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This paper reviews business—-NGO partnerships in global value
chains, which are often developed by Northern businesses
and NGOs but seek to address the conditions of production in
the South. Three main debates surrounding the potential of
partnerships to bring about sustainable change are identified:
the ability for participation and inclusive arrangements, the
contribution of market-based approaches to the problems
targeted, and the impact of partnerships. As our discussion
will show, all three debates are inconclusive. The paper
explains this uncertainty and confusion, and offers
suggestions on what this implies for future research on value
chain partnerships.
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Introduction

Since the mid-1990s collaborations between businesses
and NGOs have become omnipresent in attempts to
address complex social-ecological challenges, including
poverty, biodiversity loss, food insecurity or climate
change. These ‘cross-sector partnerships’ have experi-
enced particular proliferation in global value chains,
such as those for timber [1,2], fisheries [3,4] and agricul-
tural products such as coffee [5°°,6], cocoa [7], palm oil
[8,9], cotton [10] or soy [11,12]. The majority of value
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chain partnerships are initiatives of Northern-based
multinational corporations (MNCs) and internationally
operating NGOs while their objective is to change
Southern production [13,14°]. This is to be achieved
by means of articulating a vertically oriented logic with
a contextual, horizontally oriented logic as they seek to
connect developing country producers with global con-
sumer markets [15°]. The use of sustainable production
standards plays a key role in institutionalizing a
new management practice to change the conditions of
production and create opportunities for market access
[16].

While value chain partnerships vary in scope and content,
their basic premises remain the same. First, much of the
rationale underlying the popularity of partnerships is built
on the idea of utilizing the complementary resources and
capabilities of businesses and NGOs to address issues that
actors would not be able to deal with individually [17,18].
Second, partnerships embody a constructive approach to
market-based approaches in development [19,20].
Businesses in particular have been attributed a new,
active role in addressing societal challenges as prerequi-
sites for well-functioning markets and a growing economy
[21]. Together these two premises represent the potential
of partnerships to bring about ‘sustainable change’ in
global value chains, that is the potential to address the
negative social and ecological impacts of production,
which is often sought to be achieved through setting
and implementing sustainable production standards to
certify production practices.’

Concurrent with the rise in practice, a growing body of
literature has emerged devoted to studying such partner-
ships, reflecting a lively debate on whether or not or to
what extent partnerships are able to fulfil the hopes
vested in them. Three main debates can be identified,
each linking to the basic premises of partnerships.
Firstly, with regard to the idea of bringing together actors
from different sectors, the ability of partnerships to over-
come unequal power relations along value chains and be

3 Since this article constitutes a generic overview, we refrain from
further specifying the concept of ‘sustainable change’ due to the diverse
visions and definitions of sustainability used by the different business—
NGO partnerships and their member organizations.
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inclusive of all relevant interests is contested. Secondly,
pertaining to the use of market-based approaches, the
spread of sustainable production standards is widely
debated and theirability to contribute to resolving complex
social-ecological problems is questioned. Thirdly, such
ambiguity is enhanced in the absence of a clear under-
standing of the impacts of partnerships in terms of promot-
ing sustainable change. None of the debates on
partnerships are conclusive, producing considerable uncer-
tainty about partnerships and specifically about how to
assess the implications of partnerships. This paper there-
fore aims to review the research on value chain partnerships
and their contribution to addressing complex social-eco-
logical challenges. This will help to explain the uncertainty
surrounding partnerships and to offer suggestions for what
this implies for future research on partnerships.

Partnerships as inclusive arrangements —
common practice or mere rhetoric?

The first debate on value chain partnerships touches upon
the discourse of ‘participation’ which has been increas-
ingly influential since the 1990s as a prerequisite for
collaborative processes for sustainable change [22,23].
Yet, specifically in the context of global value chains,
the literature struggles with the question of who should
be able to participate in partnerships.

In answering this question, a first perspective centralizes
the building of effective partnerships to determine who
should participate [24]. If organizations from different
societal sectors are able to realize concerted action and
manage to achieve acceptance for their production stan-
dards, it is assumed to be an effective arrangement. Most
attention has therefore been paid to the participation of
MNCs and NGOs to instigate processes of sustainable
change, given the utility of their complementary resources
and capabilities [17,25]. However, studies have also recog-
nized the difficulty in reconciling these partners due to
their dissimilar institutional logics, which, in turn, may give
rise to differing value frames and conflicting expectations
[18,26]. While formal and informal governance mechan-
isms have been identified as important for successful
relational processes [17,24], existing power imbalances
between businesses and NGOs may still cause for a domi-
nant business logic in partnerships to the detriment of civic
or development-oriented NGO logics [27,28].

A second perspective takes a more normative position and
looks at processes of deliberation and legitimation of
value chain partnerships based on the premise that all
relevant actors should be included for fair and ‘true’
partnerships [29]. A number of studies applaud the
attempts of value chain partnerships to integrate multiple
perspectives and discourses, attributing a high ‘input’
legitimacy to partnerships [30°,31]. Other observers are
more critical and argue that partnerships, even where
formal rules prescribe a balanced representation of actors,

are frequently not able to ensure equal access and influ-
ence of all relevant actors, particularly those with fewer
resources such as smallholders in the producing develop-
ing countries [8,9,33-36].

Here the ‘participation’ discourse is fused with an empha-
sis on ‘bottom-up’ processes to empower disadvantaged
or vulnerable groups. Although a number of studies
indicate that partnerships can stimulate active local
participation as empowerment [15°,32], most research
suggests that small-scale producers and local community
organizations are effectively excluded from influencing
decision-making in partnerships [6,28,37-39]. This also
testifies to the difficulty of NGOs, especially Northern
but also Southern ones, to ensure bottom-up participation
and adequately represent the voices of smallholders and
other local groups [23,40].

Partnerships and market-based

approaches — creating opportunities or
denying possibilities?

The second debate on value chain partnerships centres on
the use of market-based approaches to generate sustain-
able change [41°]. Such approaches are based on the idea
of bringing ‘order and consistence to production and
exchange through the provision of more aligned and
predictable incentives and sanctions’ in a manner that
simultaneously contributes to poverty alleviation and
environmental protection [42]. In the context of value
chain partnerships, market-based solutions mostly take
the form of sustainable production standards to reflect the
social and environmental costs of production. At the same
time, such standards serve to create new business oppor-
tunities in sustainable production and consumption, and
unlock private sector investments that are not realized
due to market and/or government failure [43].

Proponents argue that standards have the potential to
equally reach diverse producers in various regions in the
world and thereby spread sustainability values [15°]. By
facilitating diversification in global markets and altering
market structures, standards are suggested to be able to
redistribute social control for the benefit of poor produ-
cers [42], which can, for instance, manifest in increased
incomes for producers through higher product quality
[19]. As also business partners stand to gain by securing
a stable supply base or by exploring new market oppor-
tunities [7,25], using market-based thinking is critical to
getting businesses to participate in partnerships in the
first place, which is also suggested to increase the scale of
partnership efforts [21]. Hence, partnerships create
opportunities for small-scale producers that would other-
wise not develop [25,32,42], alluding to the success of
market-based approaches in poverty alleviation [19].

Opponents, on the other hand, argue that market-based
solutions are not able to address the root structural causes

Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability 2015, 12:35-40

www.sciencedirect.com



Business-NGO partnerships in global value chains Bitzer and Glasbergen 37

of many social-ecological problems in value chains
[44,45]. Blowfield and Dolan [20], for instance, criticize
that the conceptualization of poverty as a product of
market failure per definition necessitates the integration
of the poor into markets to alleviate such poverty. Hence,
the identification of a development problem is shaped by
its proposed solution. As a result, partnerships tend to
narrowly focus on those issues for which a market solution
is ready at hand, at the risk of premature problem closure
[35] and a neglect of wider issues of inequality and power
imbalances in global value chains [39,46°]. In particular,
standards seem to strengthen the position of large-scale
producers and businesses [39,47], while further pressur-
ing and marginalizing small-scale producers in global
value chains [6,48]. Even the pragmatic argument that
market-based approaches facilitate operations at a wider
scale is contested, as many of the sustainability standards
promoted by partnerships remain confined to niche mar-
kets [16], have limited distributional effects on the
ground [37], and are dependent on subsidies of govern-
ment organizations [49].

The impacts of partnerships — uncertain or
ambiguous?

The third debate concerns the impacts of value chain
partnerships. The majority of studies look at the
impacts of partnerships ‘on the social good or the global
problem targeted’ [14°]. They concentrate on the
extent to which partnerships effectively solve the issues
they target through voluntary rule-setting and enforce-
ment in the form of sustainable production standards
[31].

Studies have noted the difficulties associated with estab-
lishing rigorous but broadly acceptable rules [48] and
promoting wide-spread compliance [9,50] beyond first
movers and large-scale producers [47,51]. While partner-
ships are commended for opening up new political spaces
in value chains [51,52] and putting sustainability on the
international agenda [7,16], they are also criticized for
being ad hoc and narrowly technical responses to the
social-ecological problems targeted [6,35]. This is argued
to create new problems of competition [5°°,7,16] and
ultimately reinforce the existing paradigm of commodity
production [33,47].

The uncertainty regarding value chain partnerships is
similarly pronounced when looking at their effects at
the production level. Studies and review reports show
contradictory results, particularly with regard to the stan-
dards promoted by partnerships. Some studies find
positive socio-economic effects of standards [53,54]
whereas others conclude that effects are insignificant
[55°°] or highly variable [56,57]. Contradictory findings
have also been noted about environmental impacts, rang-
ing from positive assessments [54] to more negative
conclusions [58°,59].

This continued uncertainty on partnership impacts is
particularly due to methodological and analytical difficul-
ties of assessing partnerships in the light of lacking
longitudinal data, absence of control groups and base-
lines, attribution gaps, and the elusive nature of some
partnership activities, such as awareness, advocacy or
empowerment [14°].

Moreover, most studies that look at the impact or effects
of value chain partnerships seem to take the objectives of
partnerships as a given and assess impact against these
objectives. This renders the indirect effects of partner-
ships — those not already expressed in objectives — under-
explored [14°]. A number of studies have therefore
suggested that ‘impact’ also concerns the way that part-
nerships change how impact is understood and how
sustainable change in global value chains is conceptual-
ized. The element of depicting a compelling story of
supporting the poor and enhancing their livelihoods in a
way that resonates with and captures the interests of
business seems to become increasingly important [6].
Such a ‘do good’-story is also regarded as necessary to
create legitimacy with external audiences [8] and endorse
partnerships as appropriate arrangements to promote
sustainable change [20]. This has led to a kind of
standardization of both the issues that partnerships
address and the approach that is taken. Partnerships seem
to focus on a limited number of standardized problems,
such as lack of market access for small-scale producers
[19,42] or specific aspects of environmental degradation
[8], which are then addressed through toolbox approaches
already pre-defined in international practice rather than
through contextualized innovation [37].

Conclusions

All three debates indicate that value chain partnerships
have the ambition to bring about sustainable change in
global value chains. Indeed the collaborations between
private actors from business and NGOs and their voluntary
standards are generally considered to be important agenda-
setters in their fields. At the same time, the debates bear
testimony to the fact thatanalyses have ‘moved beyond the
stage of broad assertions about partnerships’, such as them
being ‘panaceas’ for addressing global problems or mere
‘hypes’ [14°]. Positive and critical assessments of partner-
ships co-exist, indicating that they solve certain problems
in global value chains, but also create new problems. The
continued inconclusiveness of the debate is particularly
remarkable in the face of increasing research conducted on
partnerships. The following eight points represent an
attempt to explain this inconclusiveness based on the
insights of the three debates.

1. Value chain partnerships develop in ad hoc and
incremental ways. Many of the initiatives overlap or
even compete with each other. This creates confusion,
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not only for consumers and producers as the primary
targets of standards, but also for other partnership
audiences, including governments, external NGOs
and business partners, and researchers.

2. Partnerships represent a new organizational model for
businesses and NGOs, which, even though collec-
tively speaking an increasing amount of knowledge is
available, for the individual organizations and partner-
ships this is largely an exploratory experience with
uncertain outcomes.

3. Partnerships are faced with the challenge of reconcil-
ing divergent interests, representing economic, social
and environmental objectives, in the midst of
considerable uncertainty about the extent to which
and under which conditions these interests can
actually be aligned.

4. Partnerships aim to address complex social-ecological
problems which, at their very essence, are dynamic
with uncertain cause and effect relationships, making
it difficult to understand the contribution of partner-
ship approaches, especially over time.

5. Partnerships adopt a managerial, that is market-based
approach to the problems which they seek to address.
"This induces a normative debate in which values about
participation and inclusiveness or about the role of
local stakeholders and power imbalances play a role.
Depending on the perspective taken, the assessments
of partnerships will vary substantially.

6. Partnerships are not power-neutral. Beyond normative
assessments on who should participate, collaboration
takes place within a context of existing resource and
power asymmetries which are not offset through
formal rules pertaining to decision making and
representation. This creates suspicion in relation to
the type of change promoted by partnerships —and
who benefits or loses as a result of this change.

7. Partnerships embody Northern (or Western) precepts
about sustainable change in value chains that
encounter vastly different realities in the various
places of production, which may or may not fit and
harmonize with these precepts.

8. Partnerships operate in the ‘development sphere’ in
their attempts to improve the conditions of Southern
production. This makes them part and parcel of the
broader debate on development and aid, including
what development is, how it is to be achieved, with
what resources, and what the responsibilities of the
different actors are.

These points act as justifications to consider the implica-
tions for research on value chain partnerships, particularly
as partnerships do not show any signs of losing their
appeal, neither in practice nor from a scholarly perspect-
ive. We suggest the following four pointers for further
research. First, this review indicates the need to capture
partnerships not only as individual arrangements, but as
part of a broader system of responses to social-ecological

problems. This would require a shift in focus towards the
relative contribution of partnerships in relation to and in
interaction with other responses, such as government
approaches [60]. Second, research tends to centralize
partnerships in an effort to contribute to explaining the
partnership phenomenon and advancing partnership
theory. A complementary alternative would be to adopt
a problem-driven approach, that is, to take a particular
social-ecological problem in global value chains as a
starting point for research. Such an approach would first
analyze the problem within the embedded context of the
needs, interests and preferences of small-scale producers
in developing countries and then seek to answer the
question of what partnerships might be able to contribute
in this context vis-a-vis other possible interventions.
Third, although the idea of a more sustainable value
chain is underlying almost all research reviewed, there
is a striking variety in the criteria of sustainable change
and a remarkable absence of reflection on partnerships in
the broader context of development theory and debates.
This indicates the need for a deeper theoretical founda-
tion to better understand the implication of partnerships.
Finally, the debates reviewed indicate that partnerships
reflect a fundamental yet uncrystallized shift in the fram-
ing and practice of private responsibilities for sustainable
change in global value chains. This calls for a normative
and theoretical reflection on the scope of private respon-
sibilities for sustainable change in global value chains.

References and recommended reading
Papers of particular interest, published within the period of review,
have been highlighted as:

e of special interest
ee Of outstanding interest

1. Gulbrandsen LH: Transnational Environmental Governance: The
Emergence and Effects of the Certification of Forests and
Fisheries. Edward Elgar; 2010.

2. Auld G, Cashore B: The forest stewardship council. In Business
Regulation and Non-State actors: Whose Standards? Whose
Development?. Edited by Utting P, Reed A, Reed AM. Routledge;
2012.

3. Ponte S: The Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) and the
making of a market for ‘sustainable fish’. J Agrar Change 2012,
12:300-315.

4. Kalfagianni A, Pattberg P: Fishing in muddy waters: exploring
the conditions for effective governance of fisheries and
aquaculture. Mar Policy 2013, 38:124-132.

5. Reinecke J, Manning S, Von Hagen O: The emergence of a

ee standards market: multiplicity of sustainability standards in
the global coffee industry. Org Stud 2012, 33:791-814.

This is a comprehensive study of standards in the global coffee sector

analyzing the interaction and interrelations among standards organiza-

tions. The authors conclude that the co-existence of multiple standards is

promoted by the interplay between two countervailing mechanisms:

convergence and differentiation.

6. Bitzer V, Glasbergen P, Arts B: Exploring the potential of
intersectoral partnerships to improve the position of farmers
in global agrifood chains: findings from the coffee sector in
Peru. Agric Hum Values 2013, 30:5-20.

7. BitzerV, Glasbergen P, Leroy P: Partnerships of a feather flock
together? An analysis of the emergence of networks of

Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability 2015, 12:35-40

www.sciencedirect.com


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0035

Business-NGO partnerships in global value chains Bitzer and Glasbergen 39

partnerships in the global cocoa sector. Global Netw 2012,
12:355-374.

8. Schouten G, Glasbergen P: Creating legitimacy in global private
governance: the case of the roundtable on sustainable palm
oil. Ecol Econ 2011, 70:1891-1899.

9. Von Geibler J: Market-based governance for sustainability in
value chains: conditions for successful standard setting in the
palm oil sector. J Clean Product 2013, 56:39-53.

10. Fayet L, Vermeulen JWV: Supporting smallholders to access
sustainable supply chains: lessons from the Indian cotton
supply chain. Sustain Dev 2012 http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/
sd.1540.

11. Hospes O, Van der Valk O, Van der Mheen-Sluijer J: Parallel
development of five partnerships to promote sustainable soy
in Brazil: solution or part of wicked problems? Int Food
Agribusiness Manage Rev 2012, 15B:39-62.

12. Elgert L: Certified discourse? The politics of developing soy
certification standards. Geoforum 2012, 43:295-304.

13. Dauvergne P, Lister J: Big brand sustainability: governance
prospects and environmental limits. Global Environ Change
2012, 22:36-45.

14. Kolk A: Partnerships as panacea for addressing global

. problems? On rationale, context, actors, impact and
limitations. In  Social Partnerships and Responsible Business. A
Research Handbook. Edited by Seitanidi MM, Crane A. Routledge;
2013:15-43. (quotes: pp. 26 and 37).

This book chapter presents an overview of recent insights on cross-

sector partnerships, discussing the role of partnerships, different actor

categories, contexts, and impacts, and highlights the limitations of

existing research to capture the multi-faceted natural of partnerships.

15. Vellema S, van Wijk J: Partnerships intervening in global food

e chains: the emergence of co-creation in standard-setting and
certification. J Clean Product 2014 http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/
j-jclepro.2014.03.090.

This article focuses on the global-local interaction of partnerships, spe-

cifically on how partnerships make internationally constructed norms fit

local institutions by opening up spaces for co-creation.

16. Glasbergen P: Legitimation of certifying partnerships in the
global market place. Environ Policy Govern 2013, 23:354-367.

17. Austin JE, Seitanidi MM: Collaborative value creation: a review
of partnering between nonprofits and businesses: Part I. Value
creation spectrum and collaboration stages. Nonprofit Volunt
Sect Quart 2012, 41:726-758.

18. Laasonen S, Fougére M, Kourula A: Dominant articulations in
academic Business and Society discourse on NGO-Business
relations: a critical assessment. J Business Ethics 2012,
109:521-545.

19. London T, Anupindi R: Using the base-of-the-pyramid
perspective to catalyze interdependence-based
collaborations. Proc Natl Acad Sci 2012, 109:12338-12343.

20. Blowfield M, Dolan CS: Business as a development agent:
evidence of possibility and improbability. Third World Quart
2014, 35:22-42 (quote: p. 29).

21. Hamann R: The business of development: revisiting strategies
for a sustainable future. Environ Sci Policy Sustain Dev 2012,
54:18-29.

22. Chambers R: Ideas for Development IDS Working Paper 2004, No.
238. UK: Institute of Development Studies; 2004, .

23. Bebbington A: Donor-NGO relations and representations of
livelihood in nongovernmental aid chains. World Dev 2005,
33:937-950.

24. Glasbergen P: Understanding partnerships for sustainable
development analytically: the ladder of partnership activity as
a methodological tool. Environ Policy Govern 2011, 21:1-13.

25. Perez-Aleman P, Sandilands M: Building value at the top and the
bottom of the global supply chain: MNC-NGO partnerships.
California Manage Rev 2008, 51:24-49.

26. Le Ber M, Branzei O: Value frame fusion in cross sector
interactions. J Business Ethics 2010, 94:163-195.

27. Baur D, Schmitz HP: Corporations and NGOs: when
accountability leads to co-optation. J Business Ethics 2013,
106:9-21.

28. NelsonV, Tallontire A: Battlefields of ideas: changing narratives
and power dynamics in private standards in global agricultural
value chains. Agric Human Values 2014, 31:481-497.

29. Van Tulder R, Pfisterer S: Creating partnering space: exploring
the right fit for sustainable development partnerships. In
Social Partnerships and Responsible Business. A Research
Handbook. Edited by Seitanidi MM, Crane A. Routledge;
2013:105-124.

30. Ponte S: ‘Roundtabling’ sustainability: lessons from the biofuel

. industry. Geoforum 2014, 54:243-247.

This article traces how competition unfolds in sustainability niche markets
by analyzing the interplay between multi-stakeholder value chain partner-
ships and more commercially oriented initiatives. Institutional and gov-
ernance features of the respective initiatives are studied and compared
over time.

31. Mena S, Palazzo G: Input and output legitimacy of multi-
stakeholder initiatives. Business Ethics Quart 2012, 22:527-556.

32. Kolk A: Linking subsistence activities to global marketing
systems: the role of institutions. J Macromarket 2014,
34:182-194.

33. Fuchs D, Kalfagianni A, Havinga T: Actors in private food
governance: the legitimacy of retail standards and
multistakeholder initiatives with civil society participation.
Agric Human Values 2011, 28:353-367.

34. Cheyns E: Multi-stakeholder initiatives for sustainable
agriculture: limits of the “inclusiveness” paradigm. In
Governing through Standards: Origins, Drivers and Limitations.
Edited by Ponte S, Gibbon P, Vestergaard J. Palgrave Macmillan;
2011:210-235.

35. McCarthy JF, Gillespie P, Zen Z: Swimming upstream: local
Indonesian production networks in “globalized” palm oil
production. World Dev 2012, 40:555-569.

36. Ponte S, Cheyns E: Voluntary standards, expert knowledge and
the governance of sustainability networks. Global Netw 2013,
13:459-477.

37. Bitzer V, Bijman J: Old oranges in new boxes? Strategic
partnerships between emerging farmers and agribusinesses
in South Africa. J South Afr Stud 2014, 40:167-183.

38. Gregoratti C: Global nuts and local mangoes: a critical reading
of the UNDP Growing Sustainable Business Initiative in Kenya.
Agric Human Values 2011, 28:369-383.

39. Koéhne M: Multi-stakeholder initiative governance as
assemblage: roundtable on sustainable palm oil as a political
resource in land conflicts related to oil palm plantations. Agric
Human Values 2014, 31:469-480.

40. Cheyns E: Making “minority voices’ heard in transnational
roundtables: the role of local NGOs in reintroducing justice
and attachments. Agric Human Values 2014, 31:439-453.

41. Marx A, Maertens M, Swinnen J, Wouters J (Eds): Private
e  Standards and Global Governance. Edward Elgar; 2012.

This book contains a multidisciplinary discussion about private stan-
dards, with chapters on global agri-food chains in general and more
specifically on fish and forestry, among others.

42. McKague K, Oliver C: Enhanced market practices: poverty
alleviation for poor producers in developing countries.
California Manage Rev 2012, 55:98-129 (quote: p. 105).

43. Humphrey J, Spratt S, Thorpe J, Henson S: Understanding and
Enhancing the Role of Business in International Development: A
Conceptual Framework and Agenda for Research, IDS Working
Paper No. 440. UK: Institute of Development Studies; 2014, .

44. Arora S, Romijn H: The empty rhetoric of poverty reduction at
the base of the pyramid. Organization 2012, 19:482-505.

www.sciencedirect.com

Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability 2015, 12:35-40


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0045
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/sd.1540
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/sd.1540
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0070
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2014.03.090
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2014.03.090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0220

40 Sustainability governance and transformation

45. Banks N, Hulme D: New development alternatives or business
as usual with a new face? The transformative potential of new
actors and alliances in development. Third World Quart 2014,
35:181-195.

46. Busch L: Governance in the age of global markets: challenges,

e limits, and consequences. Agric Human Values 2014,
31:513-5283.

This article contains an elaborate discussion of why partnerships (multi-

stakeholder initiatives) in the global marketplace are equally a response to

and an integral part of the neoliberal agenda. The author goes to great

lengths to establish the contradictions of neoliberalism and what this

implies for partnerships.

47. Selfa T, Bain C, Moreno R: Depoliticizing land and water
‘‘grabs” in Colombia: the limits of Bonsucro certification for
enhancing sustainable biofuel practices. Agric Human Values
2014, 31:455-468.

48. Klooster D: Standardizing sustainable development? The
Forest Stewardship Council’s plantation policy review
process as neoliberal environmental governance. Geoforum
2010, 41:117-129.

49. Goldsmith AA: Profits and alms: cross-sector partnerships for
global poverty reduction. Public Admin Dev 2011, 31:15-24.

50. Schouten G, Leroy P, Glasbergen P: On the deliberative capacity
of private multi-stakeholder governance: the roundtables on
responsible soy and sustainable palm oil. Ecol Econ 2012,
83:42-50.

51. Fortin E: Transnational multi-stakeholder sustainability
standards and biofuels: understanding standards processes.
J Peasant Stud 2013, 40:563-587.

52. OQosterveer P: Promoting sustainable palm oil: viewed from a
global networks and flows perspective. J Clean Product 2014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2014.01.019.

53. Von Hagen O, Alvarez G: The impacts of private standards on
producers in developing countries. Literature Review Series on
the Impacts of Private Standards, Part Il. Geneva: International
Trade Centre; 2011, .

54. Rueda X, Lambin EF: Responding to globalization: impacts of
certification on Colombian small-scale coffee growers. Eco/
Soc 2013, 18:21.

55. Blackman A, Rivera J: Producer-level benefits of sustainability
ee certification. Conserv Biol 2011, 25:1176-1185.

This review paper looks at 46 relevant studies in the coffee and forestry
sector to identify the benefits of different certification schemes. It also
highlights the methodological challenges of assessing partnership
impacts.

56. Ruben R, Zuniga G: How standards compete: comparative
impact of coffee certification schemes in Northern Nicaragua.
Supply Chain Manage Int J 2011, 16:98-109.

57. KPMG Sustainability: Improving Smallholder Livelihoods:
Effectiveness of Certification in Coffee, Cocoa and Cotton. 2013.

58. Visseren-Hamakers |, Pattberg P: We can’t see the forest for the

o trees.The Environmental Impact of Global Forest Certification
is Unknown. GAIA - Ecological Perspectives for Science and
Society; 2013:25-28.

This is a brief but concise overview of standards and certification in the

global forestry sector that includes an interesting discussion on what is

called a ‘paper reality’ of impacts, that is a situation where the effective-

ness of certification seems to be well known despite only indirect

evidence from the field.

59. Froese R, Proelss A: Evaluation and legal assessment of
certified seafood. Mar Policy 2012, 36:1284-1289.

60. Gulbrandsen LH: Dynamic governance interactions:
evolutionary effects of state responses to non-state
certification programs. Regul Govern 2012:1-20.

Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability 2015, 12:35-40

www.sciencedirect.com


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0255
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2014.01.019
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1877-3435(14)00055-4/sbref0300

	Business–NGO partnerships in global value chains: part of the solution or part of the problem of sustainable change?
	Introduction
	Partnerships as inclusive arrangements—common practice or mere rhetoric?
	Partnerships and market-based approaches—creating opportunities or denying possibilities?
	The impacts of partnerships–uncertain or ambiguous?
	Conclusions
	References and recommended reading


