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An increase in human rights regulations and additional scrutiny from external stakeholders is compelling organizations to commit to respecting human rights through the implementation of a human rights due diligence strategy. For large food and agriculture businesses this is daunting task, especially given the complex, global nature of supply chains for which they may lack visibility and leverage. Limited research has been conducted to understand the barriers these businesses face in executing human rights due diligence, both from within the organization and the supply chain. This dissertation addresses this knowledge gap by exploring these challenges and analyzing which are of greater concern, as well as how they may vary based on an organization’s position within the supply chain. 
This study also explores the opportunities that can be realized by organizations who commit to a robust human rights due diligence strategy. While extensive research has been conducted on the benefits of a broader sustainability strategy, much fewer studies explored this through a human rights lens. This dissertation identifies key opportunities, analyzing how they may benefit different segments of the supply chain. The research will assist food and agriculture companies in developing a business case for the implementation of human rights due diligence, with an understanding of the internal and external forces impeding, and those driving, the adoption of good practices. 
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As global enterprises face a battery of requests from customers, shareholders, regulators and other stakeholders to report on environmental, social and governance (ESG) performance, it is becoming increasingly challenging for companies to prioritize internal resources. According to the United Nations (2024), reporting on the social dimension, including human rights, is less common than the environmental and governance dimensions of sustainable development, which are covered in prominent reporting frameworks such as the CDP and Task Force on Climate-Related Financial Disclosures (TCFD). Legislators are taking action, however, and the last few years have seen a steady increase in the number of states implementing directives for companies to provide disclosures on human rights due diligence (HRDD).
HRDD was popularized as a concept by John Ruggie, the former Special Representative of the Secretary General (SRSG) on business and human rights during the development of the United Nations Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights (UNGPs) (Quijano and Lopez, 2021). Unanimously endorsed by the Human Rights Council of the United Nations in 2011, the UNGPs outline the ‘Protect, Respect and Remedy’ framework for states and corporations. The foundational principles for business enterprises require that they respect human rights through compliance with internationally recognized standards such as the International Bill of Human Rights. To achieve this, they must “avoid causing or contributing to adverse human rights impacts through their own activities” (United Nations, 2011) and work with partners to prevent or mitigate those in their supply chains. To meet this responsibility, businesses should have a human rights policy in place, conduct HRDD and create a remediation process to address human rights impacts if identified.
While the introduction of the UNGPs was applauded by many, research has shown that companies have been slow to commit to these voluntary principles (Dupont et al., 2024). However, with the most recent wave of legislation requiring companies to complete and report on HRDD, many transnational companies will be mandated to comply. The complexity and opacity of global agricultural supply chains could make this challenging for food and agriculture businesses, an industry that has been called out in the past for systemic human rights challenges (Nelson et al, 2020; Whoriskey and Siegal, 2019; Whewell, 2019; Ravindran, 2023; Rajagopalan and Inzamam, 2024).  
According to research conducted by the World Benchmarking Alliance (WBA) (2023), approximately half of the 350 most influential food and agriculture companies have publicly committed to respecting human rights, and far less have begun assessing their human rights risks and impacts. Research by Smit et al. (2020) investigates some of the supply chain barriers which impede a company’s progress in implementing HRDD, while Govindan et al. (2020) take a multi-tier approach to the challenges of implementing social sustainability programs, including human rights. However, research focused specifically on the barriers preventing food and agricultural businesses from implementing HRDD is rare. Similarly, there is a gap in knowledge regarding the benefits of HRDD in the food and agriculture industry outside of regulatory compliance. As an employee of one of the companies benchmarked by the WBA, with a professional interest in human rights, I was compelled to conduct this research to understand the commonalities and differences in the barriers and opportunities faced by my organization and its peers. I believe this research provides the industry with greater insights regarding the barriers faced at all tiers of the supply chain, and in doing so, could enable the development of a collaborative approach to HRDD, overcoming challenges and benefitting from the opportunities identified, collectively.
The aim of this research is to build an understanding of the barriers faced by food and agriculture businesses in implementing HRDD and the opportunities that undertaking the process will present. The objectives of this research are to:
1. Outline why HRDD is needed within the food and agriculture industry including an overview of legislation and progress that has been made to date. Provide insights into the existing research on the barriers and opportunities for HRDD implementation. 
2. Critically assess internal and external barriers food and agriculture businesses face in developing and conducting an HRDD process, and how these vary depending on an organization’s position within the supply chain.
3. Explore individual tier and industry-wide benefits to HRDD in agricultural supply chains.
4. Summarize key forces impacting the implementation of an HRDD process in the food and agriculture industry to enable industry professionals to build internal awareness and design a business case for HRDD. 
 The literature review provides a background on human rights in the food and agriculture industry, the evolution of HRDD, the progress in the industry to date in voluntary HRDD and an overview of current and pending regulations. The section also explores previous research on the business case for HRDD and barriers that organizations face in implementation. The methodology section covers the approach to data collection, outlining the reasoning behind the quantitative survey and the processes through which the data was analysed. The subsequent section presents the findings and analysis from the survey, divided into themes. These include an assessment of the barriers to HRDD, analyzed across the whole industry and by supply chain tier, and an exploration of the opportunities to be gained by implementing HRDD. A consolidation of the factors limiting and supporting HRDD are presented with the use of a force field analysis diagram. Finally, the findings are discussed, limitations outlined, and conclusions shared.

[bookmark: _Toc178343954]Literature Review

[bookmark: _Toc178343955]Human Rights Issues in the Food and Agriculture Industry

The agricultural sector employs approximately one billion people globally according to the International Labour Organization (ILO) (2024). Waged workers account for 45%, with the remainder comprising of subsistence farmers and those earning an income from selling their crops. While playing a significant role in feeding the world, many of these individuals themselves face poverty, food insecurity and human rights abuses. Multitiered, complex supply chains have, in the past, resulted in many food and agriculture businesses remaining ignorant to their contribution or linkage to human rights abuses (Tsai and Lin, 2023). However, with advances in technology, consumers, governments and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) have become more aware of these issues and begun holding businesses accountable (Awaysheh and Klassen, 2010). 
Child labour and modern slavery are two of the top human rights risks for the food and agriculture industry (BSR, 2024). The multi-award-winning documentary Slavery: A Global Investigation was first broadcast in the UK in 2000, bringing to the public’s attention the use of forced and child labour on cocoa plantations in Ghana and Côte d’Ivoire (DeLuca-Acconi, 2016). Since then, the cocoa industry has garnered significant negative publicity (for example Whoriskey and Siegel, 2019) as one of the most high-profile agricultural commodities with human rights issues. However, it is by no means the only agricultural commodity with challenges in the supply chain. Entrenched violations of women’s rights, unethical payment practices and unsafe working and living conditions were uncovered in Indian tea plantations in 2015 (Global Network for the Right to Food and Nutrition, 2016). Subsequently, a BBC exposé in 2023 unearthed evidence of sexual exploitation on tea farms in Kenya which supplied some of the UK’s most popular brands (BBC, 2023). Instances of poor working conditions and human rights violations on farms growing hazelnuts (Whewell, 2019), sugar (Rajagopalan and Inzamam, 2024), coffee (Milman, 2024) and avocado (Nunis, 2021) have also been reported in the media.
In January 2001, the U.S. House of Representatives passed a bill providing funding to the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) to develop a mandatory label for the cocoa industry indicating that no child slave labour had been used within the supply chain (Salaam-Blyther et al., 2005). The bill was not introduced to the Senate, however, following intense lobbying from The Chocolate Manufacturers Association (CMA), and instead a voluntary agreement was reached (DeLuca-Acconi, 2016). The agreement, known as the Harkin-Engel Protocol, targeted the elimination of the worst forms of child labour and forced labour in the cocoa industry through the implementation of standards, monitoring, reporting and remediation in addition to a public certification (Bertrand and de Buhr, 2015).
Signed in September 2001, the Harkin-Engel Protocol included an action plan and six steps to eliminate the worst forms of child labour. Most significantly, the industry was required to “develop and implement credible, mutually-acceptable, voluntary, industry-wide standards of public certification, consistent with applicable federal law, that cocoa beans and their derivative products have been grown and/or processed without any of the worst forms of child labor” (CMA, 2001) by July 2005. Despite the industry’s assertion that significant progress had been made, this deadline and many others were not met (Salaam-Blyther et al., 2005). Chocolate manufacturers Mars, Nestlé and Hershey have implemented measures to address child and forced labour, and have a 2025 target for full traceability back to farm for 100% of cocoa they procure, and for all farms growing it to be compliant with their organization’s sustainability standard (Nestlé, 2024; Mars, 2024; Hershey, 2024). Nonetheless, a class action was filed against these and other organizations sourcing cocoa from Côte d’Ivoire in 2021 on behalf of eight individuals who claimed to be the victims of forced child labour (Balch, 2021). While the lawsuit was dismissed, it demonstrates the potential financial impact of human rights violations on the food and agriculture industry. Negative publicity presents a reputational risk that could impact a company’s credit rating (Kölbel et al., 2017) and consumer behaviour (Amengual et al., 2022). Addressing human rights issues in agricultural supply chains is no longer just the right thing to do, but also a strategic business decision.
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The ‘Norms on the Responsibilities of Transnational Corporations and other Business Enterprises with regard to Human Rights’ (‘the Norms’) were introduced to the UN Commission on Human Rights (UNCHR) in 2003 as a means to regulate corporate behavior in respect to human rights (Wallace and Martin-Ortega, 2004). The Commentary on the Norms (United Nations Subcommission on the Promotion and Protection of Human Rights, 2003) first introduced due diligence as a process for businesses to ensure that “their activities do not contribute directly or indirectly to human abuses, and that they do not directly or indirectly benefit from abuses of which they were aware or ought to have been aware”.  However, unlike the UNGPs, the Norms required mandatory legal compliance, and failed to be approved by the UNCHR following opposition from the business community and some states (Miretski and Bachmann, 2012).
In 2008, Ruggie, in his role as SRSG, published his ‘Protect, Respect and Remedy’ framework, expanding on the concept of due diligence under the ‘Corporate Responsibility to Respect Human Rights’ (Ruggie, 2008). This subsequently became the second pillar of the UNGPs, directing businesses to implement an ongoing HRDD process as a means to assess, track and remedy or mitigate actual and potential human rights impacts (United Nations, 2011). HRDD was further defined by the Office of the High Commissioner of Human Rights (OHCHR) in their interpretive guide (2012) on the corporate responsibility to respect human rights:
“In the context of the Guiding Principles, human rights due diligence comprises an ongoing management process that a reasonable and prudent enterprise needs to undertake, in the light of its circumstances (including sector, operating context, size and similar factors) to meet its responsibility to respect human rights.”
Neglia (2016) asserted that, in the five years following the publication of the UNGPs, they had become the normative framework for businesses and states to improve human rights compliance.  Several international agencies including the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) and the International Finance Corporation (IFC) have since incorporated HRDD into their sustainability guidelines and standards (Bonnitcha and McCorquodale, 2017). The ILO’s ‘Tripartite Declaration of Principles concerning Multinational Enterprises and Social Policy’ (2022) provides a guideline for transnational businesses to achieved decent work for all. To ensure compliance with the International Bill of Human Rights and the ILO Declaration on Fundamental Principles and Rights at Work, the guidelines require multinational companies to conduct HRDD, including engaging with affected stakeholders. These tools are designed to support organizations in implementing HRDD, however in the absence of hard laws, for many years they relied on other factors to motivate the private sector.
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Considered ‘soft law’, business alignment with the UNGPs has been regarded as best practice, yet voluntary. However, laws requiring mandatory due diligence have increasingly been introduced into national legislation (Smit et al., 2020) over the last few years, in an effort to hold businesses accountable for their impacts. While not an exhaustive summary, the list below provides details of some key due diligence laws which are either in effect, or likely to impact the food and agriculture industry in the near-term.   
EU Corporate Sustainability Due Diligence Directive 
The Corporate Sustainability Due Diligence Directive (CSDDD) has the broadest global reach of approved mandatory HRDD laws. It was adopted by the EU in May 2024 and is closely aligned with the UNGPs (Shift, 2024). It will apply to large companies based in the EU or large non-EU companies with operations in the EU, and will be phased in between 2027 and 2029 (European Commission, 2024). Under Article 5 of the Directive, Member States must ensure that businesses are:
1. “integrating due diligence into their policies and risk management systems 
2. identifying and assessing actual or potential adverse impacts, where necessary, prioritising actual and potential adverse impacts
3. preventing and mitigating potential adverse impacts, and bringing actual adverse impacts to an end and minimising their extent
4. providing remediation for actual adverse impacts
5. carrying out meaningful engagement with stakeholders
6. establishing and maintaining a notification mechanism and a complaints procedure
7. monitoring the effectiveness of their due diligence policy and measures
8. publicly communicating on due diligence” (Directive (EU) 2024/1760)
Company obligations will be enforced at a national level with non-compliances resulting in injunctions and/or sanctions. The Directive also makes provision for civil liability, in which case organizations will be required to provide victims with full compensation (European Commission, 2024).

France: The Duty of Vigilance Law
In February 2017, the French Loi de Vigilance, or Law on the Corporate Duty of Vigilance, was adopted (Cossart et al., 2017).  The legislation requires all French registered companies with either 5,000 in-country employees or 10,000 global employees to create, implement and externally communicate a vigilance plan covering human rights, health and safety, and environmental impact (Lavite, 2020).  A violation of the law can result in the company being fined up to €10 million (Business and Human Rights Resource Centre, 2021). 

Germany: Supply Chain Due Diligence Act
The German Act on Corporate Due Diligence Obligations in Supply Chains requires companies to investigate current or potential human rights violations and environmental damage due to business activities throughout their entire supply chain. The legislation came into effect on 1 January 2023 and, since the start of 2024, applies to companies headquartered in Germany with at least 1,000 in-country employees (Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development, 2023). A company may be subject to fines up to €8 million or 2% of annual sales for failure to comply (Masling et al., 2023).

Norway: Transparency Act
The Norwegian Transparency Act came into effect on 1 July 2022 and applies to large enterprises headquartered in Norway and large foreign companies that pay tax in Norway (Norwegian Consumer Authority, 2024). Based largely on the OECD Guidelines, the Act requires enterprises to “carry out due diligence; publish an account of due diligence; provide information upon request” (Norwegian Consumer Authority, 2024). Since February 2023, failure to comply with the act may result in financial penalties of up to NOK 25 million or 4% of the company’s annual turnover (Littenberg and Elliott, 2023). 

In the US, the California Transparency in Supply Chains Act requires mid-sized and large companies to report on actions they have taken to eradicate slavery and human trafficking in supply chains (U.S. Department of Labor, 2024). The UK, Canada and Australia have also passed bills in recent years specifically focused on forced labour and modern slavery (Worldfavor, 2024). The laws listed will not directly apply to all food and agriculture companies, although their impacts are likely to be far-reaching as EU-based and transnational organizations increase pressure on their global suppliers to ensure compliance.
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The UNGPs have influenced policies, standards and frameworks created through private and multi-stakeholder initiatives within the food and agriculture industry. For instance, the Sustainable Agriculture Initiative (SAI) Platform connects nearly 200 food and agriculture businesses in a pre-competitive environment to tackle sustainability challenges (SAI Platform, 2024). In a 2021 ‘Position statement on human rights’, the organization expressed the need for members to undertake human rights due diligence in accordance with the UNGPs. The Consumer Goods Forum (CGF) brings together senior leaders from across the consumer goods industry, including food retailers and manufacturers, to collaborate in driving positive change (CGF, 2024a). The CGF Human Rights Coalition is chaired by representatives from four of the world’s most influential food businesses – The Coca-Cola Company, Mondelēz International, Woolworths Group and McDonald’s – and is primarily focused on irradicating forced labor in global supply chains. Members of the Coalition have committed to implementing robust HRDD practices within their own operations, with a 2025 target to cover all high-risk own operations using HRDD systems (CGF, 2024b). However, while some large brands have reported extensively on their HRDD programs, progress in addressing human rights challenges and implementing HRDD has varied greatly within the industry, which has been highlighted through industry benchmarks. 
KnowTheChain
Since 2018, KnowTheChain has benchmarked corporate human rights practices within global supply chains. The scoring methodology is based on the UNGPs and the OECD Due Diligence Guidance for Responsible Business Conduct, covering policy commitments, due diligence, and remedy (KnowTheChain, 2022). Sixty food and beverage companies were benchmarked in 2022-2023, five of which received a zero score. The Woolworths Group achieved the top score of 56% (KnowTheChain, 2024). An average score within the industry of 16% highlighted the vast gap between the leaders and the rest of the industry. 
World Benchmarking Alliance
The 2023 Food and Agriculture Benchmark was conducted by the World Benchmarking Alliance to measure and rank the 350 most influential companies in the industry on their sustainability performance (World Benchmarking Alliance, 2024). While broader in scope than KnowTheChain, the methodology included indicators linked to HRDD. Based on information disclosed publicly, only 51% of companies had a commitment to respect human rights, while less than a quarter had identified human rights risks and impacts and only 20% had integrated and acted on their human rights risk and impact assessments (World Benchmarking Alliance, 2023). 
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Mandatory due diligence legislation will require in-scope food and agriculture organizations to report on their HRDD processes. However, even in countries without an HRDD legal framework, companies are being put under pressure to conform with international standards and guidelines (KPMG, 2016). Increasing interest from investors, consumers and employees is pushing organizations towards more socially responsible business practices, including the implementation of HRDD (Marsley 2020).
According to Smit et al. (2020), investors and shareholders are holding businesses accountable, applying pressure to ensure they have a robust human rights strategy in place. Human rights issues are considered a material risk which could impact both the company and investors, leading to increased engagement by institutional investors on these issues (Mishra, 2022). Sherman (2021) states:
“A company’s involvement in human rights abuse is a leading indicator to ESG investors of the likelihood of risks to the business. ... Human rights can harm the corporation’s operations, finances, legal costs and liabilities, reputation, or staff recruitment and retention, among other things.”
Mitigating risk is a key incentive beyond just appeasing shareholders. Human rights violations, when uncovered, have the potential to significantly impact a company’s reputation. Research conducted by Weber Shandwick (2020) indicated that global executives believe their company’s overall reputation accounts for 63% of its market value. In a 2015 survey by the Walk Free Foundation, two-thirds of UK consumers confirmed they would stop purchasing a product if they were aware of modern slavery in the supply chain. 
Human rights challenges also present a legal risk, as with the civil case outlined previously in which alleged victims of forced child labour attempted to sue chocolate manufacturers. In addition, companies may be exposed to operational risks and incur loses if supply chain actors such as field or factory workers disrupt production in protest (Marsley 2020). A robust HRDD process helps to mitigate these costly risks to the company, and, as part of a corporate social responsibility (CSR) strategy, could factor into the bottom line by lowering the cost of capital and cost of debt based on the company’s risk profile (Marsley 2020).
However, while the cost to an organization for irresponsible behaviour could be high, the rewards for demonstrating a robust human rights strategy are more modest. When framing human rights as an element of CSR, Marsley (2020) suggests that the financial effects are asymmetric, i.e. the negative impact of poor practices is far greater than the positive impact of good practices. This theory is reinforced in the consumer context by Kolben (2019), who states that:
“… from the lead firm’s perspective, making products in exceptional labor conditions provides limited value, but being publicly exposed for sourcing products made in bad conditions can have potentially damaging effects.”
Nonetheless, in the Walk Free Foundation survey (2015), 50% of consumers agreed they would pay more for a product that was free from modern slavery, indicating that claims around HRDD could be a growth driver for businesses. 
While considerable research has been conducted on the business benefits of CSR or Corporate Sustainability, relatively little is available specifically in relation to HRDD. In ‘Business and Human Rights: From Principles to Practice’ (Baumann-Pauly and Nolan, 2016), the authors consider human rights under a CSR framework, and argue that companies with a CSR strategy in place are more likely to attract employees. This view is supported by a 2019 EY survey of CEOs, 47% of whom saw the top growth opportunity arising from addressing global challenges as attracting the best talent. Employee satisfaction and retention must also be a consideration for businesses, particularly with employee activism on the rise. Employees are increasingly demanding that their organizations take action on social issues, and inaction may result in workplace disruption or the loss of talent that is costly to replace (Miles et al., 2021).
Baumann-Pauly and Nolan (2016) summarize the business case for human rights as the company’s ‘license to operate’. To ensure ‘corporate legitimacy’, global corporations must manage how their operations are perceived by critical stakeholders. As covered in this section, these include regulators, investors, consumers and employees, but must also include business customers, suppliers, supply chain actors and other organizations such as NGOs and the media. With increased scrutiny from so many directions, the question must be asked whether businesses can afford not to implement HRDD.
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Govindan et al. (2020) define barriers as internal or external factors “which thwart the implementation, realisation, and achievement of sustainability practices.” A report published in 2015 by the Economist Intelligent Unit cited the lack of understanding by corporations as to what human rights responsibility entails as the biggest barrier to addressing human rights (Baumann-Pauly and Nolan, 2016). However, since publication, the landscape has evolved significantly with the adoption of new legislation and a slew of publications and industry forums which guide companies on the implementation of HRDD (e.g. OECD, 2023 and CGF, 2022). This does not guarantee commitment from top leaders though, which can also pose a challenge (Marsley 2020). As demonstrated by the Food and Agriculture Benchmark (WBA, 2023), only around half of the world’s most influential food and agriculture companies have a public commitment to human rights with even less (43%) committing to respect the human rights of workers.
Cost of implementation could explain some organizations’ reticence to implement HRDD. The discovery of human rights issues, especially those which could pose risks to their brand reputation, will require additional budget for mitigation or remediation (Baumann-Pauly and Nolan, 2016). Upstream suppliers face additional challenges. They may incur pressure from buyers to reduce costs which could impact their ability to afford HRDD (Govindan et al. 2020). Different compliance requests from customers may put them under pressure to finance multiple audits (McCorquodale et al., 2017), for which the are uncertain of reaping the financial benefits (Govindan et al. 2020).
While each of these issues may prevent companies from beginning HRDD, even committed companies face barriers to implementation. Global supply chains are often complex and fragmented which can lead to governance issues (Tsai and Lin, 2023). Smit et al. (2020) interviewed company representatives across various sectors, including agriculture, manufacturing and food retail, with experience in HRDD globally, and one of the greatest challenges they faced was the lack of transparency within their supply chains. Lack of knowledge and lack of cooperation both presented issues with one interviewee commenting “99.9% of people in companies have no idea what we are talking about. Forget about US companies, try local companies where they don’t have electricity” and another stating that suppliers “don’t want to answer the questions; that is the biggest issue.” HRDD reporting requires in-depth, quality data which can be difficult to obtain beyond direct suppliers (Tsai and Lin, 2023). Executives interviewed by KPMG (2016) agreed, citing a lack of supply chain visibility as one of their top challenges when addressing human rights. In fact, according to Smit et al., 2020, everyone interviewed agreed that implementing HRDD beyond the first tier of their supply chain was challenging.
Subsequently, not having leverage with suppliers poses a challenge for businesses who want to implement HRDD, particularly beyond tier one suppliers (Smit et al., 2020). The UNGPs do acknowledge that organizations may have a limited degree of leverage, however advocate for businesses to find ways in which leverage can be enhanced (OECD, 2023). According to McCorquodale et al. (2017), the influence of companies in conducting HRDD through third-party relationships increases once human rights clauses are added to contracts. This may incentivize cooperation, as suppliers risk having their contracts terminated. However, until an organization has embedded a human rights strategy in their own operations, they are unlikely to begin changing their procurement contracts.
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The aim of this research is to advance an understanding of the barriers preventing food and agriculture businesses from implementing HRDD, and the potential opportunities that building HRDD into business strategy will present. Insights from professionals within the food and agriculture industry were critically assessed to determine internal and external barriers they face in developing and conducting an HRDD process, and how these experiences differ based on their segment within the industry. Additionally, the research explores corporate benefits to implementing HRDD, taking a broader approach than just legal compliance. The intent is for this research to provide a basis from which industry professionals can advocate for HRDD within their organization.
Following the desk-based literature research, the findings of which were outlined in the previous section, a positivism approach was taken by obtaining quantitative data through a survey (Hall, 2020). Ethical considerations were reviewed in accordance with the University of Wales Trinity Saint David’s (UWTSD) Research Ethics & Integrity Code of Practice (2022a) and Research Data Management Policy (2022b). The global nature of the research required an investigation into cultural considerations and data protection laws in the countries of potential participants. Possible concerns regarding the sensitivities of the subject matter were addressed by utilizing a third-party online survey tool to ensure anonymity for both the participant and their organization. No personal data, as characterized by the General Data Protection Regulation (2024) was requested. The data protection laws in some of the target population countries were restrictive or unclear, and the decision was made to remove target organizations headquartered in these countries from the study. Additional details are provided in the Research Strategy section.
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A quantitative description of attitudes and trends within the food and agriculture industry towards HRDD was required to fulfill the research objectives, and therefore a survey design was utilized (Creswell and Creswell, 2018). Survey design allows for analysis to be conducted across a larger group of individuals with the opportunity to compare the viewpoints of different sections of the population, in this instance, based on the segment of the industry in which their organization resides.  O’Dwyer and Bernauer (2014) define a variable as an “attribute that varies among individuals or groups”, and categorize attitudes, beliefs and behaviours as non-cognitive variables. For the purposes of this research, the key variables are a set off beliefs industry professionals have about the barriers and opportunities to the implementation of HRDD within their organization.
The size and scope of food and agriculture businesses varies significantly, from smallholder farmers and independent food retailers to large transnational companies. This research was focused on larger organizations with global influence within the industry. Convenience sampling was used (Biggam, 2015) to select the sample, which comprised of companies included by the World Benchmarking Alliance in the Food and Agriculture Benchmark (2023). The level of influence of these companies suggests greater access to the resources required to conduct HRDD, while the size of the organizations could indicate greater complexity within their supply chains. The sample included many transnational businesses, who may be required to comply with current or pending HRDD legislation. It could therefore be suggested that the variety and scope of opportunities and challenges in conducting HRDD within these organizations may be broader, and so relevant to the industry as a whole. However, it is important to note that while the barriers and opportunities may be similar for small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), the level at which they impact the business may vary. An obvious example would be level of influence within a supply chain. The very nature of the sample means that the organizations surveyed should have some leverage to encourage their suppliers to collaborate on the implementation HRDD. However, this is less likely to be the case for SMEs. Similarly, a lack of resources and internal knowledge could be a greater challenge for SMEs.   
The Food and Agriculture Benchmark includes 350 businesses which operate in one or more of the following segments: agricultural inputs; agricultural products and commodities; animal proteins; food and beverage manufacturers/processors; food retailers; and restaurants and food service. Two of the listed companies were categorized as solely in the ‘animal proteins’ segment, and therefore these were removed from the population sample, given the focus of the study on agricultural commodities. From an ethics viewpoint, approximately 10% (n=35) of the remaining companies were headquartered in countries with restrictions or vague regulations regarding data protection, or countries which were ‘Prohibited Jurisdictions’ for the survey tool (SurveyMonkey, 2024), and were also removed from the sample. The target sample prior to data collection was 313 companies.   
[bookmark: _Toc178343963]Data Collection

Primary data was collected via an online questionnaire distributed through SurveyMonkey. A questionnaire provides versatility regarding the type and amount of information collected (O’Dwyer and Bernauer, 2014) and was the most suitable instrument for collecting the data required to satisfy the research objectives. The sensitive nature of the data, particularly in relation to an organization’s internal barriers to the implementation of HRDD, required full anonymity of both the respondent and the organization they worked or consulted for. This precluded the use of other modes of data collection including e-mail, mail and telephone surveys or personal interviews (Fraenkel et al., 2011). 

Questionnaire Design

The questionnaire was designed following the process and principles outlined by Ekinci (2015) (see Appendix A). Having established the need for quantitative data and the target population, each question was crafted with a specific purpose related to the research objectives, or to provide additional insights in relation to the objectives. To ensure standardized data, close-ended questions in the form of multiple-choice and rating-scales were utilized (Fraenkel et al., 2011).
The purpose of the survey research was identified in the introduction of the questionnaire, as recommended by Creswell and Creswell (2018), and respondents were required to confirm their voluntary participation prior to accessing the questions (refer to Appendix B for full questionnaire). Respondents were not asked for their name to ensure anonymity, however questions pertaining to demographic characteristics were included, namely age and the business function and organization level of each respondent. Five multiple choice questions were designed to provide characteristics related to the business: industry segment; size; region in which they are headquartered; business activities in the global south; and types of farming they are linked to. Factual and knowledge questions and attitudinal questions (Ekinci, 2015) were crafted to ascertain the company’s general attitude and current progress (or lack thereof) in implementing HRDD in their operations and supply chain.
The research objectives required a measurement of how significantly different barriers and opportunities impact the implementation of HRDD. A multiple-item scale was therefore utilized to collect quantifiable data (Hall, 2020). Barriers could be both internal and external to the organization, and therefore the respondent was asked for their level of concern regarding a range of challenges. This question was identified as potentially sensitive, as it required respondents to disclose their view on perceived shortcomings within their organization (Allreck and Settle, 2004). Therefore, the challenges listed were kept short and simple (Ekinci, 2015), without possible blame being attributed to an individual or group of individuals. For example, “Lack of strategic commitment within your organization” was used instead of “Lack of commitment from senior leadership”.  The same concern did not apply for the opportunities question, however options were kept concise in the interest of clarity. Both the challenges and opportunities questions were followed by an open-ended question providing respondents with a forum to add further opportunities or barriers they had encountered. 
The remaining questions in the survey focused on realized or predicted consequences of implementing HRDD, with the intention to provide some context to perceived barriers. An additional rating-scale question was added to investigate the impact of external pressures on the company from stakeholders including customers, shareholders and regulators. While not considered an opportunity, these pressures may influence an organization’s decision to adopt an HRDD process (Baumann-Pauly and Nolan, 2016).
The online questionnaire was designed on SurveyMonkey and totaled 24 questions. It was reviewed and piloted, and published on July 9th, 2024.

Survey Distribution

Recruiting respondents for online surveys can be challenging in many ways (Toepoel, 2017). While we live in a society with access to multiple modes of communication including in-person, telephone, mail, email and social media (Fraenkel et al., 2011), sourcing contact information for individuals working in a specific set of companies with knowledge of human rights policies can be time consuming and arduous. In an effort to utilize the most readily available information, a mixed-mode method for survey distribution was adopted (Dillman, 2006), with each mode directing respondents to the online questionnaire on the SurveyMonkey platform.  
As a professional within the industry, I had access to a relatively small number of email addresses for peers employed by the target organizations. An introductory letter was crafted to explain the purpose of the questionnaire and worded to motivate the recipient to respond to the survey (Fraenkel et al., 2011). It included an explanation of my motivation to research this topic and my desire for the research to assist likeminded professionals in their advocacy for HRDD within their organization. The letter also referenced my course and institution and emphasized the anonymity of the questionnaire. To satisfy ethics requirements, it also advised recipients not to participate in the survey if they had any concerns regarding data protection within their home country. 
LinkedIn membership exceeds one billion professionals globally (LinkedIn, 2024) and provided the greatest opportunity to recruit qualified respondents from the remaining companies. For the organizations targeted, a search was conducted within the People tab of their corporate LinkedIn page using key words and phrases including ‘human rights’, ‘sustainability’, ‘CSR’, ‘ESG’ and ‘ethics’. For companies located in non-English speaking countries and whose employees’ profiles were not in English, some key words were translated for the search. In the absence of satisfactory results, searches were conducted for individuals working in agricultural procurement, human resources or legal compliance. Of the 313 target companies, I was unable to source any contacts for 15 organizations, 13 of which were headquartered in Japan with the other two located in the Republic of Korea and USA.
Restrictions on the number of InMail messages I was able to send prevented me from directly messaging the hundreds of contacts sourced. To counteract this restriction, a connection request was sent to individuals instead. Once a connection was excepted, an adapted version of the email letter was messaged to each new contact with a link to the questionnaire. However, it soon became apparent that restrictions were also in place for the number of connection requests sent per week and subsequently, requests were reduced to one per company. Between 9th and 19th July 2024, connection requests were sent to at least one employee of each of the 298 companies for which contacts were sourced.    
Non-response to questionnaires is particularly challenging when administering them remotely (O'Dwyer and Bernauer, 2014) meaning that response rates for online surveys tend to be low (Toepoel, 2017). The method utilized to recruit participants required two consecutive responses, an acceptance of the LinkedIn connection request and the completion of the survey linked in the introductory message, thus allowing two opportunities for non-response. 
In the first five weeks of the survey a total of 50 responses were received. In an effort to increase response rate to a statistically relevant figure, a second wave of participant recruitment was conducted. Additional contacts at the target organizations were sent connection requests. An outline of the scope of the research and type of respondents sought, along with a link to the survey, was posted on my personal LinkedIn account and to various groups whose membership consisted of human rights and sustainability professionals. Several professional contacts shared these posts to their network or facilitated direct online contact with potential respondents. Additionally, one senior colleague emailed my request to multiple personal contacts within the industry. While many academics recommend following up to ensure a high rate of response (Creswell and Creswell, 2018), the decision was made to focus efforts on administering the survey to a wider population due largely to the time-consuming nature of recontacting potential participants individually. Moreover, the anonymous nature of the survey meant I was unable to confirm which individuals had already responded. The survey was closed on 30th August 2024 and reached 397 individuals across 233 organizations. The other 80 target organizations did not receive a survey request either because contact details for employees could not be sourced or due to a lack of acceptance of a connection request on LinkedIn.  The response rate was approximately 21%, with a total of 83 respondents.  Allowing for a confidence level of 95%, the sample size was statistically relevant with a ±10% margin of error (Qualtrics, 2024). It must be noted, however, that it was not possible to identify whether more than one individual from a single organization responded due to the anonymous nature of the questionnaire.
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Descriptive methods were used for analyzing the quantitative data collected through the questionnaire (Hall, 2020). In an effort to streamline the data analysis process, the survey questions were structured by the following themes (Biggam, 2015):
THEME 1: Respondent and Business Characteristics
THEME 2: Benchmarking
THEME 3: Barriers
THEME 4: Concerns, Consequences and Pressures
THEME 5: Opportunities
[image: ]Data collected under Themes 1 and 2 allowed for respondents to be characterized in several ways in an effort to understand if correlations existed between variables.  These included the region in which the organization was headquartered and the segment(s) of the supply chain in which the business operated. These segments were then structured into tiers, as shown in Figure 1, enabling analysis based on where in the supply they Figure 1: Characterization of industry segments

operated. T3 combined agricultural input providers and agricultural products and commodities businesses, since both have direct relationships with farms. Food and beverage manufacturers and processors are usually the intermediary organizations and therefore defined as T2. Consumer-facing businesses, namely food retailers and restaurants and food service were categorized as T1. Such characterization provided insights into how opportunities and barriers to implementing HRDD impact businesses differently depending on their position in the supply chain.
Finally, a force field analysis diagram was utilized to provide a single graphical depiction of the forces supporting and preventing the implementation of HRDD. Force field analysis was developed by Kurt Lewin to illustrate the forces facilitating or impeding a goal or objective (Willis and Edwards, 2014). In business, it is often used as a change management model (Six Sigma, 2024), and for the purposes of this research, it is designed to address the fourth objective, to assist employees in advocating for HRDD in their organization. The driving forces (opportunities) and restraining forces (barriers) were scaled and plotted against each other to illustrate the balance of forces. In an effort to ensure all factors were accounted for, external pressures to complete HRDD were also plotted as driving forces.    


[bookmark: _Toc178343965]Presentation of Findings and Analysis

The following chapter outlines the findings from the online questionnaire created to gather empirical data on the barriers and opportunities faced by the world’s most influential food and agriculture businesses in implementing HRDD. It also provides the analysis of the data according to themes, as summarized in the Methodology. The results of each question will be presented and analysed, highlighting correlations within the data. Each close-ended question within the survey received between 45 and 83 responses. An example of a completed survey can be found in Appendix C. All responses to the two open-ended questions can be found in Appendix D and Appendix E.

[bookmark: _Toc178343966]THEME 1: Respondent and Business Characteristics

Respondents were aged between 20 and 69, with the majority falling within the 30-39 (41.3%) and 40-49 (29.3%) age categories. The majority (70.7%) worked within the Sustainability or CSR function of the business with 6.7% in Procurement, 5.3% in Legal or Regulatory, 4.0% in Supply Chain Operations and 2.7% in Human Resources. The respondents falling outside of the question categories accounted for the final 10.7% (n=8) and worked in Management (n=3), Human Rights (n=1), Marketing (n=1), and Research and Development (n=1). Two respondents listed their business type instead of business function. 
Responses were received from individuals at all organizational levels within the industry. 14.7% of respondents classified themselves as senior leaders, comprising C-suite (8.0%), Vice President or Senior Vice President (5.3%) and one individual who identified themselves as ‘Leader’ within the Other category. The highest percentage of respondents were at Manager level (42.7%), followed by Directors (26.7%). Individual employees and Consultants each represented 8.0% of respondents.
52 respondents categorized their organization’s business activities within a single sector of the food and agriculture industry. The business activities of the remaining 12 companies spanned either two (n=11) or three (n=1) segments. For those organizations operating within a unique segment, 46.2% (n=24) were food and beverage manufacturers/processors, 32.7% (n=17) were agricultural products and commodities businesses, 11.5% (n=6) were food retailers, 7.7% (n=4) were agricultural inputs providers and 1.9% (n=1) were in the restaurants and food service business. Table 1 provides a breakdown of multi-segment businesses surveyed. The greatest crossover between segments occurred with those businesses operating in both agricultural products and commodities and food and beverage manufacturing / processing. Table 1: Breakdown of Businesses Operating in Multiple Segments


	Business Segments
	Number of Businesses

	Agricultural inputs
Agricultural products and commodities
	1

	Agricultural products and commodities
Food and beverage manufacturer / processor
	7

	Food and beverage manufacturer / processor
Food retailer
	2

	Food and beverage manufacturer / processor
Restaurants and food service
	1

	Agricultural inputs
Agricultural products and commodities
Food retailer
	1



The greatest proportion of respondents reported their organizations as having over 10,000 employees (71.9%). 3.1% had 5,000 – 9,999 employees, 7.8% had 1,000 – 4,999 employees and, equally, 7.8% had 500 – 999. 1.6% had 100 - 499 employees. Somewhat surprisingly, given the demographic surveyed, 6.3% (n=4) had less than 50 employees and 1.6% (n=1) had 50-99 employees. One of these respondents self-identified as a consultant and may have answered the question for their own company rather than the company they were consulting for. While employing less than 100 individuals is not outside the realms of possibility for one of the world’s most influential food and agriculture companies, it does seem unusual, especially considering that one of these respondents worked for an organization which spanned two segments. One explanation could be that the respondents work for a small subsidiary of the larger organization and answered the question for their business unit only.
Respondents were employed by businesses headquartered in regions across the world (see Figure 2), however the predominant locations were North America (37.5%) and Europe and Central Asia (34.4%). Note that the regional classification followed that of the World Benchmarking Alliance (2023), however all companies listed under Europe and Central Asia were headquartered in Europe. Therefore, for the remainder of this paper, the region will be referred to as Europe. The remainder were headquartered in East Asia and Pacific (9.4%), Latin America and Caribbean (6.3%), South Asia (6.3%), Sub-Saharan Africa (4.7%) and Middle East and North Africa (4.6%). Comparing the regional breakdown of responses to the list of businesses reached in each region, the lowest response rate was from organizations headquartered in Latin America and Caribbean (14.8%). All other regions exceeded a 24.0% response rate.   Figure 2: Breakdown of respondents by region



The final questions under this theme explored whether the organization operated in, or procured raw materials from, the Global South and if so, the types of farms on which these materials are grown.  From 64 responses, 84.4% (n=54) of respondents confirmed linkage to the Global South, 12.5% (n=8) had no linkage and the remaining 3.1% (n=2) did not know. The majority of organizations which did have a linkage to the Global South (66.7%, n=36) sourced from both plantations and smallholder farms within the region, while an equal number sourced from solely smallholders (n=6) as from solely plantations (n=6). Six respondents who were aware of operations in the Global South did not know the type of farms from which raw materials were procured.

[bookmark: _Toc178343967]THEME 2: Benchmarking

The second theme benchmarked the organizations’ current commitment to human rights and investigated the extent to which HRDD had been embedded within the organization. Each question within this theme received 59 responses. Subjectively, 84.8% (n=50) of organizations had a senior leadership who are committed to ensuring human rights were respected within their operations and supply chain. Out of the eight respondents who believed senior leadership was not committed, unsurprisingly, none held a senior leadership position (C-suite or SVP/VP) themselves. One respondent did not know whether senior leadership was committed to respecting human rights. An overwhelming majority of organizations had a human rights policy (91.5%, n=54), meaning that only five did not. Juxtaposing this response with the prior question, six respondents indicated that while their organization had published a human rights policy, they did not believe that their leaders were committed to human rights, suggesting that the policy was merely a tick-the-box exercise. More surprisingly, three respondents who did feel that their senior leadership was committed to human rights revealed that their company did not have a human rights policy. This may suggest that the organization is adept at internally communicating their human rights commitment in other ways, or that the individuals responding are familiar with internal processes and procedures in relation to human rights. Of the organizations that did not have a human rights policy in place, two were located in Europe, two were located in North America and one in Sub-Saharan Africa, indicating that there is no correlation between companies without a policy and the regions in which regulations are in place or pending.     
The first step a company must undertake in completing HRDD is to identify the potential impacts that their operations may have on human rights (Baumann-Pauley and Nolan, 2016). The OHCHR (2012) states that: “The most salient human rights for a business enterprise are those that stand out as being most as risk.” Empirical data revealed that 74.6% of organizations surveyed had identified their top salient issues, 17.0% had not and 8.5% of respondents did not know. 
Figure 3: Organizations’ awareness of current and pending HRDD regulations


All organizations surveyed were aware to some level of current and pending HRDD regulations, apart from two respondents who did not know. Figure 3 illustrates that just under a quarter of the respondents (22.0%) felt their organization was somewhat aware, with over two-thirds either very aware (39.0%) or extremely aware (32.2%). Two respondents (3.4%) believed their company was not so aware.
Breaking these responses down by region, as shown in Figure 4, all organizations headquartered in South Asia and Europe were either very aware or extremely aware of HRDD regulations. For Europe, this is logical given the array of legislation requiring businesses headquartered in the region to complete HRDD. Only one response was received from the Middle East and North Africa, relating that their organization was somewhat aware of current and pending HRDD regulations. Aside from that, the North America region had the highest proportion of responses which were not ‘very aware’ or ‘extremely aware’. Exactly half of the respondents for this region believed their organization was ‘not so aware’ (4.2%) or only ‘somewhat aware’ (45.8%). This could be due to a lack of HRDD laws in the USA and a result of the organization not having operations or business relationships in countries with current or pending legal requirements for conducting HRDD. Figure 4: Regional breakdown of organizations’ awareness of current and pending HRDD regulations


The final two questions under the Benchmarking theme examined the extent to which organizations had already begun implementing HRDD, either in their own operations or supply chain. Figure 5 illustrates that a similar number of businesses have not completed any HRDD in each area: eight (13.6%) had no processes in place in their own operations while seven (11.9%) had no processes in place in their supply chain. Four organizations had begun HRDD within their supply chain without having started it for their own operations, which is somewhat surprising given much easier access to information internally. One explanation could be that the supply chain posed a greater risk than their own operations, resulting in resources being allocated accordingly. Over half (52.5%) of the businesses surveyed had conducted HRDD in some parts of their own operations while 27.1% had completed it throughout the whole organization. With a focus on supply chains, 10.2% had conducted HRRD in all supply chains with 11.9% completing it for the majority of supply chains, 33.9% for all priority supply chains and 25.4% for some priority supply chains. 6.8% of respondents answered ‘Don’t know’ within each question.[image: ]Figure 5: Extent to which HRDD is already being implemented within operations and supply chain 
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THEME 3: Barriers

Respondents were asked to rate challenges they faced in the implementation of HRDD on a multiple-item scale from ‘not concerned’ to ‘extremely concerned’. Based on methods of analysis utilized within my professional career, I chose to focus solely on responses registered on the top two options of the scale – ‘very concerned’ and ‘extremely concerned’. Figure 6 illustrates these responses, with challenges considered most concerning at the top and least concerning at the bottom. 
In total, 52 respondents answered this question. The data revealed that complexity of the supply chain was the greatest barrier in implementing HRDD, with nearly half (46.2%) rating it as very concerning or extremely concerning. Another supply chain issue – lack of traceability / transparency - rated second highest overall with ‘very concerned’ and ‘extremely concerned’ representing 36.5% of the responses. Lack of commitment from suppliers, limited influence within supply chains and lack of resources within the organization were calculated at 21.2%, however a greater proportion of respondents answered ‘extremely concerned’ for ‘lack of commitment from suppliers’ than for the other two challenges, causing it to rank slightly higher. Least concerning
Most concerning
Figure 6: HRDD implementation challenges considered very or extremely concerning - All respondents (n-52)



A smaller proportion, 15.4% of respondents, were very or extremely concerned about lack of clarity of current and pending HRDD regulations, and the same overall proportion rated lack of knowledge regarding HRDD within their organization as a very or extremely concerning barrier. Scoring lowest, six respondents (11.5%) were very concerned or extremely concerned about a lack of strategic commitment within their organization. Interestingly, of these six respondents, four had previously answered that they did believe the senior leadership in their company was committed to ensuring human rights are respected within operations and the supply chain. This would suggest a disconnect internally between their leadership’s philosophy and the practicalities of embedding an HRDD strategy within the organization. It is worth noting that the top four rated barriers are linked to the supply chain, with internal barriers receiving a lower score.
To understand the variation in responses based on where in the supply chain businesses operate, the same exercise was undertaken after splitting the businesses into tiers, as outlined in the Methodology. Consumer-facing businesses are categorized as T1, intermediary organizations as T2 and businesses who buy or sell directly to the farmer, T3 (refer to Figure 1). Businesses operating in more than one tier have been included in all the tiers in which they operate. Figure 7 illustrates the rating of barriers for organizations in T1.

Most concerning
Least concerning
Figure 7: HRDD implementation challenges considered very or extremely concerning – T1 responses (n=9)

The ranking of barriers is largely unchanged for T1 in comparison to all responses, with the exception of ‘limited influence within supply chains’ moving up to the third most concerning challenge. This is not surprising given that organizations within T1 would arguably have multiple tiers of suppliers to navigate before having the ability to influence human rights practices at farm-level. All four of the top challenges remain linked to the supply chain. Notably, the top three challenges for T1 businesses score higher for this tier than for overall respondents. Over half (55.6%) of T1 respondents rated the top barrier, the complexity of their supply chain, as either very or extremely concerning. Lack of traceability / transparency and limited influence within supply chains both scored 44.4% overall. Encouragingly, none of the respondents were very or extremely concerned about a lack of commitment within their organization. 
Respondents were also provided with the opportunity to answer an open-ended question to add any additional barriers they faced. For T1 organizations, one responded that the need for prioritization was a concern, however it was unclear whether this was in regard to prioritizing supply chains for HRDD or prioritizing HRDD amongst other initiatives. Another respondent was more prescriptive stating a barrier as: “Conflicting priorities with other material ESG topics of concern to our associates, customers, investors, civil society, etc.”. With finite resources, a plethora of potential ESG reporting requirements and various expectations from stakeholders, this concern is not surprising.
Least concerning
Most concerning
Figure 8: HRDD implementation challenges considered very or extremely concerning – T2 responses (n=28)

The complexity of supply chains (53.6%) and lack of traceability / transparency within supply chains (42.9%) are still the top two barriers for T2 businesses in implementing HRDD. However, a shift can be observed in the third and fourth place ranking with two internal barriers replacing those related to the supply chain, as seen in Figure 8. ‘Lack of resources within your organization’ and ‘Lack of knowledge regarding HRDD within your organization’ both scored 21.4% overall, while the remaining supply chain barriers – ‘Lack of commitment from suppliers’ and ‘Limited influence within supply chains’ – each scored 17.9% overall. This shift may be due to T2 organizations having fewer intermediary businesses between their operations and farms than T1 organizations. ‘Lack of strategic commitment within your organization’ remained the least concerning issue for T2 organizations. 
When invited to comment on additional challenges faced in implementing HRDD, T2 respondents provided a variety of answers. A recurring theme was the lack of manpower and expertise within key countries. Other challenges included the need for media management around HRDD, methods of quantification and investor demands. One respondent answered:
“I am most concerned that regulators will fail to follow through when it comes to rigorous enforcement and that investors will fail to analyse the right KPIs. This will mean that responsible companies will be even more penalised than they are today, and that the playing field will be only less level than it is today as a result of the raft of HRDD regs. We're highly supportive of them, but unless they're really well implemented and unless the enabling environment is created externally they may have unintended consequences.” 
Finally, one respondent highlighted concerns over the cost of goods increase associate with implementing HRDD and the possibility that buying practices will consequently be changed. This concern is discussed further in Theme 4.
Least concerning
Most concerning
Figure 9: HRDD implementation challenges considered very or extremely concerning – T3 responses (n=26)

As with respondents from all other tiers, ‘Complexity of supply chain’ remained the top barrier for T3 organizations in implementing HRDD, although it should be noted that the score of 34.6% is noticeably smaller than for T1 (55.6%) and T2 (53.6%) companies. In contrast, the second highest ranked challenge is ‘Lack of resources within your organization’ (23.1%), rising above ‘Lack of traceability / transparency within supply chains’ (19.2%) which T3 companies ranked third. ‘Lack of commitment from suppliers’ ranked fourth, with the same overall percentage of 14.5 as ‘Lack of strategic commitment within your organization’, but a higher proportion of ‘extremely concerned’ respondents (11.5%). T3 organizations are the only tier for which ‘Lack of strategic commitment within your organization’ is not of lowest concern. 
Given their position within the supply chain, it is interesting that T3 companies have ranked ‘Lack of commitment from suppliers’ as their fourth most concerning challenge. This would imply that this lack of commitment is on-farm. In fact, this assumption is corroborated by one of the respondents citing “cooperation from farmers” as an additional challenge. Other challenges faced by T3 companies include reporting interfering with progress, lack of budget and competing priorities.

[bookmark: _Toc178343969]THEME 4: Concerns, Consequences and Pressures

Theme 4 investigates additional considerations for the implementation of HRDD, which would not be defined as either barriers or opportunities. These include concerns linked with conducting HRDD, potential consequences of findings and external pressures which may influence a company’s decision to create an HRDD process. All questions under this theme were answered by 46 respondents.
The first question asked for the respondent’s opinion on whether their company was likely to stop procuring products which are grown in, or whose raw materials were grown in, certain countries in the Global South due to HRDD requirements. Over half (56.5%) responded in the negative, that they did not believe their company would change buying practices. None of the respondents felt that their company would stop buying all products originating in the Global South, however 13.0% (n=6) indicated that they may stop buying some products from the region. The question was either not applicable (6.2%) or the answer not known (23.9%) by over a quarter of respondents. There were no clear correlations between those who responded that procurement practices may change for some products and either the segment in which they operate or the country in which they are headquartered. However, as highlighted under Theme 3, one respondent did provide the following insight: 
“The impact of implementing HRDD on the cost of goods will create internal challenges and potential[sic] push away from more risky/poorer locations in favor to[sic] larger plantations.” 
A decline in raw material sourcing from regions with higher human rights risks could be a potentially negative impact of HRDD regulations.
Respondents were asked whether there were concerns within their organization regarding the potential findings from HRDD assessments. Six respondents (13.0%) did not know, and the remainder were evenly split between Yes (43.5%) and No (43.5%). As a follow up question, their opinion was asked on whether there is concern in their company regarding the cost of addressing adverse impacts which have been/could be identified in HRDD assessments. The majority of respondents (60.9%) believed that Yes, there were concerns regarding cost. 28.7% responded No and 10.9% did not know. Finally, the questionnaire enquired whether concerns regarding findings / mitigation costs were preventing their organization from implementing a robust HRDD process. Over half (54.5%) responded No, 23.9% responded Yes and 21.7% did not know. 
The final question under this theme investigated the influence of external stakeholders. Utilizing a multiple-item scale, respondents were asked to rate from ‘Strongly disagree’ to ‘Strongly agree’, which factors have impacted / will impact their organization’s decision to implement an HRDD process. Figure 10 illustrates the results, applying a method of analysis focused on the top two responses – ‘Slightly agree’ and ‘Strongly agree’.
Least impact
Most impact
Figure 10: Factors impacting an organization’s decision to implement HRDD

Customer requests or expectations have the greatest impact on a company’s decision to implement HRDD, with the vast majority of respondents either slightly (43.5%) or strongly (38.8%) agreeing. Ranked second, 73.9% of respondents agreed to some extent that negative publicity has, or would have, an impact. Current or pending regulations were a close third with 71.7% of respondents agreeing they have a strong or slight impact. Interestingly, there is no clear correlation between regions which have current and pending regulations and the responses to this question. In fact, the proportion of respondents based in Europe who slightly or strongly agreed was lower than the overall average at 66.7%.  One possible explanation could be that organizations in this region were implementing HRRD before regulations were ratified. Over half of the respondents (52.2%) agreed that shareholder pressure had some level of impact, while the score for pressure from NGOs or activists was 45.7%.
Some trends emerge when analyzing these results by tier. Pressure from shareholders has a greater impact further down the value chain, with 75.0% of T1 respondents slightly or strongly agreeing compared with 54.2% of T2 respondents and 48.0% of T3 respondents. T1 organizations are also particularly sensitive to negatively publicity with 100% of respondents agreeing it has an impact on their organization implementing HRDD. This can be contrasted with T2 respondents, 58.3% of whom felt it had an impact and 60.0% of T3 respondents. All three tiers were closely aligned on the impact of customer requests or expectations with 76.0% for T1, 79.2% for T2 and 75.0% for T3 agreeing to some extent that they influence their organization’s decision to implement HRDD. 

[bookmark: _Toc178343970]THEME 5: Opportunities

The final theme explored the benefits that an HRDD process may have for companies. A multiple-item scale was once again employed for the question ‘What level of opportunity does an HRDD process provide to your organization in the following areas …’. Respondents rated the opportunities between ‘None’ and ‘Significant’, and responses for the top two categories – ‘Large’ and ‘Significant’ were analysed. There were 45 responses to this question. The resulting analysis for all respondent is illustrated in Figure 11.Greatest opportunity
Figure 11: Opportunities from implementing an HRDD process – All respondents (n=45)

Less opportunity

All four of the top ranked opportunities were considered a large or significant benefit by over half of the respondents. The greatest opportunity was the reduction in reputational risk, with 64.5% agreeing it was a large or significant benefit. Increased resilience in the supply chain was second (57.8%) and improved relationships with external stakeholder and providing support for buyers in making strategic purchasing decisions both scored 51.1% overall. 
HRDD providing the opportunity to differentiate the organization from competitors was considered a large or significant benefit by 35.6% of respondents, and a third believed it would help drive growth with customers and/or consumers. Only 26.7% of respondents thought that an HRDD process would improve employee attraction and retention.


Less opportunity
Greatest opportunity
Figure 12: Opportunities from implementing an HRDD process – T1 respondents (n=7)

The data was further analyzed through a tier lens. T1, consumer-facing companies, scored all of the opportunities higher than the average across all three tiers, which indicates these respondents believe there is a greater level of opportunity for their organization in implementing HRDD than those in the other tiers. ‘Support buyers in making strategic purchasing decisions’ and ‘Reduce reputational risk for my organization’ were tied at the top, both receiving a score of 85.7% and the same proportion of responses for ‘Large’ and ‘Significant’. ‘Increase resilience in our supply chain’ moved down to the third highest rated opportunity (71.4%). ‘Improve relationships with external stakeholders’ was fourth (57.1%), tied with ‘Differentiate my organization from competitors’. ‘Drive growth with customers and/or consumers’ also received 57.1%, however with a lower proportion of respondents who answered ‘Significant’. ‘Improve employee retention and attraction’ received the lowest score of 42.9%.
Respondents were asked to provide insights into additional opportunities for their organization in an open-ended question which received two responses from T1 organizations. One respondent cited “improving the lives of suppliers and their employees”, as a benefit, however this would require further disquisition to understand the related business benefits outside of ‘doing the right thing’. The second respondent answered:
“We will learn more about our supply chain and have established systems or processes in place to manage risk and escalate issues”. 
I believe this statement is closely linked to ‘Reduce reputational risk for my organization’ and provides an additional insight into why this opportunity ranked highly. It could also be argued that it is linked to ‘Support buyers in making strategic purchasing decisions’, if those established systems or processes are linked to procurement practices.
Analysis for T2 organizations can be found in Figure 13. ‘Reduce reputational risk for my organization’ and ‘Increase the resilience of our supply chain’ are the top opportunities for T2, with an overall score of 62.5%. ‘Support buyers in making strategic purchasing decisions’ has moved down in ranking compared with T1 suppliers to third with 58.3% of respondents considering it a ‘Large’ or ‘Significant’ opportunity. The fourth greatest opportunity was ‘Improve relationships with external stakeholders’, with a score of 45.8%, and the order of the other three opportunities remains the same as for T1 and all respondents.
Greatest opportunity
Less opportunity
Figure 13: Opportunities from implementing an HRDD process – T2 respondents (n=24)

Several additional opportunities provided by T2 respondents link closely to those included within the analysis. One respondent believed that HRDD would help to confirm the effectiveness of their Enterprise Risk Management, while another asserted it would make their supply chain more stable. In contrast to the response received under the Barriers theme, which raised a concern about the cost of goods increasing due to HRDD, one respondent felt that HRDD could reduce cost long-term by avoiding the need to rapidly change suppliers to avoid human rights violations. Interestingly, one respondent, who appeared to link HRDD specifically with regulatory compliance, provided an insight into why they did not consider differentiation an opportunity: 
“Regulation is not a means to stand out, due to the new green marketing regulation in Europe this is now officially off the table as it should be.”
 
Less opportunity
Greatest opportunity
Figure 14: Opportunities from implementing an HRDD process – T3 respondents (n=25)

T3 organizations, those which have direct contact with farmers, concur with all other tiers that reducing reputational risk is the greatest potential opportunity from implementing an HRDD process (68.0%). However, T3 respondents considered improving relationships with external stakeholders (64.0%) to be the second highest benefit. ‘Increase the resilience of our supply chain’ was third with 48.0% and ‘Drive growth with customers and/or consumers’ was the fourth greatest opportunity with 44.0%, and a higher proportion of respondents answering ‘Significant’ than ‘Differentiate my organization from competitors’ which also scored 44.0% overall. Of interest, the response to ‘Support buyers in making strategic purchasing decisions’ ranked much lower than for T1 and T2 respondents, with only 40.0% of T3 respondents believing it provided some level of opportunity. As with all other tiers, ‘Improve employee attraction and retention’ ranked lowest, although 36.0% of T3 respondents still believe it could be a benefit of implementing HRDD.
Additional benefits provided by T3 respondents included “Optimizing existing activities and sustainability budget” and “Improved rating during sustainability assessment and rating. E.g. Ecovadis and SMETA”. The later could be linked to ‘Improve relationships with external stakeholders’, since these types of assessment are usually customer driven. An opportunity not previously considered, but certainly valuable, was the ability of HRDD to:
“Generate a better understanding of potential issues for a larger proportion of managers / senior managers who currently don’t have visibility or don’t see ownership of the issue.”  
This may be particularly true for buyers who are potentially more focused on cost of goods and reliability than human rights factors associated with their purchases.
The data compellingly demonstrates that the greatest opportunity of HRDD across all tiers of the supply chain is reduced reputational risk. Similarly, ‘Improve employee attraction and retention’ provided the lowest level of benefit in all tiers. The opportunity for HRDD to ‘Support buyers in making strategic purchasing decisions’ was considered high for food retailers and restaurants in T1, but decreased further up the value chain. In contrast, the opportunity to ‘Improve relationships with external stakeholders’ increased further up the value chain. Encouragingly, many respondents acknowledged that HRDD had the opportunity to significantly benefit their organization in a variety of different way.

[bookmark: _Toc178343971]Force Field Analysis

[image: ]The analysed data from the rating-scale questions for opportunities, barriers and external pressures was amalgamated to create a single force field analysis diagram, as illustrated in Figure 15. This diagram provides a single illustration for human rights professionals to utilize in advocating for an HRDD process for their organization. Taking into account external stakeholder pressures as well as opportunities, the driving forces for HRDD outweigh the restraining forces against it. The analysis was limited to the options available in the close-ended questions on opportunities and barriers, and do not account for the additional input from the open-ended questions. The analysis was based on the responses from all respondents.Figure 15: Force field analysis for the implementation of HRDD




[bookmark: _Toc178343972]Discussion, Limitations and Conclusion

The purpose of this quantitative research was to develop an understanding of the barriers and opportunities to implementing an HRDD process in the food and agriculture industry. This section includes a discussion on the key findings from the data analysis and reviews how these findings compare to previous studies and the research summarized in the Literature Review. Limitations of the study are discussed, analyzing whether the results of the study are a fair reflection of the entire industry. Finally, recommendations are provided for future research and the research conclusions summarized. 

[bookmark: _Toc178343973]Discussion

Employees of the world’s most influential food and agriculture companies face multiple challenges, both internal and external, in the development of an HRDD process. Overall, the greatest challenges are supply chain related including supply chain complexity, lack of transparency / traceability, limited influence and a lack of commitment from suppliers. Internal barriers, while not deemed as challenging overall, are still very or extremely concerning for some organizations and include a lack of resources, internal knowledge and strategic commitment, as well as confusion regarding HRDD regulations. External stakeholder pressures also influence an organization’s decision to conduct HRDD with customer requests and negative media attention having a slightly greater impact than regulations, shareholders and NGOs/activists. However, there are clearly opportunities for organizations who undertake HRDD, the most significant of which overall is reduced reputational risk. The deemed significance of these opportunities varies throughout the supply chain, although at least a quarter of all respondents believed the following six factors presented a large or significant opportunity: increased supply chain resilience; improved relationships with external stakeholders; supporting buyers in strategic purchasing decisions; differentiation from competitors; driving growth; and employee attraction / retention.  
The analysis identified supply chain related barriers as the most concerning overall for respondents. The complexity of supply chains was of greatest concern across all respondents and each individual tier. Given that over 70% of the organizations surveyed had in excess 10,000 employees, they are likely to be transnational organizations with complex global supply chains. This challenge being of highest concern is therefore not surprising. It aligns with Millington’s (2009) assertion that “the management of international supply networks poses particular problems since suppliers in different countries are subject to different regulatory regimes which may or may not be enforced.” It also closely ties with the barrier of second highest concern overall, namely lack of transparency and traceability in the supply chain. 
The high concern of respondents regarding lack of transparency and traceability in supply chains as a barrier to implementing HRDD is consistent with prior studies. Multiple researchers and academics have highlighted this as a serious challenge for businesses. Tsai and Lin (2023), contend that HRDD reporting relies on complete, high-quality information which can be challenging to access given the difficulty in measuring and monitoring beyond direct suppliers. Smit et al. (2020) support this, with one of their interviewees stating that suppliers “don’t want to answer questions, that is the biggest issue.” Executive perspectives gathered by KPMG (2016) also highlighted this as an important issue and suggested that partnering with suppliers to create shared goals could help multinationals increase their visibility to human rights practices further up the value chain. This approach could also address the lack of commitment from suppliers, which was of third highest concern overall.
An understandable trend is the change in ranking of ‘Limited influence within supply chains’ as a concern between tiers of the supply chain. While it was the third most concerning challenge for T1, consumer-facing companies and sixth most concerning for T2 companies, it dropped to seventh in the ranking for T3 companies, who have a direct connection with farms. It could be concluded that the closer within the supply chain organizations are to farm, the less concerned they are regarding their influence in implementing HRDD. This seems logical, with Smit et al. (2020) highlighting through their research that all companies interviewed found it challenging to undertake HRDD beyond their direct suppliers, with one specifying they did not have “have as much leverage as we would like”. For T1 companies this would result in limited influence beyond T2, who themselves would rely on T3 companies to leverage their influence at farm-level. 
The data published by the WBA (2023) specified that 48.6% of the world’s most influential food and beverage companies did not have a commitment to human rights. It is therefore somewhat surprising that lack of strategic commitment within the organization was considered the least concerning barrier to HRDD implementation by respondents overall. However, once it is taken into account that 91.5% of respondents had a human rights policy in place, it could be fair to assume that the survey sample was not representative of all companies benchmarked by the WBA, but mainly answered by those who already have leadership commitment. This is further explored in the Limitations section. However, over 10% of respondents still believed lack of commitment was either very or extremely concerning, which indicates that even some businesses who have a human rights policy have yet to embed it throughout their organization. This is supported by Baumann-Pauly and Nolan (2016), who contend that corporate human rights policies can often be very general or modest without concrete standards to back them up. T3 respondents, those whose companies are at the start of the value chain, were outliers, ranking lack of strategic commitment more highly as their 5th highest concern (of 8). There could be several reasons for this. Lopatta et al.’s (2023) research suggests that lower corporate visibility results in a decrease in human rights disclosures, which could be true for non-consumer facing T3 companies. One T3 respondent specifically called out “competing priorities with other sustainability topics”. Cost reduction pressures from buyers could be a factor for T3 organizations, as well as the high cost of implementation at farm-level (Govindan et al., 2021), all possibly factoring into a lack of strategic commitment to HRDD. Further research is needed confirm these theories.
Linked to this, T3 organizations ranked lack of resources as their second highest concern in comparison to T2 companies who ranked it 3rd and T1 companies who ranked in 5th. While human rights issues may occur anywhere within the food and agriculture supply chain, the majority occur on farm or within farming communities. Out of the ten human rights priorities for the industry as listed by BSR (2024), all except one are applicable on farm or in farming communities, with many, such as child labour, most prevalent on farm and some, such as land acquisition and resettlement, only applicable at farm-level. With businesses putting pressure on their direct suppliers to conduct HRDD, the buck stops with T3 organizations to implement HRDD assessments and potential remediations on farms and in farming communities, potentially without the budget or personnel of transnational brands. Two T3 respondents indicated that the allocation of funds for HRDD from management was a challenge, indicating why both strategic commitment and lack of resources were rated highly for this tier.  
The data supports the theory that external stakeholder pressure is impacting the decision by organizations to implement an HRDD process. Somewhat surprisingly, especially given the recent developments in legislation, customers are having the greatest impact, with 78.3% of respondents agreeing they have some degree of impact. This outlook is shared by respondents across all tiers, implying that consumer expectations are having the equivalent impact on consumer-facing organizations and brands as customer expectations for B2B organizations. Negative publicity was also considered a marginally greater motivator than regulations. This is consistent with the feedback received by Smit et al. (2020) from some interviewees, who responded to issues in their supply chain or peers supply chains by beginning an HRDD process prior to regulations coming to effect. However, regulations are still considered a driver for implementing HRDD by over 70% of organizations. Interestingly, there is no correlation between regulations as a driver and region, despite the majority of legislation being introduced in Europe. This may be because the EU’s CSDDD will also be mandatory for large organizations who wish to trade with EU countries (Shift, 2024), and based on the demographic of the organizations surveyed (over 70% with over 10,000 employees), there is a reasonable possibility it will apply to them.   

The analysis identified a reduction in reputational risk as the greatest opportunity across all respondents. This aligns with previous studies, which consistently ranked it as one of the two key incentives for companies to conduct HRDD (Smit et al., 2020; McCorquodale et al., 2017) along with avoidance of legal risk. Once categorized into tiers, the data revealed that reduction in reputational risk was one of the top two opportunities for every tier. This is interesting since Govindan et al., 2021 suggest that upstream suppliers consider reputation less important since they are unlikely to be consumer-facing businesses or brands. This would imply that reputational risk should be deemed a lesser opportunity for T3 and possibly some T2 suppliers. The data supports this to some extent, with a higher percentage (85.7%) of T1 organizations considering it an opportunity than T2 (62.5%) and T3 (68.0%) companies. However, the fact remains that it is still the greatest opportunity for B2B organizations as well, who might risk losing business if human rights violations are uncovered in their supply chain.
Increased resilience in supply chains was ranked as the second greatest opportunity overall and highest for T2 organizations, however very little literature refers to this as an opportunity from implementing HRDD. Smit et al. (2020) do refer to HRDD as helping to ensure a ‘sustainable’ supply chain, however this could have multiple meanings. This opportunity may link back to the transparency / traceability barrier, with respondents acknowledging that the implementation of HRDD may increase visibility within the supply chain and mitigate the chances of a human rights issue being discovered and causing supply chain disruption. Alternatively, HRDD may positively impact farmers and farming communities, and increase their loyalty to the business, ensuring a consistent supply of raw materials. More robust insights could be gained from additional research in this area.
The ability of HRDD to support buyers in making strategic purchasing decisions was the top opportunity for T1 organizations, deemed third most important (from 7) for T2 organizations and sixth for T3 organizations. This progression appears logical. T1 organizations have the least influence at farm-level, and HRDD would provide visibility and allow buyers to purchase goods from organizations which pose the least risk to their business. T3 businesses may be more likely to work with farms to mitigate any human rights issues rather than go through the costly process of HRDD assessments for a new group of farms, which may have similar issues. However, this opportunity does raise the question of whether HRDD could have some negative consequences. A small proportion (13.0%) of respondents who procured raw materials from the global south confirmed that their organization may stop buying materials from the region due to HRDD requirements. One respondent also raised the concern that their organization may change their buying strategy from “risky/poorer locations in favor to[sic] larger plantations”. In such cases, mandatory HRDD may cause a loss in income for the very individuals it is designed to protect.

The data suggests that an improvement in employee attraction and retention presents the least opportunity out of the seven potential benefits provided, however was still considered a large or significant opportunity by over a quarter of the respondents. Interestingly, this potential benefit is discussed more in literature than either supply chain resilience or strategic decision making. Govindan et al. (2020) discuss this benefit in the context of social sustainability as a whole, observing that the adoption of good social sustainability practices could improve employee satisfaction, which presumably leads to employee retention. Marsley (2020), while discussing human rights within a CSR context, contends that research has converged determining that CSR contributes to financial performance by “enhancing human capital by attracting more talented, engaged and productive employees.” The findings support this to some extent, however this is unlikely to be a key driver for organizations to implement HRDD.  

[bookmark: _Toc178343974]Limitations

The extent to which the organizations surveyed have engaged on human rights seems unusually high. The data published by the WBA (2023) formed the target population for this study, and specified that 48.6% of the 350 companies did not have a commitment to human rights and only 24.0% had begun identifying human rights risk and impacts. This compares with over 90% of respondents having a human rights policy and having begun some level of HRDD. This disparity would suggest response bias within the survey (Creswell and Creswell, 2018), and indicate that respondent’s organizations are more committed to human rights than those of nonrespondents. The results of the survey should therefore be viewed through this lens. The nature of the sample population, i.e. the world’s most influential food and agriculture businesses, should also be taken into account. The data is not representative of SMEs within the industry.
The low response rate from Latin America and Caribbean may suggest that language was a barrier for some in completing the survey. Many of the employees contacted in this region had LinkedIn profiles in Spanish or Portuguese while the introductory message and survey were only in English. Translating both into the native language of the target respondent may have helped to increase response rate. Additionally, the majority of companies who were not contacted due to a lack of contact details were located in East Asia and the Pacific. With over 70% of respondents from Europe and North America, the survey lacked cultural diversity which may have revealed interesting nuances between regions.
While the total number of respondents was considered a statistically relevant sample, not all respondents completed the entire questionnaire, a limitation of self-administered questionnaires (Hall, 2020). In future survey design, I would recommend changing the order of the questions, placing opportunities before barriers and concerns. These themes were slightly more sensitive and therefore respondents may have decided to discontinue the questionnaire due to the nature of the questions. Categorizing organizations based on their position within the supply chain provided interesting insights, however a low number of responses from some segments of the industry make it difficult to argue that the results are fully representative. This is especially true for T1, for which there were only seven responses to the opportunities question, for example. Additionally, there is no way to determine whether respondents understood the meaning of all the questions, with some of the open-ended question answers supporting this notion. Another limit of cross-sectional surveys is the quantity and level of detail of responses (Hall, 2020). I would therefore recommend that any future analysis of this topic is supplemented with qualitative interviews with respondents, to uncover additional context.
The force field analysis utilized the rating-scale questions to quantify forces for and against HRDD. However, these multiple-item scales were each designed individually, with a differing number of points on the scale and a variation in themes. This caused challenges in directly comparing the level of opportunity to the level of barrier. Moving forward, I would suggest utilizing the same scale and theme for all questions to enable a fair comparison of responses. Additionally, by not incorporating the input from respondents on additional opportunities and barriers, the diagram is limited to the pre-determined forces included in the close-ended questions. A more robust force field analysis could be created by first interviewing respondents on the driving and restraining forces they believe affect their organization implementing HRDD, and then collecting data from a broader population to determine how they would rate those forces.

[bookmark: _Toc178343975]Conclusion 

This research aimed to explore the barriers and opportunities to implementing human rights due diligence (HRDD) in agricultural supply chains and provide insights to enable industry professionals to advocate for HRDD in their organization. Based on a quantitative, cross-sectional survey of the world’s most influential food and agriculture companies, it became clear that organizations face multiple barriers, however, are likely benefit from a robust HRDD process in the long-term. While the survey sample consisted mainly of employees from large organizations who had already begun implementing HRDD, their insights provide a viewpoint on the barriers and opportunities based on experience.
Applying this lens to the results, it is unsurprising that exterior, supply chain issues were the most concerning barriers overall. These included challenges related to supply chain complexity, traceability and transparency, leverage, and a lack of commitment from suppliers. Businesses further up the value chain are also contending with a lack of resources to conduct HRDD. This is particularly true for businesses who source raw materials directly from farm, with one respondent noting their business had “inadequate manpower required for monitoring and adequately assessing HRDD. … [In]sufficient funding by top management on HRDD.” Internal barriers are still of concern to some respondents including a lack of internal knowledge regarding HRDD, confusion over regulations and, in some organizations, a lack of strategic commitment. 
Optimistically, the research indicated substantial benefits for an organization in conducting HRDD. All tiers of organizations concurred that reduced reputational risk was one of the significant benefits. Consumer-facing companies believed that one of the greatest benefits of HRDD was the support it would provide buyers in making strategic purchasing decisions. Other benefits include increased resilience in the supply chain, improved relationships with external stakeholders, company differentiation, business growth and employee attraction and retention. One respondent believed that HRDD could drive cost reduction long-term by either reducing the number of human rights issues requiring expensive mitigation, or by reducing the need to change buying strategies due to human rights violations.
Based on these insights, researchers might consider assessing the estimated return on investment of implementing HRDD. Models, such as NYU Stern’s Return on Sustainability Investment (ROSI) methodology (NYU Stern, 2024), have already been applied to the food and agriculture industry to assess the value of sustainable practices. Monetizing the potential value of HRDD, based on the benefits identified from this research, may provide a further incentive for organizations to develop a comprehensive HRDD strategy. Further research is also needed to determine the impact of these barriers and opportunities on companies who have yet to make a strategic commitment to respecting human rights, and whether similar factors apply to small and medium sized enterprises.
While many researchers have investigated the challenges for companies in implementing sustainability / CSR strategies, and the benefits that can be gained from them, far fewer have applied the same analysis to HRDD. The size and scope of the food and agriculture industry present some unique human rights challenges, and this research provided industry-specific insights into the challenges faced throughout the supply chain and the potential opportunities that can be gained from implementing HRDD. As the regulatory environment continues to evolve and pressures increase from external stakeholders, the findings from this study provide some reassurance that HRDD isn’t uniquely an expense for organizations, but also provides opportunities for risk mitigation, increased resilience and growth. It provides the basis from which industry professionals can build a business case for HRDD in their organizations, and develop strategies for the industry to move forward collectively to ensure the human rights of all workers and communities are respected.   
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The Process and Principles of Questionnaire Design (Ekinci, 2015)
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All responses to “What other challenges do you / your organization face in implementing an HRDD process?”
	Challenges
	Segment
	Tier

	Even very recognized frameworks and audit schemes are being challenged by media therefore it's not enough to work on the content and drive performance in HRDD. HRDD has to include media management as well to prevent wrong conclusions are taken on the level of interventions (how much is enough?)
	Food and beverage manufacturer / processor
	T2

	Keeping up with investors’ demands whilst transforming the supply chains
	Food and beverage manufacturer / processor
	T2

	We are B Corp
	Agricultural products and commodities
	T3

	I am most concerned that regulators will fail to follow through when it comes to rigorous enforcement and that investors will fail to analyse the right KPIs. This will mean that responsible companies will be even more penalised than they are today, and that the playing field will be only less level than it is today as a result of the raft of HRDD regs. We're highly supportive of them, but unless they're really well implemented and unless the enabling environment is created externally they may have unintended consequences. 
	Food and beverage manufacturer / processor
	T2

	The impact of implementing HRDD on the cost of goods will create internal challenges and potential push away from more risky/poorer locations in favor to larger plantations
	Food and beverage manufacturer / processor
	T2

	This is being developed within our procurement department but it should be a strategic priority for the company set at the senior level and involving a task force across supply chain with deep focus and resources in procurement to support. Instead it’s being driven bottoms up from procurement so we are having to learn, evaluate, and educate the organization and sell the recommendations to obtain proper resourcing. In the meantime scrutiny is heating up and we are under prepared. It places a great deal of reputational and financial risk on the organization and a great deal of stress on sustainability teams trying to mitigate. 
	Food and beverage manufacturer / processor
	T2

	Vast number and complexity of suppliers
	Food retailer
	T1

	Need for prioritization 
	Food retailer
	T1

	Cooperation from farmers
	Agricultural products and commodities
	T3

	CSRD reporting burden that interfeires[sic] with taking concrete steps to prevent, identify and mitigate risks.
	Agricultural products and commodities
	T3

	Competing priorities with other Sustainability topics and regulations implementations 
	Agricultural products and commodities
	T3

	1) Getting budgets allocated to mitigating HRDD risks, 2) Interpreting HRDD, 3) Further deprioritisation[sic] of commodities/supply chains that are not bound by regulations
	Agricultural products and commodities
	T3

	Quantifying the scope and impact of the risks, validating the risks, mitigating the risks once they are identified
	Food and beverage manufacturer / processor
	T2

	Expertise is limited is key countries 
	Food and beverage manufacturer / processor
	T2

	As a global organisation with multiple manufacturing sites importing products from outside EU, we need to secure we implement processes to secure compliance in the preparation of documentation and the actual receiving of goods. That means involving people without having dedicated Human Rights managers/practitioners everywhere.
	Agricultural products and commodities
Food and beverage manufacturer / processor
	T2 / T3

	Conflicting priorities with other material ESG topics of concern to our associates, customers, investors, civil society, etc.
	Food and beverage manufacturer / processor
Food retailer
	T1 / T2

	diversity and extent of supply chains
	Food and beverage manufacturer / processor
	T2

	Inadequate manpower required for monitoring and adequately assessing HRDD, leadership shallow understanding of HRDD relevance, Stakeholders inadequate knowledge or skill on HRDD; especially HR. Sufficient funding by Top management on HRDD. 
	Agricultural products and commodities
Food and beverage manufacturer / processor
	T2 / T3

	Limited financial capacity
	Agricultural inputs
Agricultural products and commodities
	T3
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All responses to: “What other benefits do you believe your organization can derive from implementing an HRDD process?”
	Benefits
	Segment
	Tier

	Ensuring risk mitigation measures (and controls) identified in Enterprise Risk Management are effective "on the ground"
	Food and beverage manufacturer / processor
	T2

	This should induce more stable supply chains where individual nodes (actors) do not change as often
	Food and beverage manufacturer / processor
	T2

	Regulation is not a means to stand out, due to the new green marketing regulation in Europe this is now officially off the table as it should be. 
	Food and beverage manufacturer / processor
	T2

	Over the long term it can drive cost reduction from having to clean up human rights issues or change sourcing origins or suppliers at the last minute and be a price taker to avoid human rights violations. 
	Food and beverage manufacturer / processor
	T2

	Improving the lives of suppliers and their employees.
	Food retailer
	T1

	Nothing additional
	Agricultural products and commodities
	T3

	Generate a better understanding of potential issues for a larger proportion of managers / senior managers who currently don’t have visibility or don’t see ownership of the issue.
	Agricultural products and commodities
Food and beverage manufacturer / processor
	T2/T3

	We will learn more about our supply chain and have established systems or processes in place to manage risk and escalate issues. 
	Food and beverage manufacturer / processor
Food retailer
	T1/T2

	To ensure that we are not developing a business based on human rights violations
	Food and beverage manufacturer / processor
	T2

	Improved rating during sustainability assessment and rating. E.g. Ecovadis and SMETA.
	Agricultural products and commodities
Food and beverage manufacturer / processor
	T2/T3

	Optimizing existing activities and sustainability budget.  
	Agricultural products and commodities
	T3





North America	Europe	East Asia and Pacific	Latin America and Caribbean	South Asia	Sub-Saharan Africa	Middle East and North Africa	0.375	0.34380000000000011	9.3800000000000008E-2	6.25E-2	6.25E-2	4.6899999999999997E-2	1.5599999999999999E-2	

Responses	
Not at all aware	Not so aware	Somewhat aware	Very aware	Extremely aware	Don't know	0	3.39E-2	0.2203	0.38979999999999998	0.32200000000000001	3.39E-2	

Not at all aware	East Asia and Pacific	Europe	Latin America and Caribbean	Middle East and North Africa	North America	South Asia	Sub-Saharan Africa	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	Not so aware	East Asia and Pacific	Europe	Latin America and Caribbean	Middle East and North Africa	North America	South Asia	Sub-Saharan Africa	0	0	0	0	4.1700000000000001E-2	0	0.33329999999999999	Somewhat aware	East Asia and Pacific	Europe	Latin America and Caribbean	Middle East and North Africa	North America	South Asia	Sub-Saharan Africa	0.2	0	0	1	0.45829999999999999	0	0	Very aware	East Asia and Pacific	Europe	Latin America and Caribbean	Middle East and North Africa	North America	South Asia	Sub-Saharan Africa	0.2	0.68420000000000003	0	0	0.25	0.33329999999999999	0.66670000000000007	Extremely aware	East Asia and Pacific	Europe	Latin America and Caribbean	Middle East and North Africa	North America	South Asia	Sub-Saharan Africa	0.6	0.31580000000000003	0.75	0	0.20830000000000001	0.66670000000000007	0	Don't know	East Asia and Pacific	Europe	Latin America and Caribbean	Middle East and North Africa	North America	South Asia	Sub-Saharan Africa	0	0	0.25	0	4.1700000000000001E-2	0	0	



Very concerned	Lack of strategic commitment within your organization	Lack of knowledge regarding HRDD within your organization	Lack of clarity of current and pending HRDD regulations	Lack of resources within your organization	Limited influence within supply chains	Lack of commitment from suppliers	Lack of traceability / transparency within supply chains	Complexity of supply chain	5.7699999999999987E-2	0.1346	0.1154	0.1731	0.1731	9.6199999999999994E-2	0.21149999999999999	0.26919999999999999	Extremely concerned	Lack of strategic commitment within your organization	Lack of knowledge regarding HRDD within your organization	Lack of clarity of current and pending HRDD regulations	Lack of resources within your organization	Limited influence within supply chains	Lack of commitment from suppliers	Lack of traceability / transparency within supply chains	Complexity of supply chain	5.7699999999999987E-2	1.9199999999999998E-2	3.85E-2	3.85E-2	3.85E-2	0.1154	0.15379999999999999	0.1923	



Very concerned	Lack of strategic commitment within your organization	Lack of knowledge regarding HRDD within your organization	Lack of clarity of current and pending HRDD regulations	Lack of resources within your organization	Lack of commitment from suppliers	Limited influence within supply chains	Lack of traceability / transparency within supply chains	Complexity of supply chain	0	0.1111111111111111	0.22222222222222221	0.1111111111111111	0.1111111111111111	0.44444444444444442	0.33333333333333331	0.44444444444444442	Extremely concerned	Lack of strategic commitment within your organization	Lack of knowledge regarding HRDD within your organization	Lack of clarity of current and pending HRDD regulations	Lack of resources within your organization	Lack of commitment from suppliers	Limited influence within supply chains	Lack of traceability / transparency within supply chains	Complexity of supply chain	0	0	0	0.1111111111111111	0.1111111111111111	0	0.1111111111111111	0.1111111111111111	



Very concerned	Lack of strategic commitment within your organization	Lack of clarity of current and pending HRDD regulations	Limited influence within supply chains	Lack of commitment from suppliers	Lack of knowledge regarding HRDD within your organization	Lack of resources within your organization	Lack of traceability / transparency within supply chains	Complexity of supply chain	0	7.1399999999999991E-2	0.1429	0.1071	0.17860000000000001	0.1429	0.25	0.32140000000000002	Extremely concerned	Lack of strategic commitment within your organization	Lack of clarity of current and pending HRDD regulations	Limited influence within supply chains	Lack of commitment from suppliers	Lack of knowledge regarding HRDD within your organization	Lack of resources within your organization	Lack of traceability / transparency within supply chains	Complexity of supply chain	7.1399999999999991E-2	3.5700000000000003E-2	3.5700000000000003E-2	7.1399999999999991E-2	3.5700000000000003E-2	7.1399999999999991E-2	0.17860000000000001	0.21429999999999999	



Very concerned	Lack of knowledge regarding HRDD within your organization	Limited influence within supply chains	Lack of clarity of current and pending HRDD regulations	Lack of strategic commitment within your organization	Lack of commitment from suppliers	Lack of traceability / transparency within supply chains	Lack of resources within your organization	Complexity of supply chain	7.6923076923076927E-2	3.8461538461538464E-2	7.6923076923076927E-2	0.11538461538461539	3.8461538461538464E-2	7.6923076923076927E-2	0.15384615384615385	0.23076923076923078	Extremely concerned	Lack of knowledge regarding HRDD within your organization	Limited influence within supply chains	Lack of clarity of current and pending HRDD regulations	Lack of strategic commitment within your organization	Lack of commitment from suppliers	Lack of traceability / transparency within supply chains	Lack of resources within your organization	Complexity of supply chain	0	3.8461538461538464E-2	3.8461538461538464E-2	3.8461538461538464E-2	0.11538461538461539	0.11538461538461539	7.6923076923076927E-2	0.11538461538461539	



Slightly agree	Pressure from NGOs / activists	Pressure from shareholders	Current / pending HRDD regulations	Negative publicity of human rights violation in operations / supply chain	Customer requests / expectations	0.3261	0.23910000000000001	0.28260000000000002	0.28260000000000002	0.43480000000000002	Strongly agree	Pressure from NGOs / activists	Pressure from shareholders	Current / pending HRDD regulations	Negative publicity of human rights violation in operations / supply chain	Customer requests / expectations	0.13039999999999999	0.28260000000000002	0.43480000000000002	0.45650000000000002	0.3478	



Large	Improve employee attraction and retention	Drive growth with customers and/or consumers	Differentiate my organization from competitors	Support buyers in making strategic purchasing decisions	Improve relationships with external stakeholders	Increase the resilience of our supply chain	Reduce reputational risk for my organization	0.1111	0.2	0.22220000000000001	0.33329999999999999	0.24440000000000001	0.33329999999999999	0.35560000000000003	Significant	Improve employee attraction and retention	Drive growth with customers and/or consumers	Differentiate my organization from competitors	Support buyers in making strategic purchasing decisions	Improve relationships with external stakeholders	Increase the resilience of our supply chain	Reduce reputational risk for my organization	0.15559999999999999	0.1333	0.1333	0.17780000000000001	0.26669999999999999	0.24440000000000001	0.28889999999999999	



Large	Improve employee attraction and retention	Drive growth with customers and/or consumers	Differentiate my organization from competitors	Improve relationships with external stakeholders	Increase the resilience of our supply chain	Reduce reputational risk for my organization	Support buyers in making strategic purchasing decisions	0.2857142857142857	0.42857142857142855	0.2857142857142857	0.2857142857142857	0.42857142857142855	0.5714285714285714	0.5714285714285714	Significant	Improve employee attraction and retention	Drive growth with customers and/or consumers	Differentiate my organization from competitors	Improve relationships with external stakeholders	Increase the resilience of our supply chain	Reduce reputational risk for my organization	Support buyers in making strategic purchasing decisions	0.14285714285714285	0.14285714285714285	0.2857142857142857	0.2857142857142857	0.2857142857142857	0.2857142857142857	0.2857142857142857	



Large	Improve employee attraction and retention	Drive growth with customers and/or consumers	Differentiate my organization from competitors	Improve relationships with external stakeholders	Support buyers in making strategic purchasing decisions	Reduce reputational risk for my organization	Increase the resilience of our supply chain	0.125	0.25	0.25	0.25	0.375	0.33329999999999999	0.33329999999999999	Significant	Improve employee attraction and retention	Drive growth with customers and/or consumers	Differentiate my organization from competitors	Improve relationships with external stakeholders	Support buyers in making strategic purchasing decisions	Reduce reputational risk for my organization	Increase the resilience of our supply chain	8.3299999999999999E-2	4.1700000000000001E-2	8.3299999999999999E-2	0.20830000000000001	0.20830000000000001	0.29170000000000001	0.29170000000000001	



Large	Improve employee attraction and retention	Support buyers in making strategic purchasing decisions	Differentiate my organization from competitors	Drive growth with customers and/or consumers	Increase the resilience of our supply chain	Improve relationships with external stakeholders	Reduce reputational risk for my organization	0.16	0.28000000000000003	0.32	0.24	0.36	0.32	0.44	Significant	Improve employee attraction and retention	Support buyers in making strategic purchasing decisions	Differentiate my organization from competitors	Drive growth with customers and/or consumers	Increase the resilience of our supply chain	Improve relationships with external stakeholders	Reduce reputational risk for my organization	0.2	0.12	0.12	0.2	0.12	0.32	0.24	
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Questionnaire design process

Questionnaire design principles

Revisiting study type, research objectives and the
theoretical framework.

Step 1:

Determine the required
information and the target
respondents

Translating research objectives and theoretical
framework into data requirements.

Determine the questionnaire administration
method, target respondents and data analysis
method.

Decide on the purpose of each question.

Decide on the type and form of each question.

Step 2:
Prepare a draft
questionnaire

Decide on the questionnaire language and wording.

Decide on the type of measurement scales.

Evaluate questions on the basis of
comprehensibility, knowledge, ability and
willingness to respond.

Step 3:

Determine the sequence of
questions and layout of the
questionnaire

Determine the question order and physical
appearance of the questionnaire.

Determine the questionnaire length.

Determine the introduction to respondents.

Determine the return instructions.

Step 4:

Pilot test and assess
reliability and validity of the
questionnaire

Check the questionnaire for errors.

Pilot test the questionnaire.

Assess questionnaire validity and reliability.
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Human Rights Due Diligence in Agricultural Suppl;

* The purpose of this academic study is to gain insights on how the implementation of a
human rights due diligence process is viewed within the food and agriculture sector.
Participation is entirely voluntary and completely anonymous. Results will be collated, and
findings published in a thesis for an MBA in Sustainability Leadership through the University
of Wales, Trinity St. David. No identifiable information will be published relating to you
individually or your company. To receive a copy of the completed thesis, please contact
hrddresearch@gmail.com.

1 understand the purpose of the survey. I certify that 1 am 18 years old or older. By checking
the "I agree" box below, I indicate my willingness to voluntarily participate.

[ ragree
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* Please complete the following information about yourself:

Age:
() 19 0r younger
() 2020
() 3039

) 4049

) 5050
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* Which segment(s) of the agricultural supply chain most accurately describe(s) the business
activities of your company?

] Agricutural inputs:

] Agricultural products and commoditios

] Food and beverage manufacturer / processor
] Food rotaiter

] Restaurants and food service

* How large is your company?
() Less than 50 employees

5099 employees

100 499 omployoes.

500 -999 employees
1,000 - 4,999 employoes.

,000 - 9,999 employeos

) Over 10,000 employees

* In which region is your company headquartered?
) East Asia and Pacific
(©) Europe and Central Asia
() Latin America and Caribbean
") Middle East and North Africa
) North America
) South Asia

() Sub-Saharan Afrca

* Does your organization have operations / sell inputs in, or procure products whose raw.
‘materials are grown in, the Global South?

) Yes
) No

) Don't know
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* If yes, who grows the agricultural raw materials within these supply chains / who do you
provide inputs to?

Mainly smallholdor farms (los than 1 hectars)
Mainly plantations / large farms

Both smallholder farms and plantations

Don't know

Not applicable
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* In your opinion, is the senior leadership in your company committed to ensuring human
rights are respected within your operations and supply chain?

) Yes

* Does your organization have a global human rights policy?
) Yes
) No

() Don't know

* Has your organization identified their top salient issues linked to human rights?

Yos

* How aware is your organization of current and pending human rights due diligence (HRDD)
regulations?

Not at all aware

Not so aware
) Somewhat aware
) Vory awaro
) Extromely aware
) Don't know

* Has your organization conducted HRDD analysis within its own operations?
)No

() Yes, within some parts of the organization

") Yes, throughout the whole organization

) Don't know
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* What level of HRDD analysis has your organization conducted within your supply chains?
None
() For some priorty supply chains
For al priority supply chains
For majority of supply chains
Within al supply chains

Don't know
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Human Rights Due Diligence in Agricultural Supply

* For your organization, how concerned are you about the following challenges to
implementing a human rights due diligence process:

Not Slightly  Somewhat ery Extromely.
concerned concerned  concerned  Concerned  concemed  concerned

Lack of commitment -~ -
from suppliers. O 2
‘within supply chains )
Lack of clarity of

current and pending
HRDD regulations

‘What other challenges do you / your organization face in implementing a HRDD process?
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* In your opinion, is your company likely to stop procuring products which are grown in, or
whose raw materials were grown in, certain countries in the Global South due to HRDD

requirements?

(7) Yes, all products originating from Global South
) Yes, some products originating from Global South
ONo
") Don't know

) Not applicable

* In your opinion, are there concerns within your organization regarding the potential
findings from HRDD assessments?

* In your opinion, is there concern in your company regarding the cost of addressing adverse
impacts which have been/could be identified in HRDD assessments?

Yos

* In your opinion, are concerns regarding findings / mitigation costs preventing your
organization from implementing a robust HRDD process?

Yos

No

Don't know
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* The following factors have impacted / will impact my organization’s decision to implement a
HRDD process:
Strongly Sightly  Strongly
agroe  Slightlyagree  Neutral disagree  disagroe N
Current / ponding P c ‘ ‘ A A

operations / supply

Prossuro from NGOs N )
Jactivists ) ) )
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* What level of opportunity does a HRDD process provide to your organization in the
following areas:

None Stight Moderate Large Significant.
‘Reduce reputational

isk for my. C ) C ) C
organization

Difforentiate my.

organization from O ) ( ) (
competitors

Increase the

resilience of our ( ) ( ) (
supply chain

Support buyers in
‘making strategic ( O ( D
purchasing decisions

‘What other benefits do you believe your organization can derive from implementing a HRDD
process?
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published in a thesis for an MBA in Sustainabilty
Leadership through the University of Wales, Trinity St
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Qs Agricultural products and commodities,

Which segment(s) of the agricutural supply chain most  Food and beverage manufacturer | processor
accurately describe(s) the business activites of your

company?

Q6 500 - 999 employees.
How large is your company?

Q7 ‘SubSaharan Africa.

Inwhich region is your company headquartered?

Q8 Yes
'Does your organization have operations / sellinpus i, or

procure products whose raw materials are grown in, the:
‘Global South?

Qo Both smallholder farms and plantations

If yes, who grows the agricutural raw materials within
these supply chains / who do you provide inputs to?

Paged

Q10 Yes

Inyour opinion, s the senior leadership in your company
‘committed to ensuring human rights are respected within
Your operations and supply chain?

o1 Yes
'Does your organization have a giobal human ights policy?

o1 Yes
"Has your organization identifie their top salien issues.

inked to human rights?

5] Very avare.

How aware is your organization of current and pending
‘human rights due diigence (HRDD) reguiations?
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Qs Yes, within some parts of the organization

Has your organization conducted HRDD analysis witin its
‘own operations?

Q15 None

What level of HRDD analysis has your organization
‘conducted within your supply chains?

Pages

Q18

For your organization, how concerned are you about the folowing challenges to implementing a human rights due.
dilgence process:

Lack o stategic commitment witin your crgaization Concemed
Lack of rsusces within your rganization Concemed
Lack of knonledge egaring HRDD witinyour rganzasion Concemed
Compleity ofsupply chain Concemed
Lack of raceabity | vansparency itin suppy chains Concemed
Lack of commitment rom suppies Concemed
Limited ifluence vithin supply chins Concemed
Lack ofclarty of curent ad pencing HRDD reuiaions. Concemed

Q17
What other challenges do you / your organizaton face in implementing a HRDD process?

Inadecuate manpower required for monitaring and adequately assessing HRDD, leadership shallow understanding of HRDD relevance,
‘Stakehalders inadequate knowledge orskil on HRDD; especially HR. Sufficient funding by Top management on HRDD.

Page 6

Q8 No

In your opinion, is your company fiel to stop procuring
products which are grown in, or whose raw materials were
grown in, certain countries in the Giobal South due to
HRDD requirements?
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Q1 No
In your opinion, are there concerns within your

organization regarding the potentialfindings from HRDD
assessments?

Q20 No
Inyour opinion, s there concer in your company

regarding the cost of addressing adverse impacts which
have been/could be identied in HRDD assessments?

Qa1 Yes
In your opinion, are concerns regarding findings / mitigation

costs preventing your organization from implementing a
robust HRDD process?

oz
‘The following factors have impacted / will mpact my organization's decision to implement a HRDD process:

Curtent 1 pencing HRDD reguiations: Slightly agree
Pressure from sharehoiders Strongly agree
Customer requests | expectations. Strongly agree
Negative publicity of human rghts vilation in operations | Strongly agree
‘supply chain

Pressure from NGOs / activsts: Neutral
Page 7

oz

What level of opportunity does a HRDD process provide to your organization in the following areas:

Reduce repuational sk for my organization Large
Diferentiate my orgarizadon rom competiors Large
Increase the resiience of our supply chain Large
‘Support buyers in making strategic puchasing decisions Large
Improve relaonsripe with extemal stakeholdes eg suppliers,  Significant
investors

Improve employee atracion and retemtion Significant

Drve gronth with customers andior consumers Large
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Q24
What other benefits do you believe your organization can defive from implementing a HRDD process?

Improved rating during sustainabilty assessment and raing. £ g. Ecovadis and SMETA.
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