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Abstract: Social cohesion plays a key role in processes of peacebuilding and sustainable development.
Fostering social cohesion might present a potential to enhance the connection of natural resource
management and peacebuilding and better functioning of sustainable land use systems. This contri-
bution explores the nexus between social cohesion, natural resource management, and peacebuilding.
We do so by (1) reviewing literature on the three concepts and (2) studying four different key action
areas in the context of sustainable cocoa production for their potential to enhance social cohesion,
namely (a) agroforestry; (b) cooperatives; (c) certification schemes; and (d) trade policies. Research
is based on experience from cocoa production in two post-conflict countries, Côte d’Ivoire and
Colombia. Our findings show that by fostering environmentally sustainable agricultural practices,
these key action areas have a clear potential to foster social cohesion among cocoa producers and
thus provide a valuable contribution to post-conflict peacebuilding in both countries. However,
the actual effects strongly depend on a multitude of local factors which need to be carefully taken
into consideration. Further, the focus in implementation of some of these approaches tends to be
on increasing agricultural productivity and not directly on fostering cocoa farmers’ wellbeing and
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societal relations, and hence a shift toward social objectives is needed in order to strengthen these
approaches as a part of overall peacebuilding strategies.

Keywords: social trust; environmental peacebuilding; sustainable development; natural resource
management; sustainable cocoa production

1. Introduction

In the context of post-conflict societies, natural resources management (NRM) is rec-
ognized as an important toolbox in the transition toward durable peace [1,2]. The stage
of ‘post-conflict’ is not only characterized by the end of armed combat, but also poten-
tial ongoing processes of reconciliation and building resilience to future conflict risks.
NRM includes the utilization of natural resources, such as land, water, air, minerals, forests,
fisheries, wild flora, and wild fauna, in a way that is sustainable, meaning that the long-
term provision of ecosystem services is ensured [3]. NRM approaches to peacebuilding
show potential to tackle collectively socio-ecological problems and to reduce inequalities
related to access and distribution of the natural capital simultaneously, thereby fostering
trust and cooperation among actors [4,5]. On the other hand, there are numerous examples
where the forceful appropriation of natural resources (land grabbing) and ecologically
unsustainable and socially unfair exploitation (water grabbing, soil mining, and desertifi-
cation) have done exactly the opposite—namely, created social unrest and conflict [6–8].
In these regards, NRM is intricately linked to social cohesion and peacebuilding.

Social cohesion describes the vertical and the horizontal relations among members
of society [9]. It is influenced by levels of socio-economic inclusion, as well as societal
relations defined by levels of trust, sense of belonging, and willingness to cooperate [9,10].
NRM activities in a given community are likely to significantly influence community cohe-
sion by creating spaces for stakeholder interaction, thereby strengthening levels of trust,
collaboration, and inclusion [11,12]. Therefore, in post-conflict contexts where dispute over
access to land and other natural resources was part of the conflict, developing agricultural
production models that enhance the sustainable use of resources can provide opportu-
nity for building sustainable peace on all three dimensions (environmental, economic,
and social), and also contribute towards other development goals such as climate change
mitigation. Such models should successfully address the need for income generation and
sustaining rural livelihoods, as well as ecological sustainability, carbon capture and/or
greenhouse gas emission reduction, climate change adaptation, and biodiversity conser-
vation [13–15]. Aligned with this logic, this paper follows the notion of environmental
peacebuilding as key concept [4,16]. Environmental peacebuilding assumes that joint natural
resource management provides opportunities for strengthening cooperation and trust—two
crucial indicators of social cohesion—that ultimately contribute to peacebuilding [4,16].

Over the course of the past two decades, the relevance of social cohesion in peace-
building is increasingly recognized by governments and international donor organizations.
Institutions such as the UN Development Program, the World Bank, and the OECD ac-
knowledge that the avoidance of social fragmentation and the (re-)establishing of trust
between social groups and the state is crucial for ensuring peacebuilding efforts to be suc-
cessful [17,18]. Building long-lasting peace involves a wide range of activities and functions
needed for transforming conflict towards more sustainable, peaceful relationships [19].
As suggested by Pearce, processes need to be put into place “which foster and strengthen
local capacity to deal with the past, to engage with the present, and to shape the future in
ways which do not exclude, oppress, or divide.” [20] (p. 448). This relates to the concept of
positive peace advanced by Galtung [21], which proposes that not only an absence of vio-
lence is sufficient for consolidating sustainable peace; but also that trust and collaboration,
as well as negotiation capacities between community members, must be reinforced [20].
Nevertheless, as a dynamic social construct, peacebuilding poses many challenges and
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requires attentive maintenance to be actively sustained, thereby involving efforts from
all levels of governance [18]. Furthermore, social cohesion comprehends inclusivity in
economic, social, and civil political participation, which in turn contributes to reduce the
risk of anti-social behavior that can lead to violent extremism [18].

The aim of this paper is to improve the understanding of the interrelations between
NRM, social cohesion, and peacebuilding. The following research questions underlie this
paper’s study:

RQ1: What are theoretical interlinkages between social cohesion, NRM, and peacebuilding?
RQ2: What potential do selected key action areas provide for the strengthening of
social cohesion in the context of NRM?

To answer these questions, we draw on a literature review and on experts’ experi-
ences working with development interventions targeting sustainable cocoa production
(as a specific form of NRM) and peacebuilding. These are based on a review of the Ex-
pert Forum on the topic of Enhancing Social Cohesion through Sustainable Cocoa Production
held on 13 February 2020, at the Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin (Germany). A total of
about 40 participants attended the one-day event, including representatives of academia,
civil society, political communities, and the cocoa and chocolate industry. We take sustain-
able cocoa production in Côte d’Ivoire and in Colombia as suitable case studies to explore
the nexus of social cohesion, NRM, and peacebuilding. This allows us to compare two
different post-conflict contexts and to gain insights that—we argue—are also applicable
to a wider understanding of NRM in such contexts in particular and for social cohesion
building more generally. We emphasize that this study is not an in-depth empirical in-
vestigation, but rather a conceptual contribution, in which we draw on broad spectrum
of empirical insights to answer the research questions and substantiate and illustrate our
general argument.

2. The Interconnectedness between Social Cohesion, Peacebuilding and Natural
Resource Management
2.1. Natural Resource Management and Peacebuilding

Whilst historically, natural resources and environmental issues were predominantly
regarded as a source of conflict, in recent years their potential to motivate cooperation,
transformation, and the consolidation of peace is acknowledged [12]. Natural resources
and the environment can essentially contribute to peacebuilding in two ways: (1) Through
economic development and the generation of employment and (2) the cooperation over
the management of shared natural resources, which can provide new opportunities for
peacebuilding [2,22]. The second, the aspect of cooperative resource management, is now
referred to as Environmental Peacebuilding [4,12]. It builds on the assumption that NRM en-
ables cooperation by creating spaces for collaboration of stakeholders and, thus, establishes
contact, bonds, and, ultimately, networks between previously warring social groups,
which can translate into increasing social cohesion and peacebuilding. The relationship
between NRM and peacebuilding, however, remains ambivalent, as there are a multiplicity
of land use and governance approaches. Thus, natural resources can also contribute to a
relapse into conflict if not managed properly, usually in the first five years after peace agree-
ments [23]. This might relate to the fact that most peace negotiations do not address NRM
mechanisms despite the conflict often being a consequence of their allocation. Therefore,
“integrating environment and natural resources into peacebuilding is no longer an option—
it is a security imperative” [2] (p. 5).

High-value resources prove to potentially yield substantial revenues, thus are often
understood as factors supporting violent conflict, for example through financing conflict
parties or through disputes around access to, and ownership of, resources [2,7,8,24,25].
Such high-priced natural resources that can affect conflict dynamics range from ‘lootable’
resources such as diamonds, coltan, or timber, to those requiring extensive mechanized
infrastructure such as oil or gas, to agricultural products such as coffee, bananas, or cocoa,
and to illicit substances such as cocaine or opium [1]. While conventional agricultural
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commodities are often overlooked in this category, profitable export goods are also linked
to the offset of armed conflict [7,8]. In particular, cocoa is identified as a causal factor for
conflicts in Liberia (1989–2003), Sierra Leone (1991–2000), and Côte d’Ivoire (2002–2007) [2].
In Colombia, conflict has been mainly fuelled by revenues from extracting oil, gold, timber,
and emeralds and cultivating illicit crops, particularly coca [2,7,26]).

Nevertheless, with regards to their potential for generating increased revenues,
high-value resources can also promote peace. Earnings can help to jump-start devel-
opment, secure sustainable growth, raise living standards, and increase economic equal-
ity, while also serving as an important source of foreign currency for cash-strapped gov-
ernments [24]. High-value resources can help reduce dependence on international aid,
and support compensation and post-conflict relief for war-affected populations [24]. Reports
by the UN Secretary-General and World Bank emphasize the need to rely on high-value
natural resources for development and peacebuilding, especially when aiming at sus-
tainable long-term post-conflict peace [27,28]. Despite these prospects, several natural
resource-abundant countries appear to be unable to maintain long-term peace [24]. Against
this background, it is critical to explore NRM approaches that support peacebuilding
processes [1]. In the following, we argue that social cohesion may play a vital role as link
between NRM and peacebuilding.

2.2. Social Cohesion and Peacebuilding

Social cohesion is a longstanding key concept in various disciplines within social and
political sciences. Over time, many different definitions and conceptualizations have been
proposed, with authors referring to its key components such as social integration, solidarity,
equality, place attachment, or identity, all attributable to a collective, i.e., a community,
neighborhood, region, or society as a whole [29,30]. Social cohesion reflects the level of
connectedness, interpersonal trust, and reciprocity within a social group, as well as norms
of behavior, codes of conduct, conventions, and habits. These institutions are central to
maintaining cooperation in social units and avoiding their disintegration. Institutions
refer to the rules that members of a certain group are expected to comply with without
any external re-enforcement. Such institutions may be formal state-organized or informal,
the latter often being under-appreciated. For example, traditional farming societies often
share a common understanding of the natural processes occurring in a given territory.
This collective frame of reference for interpreting reality is often deeply intertwined with
the existing territorial identities, which can influence cohesion levels in regards of the sense
of rootedness shared by members of a society [31].

Accordingly, scholars and practitioners often see social cohesion as an important
determinant of a peaceful, democratic, and prosperous society [17]. For example, traditional
farming societies often share a common understanding of the natural processes occurring
in a given territory. This collective frame of reference for interpreting reality is often deeply
intertwined with the existing territorial identities, which can influence cohesion levels in
regards of the sense of rootedness shared by members of a society [31]. The United Nations
Development Programme (UNDP) describes the meaning of social cohesion in post-conflict
peacebuilding as follows:

“[Social cohesion is] an elusive concept easier to recognize by its absence than by
any definition. A lack of social cohesion results in increased social tension, violent crime,
targeting of minorities, human rights violations, and, ultimately, violent conflict. Social
cohesion is about tolerance of, and respect for, diversity (in terms of religion, ethnicity,
economic situation, political preferences, sexuality, gender, and age)—both institutionally
and individually” [32] (p. 14).

In a review, Langer et al. [33] identify economic equality, trust, and identity as key
determinants of social cohesion. In line with these, they distinguish three levels for
building social cohesion: relationships among individuals of the same group (depending
on the extent of perceived inequalities); relationships among individuals across groups
(translating into societal trust); and relationships between individuals, groups, and the
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state (people’s adherence to a national identity). In the peacebuilding context, the first
two are often understood as horizontal cohesion, social cohesion between members of
society (e.g., communities and civil society organizations), and the latter as vertical cohesion,
between state and society [9,34]. Improving horizontal and vertical cohesion—e.g., through
reducing inequalities (as a conflict driver) and building social capital—has come to be
considered a crucial factor for fostering sustainable development and peace [35,36] and,
therefore, a focal point for peacebuilding interventions.

Previous academic work suggests that intergroup conflict shapes emotional bonds
between members of the same group, promotes positive in-group and negative out-group
stereotyping, encourages self-sacrifice for the group, and changes the social structure of
groups [37]. Accordingly, in polarized, post-conflict societies, intergroup tensions can
weaken attempts to re-build local institutions, thereby undermining efforts to re-establish
peace at the level of horizontal cohesion [9]. Thus, in post-conflict societies it is crucial to
address questions of transitional justice, compensation to victims, truth of what happened
during conflict, and reconciliation processes in the long term in order to foster cohesion
building across different (formerly conflicting) groups [19].

Controversially, international donor organizations often focus on the reconstruction
of destroyed infrastructure and formal governmental institutions, neglecting the recon-
struction of deeply broken social relationships, which is equally important for the stability
of peace and the effectiveness of development efforts [38]. Fearon et al. [29] suggest that
external development aid can foster social cohesion after civil war by supporting strong
institutions at the local level—if they persist after the development programme ends.
However, interventions are often implemented with neither sufficient understanding of
antecedents of the conflict nor of the local dynamics of social cohesion needed for amending
deep-rooted social relationships that make peacebuilding efforts successful [39].

2.3. Natural Resource Management and Social Cohesion

While the internal links between social cohesion and peacebuilding are intuitively
clear, the links between social cohesion and NRM are less obvious. However, there is
quite good research that finds that without social cohesion and institutions, (sustainable)
NRM (at least of not fully privately owned resources) is unlikely and resources are de-
graded [40,41]. It may be argued that they have a reciprocal relationship: Social cohesion
could be understood as a prerequisite for sustainable NRM, with NRM, in turn, becoming
an entry point to strengthening social cohesion in wider society. The maintenance of peace-
ful social dynamics results in a cohesive social structure and vice versa, thereby relating
directly to the capacity of a society to maintain the conditions for using their resources
sustainably [42]. In other words, as a society becomes more cohesive, its members are more
likely to socialize information and arrive at a consensus over a proposed plan of action for
preserving its natural capital [42].

Figure 1 visualizes the interlinkages between the three different concepts. From the
discussion we can see that NRM is not straightforward for all peacebuilding processes but
it could be embedded as it offers resources such as job opportunities, income, and an intact
environment that may support peacebuilding. In the opposite direction, the process of
peacebuilding might affect NRM through a change in the accessibility of certain regions
and resources as well as changes in the patterns of resource use (e.g., production and
consumption practices that change in times of peace). However, the link between NRM and
peacebuilding may also work through the involvement of social cohesion, which many see
as a requirement and precondition for societal reconciliation and stability. Thus, NRM may
also impact peacebuilding indirectly through social cohesion as it provides an entry point
for strengthening social cohesion in a given community or society. Here, again, this is
not necessarily a one way street. Social cohesion may be seen not only as a prerequisite
for peacebuilding, but also for NRM practices and sustainability more generally [40].
In addition, active peacebuilding measures provide space for creating and improving
social cohesion. How these conceptual links which are possible theoretically eventually
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work out in the field will need be investigated empirically. In any way, acknowledging the
interlinkages, we argue, has important practical implications on how NRM and efforts to
strengthen social cohesion are integrated into development interventions.
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building (own design).

3. Four Action Areas to Foster Social Cohesion in the Cocoa Sector

In the following, we present four NRM action areas that we argue have the potential
to strengthen social cohesion using cocoa production as an example: (a) agroforestry
production schemes at the community level, (b) cooperatives and collective organization;
(c) national trade and price policies; and (d) international certification schemes. While these
are all typical elements of many cocoa value chain support interventions for enhancing farm
productivity and business skills, they are rarely used with the explicit goal of enhancing
elements of social cohesion, such as trust and collaboration. The strengthening of social
cohesion is rarely an objective in ongoing agricultural development interventions, because
they have been developed and are usually applied in peaceful environments. However,
in post-conflict (as well as in latent-conflict) environments, this neglect is unacceptable
since without creating peace an essential ingredient of long-term sustainable development
will be missing. Unfortunately, the agricultural intervention genesis and logic makes it
challenging to present effective approaches to foster social cohesion and creates the need to
analyse their potential.

Figure 2 depicts how the action areas are embedded in the societal context and chains
of production, from farmers and producers, along wholesalers and retailers, international
markets and other intermediaries up to the consumers of the final product. While (a) agro-
forestry relates more directly to a production system in the cocoa producing countries,
(b), (c), and (d) are more related to overarching social structures. However, even (a) is often
deeply intertwined with social rules since in many land-abundant societies worldwide with
informal land rights (which is typical for many cocoa producing regions), forestry practices
often are associated with land-ownership [43,44]. The areas also focus on different soci-
etal levels and range from the individual and communal farm level (agroforestry production
schemes), to the sub-national respective organisational level (cooperatives and organisational
changes in production due to certification schemes), as well as the national and governmental
level (agricultural and price policies) and even the international and global level (certification
schemes). To a certain extent, these actions areas are layered and hierarchical, so that
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each of them also affects the actors and practices which are located at lower societal levels.
While the depiction is a simplification from the complexities of the real world (for example,
there are of course also international trade policies that frame and determine the practices
discussed here), Figure 2 is meant to provide orientation on the context of the four action
areas discussed in the following sections.
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in post-conflict cocoa production, ranging from the producer to the consumer levels
(own design).

3.1. Case Selection: Cocoa Production in Côte d’Ivoire and Colombia
3.1.1. Case Study Countries: Colombia and Côte d’Ivoire

As country cases, Côte d’Ivoire and Colombia are chosen for a comparative approach.
Although both countries are cocoa producers with strong external trade linkages, represent
two important civil-war stories linked to cocoa and presently face post-conflict scenarios
(even though the two countries can be defined as post-conflict due to the official signing
of Peace Treaties, in both, high levels of tension and violence continues) with various
initiatives and programmes to promote the development of their national cocoa sectors,
they have very different characteristics. While Côte d’Ivoire is leading global production
as the greatest worldwide supplier and exporter of cocoa, Colombia only produces around
1% of the world’s produced cocoa and mainly focuses on domestic demand; but with
high interest to enter external markets [45]. In Colombia, cocoa is now promoted as a
means of substitution for illegal crops (i.e., coca leaf production) and as an alternative
to livelihoods connected to deforestation [45]. In Côte d’Ivoire, cocoa export has a long
history and continues to be the most important export revenue. Looking at socio-political
conflicts in both countries, we argue that the production of cocoa as a high-value crop can
promote peace, because its revenues can support domestic economic development and
enable smallholder farmers to make a decent living. At the same time, traditional cocoa
production in agroforestry systems can foster ecological restoration and conservation of
forests, supporting the sustainability of development.

3.1.2. The Cocoa Sector

Sustainable cocoa production is used as an example in this study to explore the nexus
of social cohesion, NRM, and peacebuilding. In 2018, annual global production of cocoa
amounted to around 4–5 million tons [46], reaching an all-time high [47]. While cocoa
containing products are predominantly consumed in the Global North, cultivation exclu-
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sively takes place in the Global South because cocoa production requires tropical condi-
tions. We chose the case of cocoa production because, on the one hand, the geographical
distribution of cocoa production often coincides with the presence of more intense socio-
political conflicts. Most cocoa producing countries rank low on the Global Peace Index,
which considers societal safety and security, the extent of ongoing domestic and interna-
tional conflict, as well as the degree of militarization [48]. Côte d’Ivoire ranks 107th and
Colombia ranks 143rd out of 163 countries [48]. On the other hand, cocoa is a high-value
crop with the potential to promote peace, because its revenues can support national eco-
nomic development and enable smallholder farmers to make a living in the long-term.
The cocoa sector provides for the livelihood of around 40 to 50 million people (2012) and
around 5 million households. Unlike other cash crops grown on plantations controlled
by multinational companies, 70% of all cocoa is produced by smallholder farmers [49].
In peacebuilding processes, the social role of smallholder farmers is particularly important
given their cultural relationship with the environment and the land’s role for breeding
conflict and accommodating rebels [50].

The global cocoa chocolate value chain faces a number of severe sustainability chal-
lenges that may jeopardise the long-term sustainability of cocoa production and produc-
ers’ wellbeing. There is a high degree of asymmetry in distribution of value added in
the cocoa chocolate chain. In 2015, all of the millions of cocoa producers received col-
lectively only 6.6% of the price of the end product chocolate bar; the rest went to the
downstream segments (processing, manufacturing, and retail) [51]. The low and strongly
volatile cocoa price is a major reason for the high prevalence of extreme poverty among
many cocoa producers, especially in the two main producing countries Côte d’Ivoire
and Ghana. Many challenges at the production level are closely related to poverty [51,52].
Child labour, both own and hired, is one of the most serious labour rights violations in the
cocoa sector. Poverty is considered a root cause as it prevents households from hiring adult
farm laborers or sending their children to school [51]. At the same time, poverty has the
potential to undermine social trust and cohesion.

Cocoa production also can have negative environmental impacts due to the destruc-
tion of primary forest habitat, soil erosion, and the use of chemicals [53]. In Côte d’Ivoire,
cocoa is by far the main driver of deforestation in the country. From 1985 to 2019, forest loss
was 60.80%, 46.39%, 20.76%, and 51.18%, respectively, in the first epicentre of cocoa pro-
duction in the East, the second epicentre in the Centre-West, the third epicentre in the
South-West, and the new production region in the West of Ivory Coast [54]. This corresponds
to the situation in other West African cocoa producing countries as well [53]. Furthermore,
the hard work with little returns, limited rural infrastructure, and difficult access to impor-
tant input factors make cocoa production ever less attractive for rural youth. The loss of
a positive outlook and future within the local production system regarding income and
employment opportunities possibly undercuts and weakens relations across generations,
threatening the persistence of traditional ways of living and local communities.

As trade product for both countries, cocoa contributes to the economic welfare.
Cocoa and cocoa preparations are Ivory Coast’s leading export products accounting for
around 40% of its total exports (2019) [55]. Around 24% of cocoa and cocoa preparations are
exported to the Netherlands, 12% to the United States and around 8% to France, Germany,
and Belgium, a majority of cocoa is thus delivered to European countries (2019) [56].
Colombia is trading cocoa mainly nationally, with less than 1% being exported (2020) [57].
The main export countries for cocoa and cocoa preparations are Mexico (18%), the United
States (17%), and Ecuador (13%) (2019); accordingly, the Colombian cocoa trade is concen-
trated on the American market [58]. Overall, the EU’s consumption of cocoa products is
globally leading and grows at 5% a year [59]. At the same time, however, Europe is the
largest exporter of chocolate, indicating that processing takes place here and not in the
countries of origin for cocoa [59].
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3.2. Production Scheme: Agroforestry

Agroforestry Systems (AFS) are sustainable land management strategies that de-
liberately integrate woody perennials such as trees, shrubs, and palms within farming
systems [60,61]. They are traditionally employed by smallholder farmers throughout
the tropics and promoted as a sustainable livelihood alternative by land use managers
and international development efforts [60,62]. Examples of AFS include home-gardens,
silvopastoral systems, and other shaded tree-crop systems, such as cocoa agroforestry
systems [63]. AFS show, among others, positive effects on biodiversity conservation and
climate change adaptation and mitigation, as well as sustainable rural livelihoods [64–66].

Cocoa agroforestry systems (CAFS) are complex multi-species cropping systems where
cocoa trees are the main constituent and are cultivated next to other crops or woody tree
species [67,68]. Ruf [69] defines a CAFS as a “cocoa farm which has more than 15 mature
timber trees per hectare (and possibly as many as 60–80), usually giant trees more than
15 m tall, which are native to the natural tropical forest” [69] (p. 376). Moreover, such a
complex cocoa farm assures a large variety of biodiversity and since it consists of many
different trees such as fruit and wood trees as well as a variety of shrubs and other
plants, it manifests several levels of canopy storage [69]. Cocoa production in agroforestry
systems can foster ecological restoration and conservation. This is vital for post-conflict
NRM, as conflict transformations are shown to increase deforestation and other extractive
activities [70]; for example, when areas formerly controlled by armed groups become more
accessible, as is the case in Colombia [13,14]. At the same time, Colombia, as well as Côte
d’Ivoire and other cocoa-growing countries are biodiversity hotspots where the threat of
ecological destruction appears especially pertinent [53]. In this context, CAFS may offer an
approach that reconciles agricultural production and the need for biodiversity conservation.
Though CAFS still need to be considered more as a compromise as they will not be able to
compensate loss of primary (hotspot) forest but are better than pure agriculture.

In terms of social benefits, CAFS are said to contribute to peacebuilding because the
preservation or reestablishment of healthy ecosystems is crucial for long term peace in rural
societies from an environmental perspective, but also from an economic perspective by en-
hancing productivity and contributing to improved incomes. Further, when linked to train-
ings on good agricultural practice, CAFS can also contribute to enhanced social relations by
offering spaces for farmers and other stakeholders to meet and interact. Thus, CAFS have
the potential to foster social cohesion through the provision of income and social connections.

Agroforestry systems not only have ecological benefits and support local livelihoods,
they also include knowledge transfer, since diverse agricultural knowledge is necessary for
the maintenance of complex agroforestry systems [71]. Cocoa farmers often rely on their lo-
cal social networks for informal information about agroforestry-related practices, including
shade management, species selection, and site planting patterns [72]. The involvement of
local communities within agroforestry extension services beyond facilitating knowledge
transfer, could increase social proximity among farmers as well as strengthen informal net-
works [72]. The participation of cocoa farmers in training programs involving agroforestry-
related practices by means of farmer field schools can further strengthen within-group
and between-group social cohesion among them and enhances individual social skills [73].
Everyone working together for a common goal that yields benefits to the wider society.
However, the impact of agroforestry systems on societal change is very context dependent
and not a given outcome. If trainings focus solely on knowledge transfer to the farmers,
little impact on societal relations between local actors is likely. Thus, developing training
concepts on this matter requires a political devotion to agroecology and should provide suf-
ficient spaces for interaction and social learning amongst trainees, taking into consideration
power relations and applying conflict sensitive approaches.

3.2.1. Colombia

In the Colombian context, cocoa cultivation in agroforestry systems is regarded as a
promising strategy for reforestation and soil recovery—particularly in areas previously
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used for cattle ranching [45,74,75]. Deforestation is mainly driven by livestock expansion,
coca leaf cultivation, illegal timber extraction, mining, and infrastructure development [76].
In this context, actors from the Colombian cocoa sector seek to promote cocoa cultiva-
tion in agroforestry systems as an approach to decreasing deforestation. On 17 July 2018,
the Colombian government, Colombia’s National Federation of Cocoa Growers (FEDECA-
CAO), Casa Luker (a Latin America-focused Chocolate manufacturer), the World Resources
Institute (WRI), and the Sustainable Trade Initiative (IDH), supported by the World Cocoa
Foundation (WCF), signed the joint framework for action to reduce deforestation and
promote the protection and restoration of forest in Colombia’s cocoa supply chain [77].
In 2019, an action plan on how to promote the objectives of the Initiative on Cocoa, Forests and
Peace in Colombia (Iniciativa Cacao, Bosques y Paz) was released. The action plan, which is
managed and coordinated by the national development organization ALISOS, was the
result of various roundtables with different national and international value chain actors
that expressed and involved their perspectives and interests in enhancing a sustainable,
agroforestry-based cocoa future in Colombia [78,79].

As outlined above, cocoa production can provide an alternative income source to
the cultivation of illicit crops and thus represents an essential opportunity to foster rural
development [45]. This is particularly important since the illegal economy of illicit crops is
a major component in financing armed groups and sustaining the violent conflict in regions
where agroforestry has a great potential. Abbott et al. stress that “[t]he Colombian cocoa
sector presents opportunities specifically in the context of post-conflict development” [80]
(p. 13). It thus has a strong potential to support lasting peace as rural dwellers find
an equally highly valued farming activity that importantly does not spur and finance
continuation of conflict. Areas that have been severely affected by the armed conflict in the
past account for 34.2% of the national agricultural area destined for cocoa production [80].
Furthermore, establishing cocoa cultivation in agroforestry systems and protecting local
environment, instead of employing monocropping-like illicit coca production schemes,
can contribute to rural development objectives and foster social cohesion by creating
new links between rural actor groups including new forms of cooperation which may
translate into mutual trust, by generating employment and, thus, reducing economic
poverty, inequality, and migration among the rural society [45]. Equally important, a sense
of belonging to a new community of practice can increase the perception of trust and
cooperation, which are key factors in the concept of social cohesion. This, in the context of
a Colombian society that has suffered so many traumas due to violence and struggles to
trust and build collective action, is crucial to foster reconciliation and consolidate peace.

3.2.2. Côte d’Ivoire

Cocoa agroforestry systems in Côte d’Ivoire have a complex history. Working on cocoa
farms was a process through which internal and external migrants could eventually gain
access to land and become cocoa smallholders themselves [81]. In the 1960s, the government
opened forest frontiers by declassifying reserve areas and drawing in foreign labor from
neighboring impoverished regions and countries, such as Burkina Faso. Agroforestry
was traditionally practiced by indigenous farmers; this shifted to rapid forest conversion
with the entrance of these new farmers looking to claim land and gain quick returns
on production [81]. The settlement of migrants was facilitated by a customary system
marked by land-abundancy, labour-restricted economy (frontier economy) that offered
migrants “empty” space and the right to settle for a certain number of years as laborer [82].
With migrant families settling permanently, their descendants claiming long-term rights,
during the economic down turn and tumultuous political period and conflict that followed,
migrants were stigmatized and at the same time claimed political rights [83]. Thereby,
the two civil wars in Côte d’Ivoire since 2002 are to a certain extent attributable to the
extremely successful expansion of cocoa production [84]. Today, reforms to land tenure and
formalization processes continue to reflect disparities between social groups and remain a
source of tension in the country [83,85]. In addition to being a potential source of conflict,
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the exclusion of groups from a secured access to land may hamper their investments into
trees and other agro-ecological practices, and thereby hinder the expansion of agroforestry
systems and its associated societal benefits.

Under the roof of the public-private Cocoa and Forests Initiative (CFI, led by the WCF),
the government of Côte d’Ivoire actively supports agroforestry systems [77]. Well-designed
agroforestry programs could contribute to protecting and restoring forests, sustainably
producing cocoa, and enhancing farmer livelihoods, social inclusion, and community
engagement [86], all of which are important requisites of social cohesion in a post-conflict
setting. Agroforestry is also embedded in Côte d’Ivoire’s REDD+ (Reduced Emissions
from Deforestation and Forest Degradation and conservation, sustainable management
of forests, and enhancement of forest carbon stocks in developing countries) strategy and
other national policies such as the National Forest Strategy and National Agriculture
Investment Plan, demonstrating alignment within government priorities [86]. Despite this
theoretical devotion to agroforestry, trainings on good agricultural practices within FFS
mainly talk about the need of a certain number of shade trees to maximize cocoa production
(18–25 forest trees per hectare), which is barely realized, and tend to ignore farmers’ existing
practices and interests in agro-forestry systems [87]. Thus, environmental and social
impacts need to be studied with caution.

We argue that the potential of agroforestry systems to succeed in Côte d’Ivoire,
thus contributing to social cohesion by reducing inequalities and fostering social relations,
relies on strong political devotion providing strong incentives, secured land ownership,
inclusion, and education to all farmers, in particular, more vulnerable groups. The clear
and transparent regulation of land ownership can also prevent the flaring up of conflict
and hence supports long-term peacebuilding. However, the uptake of agroforestry is
limited because there is not just a lack of knowledge and information, but also scarce
resources and money to invest in such practices [88]. There is an opportunity here for
diverse stakeholders to collaboratively develop integrated land management plans as well
as for the government and private sector to support inclusive development. In addition,
the existing agroforestry-based innovations that indigenous and migrant farmers alike are
already putting into practice [89,90] must be recognized in sector strategies and supported
on a larger scale. These strategies represent a high level of local ownership and therefore
can have strong positive impact on social cohesion at the horizontal level. If existing local
initiatives became strong support from national institutions, a great case for the enhance-
ment of vertical social cohesion would be also made. However, the further expansion
of cocoa into new regions must be halted, and the only way (apart from higher prices,
which may lead in turn to high production intentions) to accommodate a growing number
of farmers and to increase the well-being of these farmers is through increases of land and
labor productivity on the existing land, and thus intensification. Combining all objectives
requires participatory research and knowledge management.

3.3. Cooperatives and Collective Organization

The International Cooperative Alliance defines a cooperative as “an autonomous
association of persons united voluntarily to meet their common social, economic and
cultural needs and aspirations through a jointly-owned and democratically-controlled
enterprise” [91] (p. 43). Cooperatives serve, among other things, as contact points for
exporters and third-party certification. In many cocoa-producing regions, cooperatives
play a crucial linking role in the cocoa value chain, bridging the gap between farmers and
markets, and in some cases are even the exclusive providers of extension services and sup-
plies to farmers in rural areas. With regards to the limited resources available to individual
members, cooperatives create economies of scale among smallholders and are recognized
as an essential—sometimes the only—vehicle for generating higher returns for farmers and
reducing rural poverty. As small-scale farmers organize through cooperativism, they may
increase their supply and, thereby, their bargaining power vis-a-vis processors, traders,
and exporters, all of whom usually demand large bulk supplies. Functional cooperatives
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enhance social cohesion to properly coordinate their collective action and a cohesive society
has a higher potential to constitute cooperatives legally.

Furthermore, groups of farmers organized in cooperatives can provide vital assis-
tance to rural communities. Among their many potential contributions are enhancing
associative, organizational, and economic processes, creating vital networks for mobiliz-
ing resources, establishing strategic networks and markets, as well as politicizing rural
communities to defend their rights and interests. Thus, rather than relying on external sup-
port, self-organized farmers can promote self-empowerment among peasants and amplify
collective capacities. [73].

3.3.1. Colombia

In Colombia, the important role of cooperatives (known as farmers’ or producers’
associations) in rural development during the post-conflict stage was highlighted by the
High Commissioner for Peace in 2014. Cooperatives provide needed services in rural
areas that governmental institutions did not yet provide. These include the construction of
tertiary roads, of storage and processing facilities, and irrigation, among others. Similarly,
cooperatives contribute to the provision of public goods, such as education, infrastructure,
health, recreation, technical assistance, and nutrition, among other services, that improve
the welfare of rural communities [92]. Cooperatives not only have the potential to con-
tribute to the socioeconomic development of regions, which were and still are most affected
by the armed conflict in Colombia [93], but constitute a vital tool for reconstructing the
countryside. Furthermore, cooperatives development plays a crucial role in the imple-
mentation of the first point in the peace agreement, namely the integral rural reform.
This chapter emphasizes privileging cooperative forms of agricultural production and the
development of local economies, labour protection and technical assistance [94].

Despite the potential of cooperatives, the associative spirit in the rural sector is still
very low, as only 6% of producers are linked to a cooperative in Colombia [95]. In 2018,
a total of 221 cooperatives were dedicated mainly to the agricultural and food industry
sector. Gutierrez [92] reviews different indicators to determine that the main conditions
for effective development of agricultural cooperatives are not always sufficiently met in
Colombia. Land tenure is one of these indicators. In other words, the high degree of
inequality in land ownership in Colombia and the informality in land acquisition processes
impede adequate access to land for smallholders and is a main driver of both deforestation
and conflict [6]. Additionally, the disparity in the availability of agricultural infrastructure,
as well as the significant land quality gap known as latifundio (largest estates have the
best quality land in comparison with smallholdings), play a crucial role. Further, poorly
defined land property rights lead to a lack of appropriate collateral for rural associations
to guarantee the repayment of credit loans. Poor access to loans is yet another hurdle to
overcome when establishing agricultural cooperatives [92].

Given these multiple challenges, the positive role of cooperatives to foster social
cohesion and support peacebuilding in Colombia is not used to its full potential yet.
Here again, government’s dedication to support rural development and regulating the
access to land would create the needed structures to facilitate the spread of cooperatives.
This dynamic could be supported by other incentives for the formation of cooperatives and
trigger the expected positive dynamics and effects on social cohesion and peacebuilding.

3.3.2. Côte d’Ivoire

Cooperatives in Côte d’Ivoire follow the “Organisation for the harmonisation of busi-
ness laws in Africa” (OHADA) cooperative law, meaning they are intended to be jointly
owned, democratic organizations that provide services to their members, at the lowest
possible operational cost [96]. According to Le Conseil du Café-Cacao (Coffee and Cocoa
Council), 52% of cocoa farmers are a part of over 1500 registered cooperatives, though
other sources report that only 20% of farmers are members of cooperatives [97]. However,
in many cases, the functionality of cooperatives is limited due to poor management, a lack
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of funding and resources, as well as mistrust [96]. In addition, there is a particular influence
of multinational buyers, including transnational cocoa processing companies and other pri-
vate off takers, who often place their buying centres in villages and next to cooperatives in
order to take control over the local purchases. In some cases, the managers or staff of coop-
eratives are closely linked to the agents of the multinational corporations, which organize
their certification training programs through the cooperatives [98]. Such dynamics tend
to weaken the independencies and self-emancipatory function of cooperatives, thus not
only limiting their role to marketing, but also undermining their contribution to social
cohesion. Besides such external encroachments, cooperatives in Côte d’Ivoire are often
also internally divided. Several cases are reported where cooperative elites capture a
large share of certification premiums or where scales are biased. However, if they are in
independent operation, there is evidence suggesting that cooperatives positively affect
the income, health, and well-being of member farmers [99]. Calkins and Ngo [99] observe
that these effects may spread to surrounding areas, thus strengthening communities by
becoming local service providers where the public sector may be lacking. In Côte d’Ivoire,
many companies target these farmers with affiliations to a cooperative or establish new
links, excluding a large number of farmers from access to finance and other support, such as
training and inputs [100]. However, the alignment of cooperatives’ activities with the expec-
tation of external actors, such as multinational corporations or certification organizations,
comes with the risk of creating strong dependencies of cooperatives on external resources
and the audit of requirements. This in turn might rather limit the potential of cooperatives
to act as catalyst of social cohesion among cocoa farmers. Some organizations, such as the
Rainforest Alliance, are exploring ways to reach unorganized farmers, for example through
traditional community authorities, local government, and existing initiatives [101].

Other collective natural resource management mechanisms that could contribute to
social cohesion by strengthening communities and building social capital are REDD+ Local
Committees for the Co-Management of Classified Forests (Comités Locaux de Co-Gestion:
CLCGs). While not cooperatives, these committees provide a participatory governance
structure for local communities to co-manage classified forests, specifically with the es-
tablishment of agroforestry concessions and cocoa cooperatives to facilitate the flow of
information and finance [102].

However, it must be taken into consideration that the ethnic and regional tensions
are also embedded and retrieved in local organizations such as farmer groups, so that
these may not be able to appease the situation at a meso-level beyond their local, cohesive
membership. Even the contrary is possible, since they may become part of the political
conflicts [103]. Hence, the positive contribution of cocoa producers’ cooperatives in Côte
d’Ivoire to social cohesion and peacebuilding would require a number of more deep-rooted
changes that would allow them to unleash their potential. Among others, educational offers
on strong management of cooperatives in order to avoid internal mismanagement or some
sort of financial startup capital to overcome resource dependencies from multinational
corporations could be some first entry points.

3.4. National Agricultural and Price Policies

National agricultural and price policies impact social cohesion particularly with the
regards to the socio-economic dimension. Although cocoa production is at an all-time
high globally and demand is expected to grow further, the chocolate market is subject
to constant fluctuation putting the income of farmers at high risk [49]. Price volatility is
caused by changing consumer demand, speculative buyers, the dollar price, energy costs,
protective measures in terms of market closures of relevant partners, the political sit-
uation in producing countries, weather conditions, and the risk of plant diseases [51].
In 2016 and 2017, cocoa prices dropped by 30–40%, cutting producing farmers’ incomes
substantially [49,51,104]. Thus, some major exporting states seek to implement policies
that stabilize the market price. However, such policies also have the potential to destabilize
markets as political definitions often fail in expressing real market prices considering
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the underlying actual economic structures. Therefore, their effects need to be monitored
carefully. In 2019, the governments of Côte d’Ivoire and Ghana introduced a fixed bulk
price for the 2020–2021 cocoa crop as well as a living-income differential that is sought
to lift cocoa farmers’ earnings and to buffer effects of price volatility for them. Former
international attempts to stabilise the cocoa price had failed, though, since conflicts of inter-
est of competing countries and lack of strong control counteracted joined action [105,106].
Zero-deforestation policies will probably affect production costs and could provide pre-
mium prices to farmers who comply with its requirements but could squeeze those farmers
out of the markets of the Global North who are not able to prove compliance.

3.4.1. Colombia

In Colombia, the government shapes the cocoa sector by seeking to establish a stable
market structure and by promoting cocoa as an alternative to the cultivation of illicit
crops. In fact, the national programme for voluntary substitution of illicit crops incentivises
primary producers to shift from coca plants to cocoa cultivars [107]. These incentives
include soft credits, capacity-building, and off-farm income during the first years of cocoa
cultivation. The rationale behind this strategy is that rural places under pressure of illicit
cropping are prone to generate violence and displacement, as well as environmental
degradation. International organizations also regard the promotion of diversified cocoa
farming systems as an important mechanism to tackle issues related to (1) deforestation
and climate change mitigation, (2) circuits of violence, and (3) food insecurity [108]. Since,
the cocoa sector has not been involved directly in the armed conflict, or it has not had
major conflicts within its value chain development; it has a great potential to foster social
cohesion at the community level as a promising cash crop that fits well in the agroforestry
culture of the country, contributing also to the development of economic alternatives in
the post-conflict. It becomes clear that national agricultural policies have a major role to
play in providing best conditions of a sound rural development that enables the rural
society to thrive. A meaningful institutional support that brings visible improvements to
the rural population would also foster important aspects of vertical and horizontal social
cohesion, as, for instance, attitudes of trust in national institutions, an improved sense of
identification with the country and, if the prevailing patterns of unfair access to land and
services are reduced, improved equality between society members. All of this, in turn,
strongly fosters peacebuilding in the post-conflict situation.

3.4.2. Côte d’Ivoire

After the cocoa sector was liberalized in 1999, the Ivorian government launched new
reforms in 2011 to re-regulate the sector, with the Conseil du Café-Cacao (CCC) responsible
for the management, regulation, development, and price stabilisation of cocoa. The reforms
were promoted as a way to raise and guarantee minimum farm-gate prices on a sustainable
basis, boost output, and apply stricter controls to bean quality. The CCC now allocates
export-licences that exporters can buy in auctions. During these auctions, about 70% to
80% of the coming year’s expected crop are sold to exporters. Ivorian cocoa producers
typically sell their unprocessed cocoa beans through local buyers (pisteurs) or farmer
cooperatives [97]. Since the 2011 reforms, the producer price is fixed by the govern-
ment, which means that farmers cannot negotiate prices and prices cannot vary based
on quality—although premium payments for certified cocoa are possible. In theory, fixed
annual prices are a guarantee to producers, regardless of market movements within the
year. In practice, however, Ivorian cocoa farmers receive some of the lowest prices in the
world; amongst several factors are the high government taxes on producers. How taxes
from cocoa are being used and how that translates into benefits for farmers is not transpar-
ently reported. There are recurring reports about corruption, misuse of funds, and further
disorganization of the sector due to government interventions [97]. Foreign currency
earnings received by the Ivorian Government through high taxation of the cocoa sector
are not sufficiently re-invested in the cocoa growing regions. Regular protests by farmer
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organizations demand financial accountability of the state marketing authority. In 2019,
Côte d’Ivoire and Ghana formed COPEC [109–111]. Therewith, they introduced the Living
Income Differential (LID) programme, which levies an extra fee of $400 to the world market
price for cocoa [112]. LID was introduced in order to lift cocoa farmers in the two countries
out of poverty. The programme to raise the floor price of cocoa has been broadly welcomed
by civil society organizations, which highlighted that the premium would not even be
high enough [113]. However, the effects of this price measure are not quite clear yet and,
up until now, there has been a lack of transparency of how the two governments employ
the additional incomes.

3.5. Certification Schemes

Over the past decade, sustainability certification schemes became a major approach to
address challenges of sustainability and transparency, as well as to improve income oppor-
tunities through added value in the cocoa value chain. In principle, there are a variety of
certification schemes—some supported by governments, others by private companies—each
specifically defined for certain branches or products or designed to generally address due
diligence [114]. Membership is voluntary in some cases and mandatory in others. Consumers
are increasingly concerned with ethical and environmental grievances in cocoa production,
which is why transparency throughout the value chain is increasingly important [115].

Prominent examples for product-specific and voluntary certification in the cocoa sector
are Rainforest Alliance (merged with UTZ), Fairtrade, or Organic, whereby Rainforest
Alliance accounts for the lion share of certified cocoa beans. The main idea is to set
certain production standards, in particular on “good agricultural practices”, but also
environmental and social welfare standards, and creating a financial incentive for farmers
to apply them. Key to the programs is the conduct of farmer field schools, hence training
and knowledge transfer. The adaption of the standard is supposed to translate into income
increase which in turn should boost farmers’ livelihoods. The percentage of so-called
voluntary sustainability standards (VSS) has been gradually increasing since its initial
implementation more than twenty years ago. In 2016, VSS-compliant products accounted
for around 30% of the total cocoa production. The International Institute for Sustainable
Development observes a concentration of VSS-compliant cocoa production in West Africa
and includes Côte d’Ivoire on its list of so-called ‘Low Human Development Countries’
(LHDCs) with the most potential for maximizing sustainable development outcomes [49].

Nevertheless, given limited empirical evidence, there are doubts regarding the actual
impacts and significant benefits of sustainability certification schemes [116]. Certification
schemes often have limitations in terms of guaranteeing access to the most marginal
producers. For instance, acquiring and maintaining diverse formats of organic certification
is found to be too costly for small-scale producers, posing significant access barriers for
farmers. At the same time, this depends very much on set ups; for example, the benefits
for individual farmers also depend on how premiums are spent by the certificate holders
(cooperatives or companies). Moreover, in many cases, cocoa sustainability certification
schemes are implemented by transnational corporations from the cocoa-chocolate chain
and the farmers’ role is limited to comply with standards [117]. In acknowledgement of
such limitations of third-party certification, alternative schemes have been formulated,
such as Participatory Guarantee Systems (PGS), which are gaining momentum in the
Global South. As such, PGS advance a methodology of self-managed certification based on
principles of relationship-building, mutual learning, trust, context-specificity, local control,
diversity, and collective action [118].

3.5.1. Colombia

Fluck [119] finds that certification schemes and buyer-supplier relationship-building
are important for establishing fair and sustainable trading conditions in the Colombian
cocoa sector. Colombia’s experience with organic certification began in the coffee sec-
tor in the late 1980s. The increase of organic certification is promoted by entities such
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as the Colombian Coffee Growers Federation, to which the vast majority of farmers be-
long [120]. Although Colombia maintains much of its production of both cocoa and coffee
under agroforestry management in traditional multi-strata shaded systems, which are
agroecological by default and minimally use of external inputs, certification for these
well-kept practices remains low to date (914 ha Fairtrade and 350 ha Organic, standard-
smap.org) [121]. The promises of a price premium represent the main incentive for many
farmers to participate in the program [122]. Nevertheless, as the supply of certified high-
quality produce from ever more regions enters the global markets, the economic incentive
becomes substantially reduced over time [122].

The potential to enhance social cohesion through certification schemes in Colombia
will most likely depend on the configuration of actors. On the one hand, direct relations
between buyers and suppliers may enhance the sensitivity of buyers to care for conditions
of suppliers and initiate partnerships to the real benefit of producers. On the other hand,
under conditions of strong asymmetries in the global cocoa-chocolate chain, the entry of
powerful buyers at the local level may contain the risk of creating new dependencies which
may undermine social cohesion.

3.5.2. Côte d’Ivoire

Although a number of impact assessments on certification schemes for the West
African cocoa sector have been carried out [123–126], the real impact of certification schemes
on cocoa farmers, their livelihoods, and their cocoa farming practices is still contested and
studies arrive at differing conclusions. Ingram et al. [127] studied the impact of the UTZ
certification for cocoa in Côte d’Ivoire and reflect on the effect of the UTZ code of conduct
in the context of numerous challenges such as low productivity. They conclude that the
program raised the incomes of 44,000 farmers and that it succeeded in improving the knowl-
edge and implementation of good agricultural practices. Paschall and Seville [101] observe
some improved social outcomes, such as school attendance, water access, and engagement
in community projects, in Rainforest Alliance/SAN certified farms with possible spillover
effects to non-certified farms. However, key program objective is on the increase of farmers’
productivity and thus focuses on the practices of farm management and post- harvest
handling. At the same time social and environmental aspects tend to be marginalized.
Though certification is said to have improved working conditions for farm labourers and
contributed to increased awareness of child labour laws and rights, both remain a key
issue [100]. A similar observation is made by Lemeilleur, N’Dao, and Ruf [128] who find
that criteria addressing productivity issues are prioritized over environmental and social
issues when studying the case of the implementation of Rainforest Alliance standards in
Côte d’Ivoire. They argue that certification in the name of sustainability is mainly perceived
as a productivity-enhancing tool.

Even though focus is on enhancing productivity and the total share of cocoa farmers
certified by the major cocoa standards of Rainforest Alliance/SAN and UTZ (now merged
to Rainforest Alliance), and Fairtrade has increased in the past years, certified cocoa farmers
remain poor [51,129]. In Côte d’Ivoire, the local level implementation of the certification
requirements is often done by cooperatives and the premium benefits to individual farmers
from certification may actually be quite low as they are mainly used to cover the costs of
certification [24]. Women also often have less access to certification and participate less in
farmers’ organization, extension services, finance, and land rights [51].

The impact of the new generation of value chain laws on main sustainability challenges
remains to be seen. Local farmers already struggle to profit from voluntary schemes
which are all supported by existing industry partners up the value chains, and which all
promise price premia and of the classification of Côte d’Ivoire as LDC. Following from
this, one might expect that the poorest farmers and the country as a whole will have even
bigger problems in complying with the new requirements from value chain laws which
even come without price premia. In the long run, this might even lead to a situation where
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they find themselves squeezed out in benefit of less risky sources such as Colombia or non-
conflict-laden–cocoa-producers such as Indonesia.

However, while sustainability certification has the potential to positively affect social
cohesion in targeted communities, by providing opportunity for productivity and income
gains for cocoa farmers, more structural effects on the local sector constellation need
to be studied in order to understand if and how certification could best contribute to
strengthening social cohesion. It is possible, for example, that locally backed Participatory
Guarantee Systems will show more positive effects since they are driven by territorial
actors and therefore consolidate important elements of social cohesion such as trust in local
institutions, community cooperation, and solidarity.

4. Discussion

With our first research question we asked about the theoretical interlinkages between
social cohesion, natural resource management, and peacebuilding. We found that these
interlinkages are potentially complex and multidirectional, but together they help to clarify
how NRM practices can contribute to peacebuilding process: Social cohesion potentially
plays a major role here as a binding element between the two. Thereby, we also facilitate a
clarification of the emerging concept of ”Environmental peacebuilding”, as this assumes
that collective NRM holds opportunities for strengthening cooperation and trust—two key
ingredients of social cohesion—that ultimately contribute to peacebuilding [4,16].

Social cohesion plays an important role in the development discourse. It is a multi-
dimensional concept that works at different levels reflecting the level of connectedness,
interpersonal trust, and reciprocity within a social group. The concept describes the hori-
zontal dimension (relationships among individuals of the same group or across groups,
but also among communities and civil society organizations) while the vertical dimen-
sion describes the relationships between state and society. Constitutive elements are
mutual trust, a sense of belonging, willingness to cooperate and civil political participation.
These informal institutions are central to maintaining cooperation in social units and avoid-
ing their disintegration and are complemented by more formal institutions such as norms
of behavior, codes of conduct, conventions, laws, and public policies. Socio-economic
inequalities are likely to undermine social cohesion. Therefore, achieving distributional
justice is often closely linked to social cohesion.

Regarding the second research question, where we asked for the potential of selected
key action areas in the context of natural resource management to strengthen social cohe-
sion, we have identified a range of possibilities and opportunities. We investigated these
practices to see how successful they could be in fostering social cohesion and therefore have
the potential to actively support peacebuilding, using the cocoa production in Colombia
and Côte d’Ivoire as examples. In the following, we recapitulate briefly how these four
NRM action areas might impact social cohesion with a chance to facilitate peace-building.
This might be achieved at either the horizontal dimension–e.g., through reducing inequal-
ities (as a conflict driver) and building social trust—or the vertical dimension, through
establishing trust in political institutions and the identification of individuals with a larger
community or even nationality.

In order to assess their potential to enhance social cohesion and to support peace-
building, one should look at the actors which are involved in each of the four action areas
discussed above. In the first example, agroforestry potentially increases social cohesion at the
horizontal level by reducing inequalities and fostering social relations, creating new links
between rural actor groups such as farmers, informal social networks, and local communi-
ties. In some cases, it may even help to bridge the gap between indigenous and migrant
farmers, as they develop common interests by adopting the same agroforestry practices.
It can create new links between rural actor groups, generating employment, and, thus,
reducing rural migration and poverty. The involvement of local communities within agro-
forestry extension services beyond facilitating knowledge transfer, can help increase social
proximity among farmers as well as strengthen informal networks as by-product of training
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and education programs. Increased social cohesion can emanate as byproduct from these
efforts. Often, state actors are also involved, such as national development organizations
which manage and coordinate these programs. This provides a chance to increase trust
in institutions, thereby strengthening social cohesion at the vertical dimension. However,
where tree planting activities-particularly in frontier-economies-constitute a claim to land
ownership, the practice may be linked to local or gender-related land conflicts, and care
has to be taken that promoting of tree planting does not create new conflict lines.

Cooperatives, as such, when functional, may be seen as institutionalized forms of so-
cial cooperation, in a way an embodiment of social cohesion. The individual members
are smallholders and groups of farmers who organize to use economies of scale to their
advantage. They increase farmers’ bargaining power towards buyers such as multina-
tional corporations, including transnational cocoa processing companies. In some cases,
cooperatives can provide public goods to rural communities when state support is absent,
creating local networks of support. Thus, cooperatives are a working expression of social
cohesion, mainly at the horizontal dimension. Often, they work together with NGOs and
civil society, traditional community authorities and local governments. However, as has
been shown with the Ivorian case, often the functionality of cooperatives may be limited
due to poor management, a lack of funding and resources, as well as mistrust and capture
of the organization, so that benefits and increased revenues do not reach the organized
farmers. In addition, cooperatives and other farmer organisations may be part of or torn
into larger societal conflicts such as ethnic tensions, and then become part of the conflict
problem at that inter-institutional level. Following this, the pure existence of cooperatives
may not be enough to conclude that social cohesion is achieved; a detailed analysis of the
situation is necessary to understand how the full potential of cooperatives to foster social
cohesion and empower small-scale farmers can be unfolded.

Agriculture and price policies may be used by exporting states to stabilize the market
price and to provide some form of income security for cocoa farmers. State agencies such as
the Conseil du Café-Cacao (CCC) thus regulate the relationship between exporters and local
buyers (pisteurs) or farmer cooperatives. For this intervention to foster social cohesion,
transparency and monitoring of the accurate use will be particularly important. If the
positive price effects would not trigger down to the main target group, the cocoa farmers,
there is the risk that discontent spreads with a negative effect on institutional trust and
vertical social cohesion. Vice versa, if improvements are experienced and real income
gains are achieved for cocoa farmers, this could have a positive impact not only on the
socio-economic situation of farmers but also on their trust in the national support and foster
identification with them. However, such market interventions always bear the risks of
policy not appropriately reflecting actual market factors and thereby should be monitored
carefully in their effects.

Certification schemes, some supported by governments, others by private companies,
also have an international, if not global, dimension, encompassing the cocoa farmers,
cooperatives, local authorities, traders, multinational corporations, retailers, and, finally,
the consumers. Certification, as such, is a procedure used to institutionalize trust in the
production of cocoa and its adherence to product quality and health as well as social and
environmental standards. For a long time, consumers mostly have been concerned with
their own health and safety for which early certification schemes have been built, but are
increasingly concerned with ethical and environmental grievances in cocoa production
and fate of local farmers. This may be interpreted as loose form of solidarity and a fluid
form of social cohesion operating at a transnational scale. However, the positive effects on
social cohesion will again depend heavily on how the principles are put into practice and
who the actual beneficiaries are. If the farmers’ role is limited to comply with standards
and increased revenues do not go beyond what is needed to achieve these standards,
success at the local level will remain limited. The same ambivalence holds for the new
value chain laws, which, to become fruitful for the lowest income farmers and weaker
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countries, must be accompanied by support measures such as training, advisory services,
direct support and long transitional periods.

Certainly, the four action areas discussed here are not solely important in this context.
For example, practices to control the price of cocoa for international buyers are not lim-

ited to the national level, but extent to international regimes such as the newly established
COPEC (a ‘chocolate OPEC’). If successful, these state-led practices have the potential to fos-
ter political and institutional trust and vertical social cohesion, as a consequence. However,
the opposite is also possible if these practices fail to benefit farmers and local communities.
Lessons are to be learnt from past-mostly failed, except for OPEC-international commodity
agreements. They existed in the past as well for cocoa and are disciplined by WTO rules,
as they as well influence international trade and can burden competing countries not being
members if such agreements [130,131].

In addition, as the dominant market, EU trade policies may support the export of cocoa;
however, tariffs are already set to zero for all countries within the bilateral trade agreements
with both countries, which provides an advantage compared to other exporters [132].
One relevant trade rule linked to such bilateral tariffs are rules of origin, proving the origin
of production, Colombia, for example, and thereby making the product eligible for a
defined lower tariff. For processed goods such as chocolate requiring other inputs beside
cocoa such as milk, dairy, and nuts, often the origin status becomes difficult if inputs
are imported [133]. As a result, higher tariffs may become relevant. A reform of rules
of origin towards more processing support in the value chain of chocolate production in
the countries producing cocoa, however, is very sensible, both politically, as the EU only
bilaterally want to apply preference to the partner and not to other countries providing the
inputs, and economically, as the EU processes chocolate to a large extent [59]. However,
EU policies also address limitations of the sectors, including restrictions to cocoa beans
containing high levels of cadmium, mostly affecting cocoa cultivated in Latin American
countries. In addition, new compulsory value chain laws are in the making (EU for social
and for deforestation-free chains) or have already been established in several industrialised
countries (France, UK, USA, and Germany) [134–139]. They enforce higher social and/or
environmental standards for all participants of value chains entering the target markets via
due diligence of importing enterprises. They cover diverse topics of particular importance
to cocoa, in particular child labor (all) and deforestation (EU). The rigor of control, of due
diligence, of rightholders and right claimers, of penalties, and of time to improve the
situation or to abandon the sourcing are very different, but it is evident that farmers of
different characteristics, and degree and kind of organisation, as well as different countries
with different degrees of capabilities and willingness to support their farmers, will be
differently affected by these new laws [134,136]. The effect of these new legislations on
social cohesion at various levels will need to be monitored and discussed once more
evidence on their effectiveness can be established.

Finally, it should be noted that the causal direction of the linkages between NRM
practices and social cohesion and peacebuilding is not immediately clear and might work
both ways. For example, intuitively, peace and social cohesion may also be viewed as
a necessary precondition for successful and sustainable natural resource management.
We also reiterate that the exact design of and constellation within and across the action
areas bears many potentials to improve NRM and social cohesion, but that they can also
worsen them-the Côte d’Ivoire study provides an alarming example for the latter. This is
because after all, the action areas can accommodate (sets of) institutions aiming at managing
the exploitation of NRM, but they cannot make disappear the conflicts of interest of actors
involved. The more severe the conflicts are, the more challenging it is to design the action
areas in a way leading to peace, sustainability and social cohesion. However, conflicts
about land and political power which are found around key agricultural value chains in
developing countries often are severe. We argue that these action areas are key levers but
not that they automatically lead to overall success. Rather, any effects are bound to be
highly context dependent. Indeed, there are many factors linking NRM and peacebuilding,
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from economic development to social cooperation. In this contribution, we focused on
one linking factor, namely social cohesion. Thereby, we provide arguments why NRM
does not necessarily need to be linked to violence and conflict, as was often thought
previously. Still, we emphasize that this study is not an in-depth empirical investigation,
but rather a conceptual contribution, in which we draw on selected empirical insights
and anecdotal evidence to substantiate and illustrate our argument. It will be the task of
empirical research in the future to substantiate which of these possible links actually can
be observed in the field.

5. Conclusions

This study analysed the nexus of social cohesion, natural resource management,
and peacebuilding, concluding that a multi-dimensional, systemic perspective is necessary.
Looking at the case studies of Colombia and Côte d’Ivoire, we showed that despite the dif-
ferences in the two countries, social cohesion in both post-conflict societies can benefit from
the tropical high-value natural resource that is cocoa. We therefore argue that sustainable
cocoa production in agroforestry systems and adequate natural resource management not
only offer the potential to ecological restoration, but also have great potential to promote
and consolidate peace as cocoa production provides smallholders with a living and fosters
rural development.

However, it is not a one-way street. Certain NRM approaches and tools could po-
tentially contribute but may—if done incorrectly without proper knowledge of the local
context—even cause harm or aggravate disparities. A Do-No-Harm approach needs to be
mainstreamed with a focus on social cohesion variables, as otherwise desired objectives
might not be achieved. Overall, not addressing these social dimensions can undermine
the positive effects of planned agricultural development interventions. As a consequence,
fostering social cohesion should become a key objective for planning agricultural develop-
ment interventions in the future in order to move beyond mere productivity measures and
to include society-building interventions. Introducing sustainable practices for agricultural
production could be part of transitional justice and post-conflict reconstruction mecha-
nisms, which embed restoring social cohesion horizontally and vertically. For example,
granting access to land to farmers victims of armed conflict as a compensation measure
could be enhanced by giving them access to knowledge, capital, and credits for cocoa
cultivation projects. Furthermore, combined initiatives among farmers, victims and former
combatants around cocoa cultivation could be seen as a mechanism to foster social cohesion
and reconciliation.
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