? 

3.5.3. Are any third parties helping to implement these policies? If so, who and how? 

3.6. How have these policies affected your operations, including cocoa sourcing? 

3.7. How have company forest policies affected your suppliers, including farmers? 

3.8. How have they affected your LBC’s relationships with its customers and suppliers? 

 

4. FSP implementation activities 

Monitoring 

4.1. Can you describe how deforestation by farmers is being monitored? 
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4.2. Can you describe how agroforestry activities by farmers are being monitored? 

 

5. Enforcement 

5.1. If you have been involved with implementing company forest policies: 

5.1.1. How have you managed any farmers found to engage in deforestation? 

5.1.2. How are legal versus illegal deforestation addressed? 

5.1.3. Have you excluded non-compliant farmers? If so, by plot or farmer? 

5.1.4. How have you worked with non-compliant farmers to achieve compliance? 

5.1.5. If farmers are excluded, do you ever buy from them again? 

5.1.6. How have you dealt with beans from noncompliant farmers being laundered? 

5.2. How could these enforcement measures be improved? 

 

6. Training, capacity building, benefit sharing, and other activities 

6.1. Does your LBC undertake any training with farmers under company forest policies? 

6.1.1. If so, what does this training entail? 

6.1.2. How is this training delivered, and by whom? 

6.2. Does your LBC distribute any materials, such as seedlings, under these policies? 

6.2.1. If so, what is distributed? 

6.2.2. How are these materials distributed, and by whom? 

6.3. Do your suppliers receive any other incentives or benefits from complying with company forest 

policies (e.g., price premiums)? If so, what are they? 

6.4. Are any other activities carried out to implement these policies? If so, what are they? 

 

7. FSP implementation challenges 

7.1. What challenges has your LBC faced in implementing company forest policies? 

7.1.1. How do you think these should be addressed? 

7.2. What challenges have your suppliers or farmers encountered in meeting these policies’ 

requirements? 

7.2.1. How do you think these should be addressed? 

7.3. What other challenges do you see with the implementation of these policies? 

7.3.1. How do you think they should be addressed? 

 

8. Interactions with other public sector and civil society initiatives 

8.1. Are any other initiatives (e.g., certification, HIAs) being implemented in the same areas that your 

LBC sources from, or in the same areas as the company forest policies your LBC is involved with 

implementing? 

8.2. How do government initiatives influence your LBC’s ability to source cocoa beans? 

8.3. How do legal requirements influence your LBC’s ability to source cocoa beans? 

8.4. How do initiatives by civil society, or other non-government stakeholders, influence your LBC’s 

efforts to source cocoa beans? 
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8.5. How do government initiatives influence your company forest policies? 

8.6. Beyond the implementation partners you have mentioned, who are the most important stakeholders 

for successfully implementing company forest policies? 

 

9. Future trends and anticipated changes 

9.1. How do you think company forest policies are affecting your LBC’s business? 

9.2. How do you think these policies are affecting your relationships with farmers? 

9.3. In general, how are company forest policies affecting Ghana’s cocoa sector? 

9.4. What would guarantee the successful implementation of companies’ policies on deforestation, 

forest conservation, degradation, or agroforestry? 

9.5. What is your vision for sustainable cocoa production? How can this be achieved? 

 

10. Any other issues 

Is there anything else you would like to mention before we finish the interview? 
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5.3. West African cocoa: Ghana: Local stakeholder / farmer (interview and FGD guide) 

NOTE: This guide was also used for Focus Group Discussions in Ghana 

 

1. Background 

1.1. What is your name? 

1.2. What is your age? 

1.3. Are you a cocoa farmer? If so, do you own your farm? 

1.4. Please could you describe your role in the community (e.g., purchasing clerk) 

1.5. How long have you been doing this role, and how did you come to do it? 

1.6. What activities does this role involve you doing? 

1.7. What other organizational roles do you have in the community, if any? 

 

2. Institutional role (for members of local institutions) 

2.1. [If a member of an institution] Please could you describe the governance structure? 

2.2. What functions does your institution perform in the community? 

2.3. How often does your institution meet? 

2.4. What specific activities does the institution perform? 

2.5. Which people execute these activities? 

2.6. Are any other institutions active in this community (e.g., CREMAs, CRMCs)? 

2.7. How does the role of your institution in the community differ from these other ones? 

 

3. Cocoa production and sales 

3.1. Please could you explain how farmers here sell their cocoa beans? 

3.2. Who do the farmers here mainly sell their cocoa beans to? 

3.3. What happens to farmers’ beans after they are sold to their buyers? 

3.4. What are the main challenges farmers here face in producing cocoa? 

3.5. What are the main challenges cocoa farmers here face in selling their beans? 

 

4. Knowledge about FSPs 

4.1. Initiatives: Please can you describe any projects on forest protection or agroforestry being 

implemented by cocoa companies in this area? 

4.2. Implementation: How are these projects are being implemented? 

4.2.1. What activities are being implemented? 

4.2.2. What organizations are involved with implementing these activities? 

4.3. Specific activities: 

4.3.1. Please can you describe in detail any activities to promote: 

4.3.1.1. 1) Forest protection; 2) Agroforestry? 

How do these activities work? 

4.4. Community involvement: 

4.4.1. How are communities involved with developing these activities? 
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4.4.2. How are communities involved with implementing these activities? 

4.5. Selection:  

4.5.1. How are farmers are selected for these activities? 

4.5.2. How do farmers participate/enrol in these activities? 

4.6. Incentives: Why do farmers to participate in these activities? 

4.7. Monitoring: Are farmers’ participation in these activities monitored? If so, how? 

4.8. Verification: What does this project require farmers to do to sell their beans? 

4.9. Enforcement: What happens to farmers that do not comply with these activities? 

4.10. Timeline: How have the projects in this area changed over the years to become what they are now? 

4.10.1. By when will these projects be completed? 

4.11. How do these projects differ between companies? 

 

5. Interactions with other public sector and civil society projects 

5.1. What other projects (e.g., certification, CREMAs) are there in this area? 

5.2. How do these projects affect farmers in comparison with cocoa companies’ projects? 

5.3. How do legal requirements affect farmers’ ability to sell their cocoa beans? 

 

6. Future trends and anticipated changes 

6.1. How have these projects affected cocoa farmers in this area? 

6.2. What are the three key challenges farmers are facing with these projects?  

 

7. Any other issues 

7.1. Is there anything else you would like to mention before we finish the interview? 
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5.4. West African cocoa: Ghana: Government / NGO 

 

1. Introduction 

1.1. Please could you describe your role at this organization? 

 

2. Your organization’s involvement with sustainable cocoa initiatives 

2.1. Initiatives: Please can you list the initiatives your organisation is involved with implementing in 

the cocoa sector, including: 

• 1) Names; 2) Partners; 3) Locations; 4) Size (farmers); 5) Start, cut-off, end dates? 

2.2. Implementation: Please describe how these initiatives are being implemented: 

2.2.1. What specific activities are being implemented? 

2.2.2. What organizations are rolling-out these activities with cocoa farmers? 

2.2.3. What (local) institutions are being used to roll-out these activities? 

2.3. Specific activities: Please describe in detail any activities to promote: 

1) Agroforestry? 2) Deforestation? How do these activities work? 

2.3.1. Selection: How are 1) communities and 2) farmers selected? 

2.3.2. Incentives: What incentives are provided to farmers to participate? 

2.3.3. Monitoring: How are the outcomes of your initiative monitored? 

2.3.4. Verification: What does this project require farmers to do to sell their beans? 

2.3.5. Enforcement: What requirements does your initiative place on cocoa farmers? 

What happens to cocoa farmers who fail to comply with your initiative? 

2.4. Community involvement: 

2.4.1. How are communities involved with developing these activities? 

2.4.2. How are communities involved with implementing these activities? 

 

3. Involvement with, and perceptions of, companies’ FSPs 

3.1. Have you been working with any companies to implement forest-focused supply chain policies 

(company initiatives related to forest conservation / agroforestry)? 

3.2. Which companies’ policies have you been involved with implementing? 

 

4. Systemic challenges 

4.1. What is your perception of the relationship between cocoa and deforestation? 

4.2. How do other initiatives influence implementation of your initiative(s), and vice versa? 

4.3. How does the public policy context influence the implementation of your initiative? 

4.4. What are (three) major challenges you are facing with implementing your initiative? 

4.4.1. How can these challenges be addressed? 

4.4.2. What is your organization doing to address these challenges? 

4.5. CFI 

4.5.1. How has the CFI changed efforts to achieve sustainability in the cocoa sector? 

4.5.2. How have your initiatives changed since the CFI was adopted? 
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4.5.3. How do you anticipate companies’ initiatives will change over the next 5 years? 

4.6. More broadly, what challenges are preventing the cocoa sector from transforming to a more 

sustainable model? 

 

5. Any other issues 

5.1. Is there anything else you would like to mention before we finish the interview? 
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