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PART 1   Project Information 

 

1.1. General Introduction 

Fairtrade International’s Standards & Pricing Unit (S&P) would like to thank all stakeholders for the 

time and effort they have put into participating in the consultation on the Fairtrade Geographical Scope 

of Producer Certification. The consultation concluded on 15.08.2014 with a total of 28 participants who 

gave S&P their views and perspectives. Thanks to these replies, S&P has gained a good 

understanding of critical issues and concerns including potential solutions. Together with the results of 

the research carried out by S&P, this information provides the basis for our recommendation to the 

Standards Committee (SC). The SC’s endorsement and decision on the final geographical scope 

policy will be taken in full knowledge of stakeholders’ comments. 

This document aims to present the outcome of the consultation in the most transparent way possible 

without disclosing confidential stakeholder information.  

Should you have any queries or remarks concerning this report, please contact the Project 

Manager Lucy Russell at: l.russell@fairtrade.net or call: +49-228-94923-282 

 

1.2. Background  

The mission of Fairtrade is to promote fairer trading conditions for disadvantaged producers in 

developing countries. The target group therefore depends on how disadvantaged producers are 

defined and where they are. When Fairtrade International was created there was no common policy 

defining which countries Fairtrade certified producer organizations can come from. So in 2003, a 

policy was developed, based on an agreed methodology, to determine which countries can be 

considered “developing”, and therefore have Fairtrade certified producers. Since then the 

methodology has been adapted on several occasions according to the changing needs of the 

organization. 

Current methodology 

The current methodology used to determine which countries can be Fairtrade producer countries, has 

been in place since 2007. It involves the following steps: 

1. Including the OECD-DAC list of countries eligible to receive official development assistance* 
2. Excluding eastern European countries and Turkey 
3. Limiting the scope in China  

The current scope is available at here.  

*The "OECD-DAC (Development Assistance Committee) list of official development assistance (ODA) recipients" 

lists all countries and territories eligible to receive official development assistance (ODA). These consist of all low 

and middle income countries based on gross national income (GNI) per capita, as published by the World Bank. 

Regional assignment of producer countries 

The Geographical Scope also has a separate usage, which is to identify, or serve as a kind of key, for 

the Fairtrade pricing regions, as referred to in the Fairtrade Minimum Price and Premium table. The list 

of countries is split into regions and sub-regions so that producers and traders can find out which sub-

region their country belongs to in terms of pricing. The regional assignment of countries is currently in 

line with the UN classification of macro geographical regions. 

 

 

http://www.fairtrade.net/fileadmin/user_upload/content/2009/standards/documents/generic-standards/2014-07-16_Geographical_Scope_policy_EN.pdf
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Project aim 

The aim of the project is to review the methodology used for determining which countries can be 

Fairtrade producer countries and to review the Fairtrade pricing regions. 

 

1.3. Project Timelines and Way Forward 

This standard review project started in March 2014. The project assignment (PA), which outlines the 

background, intentions and other details of the project, is available here. 

 

1.4. Abbreviations 

GINI index: A measurement of the income distribution of a country's residents. This is the most 

commonly used measure of inequality. 

GNI: Gross National Income 

GPM: Global Product Management 

MEP: Monitoring, Evaluation and Planning 

NFO: National Fairtrade organization - Fairtrade country organizations in the consumer markets 

PML: Prohibited Materials List 

PN: Producer networks - regional Fairtrade organizations in the producer markets 

SC: Standards Committee 

S&P: Standards and Pricing  

 

PART 2   The Consultation  

 

2.1. Consultation process  

The consultation was an online questionnaire in English, sent by email to national Fairtrade 

organizations (NFOs), producer networks (PNs) and Fairtrade International staff.  

The consultation was not proactively sent out to producer organizations or traders; because of the 

technical nature of the project, S&P felt this consultation was only relevant to Fairtrade International 

and members. All were however welcome to participate and the information on how to participate was 

available online.  

Most topics were addressed in the consultation by asking for “yes/no/partly/I am unsure” answers and 

then asking for any comments to allow for both qualitative as well as quantitative feedback.  

 

2.2. Organizations 

S&P received a total of 28 responses, which were made up of the following groups of staff from 

Fairtrade International and member organizations: 

Participants NFOs PSR/ 
PNs 

FLOCERT Monitoring, 
Evaluation 
& Planning 
(MEP)* 

Pricing Communications* Licensing Fundraising 
& 
Partnerships* 

Other 
Fairtrade 
International 
staff* 

Number 9 8 1 3 2 1 1 1 2 

Percentage 32% 29% 4% 11% 7% 4% 4% 4% 7% 

http://www.fairtrade.net/fileadmin/user_upload/content/2009/standards/documents/2014-07-01_PA_Geoscope_FINAL.pdf
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* Responses from these Fairtrade International units are grouped together in the analyses below. 

Where relevant, responses from specific units are highlighted. 

 

2.3. Consultation Outcome 

This section provides a summary of all responses received for each survey question. Results from the 

questionnaire and additional written feedback are collated here along with the proposed requirements.  

 

Topic 1 - Methodology 

 

There are various issues related to the current methodology for determining the Fairtrade producer 

countries: 

 The OECD-DAC list is only based on the GNI of a country. It doesn’t reflect wealth gaps, 

poverty rates or other development indicators and is therefore one-dimensional.  

 The contracts FLOCERT has with producers do not contain any explanation or clause on what 

happens to the producer organizations if their country is removed from the OECD-DAC list 

(and therefore from the Fairtrade scope). The current geographical scope policy therefore 

presents legal risks because some Fairtrade producer countries (such as Chile or Brazil) may 

in the near future be removed from the OECD-DAC list due to increased GNI. It is not clearly 

stated if and how countries with certified producers could be removed from the Fairtrade 

scope. Also NFOs are experiencing difficulties when seeking long-term commitments from 

traders in countries which, according the current policy may in a few years no longer be 

eligible to be a Fairtrade producer country. 

 The step in the methodology which excludes some European countries and Turkey, despite 

being on the OECD-DAC list, is problematic because of the lack of written justification for 

excluding them. By aligning with that list, Fairtrade International is essentially stating that any 

country which fulfils the requirements (i.e. is on the OECD-DAC list) is eligible. As such the 

exclusion of Turkey and Eastern Europe undermines the objectivity of using any index in the 

methodology. 

 There are various indexes available from different international organizations, but there is no 

perfect index which fully serves the purpose of identifying the Fairtrade target group. Where 

indexes are available, the data isn’t always available for every country in the world and there 

are often statistical and inaccuracy issues. 

S&P therefore proposes to no longer directly align the policy with the OECD-DAC list. Instead we 

propose to “repackage” the policy to increase flexibility for any future revisions, by ensuring that non-

economic indicators and the upcoming Fairtrade International Strategy can also be considered. This 

means that the scope of countries would no longer be strictly dependent on an external index (and its 

changes) and it would acknowledge other relevant indicators and factors such as where Fairtrade has 

(or wishes to develop) producer support expertise. Rather than following a strict methodology this 

could be presented as the Fairtrade approach for determining the scope. 

In practice this approach would involve starting with the current list of countries (to ensure 

consistency) and assessing if any should be removed. The main indexes which could be consulted are 

the OECD-DAC list, the Human Development Index (which considers life expectancy, literacy, 

education, standards of living, and quality of life indicators) and the World Bank GINI index (which 

measures distribution of wealth). However other social and economic indicators could be considered, 

depending on what data is available and relevant - so the indexes used are not fixed. Where Fairtrade 

https://www.surveymonkey.net/MySurvey_EditPage.aspx?sm=%2bHFkxnoU77ADantb0483G9%2bj2EFW7axnf1%2bt0OgbO1ho35baQ9%2bE5rj7ENsNRHC5&TB_iframe=true&height=450&width=650
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producers are present, countries should not be removed from the scope to avoid damaging any long-

term Fairtrade impact for producers - this is part of the Fairtrade strategy. If requests are received to 

include a country which is not currently in the scope, the same process of assessment should be 

followed. As with this review, the Standards Committee advises on the geographical scope policy but 

the Fairtrade International Board makes final decisions. 

We propose the following wording to explain the purpose, approach, and review process of the 

geographical scope policy - first we have shown the current version and then the proposed version: 

 

Current version: 

Definition of Fairtrade International’s geographical scope 

Fairtrade International defines the countries in which it certifies producers as those countries with low 
and medium development status. The definition is based on the OECD-DAC (Development Assistance 
Committee) list of recipient countries of Official Development Assistance. The list includes countries 
with low and middle per capita income as defined by the World Bank.  

 

Fairtrade International’s geographical scope encompasses almost all countries in Africa, Latin America 
and the Caribbean, Oceania, and the poorest countries in Asia. Countries and territories are divided 
into regions based on the UN classification of macro geographical regions.  

 

Excluded from Fairtrade International’s geographical scope are European Countries (including Eastern 
European countries and Turkey

1
) and all G8-countries (thus Russian Federation as an upper-middle 

income economy).  

 

Proposed version: 

Purpose  

The purpose of the Fairtrade International geographical scope is to determine in which countries 
producer organizations can be Fairtrade certified. The countries included in the scope are listed below. 

 

Approach 

Fairtrade International considers income per capita, wealth disparity and other economic and social 
indicators, as well as the Fairtrade International strategy, when determining the geographical scope. 
Excluded from Fairtrade International’s geographical scope are members of the European Union and 
the G8-countries.  

 

Review  

The review of the Fairtrade International geographical scope policy follows the Standard Operating 
Procedure for the development of Fairtrade Standards, which determines a 5 year routine review cycle 
and provides for more frequent reviews in case of need. The Fairtrade International Board makes final 
decisions regarding the geographical scope policy. 
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Question 1 

 

 

Do you agree with the proposed approach to delink the methodology from the OECD-DAC list, and 

instead to allow for more flexibility by considering various social and economic indicators, as well as 

the Fairtrade International Strategy? 

 

Answer PSR/PNs  NFOs FI Units FLOCERT Total 

Yes 7 5 4 1 17 = 61% 

No 1 0 1 0 2 = 7% 

Partly 0 4 5 0 9 = 32% 

I am unsure 0 0 0 0 0 

 

Analysis 

The majority of respondents agreed with the proposed approach. The open comments showed that 

those in favour agreed with the rationale provided, and appreciated that the proposal would allow 

Fairtrade to deviate from the current limited macro-economic approach. Incorporating non-economic 

indicators would ensure continuity as no countries would need to be removed from the list due to 

changes in an external index, which is based purely on economics. Practical examples were given of 

small-island nations (such as Saint Lucia), where there are Fairtrade producers, which are at risk of 

being removed from the OECD-DAC list. However this is due to increasing GDP based on revenue 

from the tourism sector, which is mostly foreign-owned and managed, leaving very few profits for 

locals and with rural areas still very impoverished. This new approach would address such situations. 

It was also acknowledged that this approach would also address the questions of what happens when 

a country with Fairtrade producers and of strategic importance for Fairtrade (e.g. Brazil) is removed 

from the OECD-DAC list. Further, it was also commented on that Fairtrade should not have to rely on 

any list out of principle (not just for practical reasons); we can allow ourselves the freedom to 

determine a geographical scope policy in line with our vision/mission/strategy.  

Those who partly agreed were mostly in favour of delinking from the OECD-DAC list, but questioned 

the transparency of the methodology. It was requested that the “various social and economic 

indicators” should be specified, ideally with two or three fixed indicators, and there should be a clear 

explanation on how decisions are made regarding adding new countries. A PSR/PN representative 

also suggested including availability of provision of support services after certification, as a factor to 

check before adding a country. Also instead of referring to the “Fairtrade Strategy”, it was suggested 

to change the wording to the “Fairtrade's strategic priorities” to avoid confusion with the strategy which 

is currently being developed. 

Two participants were against excluding EU countries (as is currently the case and hasn’t changed in 

the proposal); the reason being that if a country is on the OECD-DAC list and low on other indicators, 

but is in the EU, why should EU membership exclude them? Also by strictly excluding the EU, it could 

be problematic if and when countries such as Turkey or Bosnia enter the geographical scope, in case 
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one day they join the EU. It was also questioned whether a geographical scope is the best approach in 

a globalizing world where for example a Portuguese farmer may be more marginalized than a South 

African or Brazilian one.  

One participant who opposed the approach highlighted the lack of transparency and felt that by 

including various indicators, it would always be possible to find grounds to exclude whichever country.  

One respondent had hoped for an approach which focuses on countries which are for example 

“vulnerable” - this would have been useful when applying for funds from donors, although it was 

acknowledged that maybe such as focus wouldn’t fit in the purpose of the scope. 

 

The methodology in practice 

Based on this approach of considering social and economic indicators, we propose to remove Mayotte 

and Barbados from the scope. The rationale for removing them is as follows: 

 They are both now defined as “high-income countries (or territories)” by the World Bank, and 

were therefore removed from the OECD-DAC list in the last review.  

 Neither of these countries currently have Fairtrade certified producers so removing them 

would not damage any long-term Fairtrade impact for any producers. 

 Mayotte became an “outermost region” of the EU in January 2014. Outermost regions are 

geographic areas which are part of an EU member state (in this case France) but situated 

geographically outside of Europe. They are fully part of the EU.  

 Barbados was ranked at number 38 in the world in the 2013 Human Development Index. As a 

comparison, it is one rank higher that Poland and one below Hungary. It is included in the top 

group of “very high human development”. 

 

Question 1.1  

 

Do you agree with the proposal to remove Mayotte from the Fairtrade geographical scope? 

 

Answer PSR/PNs  NFOs FI Units FLOCERT Total 

Yes 7 9 7 1 24 = 86% 

No 0 0 0 0 0  

I am unsure 1 0 3 0 4 = 14 % 

 

Analysis 

A large majority agreed with the proposal. Most were convinced by the rationale given, especially 

since it is now an EU territory. Several re-confirmed that there are no Fairtrade producers there so 

none would be affected. 

Four were unsure; of those one felt the methodology followed was not clear. 
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Question 1.2 

 

Do you agree with the proposal to remove Barbados from the Fairtrade geographical scope? 

 

Answer PSR/PNs  NFOs FI Units FLOCERT Total 

Yes 6 8 7 0 21 = 75% 

No 0 1 0 0 1 = 4% 

I am unsure 2 0 3 1 6 = 21 % 

 

Analysis 

A large majority agreed with the proposal. Most agreed, as the indicators used showed, that the 

development status of Barbados is beyond the need for Fairtrade. One respondent compared 

Barbados to Trinidad & Tobago, which was also recently removed from the OECD-DAC list, and if we 

were to follow the current methodology, this island would have had to be removed from the 

geographical scope too. However it was explained that the increased GDP there is due to increasing 

revenue from offshore oil, but the rural poverty levels are much lower than in Barbados. It was 

therefore welcomed that this methodology would protect Trinidad & Tobago from being removed from 

the scope. 

One respondent was concerned that the methodology gives advantages to big countries.  

It was additionally requested that Monserrat, Anguilla, Turk & Caicos and Saint Helena, also be 

removed, despite being on the OECD-DAC list, because they are British overseas territories (and 

famous for being tax havens). 

 

Topic 2 - Regional assignment of countries  

 

The Fairtrade pricing regions are based on the regional assignment of countries in the geographical 

scope, which is based on the UN classification of macro geographic regions. This has become 

problematic because these regions are purely based on geography. When the regional divisions were 

first introduced to the scope in 2006, they fitted the Fairtrade needs. However since then many more 

countries and products have entered the system, and it has now become apparent that some 

countries are considered to be in the “wrong” pricing groups. 

S&P proposes to delink the division from the UN regions and create more logical groupings, based on 

trade agreements, trade routes and other relevant factors, and also to align with the producer network 

groupings, if relevant (such as in cases where the PNs have also aligned their sub-regional networks 

with such factors).  

Please note: the new pricing regions would only apply to any upcoming reviewed/new prices. 

Producers and traders would not be affected by price changes until price reviews are carried out. 
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The proposed changes are explained and the proposed new regional divisions (with changes in red) 

are shown in the tables below: 

Proposed change Reason  

Move Comoros, Madagascar, Malawi, Mauritius, 
Mozambique, Seychelles, Zambia and Zimbabwe 
from Eastern Africa to Southern Africa 

Move Angola from Middle Africa to Southern 
Africa 

To align more with the Southern African 
Development Community and with the Fairtrade 
Africa producer network for Southern Africa. 

Move Congo (DRC) from Middle Africa to Eastern 
Africa 

To align with the Fairtrade Africa producer 
network for Eastern Africa. 

Move Cameroon, Central African Republic, Chad, 
Congo, Equatorial Guinea, Gabon and Sao Tome 
and Principe from Middle Africa to Western Africa 
(and remove Middle Africa as a region) 

To align with the Fairtrade Africa producer 
network for Western Africa. 

Align the regions with the producer networks and 
the countries they represent: 

 Include Oceania/Pacific as a sub-region 
under Asia and rename as Asia and 
Pacific 

Move Middle Eastern countries from Western 
Asia to the Africa section - and rename the region 
as Africa and the Middle East and the sub-region 
as Middle East. 

To reflect the Fairtrade regional representation of 
producers. 

 

Africa and the Middle East 

 
Western Africa 
 
Benin  
Burkina Faso  
Cameroon  
Cape Verde  
Central African 
Republic 
Chad  
Congo 
Cote d'Ivoire  
Equatorial Guinea  
Gabon 
Gambia  
Ghana  
Guinea  
Guinea-Bissau  
Liberia  
Mali  
Mauritania  
Niger  
Nigeria 
Sao Tome and 
Principe 
Senegal  
Sierra Leone  
Togo  

 
Southern Africa 
 
Angola 
Botswana  
Comoros 
Lesotho  
Madagascar 
Malawi 
Mauritius 
Mozambique 
Namibia  
Seychelles 
South Africa 
Swaziland 
Zambia  
Zimbabwe  

 
Eastern Africa  
 
Burundi  
Congo (DRC) 
Djibouti  
Eritrea   
Ethiopia  
Kenya  
Rwanda 
Somalia  
South Sudan 
Uganda  
Tanzania 

 
Northern Africa 
 
Algeria  
Egypt  
Libya  
Morocco  
Sudan  
Tunisia 

 
Middle East 
 
Iraq  
Jordan  
Lebanon  
Oman 
Palestine  
Syria  
Yemen 
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Asia and Pacific 

 
Central Asia  
 
Kazakhstan  
Kyrgyzstan  
Tajikistan  
Turkmenistan  
Uzbekistan  
 

 
Eastern Asia  
 
China* 
Korea (DPRK) 
Mongolia  
 

 
Southern Asia 
 
Afghanistan 
Bangladesh  
Bhutan  
India  
Iran 
Maldives  
Nepal  
Pakistan  
Sri Lanka  
 

 
South-Eastern 
Asia 
 
Cambodia  
Indonesia  
Laos 
Malaysia  
Myanmar  
Philippines  
Thailand  
Timor-Leste 
Viet Nam  
 

 
Western Asia 
 
Armenia  
Azerbaijan  
Georgia  
 
 

 
Pacific 
 
Cook Islands  
Fiji  
Kiribati 
Marshall Islands 
Micronesia  
Nauru  
Niue 
Palau 
Papua New 
Guinea  
Samoa 
Solomon Islands  
Tokelau 
Tonga  
Tuvalu 
Vanuatu 
Wallis and Futuna 
Islands 

 

 

 

Latin America and the Caribbean 

 
Caribbean  
 
Antigua and Barbuda 
Cuba  
Dominica  
Dominican Republic  
Grenada  
Haiti  
Jamaica 
Saint Kitts and Nevis  
Saint Lucia 
Saint Vincent and the Grenadines  
Trinidad and Tobago 
 

 
Central America and Mexico 
 
Belize  
Costa Rica  
El Salvador  
Guatemala  
Honduras  
Mexico  
Nicaragua  
Panama  

 
South America  
 
Argentina  
Bolivia  
Brazil  
Chile  
Colombia  
Ecuador  
Guyana  
Paraguay  
Peru  
Suriname  
Uruguay  
Venezuela  
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Question 2 

 

Do you agree with the proposed changes to the pricing regions? 

 

Answer PSR/PNs  NFOs FI Units Total 

Yes 8 8 5 21 = 78% 

No 0 0 0 0  

Partly 0 1 4 5 = 19% 

I am unsure 0 0 1 1 = 4% 

 

Analysis 

Most were in favour of the changes. Several welcomed the “economic” regions and splitting the Middle 

East from Western Asia to avoid ambiguity. Although one respondent requested the merging of Middle 

East and North Africa, to fully reflect the regional producer network there. 

Those partly in favour requested some names changes such as renaming Western Africa as “Western 

and Central Africa”. Another suggested splitting francophone Western Africa into a separate group due 

to sub-regional agreements and monetary units there. Another noted, that geographically and trade-

wise there should be a Central Africa region (countries such as Cameroon, Chad, Central African 

Republic). But so far in Fairtrade there has been hardly any growth in the central African countries, 

apart from Cameroon (which is now part of West Africa).    It was acknowledged however, that in line 

with the new approach it would be possible to make these adjustments in case in future there is an 

increase of Fairtrade producers in Central Africa. 

Several respondents mentioned the importance of aligning the regions with MEP data collection and 

FLOCERT regions. 

 

Topic 3 - Any other comments 

Please refer to the geographical scope policy draft proposal for an overview of all proposed changes. 

For reference the current geographical scope policy is available here.  

The proposal also includes improved wording/clarity (it ensures that the country/region names are 

consistent with Fairtrade and it includes an explanation that the scope is also used to define the 

pricing regions.) 

Question 3 

 

Do you have any other comments or feedback regarding this consultation and proposed changes, as 

shown in the geographical scope policy draft proposal? Have all the main issues been addressed?  

 

http://www.fairtrade.net/fileadmin/user_upload/content/2009/standards/documents/2014-07-16_Geographical_Scope_policy__proposal_DRAFT.pdf
http://www.fairtrade.net/fileadmin/user_upload/content/2009/standards/documents/generic-standards/2014-07-16_Geographical_Scope_policy_EN.pdf
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Analysis 

This was an open question. Most left this section blank or just repeated positive comments. 

One request was received to add a sentence such as: “The countries currently included in the scope 

are listed below” to make it clear that the list can change and requests can be made. This links with 

the enquiry about Turkey and why it is not a Fairtrade country - it would have to be clarified if and how 

Turkey and other Eastern European countries can enter the scope. Further, there is need for a clear 

communication on how the scope is amended/ reviewed with clear records of choices made together 

with the justifications for them. 

One respondent requested to add clarity to the geographical scope on not working in the “Global 

North”. 

 


