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ABSTRACT
The emerging role of private standards as new forms of regulation and co-ordination in inter-
national trade and production is discussed in various fields including economic geography. A
prominent example is the impact of the European standard GlobalGAP (former EurepGap) in
Kenyan export horticulture. While today this standard is a quasi mandatory precondition for
entering the EU market, several studies came to conclude that its high requirements led to market
exclusion of most Kenyan farmers. This paper analyses how far farmers have in fact been
excluded or have found alternative ways to enter the chain. Based on our own surveys, we identify
and analyse different informal possibilities that are frequently used to produce for EU markets
without a GlobalGAP certificate. Here we argue that informal production flows can take place
even in highly standardised sophisticated consumer markets and should therefore be integrated
into analyses on global value chains.
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INTRODUCTION

The fresh fruit and vegetable (later referred to
as horticulture) supply chain between Kenya
and the EU has been used as an example for the
new developments in global trade and value
chains in different studies (e.g. Barrett et al.
1999; Dolan & Humphrey 2004). These studies
showed that trade between Kenya and the EU
has grown rapidly since the 1990s and that
trading relationships have changed from
a market-based relationship to a highly co-
ordinated and integrated supply chain, which
is dominated by large retail companies at the
end of the chain. In this way the horticultural
chain gave empirical evidence for the concept
of ‘global value chains’ (Gereffi et al. 2005;

Gibbon et al. 2008; Nadvi 2008). In the late
2000s, the chain received a lot of attention as
the private, process orientated standard
GlobalGAP (formerly known as EurepGAP; see
e.g. Humphrey 2008; Ouma 2010), was widely
introduced in the chain as a new private
co-ordination and control system. Different
studies indicated that the introduction of
GlobalGAP as a quasi-mandatory standard led
to serious problems for the majority of Kenyan
small scale farmers who were not able to fulfil
standard requirements and were therefore
excluded from their main market (Brown 2005,
Graffham et al. 2007). As a result, GlobalGAP
was heavily discussed and criticised by scientists
and development aid organisations (Hum-
phrey 2008). The general discussion revolved
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around the question to what extent standards
could change the way value chains are organ-
ised (Nadvi 2008).

New empirical findings (Mwangi 2008;
Ouma 2010) suggest that noncertified farmers
may find informal ways to produce for the
chain nonetheless. Mwangi (2008) showed
that neither Kenyan horticultural exports in
general, nor the small scale farming-dominated
contract farming system for vegetables faced
a decrease of production since GlobalGAP
became quasi-mandatory. Rather, both
volumes increased. A recent study by Ouma
(2010) indicates that some farmers might actu-
ally produce for EU retail companies without
GlobalGAP certification via ‘backstage arrange-
ments’. Due to missing data, Ouma was not able
to give quantitative evidence on the importance
of these arrangements. However, an analysis of
these arrangements can help to gain important
empirical knowledge on what happened to the
farmers, and gain general findings on the ques-
tion in what way the organisation of a chain can
be reshaped by private standards and which
role informal arrangements might play (see
research questions at the end of the Introduc-
tion section).

To fill this knowledge gap, this paper will first
introduce the concept of global value chains
and complement it with considerations on
standards and informal economic activities.
Based on this analytical framework, an empiri-
cal analysis on the issue in how far informal
production flows (without formal GlobalGAP-
certification) exist in the chain will take place.
In doing so, this paper provides a differentiated
view on the production and marketing systems
of Kenyan farmers and the variable formal and
informal supply systems of Kenyan exporters.
This paper is the first to show the existence
of large numbers of informal arrangements
and therefore gives an explanation to why the
export volumes of Kenyan horticulture is not
declining even though only few farmers have
been certified by GlobalGAP. Furthermore, it
shows how different ways of informal arrange-
ments could develop in the GlobalGAP system.
Finally, the goal of this paper is to show that the
debate on standards and exclusion in global
value chains can generally be enriched by an
examination of informal arrangements and
production flows.

General discussion on horticultural value
chains – In the rise of the global division of
labour, value chains are marked by increasing
spatial distances and complexity. In this process
of globalisation, large transnational corpora-
tions have emerged which source their prod-
ucts in various ways from suppliers all over the
world. To co-ordinate and control these supply
chains, different governance strategies have
developed, varying from loose market relations
to highly integrated systems. In recent years,
various theoretical frameworks have been
developed to better understand these new
forms of chains and their dynamic governance
structures, for example, the concept of global
production networks (see e.g. Coe et al. 2008)
and the concept of global value chains (see e.g.
Gereffi et al. 2005).

The concept of global value chains, espe-
cially, provides an analytical framework for a
deeper understanding of different variations of
co-ordination; governance and organisation
in supply chains (see Nadvi 2008, Gereffi et al.
2005, Gibbon et al. 2008). In this framework,
Gereffi et al. (2005) have developed a typology
of global value chain governance with different
degrees of co-ordination and power asymme-
tries (see Figure 1). The type of each chain
depends on the complexity of transactions in
the chain (degree of product and process speci-
fications), the ability to codify transactions (e.g.
through standards), and the capabilities (e.g.
technological and management capabilities) of
the involved suppliers. Market co-ordination is
for example, characterised by low complexity
of transactions and high capabilities of the sup-
pliers, while hierarchical chains are marked
by high complexity and low capabilities of the
suppliers.

The typology of the concept has been cri-
tiqued as being highly stylised and representing
only ideal forms (Nadvi 2008; Coe et al. 2008).
While these critiques can be partly underlined
by the results of this paper, the global value
chains concept can describe and explain the
relationships in international supply chains,
namely, according to their identified key deter-
minants complexity, codification and capabi-
lities (Gereffi et al. 2005).

Studies on horticultural chains show that
these chains are controlled by buyers at the end
of the chain, that is, large retail companies.
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These lead firms make sure that their set
requirements are adhered to in the regions
of the producer, which are often located in
Southern developing countries (Barrett et al.
1999, Dolan & Humphrey 2000, 2004).

During the 1990s, the horticultural indus-
tries of some African export economies like
Senegal, Zimbabwe and particularly Kenya
strengthened their position in global trade as a
result of neoliberal structural changes, a reduc-
tion of trade barriers, export support and
changing consumer preferences (Dolan &
Humphrey 2000, 2004; Maertens & Swinnen
2006). Up to this point, the Kenyan horticul-
tural export chain had only been a loosely orga-
nised marked-based trade of primary products
with a low degree of co-ordination (see
Figure 1). Export traders bought produce from
wholesale markets or at the farm gate and
exported them to Europe, especially to the
United Kingdom. In the 1990s, retail in Europe
became more and more dominated by fewer,
large retail companies (e.g. Marks & Spencer,
Carrefour). These retail companies developed
new integrated and controlled supply systems
and thereby the supply chains became more
buyer-driven (Dolan & Humphrey 2004).

Simultaneously, due to different food crises,
consumers, politics and society demanded a
stricter regulation of food safety and trace-

ability (Jaffee 2005). As a result, supermarket
chains started enforcing their own require-
ments and protocols along their supply chains
(Ouma 2010). By the late 1990s, horticultural
export trade organisation and co-ordination
underwent a reorganisational change that led
to the integration of all producers into a highly
differentiated value chain with an explicit
co-ordination framework controlled by the EU
supermarkets ( Barrett et al. 1999; Gereffi et al.
2005). This development led to an increase in
the number of retailers with direct links to large
professional farms (Singh 2002; Minot & Ngigi
2003). Here, we find more ‘captive’ relation-
ships (Gereffi et al. 2005). Up until now,
however, the majority of produce is still sold to
the EU through Kenyan exporters and the sales
volume of (mainly small scale) exporter con-
tracted farming produce is also increasing
(Mwangi 2008; FPEAK 2009).

According to the high degree of
co-ordination and power asymmetry, the horti-
cultural chain has attributes of a ‘modular’
value chain (Figure 1; Gereffi et al. 2005).
Looking at the downstream end of the chain,
relationships between retail companies and
European importers move in the direction of
modularity. Retail companies have reduced the
number of importers and given their remain-
ing suppliers greater responsibility regarding

Source : Gereffi et al. (2005).

Figure 1. Global value chain governance types.
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their own supply of goods within the chain
(Gereffi et al. 2005). Importers are usually sup-
plied with products by one or several exporters.
Exporters may be solely export companies,
co-operative movements and/or large produc-
ers who directly export their farm products.
The more sophisticated demands of EU retail
companies caused many Kenyan exporters to
develop and implement their own ‘quality man-
agement systems’ (Ouma 2010, p. 203). In
those systems, these exporters as well as the
large scale producers often have a number of
small scale producers from whom they source
(additional) products. These farmers are
usually managed and contracted by the
exporter in an outgrower scheme (Dolan &
Humphrey 2004).

Standards in the value chain and the example
of GlobalGAP in Kenya – A key component of
the reorganisation of value chains, especially in
food production, is private process-orientated
standards. These standards developed as a
reaction to the growing demand of consumers
regarding transparency, safety, as well as
socially fair and environmentally friendly
production. Being a highly consumer sensitive
sector, here, horticulture is a cutting-edge
example of the proliferation of private stan-
dards. For the retail companies –as lead firms
in the chain – private process orientated stan-
dards are a good way to additionally standardise
product and process characteristics in the
chain, reduce transaction costs and externalise
risks and control functions (as several of these
standards are controlled by a third party certi-
fication system; Nadvi 2008). Since the mid-
1990s, private process orientated standards
have rapidly spread around the globe (Jaffee
2005).

Today, probably the most important private
standard in horticulture is GlobalGAP (Ouma
2010). The GlobalGAP standard includes sani-
tary, phytosanitary, social and environmental
issues. GlobalGAP hence adopts a process-
based, precautionary approach towards food
safety and quality, requiring producers to sys-
tematically reduce and manage risks along the
production process at farm level. A central
requirement is the traceability of products,
ensuring a re-connection between buyers and
far-distant producers. GlobalGAP was launched

by EU retailers in 1997. Since then it has
evolved from an exclusively retailer-based coa-
lition to a multi-stakeholder network, compris-
ing retailers, producers, input suppliers, and
certification bodies from the North and
South alike. Nevertheless, the executive power
remains in the hands of big retailers from the
North. Since the mid-2000s, over 85 per cent of
horticultural retailers’ total sales volume were
controlled under GlobalGAP (Graffham et al.
2007; GlobalGAP 2011). As a result, GlobalGAP
has become a quasi-mandatory standard for
most horticultural farmers producing for the
EU market ( Brown 2005; Graffham et al. 2007).
Due to this quasi-mandatory character and
their extensive requirements, experts see stan-
dards like GlobalGAP as a market entry barrier
for small scale farmers in developing countries.
(Brown 2005; Graffham et al. 2007).

The example of Kenyan horticulture is a
prominent examplar of this kind of develop-
ment. Horticulture has continued to be one
of the fastest growing sub-sectors in Kenya’s
export sector, growing at over 7 per cent per
year. In 2007, Kenyan fresh fruit and vegetable
exports reached a total revenue of US$ 236
million (EPC 2011). Horticultural exports are
now the leading export product (HCDA 2010).
Most of these products end up on the EU
market (Brown 2005).

However, with the proliferation of Global-
GAP, producers were forced to make
knowledge- and capital-intensive investments
in terms of upgrading farm equipment,1 and
implementing new agricultural practices in
order to comply with the standard. In addition,
documentation, on-farm labelling and input
calculation are required in order to ensure
compliance, transparency and traceability.
Finally, producers have to be audited by an
internationally accredited third-party certifier,
who usually flies in from the EU, a process
which leads to additional costs. In total, these
investments and running costs are usually
higher than the total sales volume of a typical
small scale farm. Even though, small scale
farmers have the possibility to become certi-
fied as a group in order to share fixed costs,
the individual input and efforts, even in a
group, still remain considerable (FPEAK 2011;
KHDP 2007). Since 2007, GlobalGAP has also
established the more nationally orientated
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benchmark standard KenyaGAP2 but its pro-
liferation was not that wide, yet. Hence, a large
number of farmers fail to implement the
standards, a fact which leads to their exclusion
from the EU market (Brown 2005; Graffham
et al. 2007; Humphrey 2008,). Graffham et al.
(2007) calculated that in 2006 up to 60 per cent
of the Kenyan farmers formerly producing
for EU markets have been excluded from
these markets in the context of GlobalGAP
proliferation.

Practical solutions and informal developments
– Graffham et al. (2007) point out, however,
that this large percentage of excluded farmers
has to be treated with care, and a more detailed
investigation of this issue would be desirable.
Indeed, it seems questionable that such a
large percentage of farmers had really been
excluded from the chain. As mentioned above,
ever since the prevalence of GlobalGAP in
Kenya, the sales volumes of Kenyan horticul-
tural export have continued to grow rather
than to show a decline (Mwangi 2008).

However, analyses on the reactions of
farmers who did not succeed in applying for
certification have not been numerous so
far. Graffham et al. (2007) suggest that the
excluded farmers have shifted to local markets
or less stringent export markets. Mithöfer et al.
(2008) also assume such a shift, but they find
too that existing research does not provide suf-
ficient insight into the actions that are in fact
taken by farmers who are affected. As Ouma
(2010) indicates, some farmers might still
produce for EU retail companies via ‘back-
stage arrangements’. According to him, these
arrangements can appear as compromises
between exporters and importers because of
generally high levels of quality production
among farmers even without certification, and
clandestine sourcing practices.

Empirically, it is interesting to find out how
and to which extent the exporting small scale
horticultural farms, which are a highly impor-
tant income source for the population in rural
areas (Graffham et al. 2007; FPEAK 2011), are
really excluded from their main markets or
could find alternative ways of dealing with the
situation.

According to the general discussion among
academics, the analysis of such backstage

arrangements may improve the linkage
between the debate on global value chains with
the current discussion on informality (see e.g.
Castells & Portes 1989; Chen 2004). The discus-
sion on informality cannot be used to charac-
terise structural units or processes only but also
economic exchanges and flows. However, the
contribution of informal production flows into
formalised production networks has received
relatively little scientific recognition. In the
past, formality and informality were seen as
polarised elements of the socio-economic struc-
ture with only limited interactions in a dualistic
system (Kulke 2009). Recent studies in urban
production-consumption systems, however,
indicate that informal production flows from
small and micro businesses may substantially
contribute to highly formalised value chains
(Chen 2004). Here linkages can be achieved,
for example, through hegemonic actors who
connect the informal and formal ties and nego-
tiate between the exchange modes. Studies on
the question to what extent informal produc-
tion flows can contribute to highly standardised
sophisticated consumer markets are missing
so far.

For small scale producers in Kenya, it seems
possible, however, that even though a much
stronger integration of the production process
and high standardisation have taken place in
recent years, also informal ways of producing
for the chain could develop. These production
methods give formally non-certified farmers
the possibility to also supply the chain. The
identification and analysis of such types of
informal flows into the highly standardised and
integrated GlobalGAP system can therefore
give further evidence and explanation of the
possible importance of informal flows even in
highly standardised international value chains.
Our paper aims to fill this knowledge gap by
giving more empirical clarity concerning the
extent to which large numbers of small scale
producers in Kenya are really excluded from
the EU market by GlobalGAP or are producing
for it all the same. In this context, we focus on
the way the actors in the chain deal with the
standard and the fulfilment of its requirements.
Here, we distinguish between the GlobalGAP
certification as the most important formal pre-
condition to sell to most EU supermarkets, and
potential informal ways of Kenyan producers
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and traders of dealing with it or by-passing it.
Our aim is not only to identify different pos-
sible informal arrangements (as Ouma started
with in 2010), but also to show, first exemplary,
indications regarding their quantitative impor-
tance, and identify influential factors and char-
acteristics of their (different) nature. Against
this background this paper raises the following
questions:

• How is the horticultural value chain from
Kenyan producers to export markets organ-
ised and governed today?

• Which role does GlobalGAP play in this
organisation and in particular for the sales
opportunities and arrangements of Kenyan
farmers?

• How far is it possible to enter the value
chain informally without a GlobalGAP
certification?

• What is the nature of these informal
arrangements?

DATA AND METHODOLOGY

To answer these questions, an empirical study
was conducted (October 2008–August 2009)
including both a quantitative survey of farmers
in the production region Mt. Kenya, and quali-
tative interviews with experts and actors along
the value chain.

Selection of the study region – One of the most
important horticultural producing areas is
the Mt. Kenya region (Waitathu 2008). It is
endowed with a generally favourable climate
for horticultural production. However, the
climate is characterised by different zones,
which are replicated by marked zoning of
product varieties in respect to the altitudinal
location of respective growing areas (see
Figure 2). Land holdings in the area – typical
for Kenya – are generally less than 15 ha
(McCulloch & Ota 2002) and managed as
family ventures. Since the 1990s horticultural
export production has become the most impor-
tant form of livelihood in the region. Export
products are, above all, French beans, snow
peas, avocados and mangoes (Waitathu 2008).
In 2005, about 4000 horticultural farmers in
the area were producing for export (Mithöfer
et al. 2008).

Data collection and analysis – A mixed methods
approach involving the use of standardised
questionnaires and oral interviews with
farmers, respective members of the value chain
and other stakeholders was applied to gain
insight into ongoing developments concerning
the challenges of GlobalGAP in the chain and
the region.

An initial survey based on interviews followed
by a pre-test of the questionnaire (2008) was
conducted. First hand information on farm
characteristics, chain organisation and on link-
ages (material and immaterial, formal and
informal) between farmers and different
stakeholders was gathered.3 Later on research
assistants familiar with the region collected the
field data.

Due to unreliable records on village
addresses and total numbers of horticultural
farms in the area of study and in Kenya in
general (Mithöfer et al. 2008; Ouma 2010), a
sample of farmers from 41 villages was purpose-
fully selected, the inclusion criterion being that
they grow for EU export markets using Global-
GAP. The farmers were asked the following
questions: (1) Do you use a standard?; (2)
Which standard do you use?; and (3) Do you
produce for the European market? Farmers
were only selected if they answered questions 1
and 3 with ‘yes’ and question two with ‘Global-
GAP’ or ‘KenyaGAP’. Yet, question 2 did not
indicate whether farmers also had a formal cer-
tificate. Based on the experiences during our
pre-test, we therefore included a further ques-
tion at a later point in the questionnaire: Do
you have a standard certificate? Here farmers
could tick ‘GlobalGAP Option 1 (individual)’,
‘GlobalGAP Option 2 (group certificate)’ or
the same for KenyaGAP. The last option was ‘I
do not have any certificate’. Those farmers,
who explicitly marked the latter, were later
regarded as producing for the market via infor-
mal arrangements.

Contacts to the sample farmers were made
directly with the help of local leaders in each
village. The locations were selected by taking
into account the different elevation levels of the
area in order to capture the various growing
and marketing practices, which differ with the
elevation.

Snowball sampling (Biernacki & Waldorf
1981) was further employed to identify
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Source : Own design; cartography by Manuela Kunze; ILRI (2007), Aster (2009).

Figure 2. Location of the study area in Kenya.
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respective producers that grew crops under
GlobalGAP in all 41 villages. Following infor-
mation from GlobalGAP users, respective
buyers of products, transporters and exporters
were identified and contacted for further inter-
views along the chain. The interviews were
semi-structured. The interviews with farmers
left room for narrative descriptions on the
usage of the standard, marketing practices and
the trading relations with their buyers. The
interviewed traders included brokers as well as
several exporters and leading members of the
Fresh Produce Exporters Association of Kenya
(FPEAK). Furthermore, different supply chain
managers of European retailers and importers
as well as other stakeholders (members of
NGOs and public organisations related with
horticultural export) were interviewed to vali-
date the generated data.

In total, 156 producers (including one large
scale exporting company (>1000 ha), eight
larger farms with 15–50 ha and 147 small scale
farms4 with less than 15 ha were surveyed5 and
55 interviews took place.

After the completion of the survey, the stan-
dardised data were processed with SPSS (IBM:
Armonk, NT) and a statistical summary was
produced. The results were grouped into the
different buyer linkages and according to the
different formal and informal ways in which
farmers deal with the standard. While the quan-
titative analysis was only able to identify direct
buyer linkages, the qualitative interviews with
farmers, belonging to these groups, and along
the value chain, indicated further indirect and
vague linkages (see Figure 3).

The influence of the different distribution
challenges the farmers were confronted with
and the question how to use the standard were
first measured by cross-table calculation. In
order to identify clear causalities, quantitative
results were interpreted by using the interviews
as well as referring to related literature.

RESULTS

Categorisation of horticultural exports – Ever
since the 1990s, chain integration and the

Source : Own figure based on own survey.

Figure 3. Routes of horticultural exports from the farm gate.
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requirements put forward by large retailers
have been increasing. While the dominant oli-
gopoly position of large EU retail chains can be
indicated by their share of total sales volumes –
in France, for instance, the five largest compa-
nies hold over 90 per cent of total sales volumes
(2004); in Germany, over 80 per cent in 2007
(Jaffee 2005; TradeDimensions 2010) – our
qualitative results were clearly able to underline
and describe this dominance (see also Dolan &
Humphrey 2004). As stated in our interviews
with different EU retailers and all of the eight
interviewed importers, buying conditions con-
cerning prices, contract durations, product
quality and volumes are mainly set by the buyer
as ‘the driving force who sets the rules’ (Aus-
trian importer). In most cases, retailers take the
right to change their demand volumes on short
notice and the importer is forced to react flex-
ibly. For importers this means that they need to
stay in contact with suppliers that can fulfil
these highly volatile demands in terms of quan-
tity, and still meet the sophisticated GlobalGAP
quality demand. Keeping in mind that produc-
tion is dependent on the growth phases of the
crops, flexible production on high process and
quality standards is a huge challenge for the
importers: ‘I need to sell in flexible volumes
that meet certain standards including Global-
GAP, but the products are perishable and the
farmers need to plan’ (German importer).
While some importers actively try to find joint
solutions, the general problem of this flexible
demand is passed down to the suppliers, in this
case the Kenyan exporters. Until this point, the
structure and the relationships within the chain
can be considered as a high power asymmetry
with few retail companies as lead firms and a
high degree of explicit codification. However, a
high grade of responsibility for the supply
chain is still handed down to the importers and

even further down to the exporters. In this way,
the chain shows important attributes of a
‘modular value chain’ in Gereffi et al’.s (2005)
terms. While earlier works of Dolan and
Humphrey (2004) outlined the important
functions of importers, namely to monitor and
audit producers, these functions have mainly
been outsourced to GlobalGAP. Today, the role
of importers is generally limited to that of a
wholesaler.

Instead, it is now the Kenyan exporters that
take on high responsibilities and control func-
tions and organise the supplying producers
according to the customer’s specifications
(which Gereffi et al. 2005, p. 84 call ‘turn-key
services’) Regarding the Kenyan part of the
chain, Kenyan exporters have different types of
supply routes, which each have different
degrees of co-ordination and integration (see
Figure 3 and Table 1). While some exporters
source from their own large farms (route A)
and therefore have more ‘hierarchical’ control
on their production segments, most exporters
(additionally) buy from individual small scale
farmers, organised farmer groups or from so
called ‘brokers’ (small regionally based middle-
men and transporters). This means that there
are several direct and indirect connections
between the producer and the exporter which
make it complicated to clearly define the chain
as a certain type of value chain.

The most direct way for small and medium
producers is to sell their produce to an
exporter. This exporter either has his own farm
in the region6 which works together with local
small scale farmers (route B) or he is located
in Nairobi but has his own logistics system to
collect products from the farm gate or a collect-
ing point in the region (route C). Exporters are
usually larger professional companies which
organise transportation with refrigerated or

Table 1. Farmers using different Routes from the farm gate.

Route A Route B Route C Route D Route E left Route E right

Number of farms 1 56 24 46 32 17
Percentage of total sample (156) 1 36 15 29 21 11

Source : Own survey; the table can only give the approximate amount of farmers using the distribution
channels.7 As several farmers use more than one distribution channel, the cumulated percentage exceeds
100%.)
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non-refrigerated motor trucks. They are in
direct contact with the importers and large
retail chains in Europe and other countries.
Most of them are registered with the FPEAK
and in this case they are connected to Global-
GAP (FPEAK 2011).

In route B, the exporter usually integrates
the farmers into a quality management system
(QMS). The majority of these exporters have
established QMS for their supplying farmers
for several years already. In these systems they
supervise and advise them face-to-face through
technical assistants on the farm (for example,
management and production methods; Minot
& Ngigi 2003). The farmers are technically
guided and financially supported. In general,
this also includes most costs and efforts related
to GlobalGAP (KHDP 2007). The ‘exporter is
certified and has full control of the farmers
who produce for him and use the QMS’ (Kenyan
Exporter). Today, QMS are common in Kenya
and the Mt. Kenya region and consequently
route B was the most frequently used distribu-
tion channel. The development of QMS (as well
as virtually every interview held in the Mt. Kenya
region) reveals: Even though the production
processes of the chain have been codified and
formally standardised through GlobalGAP, the
standard obligations and the customer’s speci-
fications are (apart from the cost issue), too
complex for largenumbersofKenyanfarmers to
fulfil on their own, so they need technical guid-
ance and training on the job. Or to say it in the
words of Gereffi et al. (2005), the complexity of
transactions is too intricate for the farmers and
their limited capabilities to simply use given
codes. To fulfil the standards, they therefore
need relational support.

While export companies/farms are well
organised and equipped with all requisite pro-
cessing and transportation infrastructure, the
main alternative, the brokers (route D and E
on the right) often have to hire cargo vehicles
from transport companies. Furthermore,
according to interviews with eight farmers,
three exporters and three external experts,
brokers are often considered unreliable, espe-
cially with respect to payments and adherence
to agreements. This was explained by an expert
of the Promotion of Private Sector Develop-
ment in Agriculture Programme (PSDA):
‘Brokers betray the farmers . . . not honouring

the contract or lying is unfortunately no excep-
tion . . . For example they cheat with weights at
the market. They have for example weights of
140 kg which they claim that they have only
100 kg, so the farmers sell to the wrong weight’.

Finally, due to their non-existent or limited
training and experience on horticultural pro-
duction processes and to their missing contacts
to importers and GlobalGAP members, the
brokers usually lack sufficient information and
knowledge about the standard and therefore
capability to support the farmers. However,
brokers deal with producers in peripheral
regions, who are not accessed by exporters for a
variety of reasons. Here, producers suffer from
poor infrastructure and roads, which make
their marketing efforts difficult. To them,
brokers are often the only channel that con-
nects them to exporters and external markets.
The brokers in turn sell their products directly
to an exporter(s) (Figure 3, route D left). In
some instances, they sell to other brokers
(Figure 3, route D right).

Some farmers have formed organised groups
(e.g. organised on a village level) which are
connected by a working agreement that stipu-
lates their responsibilities and benefits. Such
groups operate on a co-operative concept
guided by a set of by-laws and their roles are to
make contacts, organise collection and storage
of produce as well as facilitate training with
requisite standards and certification (which
usually involves group certification). Such orga-
nised farmers (which are not necessarily group
certified) first bring their products to a central
group collection point, from where they sell
jointly to an exporter (Figure 3, route E left)
and/or broker (Figure 3, route E right).

Informal backstage arrangements – As men-
tioned, the required proof of one’s fulfilment
of GlobalGAP requirements is a formal certifi-
cate issued by either GlobalGAP or KenyaGAP,
either individually or as a group. However, only
25 per cent of the producers surveyed (who
stated that they ‘used’ GlobalGAP and produce
for EU market; see Table 2) had a formal
certificate of their own. Like other studies
(Graffham et al. 2007; Mithöfer et al. 2008), our
study underlined two main reasons for this low
number of certification: the high costs and the
complexity of the standards. Eighty one per
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cent of the total sample considered the stan-
dards as very expensive or too expensive to fulfil
and 32 per cent considered them as very time
intensive or too time intensive to fulfil.

As a result, a large number of uncertified
farmers are contributing to the chain. This pro-
vides evidence that there are different ways
(and probably qualities) of supplying the chain
with uncertified products. In addition, this
questions the previously claimed dimension of
exclusion in studies like the one by Graffham
et al. (2007). Instead of being excluded, our
results indicate that a large number of farms
are still producing for the EU market through
these arrangements. Second, it also questions
the targeted transparency and tightness of the
GlobalGAP system.

Concerning the distribution channels, most
of the formally non-certified farmers (62%; 76

farms in total; route B, C and E left; see Table 3)
are producing for exporters. Thirty seven per
cent (45 farms in total; route D and E right; see
Table 3) of the formally non-certified farmers
are (partly additionally) producing for brokers.
The participation of non-certified farmers in
the chain can be explained in a variety of
ways, depending also on the different routes
and integration of the farmers into the chain.

Generally, it is a fundamental challenge for
certifiers to control all steps of the production
process. As a German certifier said: ‘We can
control the processes on those farms which have
a certificate, but we do not know if every product
comes from the farm. Indeed we suspect that
in the less developed states there are a lot of
certified farmers, or even the majority buying
additional products from other farmers or
brokers and sell them under their label’.

Table 2. Certification of farmers in the Mt. Kenya Region (sample 156 farms).

Without
formal

certification

GlobalGAP
individual
(Option 1)

GlobalGAP
group

(Option 2)

KenyaGAP
individual
(Option 3)

KenyaGAP
group

(Option 4)

Total

Number of farmers and
type of certification

117 6 24 3 6 156

Percentage of total
sample (156) and type
of certification

75 4 15 2 4 100

Source : Own survey.

Table 3. Share of not formally certified Farmers using different Routes for export.

Route
A

Route
B

Route
C

Route
D

Route
E left

Route
E right

Totala

Number of farms 1 56 24 46 32 17 176
Percentage of total sample (156) 1 36 15 29 21 11 113
Number of farms without formal

certification
0 47 22 39 7 6 121

Percentage of farms of the respective
route without formal certification

0 84 92 85 22 35 69b

Source : Own survey.

Notes: a As several farmers use more than one distribution channel, the cumulated percentage exceeds 100
per cent (156 farms).
b Especially for those farmers holding a certificate, it is much easier to use several distribution routes and
therefore they are counted in each route, while those without formal certification are usually dependent on
one buyer and therefore only appear in one route. As a result the percentage of farms without formal
certification in this table is lower than in total (75%).
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According to our interviews, the most inte-
grated and reliable route is of course route A.
Indeed it is where the chain becomes vague
so that traceability becomes questionable.
Our interviews further indicated the limited
reliability of brokers (route D; E and F right)
who often use questionable methods which
includes mixing the produce of certified and
uncertified produce. One exporter remarked,
for instance: ‘Yes it is true; we cannot assure
that the brokers bring other products than we
wish to’.

However, the majority of non-certified
farmers sell their produce directly to exporters.
This can be explained in two ways. First, it is
common practice that during peak demand
times, exporters also buy uncertified products.
According to independent experts (interviews
with a certifier and several scientists from Kenya
and EU 2009), some importers and retailers
in Europe8 are aware of it.

The most common way of participation is,
however, the long-term integration of non-
certified farmers into exporter schemes (route
B; see table 3). In this way, farmers who are not
certified sell their produce under a GlobalGAP
certificate issued for their contractor (the cer-
tified large exporting farm which controls the
other farms in the QMS). This was described by
an exporter as follows: ‘Strict records of chemi-
cals used and modern storage facilities are not
possible for small scale farmers. The costs are
much too high, higher than their sales volumes
. . . They cannot all be certified under Global-
GAP stipulations. Every exporter is certified,
but most farmers not. So we do not require
certification . . . we just want the farmers to be
“compliant” and we test them ourselves’
(Kenyan exporter). This practice was observed
at farm level and confirmed by different experts
(e.g. donors and members of the Kenyan
horticultural development agency (HCDA)).
However, these backstage arrangements do not
necessarily mean that these farmers do not
meet the requirements of the standards. In
practice, most of the non-certified producers
who bring their products into the chain under
route B and E (left) are strictly controlled by
their direct buyers who make efforts to train
them. Some even have agreements with their
buyers in which they set milestones for a future
certification. However, the current situation of

these farmers means that a formal certification
and an independent third party inspection are
not given. ‘We suspect that is a widespread prac-
tice in developing countries, but it is not a
formal and legitimate compliance according to
GlobalGAP’ (European certifier).

DISCUSSION

While product and process specifications are
codified according to GlobalGAP, the system
still has elements of a relational value chain
(Gereffi et al. 2005). Even though they are
codified, the control of GlobalGAP process
requirements in particular are very difficult to
guarantee in the different supply routes and
relations. This is one reason why informal
arrangements could evolve and why a full
implementation of GlobalGAP certification has
been limited so far (see below).

The high obstacles for becoming certified
make it (nearly) impossible for small and
medium sized farms to continue producing for
their main market the EU under GlobalGAP.
As several studies (e.g. Graffham and Cooper
2008), have already observed, our results
underline that the costs and efforts both for the
implementation and long term maintenance of
a formal GlobalGAP certification are usually
too high for small scale farmers with their low
financial and technical capabilities.

For those who are integrated into a QMS,
knowledge and financial support are given by
the exporter (route B), while those farmers
who are integrated into a group support each
other and can use group certification or have
other advantages of economies of scale (e.g. by
cost sharing for larger equipment, joint pur-
chase). However, as stated by different farmers,
even with the necessary financial resources and
technical equipment, the requirements of the
standard are still highly complex and often
inscrutable for an average Kenyan farmer.9

Here, exporters and groups can alleviate
complex technical problems through knowl-
edge transfer.

Based on the different identified routes,
support systems and the capabilities of the
buyers, two different types of informal arrange-
ments (with mixed types in between) can be
categorised:
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1. Informal arrangements in integrated and
internally controlled systems: These infor-
mal arrangements appear in route B, partly
in route E left. Typical identified charac-
teristics are:

• Strictly internal control through quality
management systems (QMS)

• Long term relationships
• Necessary financial support and know-

how is provided by technical assis-
tants with high capability face-to-face
(relational)

• Agreement between the exporter and the
farmer, sometimes also ‘compromises
between exporters and importers’ as iden-
tified by Ouma (2010; p. 216) where
exporters act as hegemonic actors

• GlobalGAP requirements are fulfilled
(aim is to reduce the costs of a formal
certification, especially the high costs of
hiring a certifier to audit the process).

2. In contrast, especially route D is marked by
uncontrolled informal arrangements which
can be characterised as:

• Market based relations, short term with a
low level of trust between the actors

• Low capability of the buyer to provide
the farmers with know-how or financial
support.

• Uncontrolled and unorganised arrange-
ments (no QMS or support system)

• Therefore high risk that farmers do
not fulfil most GlobalGAP requirements
(except if there is other support or access
to knowledge, for example, by NGOs or
associations)

• Based on ‘clandestine sourcing practices’
(Ouma 2010; p. 216) – often no agree-
ment with the exporter, except during
peak demand times

• Mixing non-certified products with
certified products usually without the
knowledge of the certified producers
(own interviews).

Regarding the other routes, different degrees
of co-ordination, support and control
occurred. In route C, informal arrangements
were applied by farmers buying additional
products from uncertified neighbours. Regard-
ing route E right, the degree of control

depended on the level of co-ordination in the
group, while in E left sometimes also
co-ordination, control and support of the
exporter took place.

While the uncontrolled informal arrange-
ments involve the described risks, exporters,
brokers, and even some large producers some-
times do still need these uncontrolled routes
and channels to flexibly produce the highly
volatile volumes required by the EU. This
means that both producers and traders in
Kenya have a strong interest in keeping the
small scale farmers integrated, even without
certification. Here they see the only way to fulfil
the demand based on the conflicting EU retail
company requirements of flexibility and highly
challenging product and process obligations.10

So far, the two discussed solutions to over-
come the lack of certified products (Group
certification and the benchmark KenyaGAP)
have only partly been able to overcome this
bottle neck. Especially group certification has
been regarded as a possible solution to get
farmers formally certified without high efforts
and costs for the farmers (Graffham & Cooper
2008). As shown in Table 3, the number of
informal arrangements is far lower for group
certification (route E left and right). However
in our sample, 22 per cent of route E left
and 35 per cent of route E right still had no
formal group certificate. According to our
interviews, several problems occur here. First, a
group certification is quite expensive (about
$700 depending on the size of the group; see
also Graffham & Cooper 2008) and therefore
much more costly than informal arrangements.
Also, a group has to be established as a legal
entity, which is challenging due to mistrust
among would-be members. Here, group
members often tend to consume the benefits of
the group without contributing to the efforts
(free rider problem) or opt out of joint market-
ing contracts. Moreover, in cases where no pro-
fessional help was given by exporters or donors,
fulfilling the requirements to get certified still
remained difficult, even for a group (see also
Asfaw et al. 2008). Regarding KenyaGAP, our
observation was that most farmers in the areas
around Mt. Kenya had not heard of it, or knew
producers that had experiences with it.11 In
addition, Ouma (2010) points out several weak-
nesses of the standard (including high costs,
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and limited buyer acceptance) which limit its
proliferation. As Table 2 shows, only nine
farmers (6%) used this standard.

CONCLUSION

We agree with the state of the art that it is hard
for Kenyan farmers to get a GlobalGAP certifi-
cation. However (and this is new!), this does
not mean that there is only a dichotomy of
being certified or being excluded. Based on the
co-ordination and structure of the value chain
and the institutional level in which it is embed-
ded in Kenya, Kenyan producers and traders
have developed different ways of informal inte-
gration for not formally certified producers to
enter the supply chain of EU retail companies.
In addition our results indicate in the first place
that this is actually done by large numbers of
farmers. This does not necessarily mean that
the quality and process requirements are not
fulfilled, as different measures are taken and
controlled (e.g. by exporters at the farm level).
Generally, our results are the first to show that
the integration and standardisation even of
highly sophisticated consumer markets do not
necessary lead to a large exclusion of small scale
businesses of developing countries. Second, the
introduction of standards like GlobalGAP has
so far not necessarily stopped the development
or persistence of informal non-certified pro-
duction flows into the chain. Informal produc-
tion flows can play a serious role in global value
chains and this role should be taken into
account at least for analysing the impact of
standards in the chain.
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Notes

1. Including pesticides, storage and grading
rooms, toilet and shower facilities to ensure farm
hygiene.

2. In 2007, GlobalGAP also launched the official
benchmark standard ‘KenyaGAP’. KenyaGAP
includes the same obligations and control points

but aims to interpret the technical criteria and
obstacles of GlobalGAP in a way more suitable for
small scale farmers (Garbutt 2007). When refer-
ring to GlobalGAP, we implicitly always include
KenyaGAP, except when otherwise stated.

3. It was of advantage that one of the authors of this
paper was born and raised in the region and is
therefore still integrated into the local networks
and speaks the native language of the farmers.

4. The definition of small scale farms varies
depending on the author. In the Kenyan
context, farms with more than 15 ha can be
already regarded as quite large. However, con-
cerning the challenges of implementing Global-
GAP in comparison with EU farmers, also
Kenyan farmers with 15 or even 50 ha face the
typical challenges of a small scale farmer regard-
ing implementation and running costs.

5. According to Mithöfer et al. (2008), the total
number of farmers producing for export is very
volatile but lies at approximately 4,000 in the Mt.
Kenya region. Less than 1 per cent of these farms
are large farms with more than 1,000 ha and
about 80–85 per cent are small scale farmers with
less than 5 ha (FPEAK 2009).

6. This is possible because the business was either
originally a large farm that started exporting
itself, or because it was an exporter that started to
produce. Both vertical integration developments
could be identified.

7. While the routes were identified and cross-
checked in various qualitative interviews with
experts and stakeholders, the quantitative classi-
fication was based on the following selection cri-
teria: Route A: large scale farmer (>1000 ha) and
direct exporter. Route B: farmers selling only to
an exporter, no use of group certification. Route
C: farmers selling to an exporter but not only to
an exporter, no use of group certification. Route
D: farmers selling to a broker, no use of group
certification. Route E left: farmers selling to an
exporter, use of group certification. Route E
right: farmers selling to a broker, use of group
certification. Based on these simple criteria, the
table can only give the approximate dimensions
of farmers using the distribution channels. Dif-
ferent weaknesses have to be taken into account.
First, some of the farmers are using more than
one route. Second, farmers can be selling to
a single broker without been integrated into a
scheme. Third, farmers can be organised in a
group without using group certification. Finally
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the usage of certification does in general not
mean a formal certification.

8. This procedure is generally and legally accept-
able and will not be prosecuted as long as
the supermarket chain does not label its pro-
ducts with GlobalGAP, which is usually not the
case.

9. In our study, 37 per cent of the farmers had no or
primary school education, and the majority had
difficulties with written English. This made the
GlobalGAP technical manual – which is written
in English and exceeds 100 pages – a serious
barrier without external help.

10. Here, it will be also interesting to see in how far
these practices might change the control system
of GlobalGAP in the future and in how far the
identified informal arrangements can be sus-
tained. It is important to note that at least some
members of the controlling instances of Global-
GAP are already aware of informal arrangements
or at least suspect them. Ouma (2010) indicates
that GlobalGAP may have plans to establish a
GPS-based traceability system, which would
threaten the existence of such informal spaces.
However, it seems likely that GlobalGAP aims to
formally integrate the actual informal scheme
arrangements. In the 4.0 version of GlobalGAP
which will be obligatory in 2012, vague formula-
tions indicate that in the future GlobalGAP will
treat schemes as one farm and therefore the
integrated farmers of these schemes can offi-
cially switch under the umbrella of the certified
exporter farm.

11. The latter is, however, often a fundamental
precondition for farmers to consider new tech-
niques or practices.
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