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ABSTRACT

This study examines the influence of the
environmental standards set by agro-based
processing small and medium sized
enterprises (SMEs) on poverty eradication
among small scale farmers, and the
moderating roles of farmers” environmental
empowerment and practice adoption on
the environmental standards-poverty
reduction relationship.

DESIGN/METHODOLOGY

ADOPTION OF ENVIRONMENTALLY

Data were collected from purchasing
managers of agro-based processing firms.
Both SPSS and CB-SEM software were used
for data analysis. SPSS software was used
to obtain results on the influence of the
environmental standards set by agro-based
processing SMEs on poverty eradication, the
moderating role of farmers’ environmental
empowerment and practice adoption on

the environmental standards-poverty
eradication relationship.
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eveloping nations, including Africa, have changed focus from the United Nations’ (UN)

2020 Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) to the UN’s 2030 Sustainability Devel-

opment Goals (SDGs) and the 2063 African Union (AU) Sustainability Development

Goals (SDGs). The UN’s 2030 SDGs involve addressing the incomplete business of the
MDGs and meeting the growing challenges of the interlinked economic, social and environ-
mental dimensions of sustainable development (United Nations (UN), 2015). Building from the
perspective of the UN's 2030 SDGs, the AU Agenda 2063 for SDGs includes, but is not limited
to, the following goals:

e ending poverty of all kinds;
e transforming the economy through sustainable and inclusive economic growth;
e developing environmentally sustainable and climate-resilient economies and communities;

Findings indicated that the agro-processing
environmental standards of SMEs positively
influenced poverty eradication among small
scale farmers and farmers” adoption of
environmentally friendly agricultural
practices. Also, farmers’ environmental
empowerment moderated the
environmental standards-poverty
eradication relationship.

The study mainly focused on agro processing
SMEs and small scale farmers. The research
has implications for those decision makers
in government concerned with enhancing
environmentally friendly practices among
farmers in general.

FINDINGS

LIMITATIONS /IMPLICATIONS
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e promoting inclusive and sustainable industrialisation and fostering innovation;

e ensuring sustainable consumption and production patterns; and

e revitalising global partnerships for sustainable development (Report of the Commission
on the AU Agenda 2063, 2015).

Both the AU Agenda 2063 and the UN’s 2030 Agenda for sustainable development offer a
unique opportunity for Africa to achieve inclusive, transformative and sustainable develop-
ment aspirations that are urgent for ensuring a sustainable development path for the conti-
nent (Office of the Special Advisor on Africa, 2016).

Environmental emissions are increasing, particularly in the developing world, where
pursuing industrialisation is a priority (Geng et al., 2016). Most research on environmental
emissions is conducted in developing nations, where the impact of pollution is more severe;
these emissions lead to ill health, death and disability in millions of people annually (Borja-
Aburto et al., 2000; Oluwasola, 2014). Poverty, inability to invest in modern technology,
weak environmental laws and industrialisation combine to create increased pollution levels
(Briggs, 2003; Oluwasola, 2014). Industrialisation in developing countries, including those
of Africa, is a high priority because there is a need for structural transformation from small-
scale agriculture to industrialisation; this is so developing countries can experience inclusive
and pro-poor growth (Oluwasola, 2014). However, industrialisation, at least initially,
requires a massive use of energy resources; this leads to pollution and environmental
degradation (Bruce and Ellis, 1993). Arguably, China would not have achieved its impressive
economic growth and development if it had been concerned about pollution in its initial
stages of development (Oluwasola, 2014). Although research on green industrialisation
is predominantly focused on developing nations such as China and other Asia countries,
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The influence of agro-based processing
SMEs’ environmental standards on poverty
eradication among small scale farmers,

and the moderating roles of farmers’
environmental empowerment and adoption
of environmentally friendly agricultural
practices on the environmental standards-
poverty eradication relationship are aspects
that have not been given significant
attention.
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many of these nations are well on the way to development (Malviya and Kant, 2015). Less
developed nations, such as those on the African continent, have not been given significant
research attention.

While the emphasis in previous research has been on industrialisation and climate change
issues, industrialisation is just a single component of the entire agricultural supply chain.
Approximately 70% of the rural poor rely on agriculture for their livelihoods (United Na-
tions, 2007). In developing countries, it is @ major occupational sector and primary source
of income for the poor. While agriculture value-added as a percentage of GDP is 3% for the
world on average, it is 32% for low-income countries (World Bank Statistics, 2014 ). Green-
ing the agricultural sector involves increasing the use of farming practices and technologies
that simultaneously maintain and increase productivity and profitability while ensuring sus-
tainability of food and ecosystem services, reducing negative externalities, such as environ-
mental emissions, and rebuilding natural capital assets by using resources more efficiently
(UNEP, 2011a).

In the downstream chain of agro-based processing firms, customers are interested in food
safety and sustainably produced food (Beske et al., 2014). For agro-based food processing
firms to accomplish this, pressure is mounting on farmers to improve their environmental
management practices. Agriculture is one of the largest global environmental polluters,
driving deforestation and contributing an estimated 30% of total greenhouse gas emissions.
This necessitates the need to find cost-effective ways of addressing emission problems
emanating from the agricultural sector and its supply chains. Minimising such emissions
need not compromise other objectives, such as food security, competitiveness and poverty
alleviation.

Whereas pressure may be mounting on farmers through the use of environmental standards,
the moderating roles of farmers” adoption of environmentally friendly practices and their
environmental empowerment on the environmental standards-poverty eradication relation-
ship are under researched. The majority of research focuses on the impact of climate change
on, for example, coffee plantations (see Bunn et al., 2015), and supply chain management
activities (see Dasaklis and Pappis, 2013). In addition, in the agri-food industry, emphasis is
placed on:

e the application of planning models in the agri-food supply chain (Ahumada and Villalo-
bos, 2009);

e good traceability systems that help to minimise the production and distribution of unsafe
or poor quality products (Aung and Chang, 2014);

e the role of information technology in agriculture (Ali and Kumar, 2011);
e risk mitigation in the food industry (Diabat et al., 2012); and
e supply chain collaboration in the agricultural industry (Matopoulos et al., 2007).

Therefore, the aim of this research is to discover whether environmental standards of
agro-based processing SMEs contribute to poverty alleviation among small scale farmers,
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and whether the adoption of environmental practices by farmers and their environmen-
tal empowerment moderate the environmental standards-poverty alleviation relationship;
the paper uses Uganda as a case study. The paper is structured as follows; this section has
provided the background for the research, the next section reviews of literature, followed
by sections discussing the methods and findings. The final section provides the conclusions
of the research.

LITERATURE REVIEW

This section provides a review of the literature regarding the influence the environmental
standards of agro-based processing firms have on poverty eradication among small scale
farmers. It also discusses the moderating roles of farmers’ adoption of environmentally
friendly practices and their environmental empowerment on the environmental standards-
poverty eradication relationship.

Environmental standards and practices
in Supply Chain Management (SCM) and
their relevance to food supply chain

Managing the whole supply chain is important for achieving environmental goals. Sup-
ply chain networks are elements that are often ignored when examining environmental
aspects of firms (Sarkis, 2001 ). Today, firms recognise supply networks and use coercive
measures on suppliers. Firms that adopt environmental standards engage supply chain part-
ners through assessing their suppliers’ environmental impact, requiring them to reduce such
impact (Darnall et al., 2008). Although the majority of the research is carried out in chemi-
cal, petro-chemical, mining and semiconductor industries, a huge amount of environmental
impact may be found nearly in every firm's supply chain, including the agricultural sup-
ply chain (Handfield et al., 2005; Zhu and Sarkis, 2004; Zhu et al., 2005). In addition, the
influence firms’ environmental standards have on other supply chain members is still under
researched. While research that focuses on agro-based processing manufacturing firms and
their supply chains is scarce, owner/managers of agro-based processing firms are pressurising
farmers to adopt environmentally friendly practices. Such pressure arises from food
security standards and the international standards that need to be adopted by these
farmers. Environmental standards in agro-based processing manufacturing firms promote
improvements in their supply chain partners’ environmental practices. This is carried
out through supplier development and not awarding contracts to farmers that violate
environmental rules. Farmers are forced to adopt their practices due to their concerns about
losing business.

Environmental standards and poverty eradication

Environmental standards refer to sets of rules, guidelines or characteristics for products
or related processes and production methods with which compliance is voluntary, not



Environmental Standards and Poverty Eradication among Small Scale Farmers mﬁ

legally mandated. These have grown in importance in agriculture and agri-food chains
as food consumers and societies have expressed increased expectations regarding the
quality of food products and environmental performance in their production (Rousset et al.,
2015).

Poverty reduction and environmental protection are two drivers for sustainable develop-
ment. Sound environmental management is a key to eradicating poverty, and while sound
environmental management may curtail economic opportunities and growth, it cannot be
treated separately from other development concerns (DFID et al., 2002). Environmental con-
cerns have to be integrated into poverty reduction efforts if significant and lasting results are
to be achieved (UNEP, 2011b). However, much of the research cites government as the sole
driver for poverty reduction through promoting the adoption of environmental management
practices among farmers (see Lovo et al., 2015).

Other research focuses on factors affecting farmers’ participation in agri-environmental
measures (Defrancesco et al., 2008; Hassan and Nhemachena, 2008), and poverty and envi-
ronmental degradation (Swinton et al., 2003), while the majority examines environmental
practices in agriculture (Ortiz et al., 2008; Pretty, 2007). None of these studies examine the
impact agro-based SMEs’ environmental standards have on poverty eradication in a supply
chain context. Farmers have less trust in the support provided by government as some of
the money is embezzled by the government officials in charge, and at times promises made
are never fulfilled (Teklewold et al., 2013). The influence or contribution of manufacturing
SMEs’ environmental standards towards poverty eradication is given limited attention and
lacks empirical grounding. Agro-based manufacturing SMEs influence poverty eradication
through setting stringent environmental requirements for their farmers (Yu and Bouamra-
Mechemache, 2016). Such requirements drive farmers’ engagement in environmentally
friendly practices.

Environmental management practices benefit the poor through policy and institutional
changes in the agro-based manufacturing industrial sector. These changes focus on chang-
ing the environmental governance mechanism of the agro-based manufacturing firms and
may influence the adoption of environmentally friendly practices among the farmers. Envi-
ronmental governance mechanisms that require farmers to use environmentally sound and
locally appropriate technology contribute to poverty eradication. One example of such tech-
nology includes crop production technologies that conserve soil, water and agro-biodiversity,
and minimise the use of pesticides (Andreasen et al., 1996). Another example is appropri-
ate renewable energy and energy efficient technologies that also minimise air pollution
through improving the protection of, and access to, indigenous knowledge and technologies
through improving incentives for pro-poor (Chel and Kaushik, 2011). Therefore, there is a
need to establish a link between poverty and the environment, and demonstrate that sound
and equitable management of the environment is integral to achieving the Sustainability
Development Goals. In particular, to eradicate extreme poverty and hunger, reduce child
mortality, combat major diseases, and ensure environmental sustainability. It can therefore
be hypothesised that:
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H1: Agro-processing SMEs” environmental standards positively
influence poverty eradication.

H2: Farmers” adoption of environmentally friendly practices
moderates the environmental standards-poverty
eradication relationship.

The moderating role of farmers’ environmental
empowerment on the relationship between agro-processing smes’
environmental standards and poverty eradication

Different scholars advance different definitions for environmental empowerment. Accord-
ing to Cole (1992), environmental empowerment is a process that enables individuals to
participate effectively in collective efforts to solve common problems. Environmental em-
powerment also refers to processes through which individuals and collectives gain voice and
control in the face of environmental threats (see Rousset et al., 2015). Farmer empower-
ment is widely regarded as the most sustainable approach to helping poor farmers in Africa
move out of poverty (Beaudoux et al., 1995). The majority of research on farmers’ empow-
erment in developing nations focuses more on the economic empowerment of farmers,
more specifically women, rather than environmental empowerment (United Nations, 2018).
Empowerment in agriculture refers to the ability of individuals to take control of their lives
(Bartlett, 2008).

The economic and environmental empowerment of farmers are both important factors in
reducing poverty. Despite the scarcity of studies on environmental empowerment, farmers
in developing nations, including Uganda, have been trained in environmentally friendly
practices and the use of environmentally friendly technologies (United Nations, 2014). For
example, training has been conducted in using environmental technologies that include
greenhouses, solar energy and water harvesting, and traditional farming methods such as
intercropping (Thrupp, 2000). With such training, farmers are equipped with the technical
skills required for engaging in environmentally friendly agricultural practices (Muralidhara
and Faheem, 2014) and the adoption of bio-diverse agricultural innovations (Thrupp, 2000).
Although farmers may be empowered through training and the provision of environmentally
friendly technologies, what empowers one farmer may not empower another (Hamidizadeh
etal., 2012; Yang and Ok Choi, 2009). In addition, lack of readiness, desire and know-how on
part of the farmers may affect the implementation of environmentally friendly agricultural
initiatives (Ghosh, 2013; Raineri et al., 2016).

Empowering farmers results in reduced poverty through an increase in productivity, reduced
labour intensity demand and risks of climate change (Thiessen, 2016; Maher et al., 2015).
Also, farmers’ empowerment contributes to a reduction in poverty levels and higher public
food safety standards enforced through legislation; firm level standards also have a role to
play (Hammoudi et al., 2009). Stringent public food safety standards and firm level stan-
dards drive farmers into adopting environmentally friendly practices that increase their prof-
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its; however, this is at the expense of agro-processing firms (Yu and Bouamra-Mechemache,
2016). The presence of standards and farmers’s empowerment results in better economic
performance, therefore reducing the level of poverty among farmers. It can therefore be
hypothesised that:

H3: Farmers’ environmental empowerment moderates
the relationship between environmental standards
and poverty eradication.

Adoption of
environmentally friendly
agricultural practices

H2

SME Agro-based Poverty
processing eradication
environmental

standards

Fammers’
environmental
empowerment

(TN
(=4
-
o
ke
Conceptual Framework
Source: Green Supply Chain Management, Agricultural Supply Chains and Sustainable

Agriculture Literature Review

METHOD

This section provides a discussion on the method that was employed. It looks at the research
design, study population and sampling, unit of inquiry, data sources and collection methods,
data analysis and ethical considerations.

Research design

As the study was undertaken at one point in time, it adopted a cross-sectional research
design. The study also involved testing the hypotheses. Therefore, a quantitative approach
was more relevant in providing responses to the set research hypotheses.

Population of the study, sampling and sample size

The population of the study was agro-based processing firms. Only agro-based processing
SMEs registered by the Uganda Manufacturing association were used. These are firms that
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are certified by the Uganda National Bureau of Standards. A total of 200 agro-based food
processing firms were used from a total of 5,966 agro-based processing firms. The sample
of ago-based processing firms from which the data were collected was determined using
Roscoe’s (1975) rule of thumb, that the sample should be ten times or more greater than
the number of variables being studied (Logaa and Zailani, 2013; Mohan and Zailani, 2011).
Using this rule, and because the study consisted of four study variables, a sample of 40 (4
variables multiplied by 10) purchasing managers was required; however, a sample of 300 was
sought. Purchasing managers are in charge of acquiring items for the agro-based processing
firms: they identify and award contracts to suppliers. Using the rand () function in Excel, the
list of the agro-based manufacturing firms was entered and random numbers assigned. The
firms were later arranged in ascending order whereafter the first 300 firms were considered.
A total of 200 responses were obtained on collecting the data from the field, a response
rate of 67%.

Data collection and instrument

Data were collected via a hardcopy survey questionnaire. Responses were plotted on a
7-point Likert scale in line with similar studies. Measurement items used for environmental
standards were from Delmas and Pekovic (2013), the adoption of environmentally friend-
ly agricultural practices from Tey (2013), environmental empowerment from Namagem-
be (2017), and poverty eradication from Bashir (2010). The three control variables were
selected based on previous studies indicating that engagement in agricultural practices is
sensitive to age, education and gender (Kerdsriserm et al., 2016).

Data analysis

Data were entered in SPSS software and checked through tests for multicollinearity and com-
mon method variance. Convergent validity and discriminant validity results were obtained
using SMART PLS software, and factor analysis and normality results using (B-SEM Software.
The data were normally distributed with skewness values less than 2 and kurtosis values
less than 7 for all variables. Previous research on normality suggests that the absolute value
of univariate skewness should be <2 while the absolute value for univariate kurtosis should
be <7 (Curran et al., 1996). Skewness values for all variables were less than 2 with a range
from —.018 to —.340, while kurtosis values for all variables were less than 7 with a range
from —.552 to 1.953.

Harman'’s single factor was used to test for Common Method Variance (CMV) and all fac-
tors were well below the 50% recommended for validating the data (Hazen et al., 2011).
Similarly, there were no multicollinearity issues because the Variance Inflation Factors (VIF)
were less than 10.0 and the tolerance factors above 0.10. The tolerance values ranged from
0.460 to 0.685, while the VIF factors ranged from 1.460 to 2.174. Convergent validity was
measured using average variance extracted (AVE). AVE values were above 0.40 (Xu and Fox,
2014; Zaheer et al., 2010). Discriminant validity was confirmed because all item crossing
loadings of the respective constructs with other constructs were higher on their respective
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constructs compared to other constructs. Reliability values were above 0.70 as recommend-
ed (Nunnally and Bernstein, 1978) (agro-based processing SME environmental standards
=0.83; Farmers’ Adoption of agricultural environmentally friendly practices = 0.85; Poverty
eradication = 0.90; Farmers environmental empowerment = 0.79).

Factor analysis

Except for poverty eradication and farmers’ environmental empowerment, environmen-
tal standards and adoption of environmentally friendly practices had loadings below 0.30.
Items 4 (In my firm, internal and external environmental audits are carried out to gauge the
environmental performance of our firm) and 5 (Employees in my firm are trained in environ-
mental issues) for environmental standards, and item 1 (Suppliers of agricultural raw mate-
rials to my firm use intercropping practices) for the adoption of environmental management
practices, had loadings below 0.30. However, the items were retained because they had
critical ratios above 1.96 and P-Values that were significant (see Table 1 below).

Factor Loadings for the Measurement Items

Environmental Standards Item loading Critical ratios P-values

TABLE

My firm implemented environmental policies 0.93 4.194 P<0.0001

My firm makes use of internal environmental as-
sessment tools such as benchmarking and account- 0.88 4176 P<0.0001
ing procedures

My firm established environmental performance

goals that are supposed to be achieved 0.79 Ay P<0.0001

In my firm, internal and external environmental
audits are carried out to gauge the environmental 0.28 2.881 P<0.01
performance of our firm.

Employees in my firm are trained in environmental

issues 0.21 2.435 P<0.01

In my firm, employees are given incentives based

on our firm’s environmental performance 0.32 3.110 P<0.01

My firm adopted international quality manage-
ment and environmental standards such as 1SO 0.30 3.828 P<0.0001
9000, BS 7750, ISO 14000

The adoption of agricultural environmentally friendly practices

Suppliers of agricultural raw materials to my firm

use intercropping practice 0.27 3.508 P <0.0001

Suppliers of agricultural raw materials to my firm

grow pest resistant crop varieties 0.30 3.952 P<0.0001
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TABLE

Factor Loadings for the Measurement Items (Cont.)

Environmental Standards

Item loading

Critical ratios

P-values

Suppliers of agricultural raw materials to my firm
reduced tilling of their farms

0.77

9.609

P<0.0001

Suppliers of agricultural raw materials to my firm
get rid of weeds by cultivating their plants

0.78

9.700

P<0.0001

Suppliers of agricultural raw materials to my firm
scout their crops for pests

0.78

9.703

P<0.0001

Suppliers of agricultural raw materials to my firm
have increased farm sales

0.51

6.527

P<0.0001

Suppliers of agricultural raw materials to my firm
use legume rotation as a method of crop farming

0.71

3.529

P<0.0001

Farmers' environmental empowerment

| believe farmers are given freedom and
independence to decide on their own on
how to go about doing their work.

0.70

10.695

P<0.0001

| believe farmers have access to all vital environ-
mental information.

0.77

13.474

P<0.0001

| believe farmers perform environmental
management jobs that allow them to make
and instigate changes in the way they perform
their environmental management work tasks.

0.90

17.592

P<0.0001

| believe farmers are permitted to act and think
without interference on environmental
management issues.

0.54

8.155

P<0.0001

| believe farmers are given freedom to
communicate environmental issues without
interference.

0.90

3.295

P<0.0001

Poverty eradication

Since | adopted the use of agricultural environ-
mentally friendly practices, my income level has
increased

0.42

4.498

P<0.0001

As a result of adopting the use of agricultural
environmentally friendly practices, | am assured of
enough food to feed my family for the next one
month

0.63

5.582

P<0.0001

Adopting the use of agricultural environmentally
friendly practices has made beneficiaries produce
enough agricultural products to serve the market

0.75

5.951

P<0.0001




Environmental Standards and Poverty Eradication among Small Scale Farmers

Factor Loadings for the Measurement Items (Cont.)

Environmental Standards Item loading Critical ratios P-values

As a result of adopting the use of agricultural
environmentally friendly practices, | can afford 0.55 5.265 P<0.0001
good health facilities for my family

TABLE

As a result of adopting the use of agricultural
environmentally friendly practices, my 0.88 6.251 P<0.0001
accommodation facilities have improved

Adopting the use of agricultural environmentally
friendly practices has enabled me to pay my usual
bills (telephone, water, transportation and
electricity bills)

0.93 6.330 P<0.0001

I live above the poverty line (2300/= per day)
because | adopted the use of agricultural 0.87 6.220 P<0.0001
environmentally friendly practices

Adopting the use of agricultural environmentally
friendly practices has enabled me to improve the 0.42 4.511 P<0.0001
education facilities of my children

Generally, since | adopted the use of agricultural
environmentally friendly practices, my standard of 0.43 1.641 P<0.0001
living has improved

Source: Devised by author

FINDINGS

This section provides research findings for the three research hypotheses: the influence of
environmental standards of agro-processing firms on poverty eradication, and the moderat-
ing role of farmers’ environmental empowerment and practice adoption on the environmen-
tal standards-poverty eradication relationship.

Research findings indicate that environmental standards have a positive influence on poverty
eradication. From the results, the increased application of environmental standards increases
poverty eradication. A detailed analysis of the results shows that many of the farmers
experienced an increment in farm sales; this implies a reduction in the levels of poverty as
a result of pressure from agro-processing firms (see Table 2). For example, over 60% had an
improvement in the standard of living and levels of income. In addition, farmers engaged in
environmentally friendly practices without interference were free to make changes in their
work related to environmental issues and had access to environmental information.

Moderation results indicated the existence of a partial moderation. Both farmers’ adoption of
environmentally friendly practices and their environmental empowerment moderated the
relationship between environmental standards and poverty eradication (see Tables 2 and 3).
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The Moderating Role of Farmers’ Adoption of Environmentally Friendly Practices on the
Relationship between Environmental Standards and Poverty Eradication

:1 Model | Std | Model 2 | Std |Model 3| Std Collinearity | Statistics
[oa) 1 error error error Tolerance VIF
s Constant (poverty 1.037° | 0.406 | 0.1297%| 0.467 | 0.225""| 0.457 Na Na
eradication)
Environmental stan- 0.59%%| 0.070 | 0.387%%| 0.094 | 0.362% | 0.092 0.509 1.966
dards
Adoption of envi- 0.289"% 0.112 | 0.283"| 0.110 0.510 1.959
ronmentally friendly
agricultural practices
Environmental stan- 0.179% | 0.064 0.962 1.039
dards “adoption of en-
vironmentally friendly
agricultural practices
R 0.586° 0.621¢ 0.645¢ Na Na
R square 0.343 0.386 0.417 Na Na
Adjusted R square 0.330 0.370 0.417 Na Na
F-statistics 24.835 23.759 22.378 Na Na
Sig 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 Na Na
R-square change 0.334 0.043 0.031 Na Na
F-change statistics 96.513 13.118 9.886 Na Na
Sig F change 0.0001 0.0001 0.02 Na Na

Note: n=200,

“regression is significant at the 0.05 level,
standardised coefficients are reported.

Source: Devised by author

The direct effect of environmental standards on poverty eradication was slightly higher than
the interactive effect.

A partial moderation was obtained for the interactive effect of the adoption of agricultural
environmentally friendly practices by farmers and environmental standards because some
farmers incurred higher costs when implementing these practices (Lambrecht et al., 2016).
For example, some farmers saw it was costly to adopt green rather than other agricultural
practices. In addition, environmentally friendly agricultural practices required a change of
mind-set for adoption to take place (Hobbs, 2007; Wall, 2007). For some farmers, the adop-
tion of environmentally friendly practices facilitated access to lucrative markets and supply
chains; however, for others unable to meet the requirements, the adoption of environ-
mentally friendly practices restrained market access (Rousset et al., 2015). Therefore, the
levels of adoption for the practices are still low in developing countries such as Uganda
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The Moderating Role of Farmers’ Environmental Empowerment on the Relationship between
Environmental Standards and Poverty Eradication

5 Model | Std | Model 2 | Std | Model 3 | Std | Collinearity | Statistics
) 1 error error error | Tolerance VIF
s Constant 1.037% | 0.352 0.434% | 0.148 0.405% | 0.144 Na Na
(poverty eradication)
Environmental 0.585%%1 0.070 0.085% | 0.030 0.092%% 0.030 0.678 1.475
standards
Environmental 0.904%*| 0.004 0.896%% 0.004 0.694 1.442
empowerment
of farmers
Environmental stan- 0.071% | 0.025 0.971 1.030
dards® Environmental
empowerment of
farmers
R 0.586° 0.956¢ 0.959¢ Na Na
R square 0.343 0.914 0.919 Na Na
Adjusted R square 0.330 0.912 0.917 Na Na
F-statistics 24.835 403.690 356.553 Na Na
Sig 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 Na Na
R-square change 0.334 0.571 0.005 Na Na
F-change statistics 96.513 1260.558 11.263 Na Na
Sig F change 0.0001 0.0001 0.001 Na Na
Note: n=200,

““regression is significant at 0.0001 level,
“regression is significant at the 0.001 level,
standardised coefficients are reported.

Source: Devised by author

(Teklewold et al., 2013), and farmers” environmental levels for environmental protection
are still far below target environmental levels set by the government. This implies that
there is still a need for farmers to further shift their farming methods to the targeted level.
Agro-based processing SMEs in Uganda use environmental standards as a tool to get farmers
engaged in environmentally friendly agricultural practices.

In Uganda, many of the farmers use the weed cultivation method followed by growing pest
resistant crops, crop scouting, intercropping, reduced land tillage and lastly lequme crop
rotation (Nieuwenhuis and Nieuwelink, 2005; Ssali, 2016). For example, groundnut grow-
ers scout them on a regular basis; weed cultivation is mainly carried out by the women and
land tillage by the men. There is less use of pest resistant crops because farmers still lose
millions of dollars annually due to pests such as Sweet potato weevil and virus infestation,
Cassava Brown Streak Disease, and Cassava Mosaic and Banana Bacterial Wilt Disease
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(Ssali, 2018). In addition, some pests, such as blight disease, have been found to be resistant
to herbicides. When tilling the land, they use oxen, which is environmentally friendly (see
Muzaale, 2013). Fertiliser use is at an average of 1kg of nutrients per hectare, far below the
recommended standard of 200kg made by the Abuja declaration of 2006. All cultivation
methods contribute to a reduction in the farmers’” expenditure in one way or another and
reduce environmental degradation. Environmental degradation results in predominant pov-
erty, as it reduces the availability of productive soils (Kulindwa et al., 2010).

A partial moderation effect of farmers’ environmental empowerment on the environmental
standards-poverty eradication relationship was obtained. However, the sole effect of farmers’
environmental empowerment on poverty eradication was higher, even with the presence
of environmental standards. Unlike the developed world, farmers’ environmental empow-
erment is emphasised less compared to economic empowerment in developing countries.
Although farmers contribute to environmental degradation and are at the same time affected
by climate change, the participation of farmers in decisions and policy debates surrounding
climate change and other environmental issues is limited in developing countries like Uganda;
this is the reason for the low interactive effect. Greater levels of farmers’ participation results
in correspondingly higher levels of empowerment; this is through the increasing involve-
ment of disempowered farmers whose activities have a negative impact on the environment
(zimmerman and Rappaport, 1988). Farmers can be empowered through working on envi-
ronmental issues that affect their well-being. However, many developing countries are char-
acterised by formal environmental disempowerment where citizens’ voices may be allowed in
public meetings but with no real citizen power in the decision-making process (Van Voorhees,
2012). The empowerment of farmers in developing countries like Uganda is done through
social networks and training from donor agencies (Vasilaky, 2016; Thuo et al., 2014).

CONCLUSIONS

This study aimed to examine the influence of environmental standards set by agro-process-
ing firms on poverty eradication, the moderating role of farmers” adoption of environmen-
tally friendly practices, and farmers’ environmental empowerment on the environmental
standards-poverty eradication relationship. Results showed that environmental standards
positively influenced poverty eradication. A partial moderation effect of farmers” adoption
of environmentally friendly practices and farmers’ environmental empowerment on the
environmental standards-poverty eradication relationship was found: however, the modera-
tion effect was low for both variables. A low moderation effect for farmers’ environmental
empowerment signifies the existence of formal environmental disempowerment where,
in many developing countries, the voice of citizens is only allowed in public meetings but
with no real power in the decision-making process. For the case of the moderation effect
of environmentally friendly agricultural practices, many farmers attach a cost implication on
the adoption of environmental practices. This limits their engagement in environmentally
friendly agricultural practices even when pressure is placed on them.



Environmental Standards and Poverty Eradication among Small Scale Farmers

The research contributes to the supply chain literature and the agricultural industry; it also
informs policy. For policy-makers, governments could use private standards as a cost-effec-
tive instrument for promoting sustainable development in agriculture, reducing the negative
impacts of farming, making more efficient use of natural resources and delivering public
goods to the society. There is also a need for the involvement of farmers in decisions and
policy debates surrounding climate change and other environmental issues. This may be
done through strengthening co-operatives and farmer groups in developing countries. The
participation of farmers increases visibility on the effect of their farming practices on the
environment and what can be done to reduce the environmental burden and poverty lev-
els. In addition, more funds need to be allocated to promote environmental empowerment
of farmers as the current allocation is not sufficient. Likewise, improved international and
industrial-country trade policies can promote agricultural technology sharing, which enhances
a reduction in environmental emissions and investment costs.

Regarding theory, the study contributes through examining the impact of environmen-
tal standards on poverty eradication, and the moderating role of environmental empow-
erment and practice adoption on the relationship between agro-based processing SMEs’
environmental standards and poverty eradication among small scale farmers. These as-
pects have been ignored in the agriculture, supply chain and environmental management
literature.

Farmers need to take the initiative to participate in decisions and policy debates surrounding
climate change and other environmental issues. They need to enrol on training programmes
on the use of environmentally friendly agricultural technologies and seek out existing pro-
grammes that promote engagement in environmentally friendly agriculture.

The limitations of the research include the research focusing on only small scale agricul-
tural farmers; similar research on livestock farmers is required to access the impact of
environmental standards of agro-processing firms on poverty eradication. Given the limited
research on the influence of agro-based processing SMEs’ environmental standards and
farmers’ environmental empowerment in the agricultural sector, a comparative study
should be carried out to discover whether there is a similar behaviour in the variables
across nations.

REFERENCES

African Union (2015) Agenda 2063: Report of the Commission on the African Union Agenda 2063, http://www.
fasngo.org/assets /files/25%20GIMAC/Final%20docs /Report%200f%20the%20Commission.pdf%20%20
%20%20. Accessed 14 March 2016.

Ahumada, 0. and Villalobos, J.R. (2009) Application of planning models in the agri-food supply chain: A review.
European Journal of Operational Research, No. 196, No. 1, pp.1-20.

Ali, J. and Kumar, S. (2011) Information and communication technologies (ICTs) and farmers’ decision-making
across the agricultural supply chain. International journal of Information Management, Vol. 31, No. 2,
pp.149-59.

Andreasen, C., Stryhn, H. and Streibig, J.C. (1996) Decline of the flora in Danish arable fields, Journal of Applied
Ecology, Vol. 33, pp.619-26.



Outlook 2019

Aung, M.M. and Chang, Y.S. (2014) Traceability in a food supply chain: Safety and quality perspectives. Food
Control, Vol. 39, pp.172-84.

Bartlett, A. (2008) No More Adoption Rates! Looking for Empowerment in Agricultural Development Programmes,
Development in Practice, Vol. 18, Nos 4/5, pp.524-38.

Bashir, H. (2010) Stakeholder Involvement, Project Ethical Climate, Commitment to the Project and Performance
of Poverty Eradication Projects in Uganda: A study of NAADS Projects in Mukono District, Masters of Business
Administration Dissertation, Makerere University, /https://www.mak.ac.ug/documents/Makfiles/theses/
HASSAN%20BASHIR.pdf. Accessed 22 August 2018.

Beaudoux, E., Bourque, A., Collion, M.H., Delion, J., Gentil, D., Kabuga, C., Schwettman, ). and Shah, A.
(1995) Empowering Farmers in Sub-Saharan Africa : Best Practices. Africa Region Findings & Good Practice
Infobriefs, No. 33. World Bank, Washington, DC. © World Bank. https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/
handle/10986,/10001 License: CC BY 3.0 IGO.

Beske, P, Land, A. and Seuring, S. (2014) Sustainable supply chain management practices and dynamic capabilities
in the food industry: A critical analysis of the literature. International Journal of Production Economics,
Vol. 152, pp.131-43.

Borja-Aburto, V.H., Rosales-Castillo, J.A., Manuel, V., Torres-Meza, G.C. and Olaiz-Fernandez, G. (2000) Evaluation
of health effects of pollution, Ancillary Benefits and Costs of Greenhouse Gas Mitigation, pp.275-396.

Briggs, D. (2003) Environmental pollution and the global burden of disease, British Medical Bulletin, Vol. 68,
No. 1, pp.1-24.

Bruce, N. and Ellis, G.M. (1993) Environmental taxes and policies for developing countries (Vol. 1177). World
Bank Publications.

Bunn, C., Laderach, P, Rivera, 0.0. and Kirschke, D. (2015) A bitter cup: climate change profile of global production
of Arabica and Robusta coffee, Climatic Change, Vol. 129, Nos 1/2, pp.89-101, https://doi.org/10.1007/
$10584-014-1306-x.

Chel, A. and Kaushik, G. (2011) Renewable energy for sustainable agriculture. Agronomy for Sustainable
Development, Vol. 31, No. 1, pp.91-118.

Cole, L.W. (1992) Empowerment as the key to environmental protection: the need for environmental poverty
law. Ecology LQ, Vol. 19, p.619.

Curran, PJ., West, S.G. and Finch, J.F. (1996) The robustness of test statistics to non-normality and specification
error in confirmatory factor analysis, Psychological Methods, Vol. 1, No. 1, pp.16-29.

Darnall, N., Jolley, G. ). and Handfield, R. (2008) Environmental management systems and green supply
chain management: complements for sustainability? Business Strategy and the Environment, Vol. 17, No. 1,
pp.30-45.

Dasaklis, T.K. and Pappis, C.P. (2013) Supply chain management in view of climate change: an overview of
possible impacts and the road ahead, Journal of Industrial Engineering and Management, Vol. 64, pp.1139-61.

Defrancesco, E., Gatto, P, Runge, F. and Trestini, S. (2008) Factors affecting farmers’ participation in agri-
environmental measures: A Northern Italian perspective. Journal of Agricultural Economics, Vol. 59, No. 1,
pp.114-31.

Delmas, M.A. and Pekovic, S. (2013) Environmental standards and labor productivity: Understanding the
mechanisms that sustain sustainability. Journal of Organizational Behavior, Vol. 34, No. 2, pp.230-52.

DFID, EC, UNDP and the World Bank (2002) Linking Poverty Reduction and Environmental Management Policy
Challenges and Opportunities, http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/347841468766173173 /pdf/
multiOpage.pdfThe Government/Accessed 3rd March 2016.

Diabat, A., Govindan, K. and Panicker, V.V. (2012) Supply chain risk management and its mitigation in a food
industry. International Journal of Production Research, Vol. 50, No. 11, pp.3039-50.

Geng, R., Mansouri, S.A. and Aktas, E. (2016) The relationship between green supply chain management and
performance: A meta-analysis of empirical evidences in Asian emerging economies, International Journal



Environmental Standards and Poverty Eradication among Small Scale Farmers

of Production Economics, Vol. 183, pp.1-41, http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.newcastle.edu.au/10.1016/j.
jpe.2016.10.008

Ghosh, A.K. (2013) Employee Empowerment: A Strategic Tool to obtain Sustainable Competitive Advantage.
International Journal of Management, Vol. 30, No. 3, pp.95-107.

Hamidizadeh, M.R., Baramond, S. and Latifi, M.M. (2012) Empowerment and contextual performance with job
utility’s model, Interdisciplinary Journal of Contemporary Research in Business, Vol. 3, No. 9, pp.1199-1218.

Hammoudi, A., Hoffmann, R. and Surry, Y. (2009) Food safety standards and agri-food supply chains: an
introductory overview, European Review of Agricultural Economics, Vol. 36, No. 4, pp.469-478, https://doi.
0rg/10.1093/erae/jbp044.

Handfield, R., Sroufe, R., and Walton, S. (2005) Integrating environmental management and supply chain
strategies. Business Strateqgy and the Environment, Vol. 14, No. 1, pp.1-19.

Hassan, R.M. and Nhemachena, C. (2008) Determinants of African farmers’ strategies for adapting to climate
change: Multinomial choice analysis. African Journal of Agricultural and Resource Economics, Vol. 2, No. 1,
pp.83-104.

Hazen, B.T., Cegielski, C. and Hanna, J.B. (2011) Diffusion of green supply chain management: examining
perceived quality of green reverse logistics, International Journal of Logistics Management, Vol. 22, No. 3,
pp.373-89.

Hobbs, PR. (2007) Conservation agriculture: what is it and why is it important for future sustainable food
production? Journal of Agricultural Science-Cambridge, Vol. 145, No. 2, pp.127-37.

Kulindwa, K., Lokina, R. and Hepelwa, A. (2010) Poverty-environment policy analysis. Department of Economics,
University of Dar es Salaam, Dar es Salaam, revised Final Report, http://efdinitiative.org/publications/
poverty-environment-policy-analysis. Accessed 12 April 2018.

Lambrecht, I., Vanlauwe, B. and Maertens, M. (2016) Agricultural extension in Eastern Democratic Republic of
Congo: does gender matter? European Review of Agricultural Economics, Vol. 43, No. 5, pp.841-74, https://
doi.org/10.1093/erae/jbv039.

Logaa, S.M. and Zailani, S. (2013) Motives in implementing Green Productivity among EMS 14001 certified
companies in Malaysia. African Journal of Business Management, Vol. 7, No. 38, pp.3914-3922.

Lovo, S., Bezabih, M. and Singer, G. (2015) Green agricultural policies and poverty reduction. Grantham
Research Institute Climate Change and the Environment and Global Green Institute. Seoul (KR): Global Green
Growth Institute. http://www.lse.ac.uk/Granthaminstitute/wp-content/uploads/2015/01,/2087_GRI_LSE-
Agriculture-GGGlI-policy lores_51.pdf. Accessed September 2018.

Mabher, J., Wagstaff, P. and 0'Brien, J. (2015) Empowering women through conservation agriculture: rhetoric or
reality? Evidence from Malawi. Conservation Agriculture in Subsistence Farming: Case Studies from South Asia
and Beyond. CABI Publications, UK, pp.226-38.

Malviya, R.K. and Kant, R. (2015) Green supply chain management (GSCM): a structured literature review and
research implications, Benchmarking: An International Journal, Vol. 22, No. 7, pp.1360-94.

Matopoulos, A., Vlachopoulou, M., Manthou, V. and Manos, B. (2007) A conceptual framework for supply chain
collaboration: empirical evidence from the agri-food industry, Supply Chain Management: An International
Journal, Vol. 12, No. 3, pp.177-86.

Mohan, K. and Zailani, S. (2011) Service Supply Chain: How Does It Effects to the Logistics Service Effectiveness?
Supply Chain Management-Pathways for Research and Practice, pp.15-24, doi: 10.5772/15948.

Muralidhara, G.V. and Faheem, H. (2014) Sustainable Agricultural Practices For Empowering Women Farmers:
Green Foundation, 1BS Centre for Management Research, https://www.thecasecentre.org/corporate/
products/view?id=124885 /Accessed 20 April 2018.

Muzaale, F. (2013) Farmer earns a million a month from ox ploughing, http://www.monitor.co.ug/Magazines/
Farming/Farmer-earns-a-million-a-month-from-ox-ploughing/689860-2024008-mad%hjz/index.html.
Accessed 14 April 2018.

Namagembe, S. (2017) Green Supply Chain Practice Adoption: Theory Development and Empirical Evidence, PhD
Thesis, https://nova.newcastle.edu.au/vital /access/manager/Index. Accessed 12 December 2018.



Outlook 2019

Nieuwenhuis, R. and Nieuwelink, J. (2005) Cultivation of soya and other leqgumes, Agromisa Foundation,
Wageningen, http://satnet.org.ug/downloads/Agromisa%20Documents/Cultivation%200f%20s0ya%20
and%20other%20lequmes.pdf. Accessed 14 April 2018.

Nunnally, J.C. and Bernstein, I.H. (1978) Psychometric testing, New York: McGraw Hill.

Office of the Special Advisor on Africa (2016) High-level Side Event on implementing Agenda 2063 and Agenda
2030 for Sustainable Development in an integrated and coherent manner in Africa: Moving forward. http://
www.un.org/en/africa/osaa/events/2016/mdgtosdgagenda2063.shtml. Retrieved January 2017

Oluwasola, 0. (2014) Environmental Pollution is Inevitable in Developing Countries. Article, Breaking Media,
Inc. Online, available at http://breakingenergy.com/2014,/09/23/environmental-pollution-is-inevitable-in-
developing-countries. Accessed 8 June 2016.

Ortiz, R., Sayre, K.D., Govaerts, B., Gupta, R., Subbarao, G. V., Ban, T., Hodson, D., Dixon, J.M., Ortiz-Monasterio, J.I.
and Reynolds, M. (2008) Climate change: can wheat beat the heat? Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environment,
Vol. 126, Nos 1-2, pp.46-58.

Pretty, J. (2007) Agricultural sustainability: concepts, principles and evidence. Philosophical Transactions of the
Royal Society of London B: Biological Sciences, Vol. 363, No. 1491, pp.447-65.

Raineri, N., Mejia-Morelos, J.H., Francoeur, V. and Paillé, P. (2016) Employee eco-initiatives and the workplace
social exchange network. European Management Journal, Vol. 34, No. 1, pp.47-58.

Roscoe, ).T. (1975): Fundamental research statistics for the behavioural sciences [by] John T. Roscoe: New York,
NY: Holt, Rinehart and Winston.

Rousset, S., Deconinck, K., Jeong, H. and Von Lampe, M. (2015) Voluntary environmental and organic standards
in agriculture, https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/docserver/5jrw8fg0rr8x-en.pdf?expires=1540142588&id=id&
accname=gquest&checksum=D44F340(2225EE2BD13B9CF5F73390E3. Accessed 21 October 2018.

Sarkis, J. (2001) Manufacturing’s role in corporate environmental sustainability-Concerns for the new millennium.
International Journal of Operations & Production Management, Vol. 21, Nos 5/6, pp.666—86.

Ssali, M. (2016) Farmers advised on best practices to improve maize, bean production, Daily Monitor, Wednesday
13 January 2016, http://www.monitor.co.ug/Magazines/Farming/Farmers-advised-practices-maize-bean-
production/689860-3030854-syxygs/index.html. Accessed 14 April 2018.

Ssali, M.J. (2018) Uganda’s biggest agricultural problems, Daily Monitor, Saturday 12 May 2018, http://www.
monitor.co.ug/Magazines/Farming/Uganda-biggest-agricultural-problems/689860-4558128-14rnqc3z/
index.html, Accessed 5 October 2018.

Swinton, S.M., Escobar, G. and Reardon, T. (2003) Poverty and environment in Latin America: concepts, evidence
and policy implications. World Development, Vol. 31, No. 11, pp.1865-72.

Teklewold, H., Kassie, M. and Shiferaw, B. (2013) Adoption of Multiple Sustainable Agricultural Practices in Rural
Ethiopia, Journal of Agricultural Economics, Vol. 64, No. 3, pp.597-623.

Tey, Y.S. (2013) The adoption of sustainable agricultural practices: an integrative approach for
Malaysian  vegetable farmers, Doctoral dissertation, https://digital.library.adelaide.edu.au/dspace
bitstream/2440,/83762/8/02whole.pdf. Accessed 22 May 2018.

Thiessens, C. (2016) Equal Harvests: How Investing in Agricultural Development can Empower Women, Canadian
Foodgrains Bank, Canada, https://www.foodgrainsbank.ca/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/Womens-paper-
April-2016.pdf.

Thrupp, L.A. (2000) Linking Agricultural Biodiversity and Food Security: The Valuable Role of Sustainable
Agriculture, International Affairs, Vol. 76, No. 2, pp.265-81.

Thuo, M., Bell, A.A., Bravo-Ureta, B.E., Lachaud, M.A., Okello, D.K., Okoko, E.N., Kidula, N.L., Deom, C.M. and
Puppala, N. (2014) Effects of social network factors on information acquisition and adoption of improved
groundnut varieties: the case of Uganda and Kenya, Agriculture and Human Values, Vol. 31, No. 3, pp.339-53.

United Nations (2007) Agro-based industries and growth: prospects for Sub-Saharan Africa, https://
sustainabledevelopment.un.org/content/documents/no3.pdf/29,/02/18.



Environmental Standards and Poverty Eradication among Small Scale Farmers

United Nations (2014) Protecting their crops through green technologies, Caribbean women fend for themselves,
http://www.unwomen.org/en/news/stories/2014/6 /caribbean-farmers-use-green-technologies. Accessed
20 April 2018.

United Nations (2015) Transforming our world: the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, https://
sustainabledevelopment.un.org/post2015/transformingourworld. Retrieved 15 January 2017.

United Nations (2018) Climate-smart agriculture paving the way for women’s empowerment in Mali and Malawi,
http://www.unwomen.org/en/news/stories/2018/3 /news-csw62-climate-change-adaptation-strategies.

United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) (2011a) Towards a Green Economy: Pathways to Sustainable
Development and Poverty Eradication, Www.Unep.0rg/Greeneconomy. Accessed 5 October 2018

United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) (2011b) Technologies for Climate Change Adaptation, http://
unfccc.int/resource/docs/publications/tech_for_adaptation_06.pdf. Retrieved 28 February 2018.

Van Voorhees, C.C. (2012) Promoting environmental empowerment: Environmental justice policy, participatory
planning, and empowerment in response to environmental threats, Doctoral dissertation, Vanderbilt
University, USA.

Vasilaky, K. (2016) Improving Social Networks for Ugandan Farmers, The World Bank, http://www.worldbank.
org/en/programs/africa-gender-innovation-lab/brief /improving-social-networks-for-ugandan-farmers.

Wall, P. (2007) Tailoring conservation agriculture to the needs of small farmers in developing countries: an
analysis of issues. Journal of Crop Improvement, Vol. 19, Nos 1-2, pp.137-55.

World Bank Statistics (2014) The Little Green Data Book, /http://www.greengrowthknowledge.org/sites/
default/files/downloads/resource /The_Little_Green_Data_Book_2014_0.pdf. Accessed 26 April 2019.

Xu, F. and Fox, D. (2014) Modelling attitudes to nature, tourism and sustainable development in national parks:
A survey of visitors in China and the UK. Tourism Management, Vol. 45, pp.142-58.

Yang, S.B. and Ok Choi, S. (2009) Employee empowerment and team performance: Autonomy, responsibility,
information, and creativity. Team Performance Management: An International Journal, Vol. 15, Nos 5/6,
pp.289-301.

Yu, J. and Bouamra-Mechemache, Z. (2016) Production standards, competition and vertical relationship. European
Review of Agricultural Economics, Vol. 43, No. 1, pp.79-111.

Zaheer, A., Rehman, K.U. and Khan, M.A. (2010) Development and testing of a business process orientation
model to improve employee and organizational performance. African Journal of Business Management,
Vol. 4, No. 2, pp.149-61.

Zhu, Q. and Sarkis, J. (2004) Relationships between operational practices and performance among early adopters
of green supply chain management practices in Chinese manufacturing enterprises. journal of Operations
Management, Vol. 22, No. 3, pp.265-89.

Zhu, Q., Sarkis, J. and Geng, Y. (2005) Green supply chain management in China: pressures, practices and
performance. International Journal of Operations & Production Management, Vol. 25, No. 5, pp.449-68.

Zimmerman, M.A. and Rappaport, J. (1988) Citizen participation, perceived control, and psychological
empowerment. American Journal of Community Psychology, Vol. 16, No. 5, pp.725-50.

BIOGRAPHY

Sheila Namagembe is a graduate of the Bachelor of Business Administration
(Procurement Major), has an MSc in Procurement and Supply Chain Management, PhD
in Management and is a member of the Chartered Institute of Purchasing and Supply.
Her teaching and research interests are in ethics, supply chain management, public
procurement, negotiation, contract management and public procurement.



	OUTLOOK 2019-COVER PAGE
	ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDSAND POVERTY ERADICATIONAMONG SMALL SCALE FARMERS:THE MODERATING ROLE OFFARMERS’ EMPOWERMENT ANDADOPTION OF ENVIRONMENTALLYFRIENDLY PRACTICES
	ABSTRACT
	LITERATURE REVIEW
	METHOD
	FINDINGS
	CONCLUSIONS
	REFERENCES
	BIOGRAPHY


