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The Social Impact of Mangos 
Over the course of two years, Jumbo performed two Social Impact Scans (SIS), each assessing a different 
mango production farm in Ivory Coast. The farms are both of medium size, with farm one employing 309 
workers and farm two employing 389 workers. This document is a one-page summary of both scans.  

The SIS is an impact assessment developed by Impact Institute to identify, measure and value the social 
impacts created throughout the production process.1 Both scans resulted in an assessment of a select scope of 
three impacts. The initial scan assessed negative effects on employee health and safety, lack of social security 
and underpayment in the value chain. The second scan also assessed underpayment in the value chain and 
additionally included gender discrimination and occurrence of harassment. 2 

The Results 
All assessed impacts measure and value the effect that 
it has on the employees. Their definitions and scopes 
can be found in Monetisation Factors for True Pricing. 
The largest of the measured impacts is Occurrence of 
harassment. This impact is driven by a handful of 
severe, isolated incidents at the farm that were 
reported and responded to. This result is not 
uncommon for the production of similar products 
both within and outside of the region. All other 
assessed impacts were more comparable in size. 

Suggestions for improvement 
One of the main benefits of impact measurement is to identify the drivers of impacts and effectively alter 
business practices to manage them. These assessments resulted in a number of suggestions for such alterations. 
First, occurrence of harassment can be lowered by providing more harassment trainings, ensuring all workers 
know how and where to report incidents and punishing offenders more harshly. Gender discrimination can be 
lowered by increasing female representation in higher paid positions, like managers and supervisors. Negative 
health and safety effects can be lowered by regularly training all employees on the local legal policies and the 
farm’s practices. Finally, underpayment can be lowered through raising the base pay of lower-wage employees 
and/or providing extra amenities like housing, meals and travel. However, it should be noted that a large 
majority of temporary employees report that the farms pay highly compared to other temporary work in the 
area. This suggests the farms are already progressing towards providing a living wage to all workers.

 
1 More information on the method behind the SIS can be found in the Framework for Impact Statements, the IP&L Assessment Method and 
the Monetisation Factors for True Pricing documents. 
2 The initial 2020 scan of farm 1 grouped the impacts ‘Lack of social security’ and ‘Underpayment in the value chain’ into one impact titled 
‘Wages and social security’. The two effects have been separated here for comparability with the later 2021 scan of farm 2. 
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Figure 1: Results of the two SIS's 

https://trueprice.org/monetisation-factors-for-true-pricing/#:~:text=Monetisation%20factors%20are%20key%20to,labour%20and%20human%20rights%20violations.
https://www.impactinstitute.com/framework-for-impact-statements/
https://www.impactinstitute.com/ipl-assessment-methodology/
https://trueprice.org/monetisation-factors-for-true-pricing/#:~:text=Monetisation%20factors%20are%20key%20to,labour%20and%20human%20rights%20violations.
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Impact Institute performed a Social Impact Scan on the Jumbo mangos sourced from Ivory Coast

Jumbo is a supermarket chain based in the
Netherlands, holding a share just over 17% of the
Dutch market. As a part of their Human Rights
policy, Jumbo has defined a due diligence process,
which, among other steps, includes researching
high-risk commodities such as mangos sourced from
Ivory Coast.

Although secondary sources and sector information
help Jumbo prioritize and assess between origins
and commodities, it does not yet show the current
situation at the farms from which Jumbo sources or
points of improvement to be focused on for these
farms.

To gain these specific insights into their value chain,
Jumbo contracted EMC and Impact Institute to
perform a Social Impact Scan1 and provide Jumbo

with a quantitative social impact assessment of
their sourcing farm(s).

This document presents the process and interim
results of the present study and recommendations
for follow-up studies. First the study set-up and data
collection are discussed, after which interim results
of the different impacts are given, including
recommendations on how to move forward.

Due to delayed data collection, the Social Impact
Scan could only provide interim results with the
available data and collecting additional data is
recommended.

INTRODUCTION | MANGOS FROM IVORY COAST

1 Developed and tested in collaboration with Hivos in the 

floriculture sector.
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A Social Impact Scan involves the quantification and
monetisation of the social and human impacts
included in a true price (excluding the
environmental impacts).

True Pricing, the method of calculating a true price,
uses human rights as its starting point. A true price
quantifies the extent to which the creation and sale
of a product violates the human rights of all
stakeholders involved, including the environment
and society-at-large.* These costs are then
monetised (exchanged from footprints to monetary
units) using established monetisation factors.

Monetised impacts give an actionable perspective
for improvement. Presenting impacts in monetary
units allows us to directly compare impacts to a
product’s market price and other products. It
highlights the relative urgency and drivers of the

different impacts. Based on the monetary values,
resources can be allocated to reduce the highest
costs in the most efficient manner.

Using the social costs of roses as an example (on the
right), the Social Impact Scan highlighted the
relatively high cost and prevalence of harassment in
rose production. With this knowledge, the farms
involved can work to reduce their social costs by
allocating resources towards ending worker
harassment.

INTRODUCTION | THE SOCIAL IMPACT SCAN
The Social Impact Scan is an application of true pricing that calculates the social costs of a product

Case example: The social cost of roses

Together with Hivos, Impact Institute performed a Social
Impact Scan, calculating the social cost of a Kenyan rose.
It was discovered that, on top of the retail price of €1.11,
the social costs amounted to €0.12 per rose. The largest
drivers of this impact are harassment (€0.06) and wages
and social security (€0.02).

€ 0,06

€ 0,02

€ 0,01

€ 0,01

Harassment Wages and social security

Freedom of association Health and safety

Gender equality Overtime

€0.12

€1.11

Further information on our methodology and a selection of
resources can be found towards the end of this report, or
through this link.

The true price method is in line with
the OECD Guiding principles on
Business and Human Rights.
It serves as a tool for human rights due
diligence and provides information on
reparation and compensation costs
(remedy) and the costs of prevention.

*More information on True Pricing’s relation to human rights due diligence can be found in Annex I.

https://trueprice.org/monetisation-factors-for-true-pricing/
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Approach
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The Social Impact Scan is a quantitative assessment
of social impacts. It is based on primary data
collected through two questionnaires: one directed
at workers, and one directed at farm management.
For this study, Impact Institute’s partner EMC
Conseil collected data in Ivory Coast.

Impacts in scope

Value chain partners
Two farms that supply to Jumbo were in scope for
assessment. These farms harvest mangos in the
north of Ivory Coast, where they are shipped to
Abidjian and then Rotterdam. In Rotterdam they are
received and finally sold throughout the
Netherlands by the retailer Jumbo.

Workers population and intended sample size

Geography
Both farms are located in northern Ivory Coast.

APPROACH | STUDY SET-UP
The Social Impact Scan measures six impacts on two farms in the North of Ivory Coast

Farm 1 Farm 2

Permanent 
workers

40

Temporary 
workers

265

Management 4

Planned sample 28

Permanent 
workers

11

Temporary 
workers

370

Management 8
Planned sample 29

Harassment

Health and safety

Freedom of association

Wages and social security

Overtime

Gender Equality
The location of the farms
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Data collection was performed by EMC Conceil. EMC
is Impact Institute’s local partner, specialising in
marketing research, opinion poll and social research.
Farm contact
EMC was put into contact with the farms through
the value chain partners of Jumbo. After initial issues
in getting to talk to the right person, contact was
established. However, it soon turned out that Farm 2
was unable to provide respondents for a sample as
the harvest was over and temporary workers had
left the farm. Thus, data collection was done only at
Farm 1. For this farm, EMC did not initially receive
the correct contact details, which caused confusion
for the project team, as well as a delay in planning.
Logistics
The EMC data collectors travelled to the different
parts of the farm to interview respondents, as the

farm is split between two office stations and
different harvesting areas.
Due to Covid-19 measures, interviews were
conducted at a safe distance and in smaller groups.
Respondents
A total of 19 respondents from Farm 1 were
interviewed. They came from a local town
surrounding the farm.
Sample
Since the harvest season had ended prior to the
data collection, the sample was not representative
of the farm workers active during the mango
harvesting season. Of the respondents, 10 were
temporary workers, 9 were permanent workers and
all were male. In contrast, the harvest season at
Farm 1 has 34 permanent workers and 152 temporary
workers, 76% of which are female.

APPROACH | DATA COLLECTION
Data collection was limited due to short timelines and the impact of Covid-19 on data collection methods

Recommendations

▪ Farm contact. Provide complete contact details
for people able to facilitate the research.

▪ Timing. Ensure data collection takes place
during the mango harvesting season.

▪ Logistics. Coordinate with farms well ahead of
time to arrange a date where the workers can
be brought to one location.

▪ Logistics. Review optimal circumstances to
interview respondents based on (updated)
covid-19 restrictions.

▪ Sample. Plan for the availability of respondents
needed for a representative sample with the
farm.
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Interim results
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As a result of the earlier described challenges in
sampling for this study, the collected data sample
was incomplete. The lack of female respondents
made it impossible to calculate results for gender
equality and harassment, while a lack of contextual
information and worker responses impeded the
calculation of overtime and freedom of association.
The quality of the data that was collected was high,
and especially the producer questionnaire provides
useful insights on two impacts: health & safety and
wages and social security.
As such, interim results are presented in two ways:
▪ Interim results and recommendations on Health

& Safety, Wages and Social Security
▪ Brief note on method and reflections for Gender

Equality, Harassment, Overtime and Freedom of
Association

From the current sample and secondary sources,
overtime and freedom of association do not come
forward as impacts of particular risk. For harassment
and gender equality, it is recommended to gather
additional data before making any statements on
materiality.

INTERIM RESULTS | OVERVIEW
The collected data only allowed for the calculation of Health & Safety and Wages and Social Security 

Harassment

Gender Equality

Health and safety

Wages and social security

Included with quantitative analysis

Additional data collection required
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The impact ‘Health and safety’ measures the extent
to which an organisation does not cover injuries
(mental or physical) that occur in the workplace and
the extent to which workers follow legal and
workplace health and safety measures. The
calculation of this impact includes measuring the
provision of health and safety training, use of
personal protective equipment and the occurrence
of accidents in the workplace.
Interim result
According to our calculations, the farm’s Health and
Safety externalities amount to €0.04 per kilogram of
mangos. These costs are primarily driven by work
done without the proper personal protective
equipment (PPE) with a small influence from the
costs of auditing the labour force and ensuring that
H&S practices are followed.

Health and safety training
According to the answers of the respondents, it was
found that 37% of workers were not adequately
trained in health and safety measures. All temporary
workers reported receiving H&S training, whereas
only two out of nine permanent workers reported
having received this training.

Personal protective equipment (PPE)
Only five out of 19 respondents answered questions
related to PPE, two of which mentioned that not all
work is performed with necessary PPE. This includes
wearing gloves, boots, suits, hats and masks. While
the current result concludes that only 1% of all
pesticide work (the only work requiring PPE) is
performed without proper equipment, this result
may change with more information. The farm could
do more to ensure that all employees are working

with proper PPE.

Accidents
According to the producer, compensation for
accidents to workers are covered by the farm, but
payment is given informally. There were no
accidents reported by workers, so the accuracy of
this cannot be confirmed.

INTERIM RESULTS | HEALTH & SAFETY
The social costs on health & safety at Farm 1 amount to €0.04 per kilogram of mangos

Farm recommendations
• Training. Ensure all permanent workers are

given proper H&S training by the farm
• PPE. Improve systems ensuring that all

workers are wearing proper PPE when
working

• Accidents. Integrate payment for incidents
into the contracts of employees



Copyright 2020 Impact Institute. All rights reserved. 12

The impact ‘wages and social security’ measures the
gap between the wage plus the contribution to
employees’ social security and the living wage in the
region. Based on the responses, this impact is mainly
driven by the low pay of temporary workers. This
includes the lack of contributions from the farm
towards their pensions, health and unemployment
benefits.
Interim results
According to our calculations, wages and social
security externalities amount to €0.02 per kilogram
of mangos.
Payment
The interim results concluded that, while permanent
workers are paid above the living wage, some
temporary workers are not. This is calculated
through comparison of the stated wages of

employees with a living wage for rural Ivory Coast,
€1,593 per FTE (one year of full-time work).1

Temporary workers are paid €1,583 per FTE on
average, giving an average wage gap of €3 per FTE
per year.
Despite the wage gap, the sample of temporary
workers interviewed indicated that the farm paid
well and is preferrable over other positions. This
indicates that the farm may be ahead of other farms
or sectors in terms of paying a living wage but can
still make progress.
The living wage used is calculated according to the
Anker & Anker method, by the Anker Research
Network.

Social security
The farm does offer pension payments for all
permanent workers but not for temporary workers.
No payments towards unemployment or health
systems are made for any employees.

INTERIM RESULTS | WAGES AND SOCIAL SECURITY
The social costs on wages and social security at Farm 1 amount to €0.02 per kilogram of mangos

Farm recommendations
• Payment. Research methods to close the

underpayment gap for temporary workers
• Social Security. Develop processes to ensure

the payment of pensions and other social
security measures for both permanent and
temporary farm workers

• Closing the gap. Develop a process for
auditing these impacts at farm level. This will
ensure progress towards closing the gap

https://www.globallivingwage.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/Rural-Cote-dIvoire-LW-Reference-Value_EN_FINAL.pdf
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The living income used for this study was calculated
Anker & Anker method, by the Anker Research
Network.
The living income calculated was broken into four
categories: decent food, decent housing, non-food
and non-housing monthly costs and an additional
5% for emergencies. Combined, these costs
compose the monthly living income for a household
of 2 adults and 4 children. For the purposes of this
assessment, the living income was transformed into
a living wage per FTE, by calculating the FTE
available in a 2 adult, 4 children household using the
Anker & Anker methodology.
The EUR/FTE living wage was then used to calculate
the living wage gap for workers at the farm. To do
so, the average financial wage of four employee
categories were calculated: temporary general

workers, permanent general workers, managers and
supervisors. The average wages for these groups
were then compared to the living wage to provide
living wage gaps. The gaps were then averaged
(with a weighted average) to give the overall living
wage gap per FTE at Farm 1.
On the right, we have provided a wage ladder, for
visualisation, of the average financial wage
compared to both the minimum wage and living
wage in Ivory Coast. It can be seen that the farm
pays employees, on average, above the living wage,
but some employees still fall below this line.

INTERIM RESULTS | WAGES COMPARISON
Farm 1 pays workers, on average, above the minimum wage but below the living wage

0
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Minimum wage Living wage Average financial
wage

Ivory Coast wage comparison EUR/FTE

https://www.globallivingwage.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/Rural-Cote-dIvoire-LW-Reference-Value_EN_FINAL.pdf
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As previously mentioned, the lack of female
respondents impeded the calculation of gender
equality and harassment, while a lack of contextual
information and worker responses made the
calculation of overtime and freedom of association
impossible. As a result, the available data is
insufficient to draw conclusions from. This section
gives a brief overview of what these impacts
calculate and why the calculations could not be
completed.
More resources on the true price methodology for
calculating impacts are given in appendix 2.
Gender equality
Gender equality measures to which extent women
earn lower salaries than their male counterparts. As
no women were available during data collection,
gender equality could not be calculated.

Harassment
Harassment includes the unwanted intimidation of
workers by their colleagues or managers. The
impact is based on a calculation split into four
categories: sexual/non-sexual and physical/non-
physical harassment. Among the respondents, there
were no reported instances of harassment. It should
be noted that in general, most cases of harassment
are reported by women and no women were
interviewed.
Freedom of association
Freedom of association measures the extent that a
workplace separates workers from the ability to
unionise or join or form formal work-related groups.
The respondents indicated that they were not
aware of union related to their work but would like
to join one if possible. As such, no negative impact is

found. However, the producer could explore how to
support worker unionisation further.
Overtime
Overtime measures the extent to which unpaid and
illegal overtime occurs at a position. The producer
indicated that overtime pay corresponds with local
labour law. Some instances of overtime were
recorded by the respondents interviewed, but they
did not record the amount that was paid for it. As
such, it is not possible to verify the producer’s claim.

INTERIM RESULTS | OTHER IMPACTS
The impact of gender equality, harassment, freedom of association and overtime could not be calculated

From the current sample and secondary sources,
overtime and freedom of association do not come
forward as particular risk impacts. For harassment
and gender equality, it is recommended to gather
additional data before making any statements on
materiality.
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Farm 1 was audited by the Amfori BSCI certification
program for the 2017-2018 season. Many of the
performance areas checked by the program match
with the impacts measured by Impact Institute in
the Social Impact Quick Scan. For comparison, the
relevant results of the program will be compared
with the interim results of the Scan.
Child, forced and bonded labour
Child and forced labour were two impacts left out
of scope of the Social Impact Quick Scan, due to
their expected relevance and materiality. It is
important to note, though, that the certification
audit confirmed this expectation. Farm 1 received
the highest rating, A, in both the child and forced
labour performance areas, as no instances of either
were seen at the farm.

Wages
The certification audit provided Farm 1 with an A in
the fair remuneration performance area. They note
that all workers are paid a living wage, when their
wage is combined with the end-of-season bonus.
However, the living wage used for this assessment
is not provided in the audit results.
Impact Institute, in comparison, concludes that
workers are not paid the living wage for the area,
using an Anker & Anker researched value. However,
both Impact Institute and the certification audit
agree in that no workers are being paid below the
legal minimum wage.
Overtime
The certification audit gave Farm 1 an A in the
overtime performance area. It is noted that workers

are always paid overtime according to the law and
their rest hours are respected. It is even reported
that the farm pays above the legal amount for the
first six hours of overtime, choosing to pay the full
150% instead of the legal 115%. This result suggests
that overtime will not be a material impact for the
farm.
Health & Safety
The certification audit did not check for proper
health and safety procedures, as the farm is certified
by GLOBAL G.A.P. The results of the Social Impact
Quick Scan, though, suggest an increase in the
training on health and safety practices may be
necessary.

INTERIM RESULTS | AUDIT COMPARISON
The results of the Amfori BSCI audit of Farm 1 are comparable to the presented interim results
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Recommendations
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Data collection
• Perform data collection during the mango

harvesting season
• Coordinate with farms well ahead of time to

arrange a date where the workers can be
brought to one location

Health & Safety
• Ensure all employees at the farm receive

proper health and safety trainings
• Improve systems ensuring that all workers are

wearing proper PPE when working on tasks
that require these, this will help to close most
of the H&S gap and will prevent unnecessary
accidents that can raise the gap further

Wages and social security
• Research methods to close the underpayment

gap for temporary workers; closing the gap
would reduce the (current) true price most

• Develop processes for ensuring the payment
of pensions and other social security measures
for both permanent and temporary farm
workers

Monitoring
• Develop a process for auditing these impacts

at farm level. This will ensure progress towards
closing the gap

RECOMMENDATIONS | IMPROVEMENT
The results offer some recommendations for moving forward

The initial process of this study has led to interim
results and process reflections that can help to
streamline a follow-up study. This includes
improving on the communication and data
collection processes (detailed right).

Effectively implementing these improvements will
help to entirely eliminate the €0.04 Health &
safety costs (with more training and PPE
monitoring) and significantly lower the €0.02
Wages and social security cost (with improved
benefits and higher temp. worker wages)

Although the results themselves shed light onto
the materiality of certain impacts, further data
collection is necessary to give a complete picture
of the social working conditions at the farms in
scope. The current results will then be used as an
input for scoping and context for new results.

Summary of recommendations
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Vision
We believe one of the greatest opportunities of the
21st century is the realization of the impact
economy: an economy in which work,
entrepreneurship, innovation and technology
engender a better world.

Mission
Our mission is to empower organizations and
individuals to realize the impact economy. We do
this by providing organizations with the tools, data,
training, and services they need to measure, report
and steer on their impact.

Organization
Impact Institute – a spin-off of True Price – is
recognized as a global leader in impact
measurement and valuation. It has contributed to
international frameworks such as the NCP and the
TEEB framework. It developed the first methods
worldwide for true pricing, the integrated profit &
loss, and impact statement.

APPENDIX | ABOUT IMPACT INSTITUTE
Impact Institute enables organizations to measure, report and steer on impact

Selection of clients
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Over 70 years after the adoption of the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights, organisations with
international value chains are still struggling to
ensure these rights are being respected by all
members in the chain.
In-depth studies into production chains can help to
create an integrated picture of a particular value
chain, but do not provide insights into the human
rights violations that occur at different chain
members. Beyond this lack of knowledge, there is a
lack of consensus on the relative importance of
different violations and the harm they create. These
issues make it difficult to objectively measure
human rights violations and track progress towards
their improvement.
True Pricing offers a unique methodology for exactly
this. With either a full true price or a social impact

scan, the human rights violations prevalent in a
product’s value chain can be quantified, monetised
and reported in reference to the market price. This
highlights the extent to which certain violations are
harming society and how prevalent they are in the
chain.

APPENDIX | TRUE PRICING AND HUMAN RIGHTS DUE DILIGENCE
True Pricing enables companies to do quantitative human rights due diligence

Product

External 
costs

Social 
costs

Environ-
mental 
costs

True 
price

Market 
price

Goal

The True Price method is based on 
international agreements and conventions

The true price method is in line with
the OECD Guiding principles on
Business and Human Rights.

It serves as a tool for human rights due
diligence and provides information on
reparation and compensation costs
(remedy) and the costs of prevention.
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Principles for True Pricing
This publication sets out the
underlying principles of True
Pricing as a methodology. It
explains how true prices utilise
human rights and other
international conventions as the
basis for their quantification and
monetisation.

A roadmap for true pricing
The roadmap details the vision of
realising a sustainable economy
through True Pricing. It is the first
in a series of open-source
publications about True Pricing.

Impact Institute works together with the
organisations True Price to apply True Pricing.
Part of the vision of True Price is to make it a
standard for all products available. To do this, the
process for conceptualising true prices and the
methodology for calculating them needs to be
made public. True Price is in the process of making
these open-source, together with a.o.
Wageningen University, ABN AMRO and
Rabobank.
The four publications presented on the right detail
the conceptualisation, vision and monetisation of
true price impacts. Examples of these
methodologies in use can be seen in the variety of
case studies published on impactinstitute.com.

APPENDIX | METHODOLOGY AND RESOURCES
These resources detail the development and us of the True Pricing methodology

Monetisation Factors for 
True Pricing
The monetisation factors
utilised to exchange quantified
impacts into monetary values.
All factors are researched and
established by external
organisations.

Framework for Impact 
Statements
Here, the Impact Pathway
methodology for determining
the impacts created by an
organisation are set out, as well
as an indicative list of standard
impacts.

https://www.impactinstitute.com/framework-for-impact-statements/
https://trueprice.org/monetisation-factors-for-true-pricing/
https://trueprice.org/principles-for-true-pricing/
https://trueprice.org/a-roadmap-for-true-pricing/#:~:text=The%20true%20price%20is%20the,by%20making%20hidden%20costs%20transparent.&text=This%20vision%20paper%20proposes%20a,true%20pricing%20at%20its%20core.
https://www.impactinstitute.com/publications/
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Address: Haarlemmerplein 2, 1013 HS, Amsterdam
Site: www.impactinstitute.com
Facebook: /impactinstitutecom
Twitter: impact_inst

Tel.: +31 202 403 440
Mail: info@impactinstitute.com

CONFIDENTIALITY REQUEST AND DISCLAIMER
Information, data, and drawings embodied in this document are confidential and are supplied with the kind
request that they will be held confidentially and not disclosed to third parties without the prior written
consent of Impact Institute.
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Jumbo is a supermarket chain based in the
Netherlands, holding a share just over 22% of the
Dutch market. As a part of their Human Rights policy,
Jumbo has defined a due diligence process, which,
among other steps, includes researching high-risk
commodities such as mangos sourced from Ivory
Coast.

Although secondary sources and sector information
help Jumbo prioritise and assess between origins
and commodities, it does not yet show the current
situation at the farms from which Jumbo sources or
focus points for improvement on these farms.

To gain these specific insights into their value chain,
Jumbo contracted Etudes de Marché et Conseils
(EMC) and Impact Institute to perform a Social
Impact Scan* and provide Jumbo with a quantitative
social impact assessment of their sourcing farm(s).

This document presents the results of the current
study and recommendations for steering on the
impacts calculated. First, the study set-up and data
collection are discussed, after which the results for
the different impacts are given, including
recommendations on how to move forward.

THE SOCIAL IMPACT OF MANGOS | MANGOS FROM IVORY COAST
Impact Institute performed a Social Impact Scan on the Jumbo mangos sourced from Ivory Coast

* Developed and tested in collaboration with Hivos in the floriculture sector.
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Introduction
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Selection of clientsVision

We believe one of the greatest opportunities of the
21st century is the realization of the impact
economy: an economy in which work,
entrepreneurship, innovation and technology
engender a better world.

Mission

Our mission is to empower organizations and
individuals to realize the impact economy. We do
this by providing organizations with the tools, data,
training, and services they need to measure, report
and steer on their impact.

Organization

Impact Institute – a spin-off of True Price – is
recognized as a global leader in impact
measurement and valuation. It has contributed to
international frameworks such as the NCP and the
TEEB framework. It developed the first methods
worldwide for true pricing, the integrated profit &
loss, and impact statement.

INTRODUCTION | ABOUT IMPACT INSTITUTE
Impact Institute enables organizations to measure, report and steer on impact
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A Social Impact Scan (SIS) involves the
quantification and monetisation of the social and
human impacts included in a true price (excluding
the environmental impacts).

True Pricing, the method of calculating a true price,
uses human rights as its starting point. A true price
quantifies the extent to which the creation and sale
of a product violates the human rights of all
stakeholders involved, including the environment
and society-at-large.* These costs are then
monetised (exchanged from footprints to monetary
units) using established monetisation factors.

Monetised impacts give an actionable perspective

for improvement. Presenting impacts in monetary
units allows us to directly compare impacts to a
product’s market price and other products. It
highlights the relative urgency and drivers of the
different impacts. Based on the monetary values,
resources can be allocated to reduce the highest
costs in the most efficient manner.

Using the social costs of roses as an example (on the
right), the SIS highlighted the relatively high cost
and prevalence of harassment in rose production.
With this knowledge, the farms involved can work
to reduce their social costs by allocating resources
towards ending worker harassment.

INTRODUCTION | THE SOCIAL IMPACT SCAN
The Social Impact Scan is an application of true pricing that calculates the social costs of a product

Case example: The social cost of roses

Together with Hivos, Impact Institute performed a Social
Impact Scan, calculating the social cost of a Kenyan rose.

It was discovered that, on top of the retail price of €1.11,
the social costs amounted to €0.12 per rose. The largest
drivers of this impact are harassment (€0.06) and wages
and social security (€0.02).

€ 0,06

€ 0,02

€ 0,01

€ 0,01

Harassment Wages and social security

Freedom of association Health and safety

Gender equality Overtime

€0.12

€1.11

https://trueprice.org/monetisation-factors-for-true-pricing/
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True Pricing is calculating and improving the true
price of products: the retail price including the
external social and environmental costs. Calculating
a true price has three stages:

1. Scoping the boundaries of the assessment;

2. Identifying breaches of human, environmental
and labour rights

3. Calculating the costs to remediate these
breaches. Remediation costs are the sum of
compensating, preventing and possibly fining
for the breaches.

True price information can be used to improve
(decrease) the true price of products, in two ways:

1. Indirectly, by increasing transparency. This
enables investors to identify organisations that
produce sustainable products and invest in
production methods that are more sustainable
and allows shops to increase the share of
sustainable products within their product range
and their customers to choose more sustainable
products. This incentivizes producers to
decrease the true price of their products;

2. Directly, by identifying improvement. The true
price will result in insights into the drivers for
change and improvement recommendations for
closing the true price gap.

INTRODUCTION | ABOUT TRUE PRICING
True Pricing is calculating and improving the true price of products

Product

External 
costs

Social 
costs

Environ-
mental 
costs

True 
Price

Retail 
Price

Target

Visualization of the true price and the target product 
price in which external costs are decreased.
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Scope
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When scoping a Social Impact Scan, multiple
boundaries need to be considered. This can include
the steps in the value chain being assessed, the
number of value chains being assessed, the
timeframe and the impacts in scope.

This study assessed one value chain, mango
production at a farm in Northern Ivory Coast, at the
cultivation step (which includes production,
harvesting, grading and packing). The assessment
looks at the social costs of three impacts, gender
discrimination, occurrence of harassment and
underpayment in the value chain over the course of
the year 2020.

This section will provide more detail on the
following scoping boundaries:

1. The farm

2. Impacts in scope

3. Data collection

SCOPE | BOUNDARIES
This sections will explain all of the different boundaries of the Social Impact Scan
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The subject of the Social Impact scan is a mango
producer in northern Ivory Coast. The farm produces,
harvests, grades and packs two types of mangos,
Kent and Keitt, shipping them to Abidjian and later
Rotterdam. In Rotterdam, the mangos are received
and sold throughout the Netherlands by the retailer
Jumbo.

In addition to mangos, the farm also produces
papaya, mandarins and honey. This means that the
farm hires workers who are completely unrelated to
the mango process. These workers are left out of
scope for the project, which is focused on the
calculating the social impact arising from mango

production specifically.

The farm has offered a breakdown of the number of
workers who are actively involved in the production
of mangos:

SCOPE | THE FARM
This Social Impact Scan measures the social costs of mango production at the farm

* The farm was unsure about the number of managers and supervisors working specifically 
on mangos. These numbers are an estimate based on other mango farms

Mango workers breakdown

Permanent workers 21
Temporary workers 290
Supervisors 5*
Managers 11*
Sample interviewed 30

Male 17
Female 13
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Of the nine standard SIS impacts*, two, forced and
child labour, are placed out scope due to the farm’s
SMETA certification. The SMETA certification scan for
these types of labour and ensures that it does not
exist at the farms that earn its certification.

The impact of excessive and underpaid overtime,
lack of social security, negative effects on employee
health & safety and freedom of association created
through Jumbo’s mango value chains were assessed
in a previous mango Social Impact Scan. The scan
intended to assess all seven of the remaining
impacts (excluding child and forced labour), but the
onset of COVID-19, and data collection being

performed outside of mango season, caused
significant gaps in the data. The four aforementioned
impacts were able to reach results despite this lack
of reliable data. However, gender equality,
occurrence of harassment and underpayment in the
value chain could not be calculated. Therefore, these
three were assessed in this scan.

This Social Impact Scan thus has three impacts in
scope:

1. Gender equality

2. Occurrence of harassment

3. Underpayment in the value chain

SCOPE | IMPACTS IN SCOPE
The Social Impact Scan has three impacts in scope

Impacts in scope

Gender equality
The value of the pay gap between female
and male employees along the value chain

Occurrence of harassment
The occurrence and cost of sexual and
non-sexual harassment towards workers in
the value chain

Underpayment in the value chain
The gap between workers’ wages, the
local minimum wage and the local living
wage

* The full list of standard impacts is available in the Appendix
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The Social Impact Scan is based on primary data
collected through two questionnaires: one directed
at workers, and one directed at farm management.
For this study, Impact Institute’s partner EMC
collected data in Ivory Coast. The goal of the
collection was to obtain all the necessary data for
the assessment of mango production in 2020.

The primary data was relatively complete after
collection, offering most of the necessary data for
the calculation of impact. To finalise the calculations,
sector-country data was additionally collected for
points like minimum wage or legal share of wage to
be paid for overtime work.

Primary Data

The primary data collected, from either the producer
or workers, covered a variety of topics:

• Breakdown of worker by position, sex and
contract type (producer)

• Worker wage breakdown (producer and workers)

• Yield and farm size and structure (producer)

• Trainings and workplace accidents (producer and
workers)

• Harassment incidents (workers)

Sector-country Data

• Legal working hours per week and year

• Minimum wage and overtime pay requirements

• Maternity leave length and pay requirements

• Currency inflation and exchange rates

SCOPE | DATA SOURCES
Impact calculation makes use of both primary and secondary data
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Results



Copyright 2021 Impact Institute. All rights reserved. Results shared under embargo 14

The farm and other producers
This section reveals that the largest impacts at the
farm are underpayment in the value chain, the
occurrence of harassment and gender
discrimination. The fact that these three impacts
are the largest aligns with the general trend of
agricultural production, as all three reflect
prominent societal issues both in the sector and
across the world.

The results of this analysis should be seen in the
light of the volume and price of the produced
product (in this case mangos). Due to the large
volume and high price of mangos produced, the
totality of the social costs may seem high when
out of the context. In reality, these costs are
proportional to those created by other producers.

The Social Impact Scan quantifies and monetizes the
impact of cultivating and producing agricultural
products. The resulting impact information can be
used to understand how impacts are created and
how processes can be changed to promote
sustainability and human rights.

The SIS focuses specifically on the negative impacts
of cultivation and production. While these processes
also result in many positive effects for different
stakeholders, they are not the focus of the True
Price method, which quantifies and monetises
breaches of human rights.

The results of this SIS thus describe the social cost of
human rights breaches that are created through
mango production. These costs supplement financial
costs but are not reflected in the market price of a

product; they are not paid by the farm, retailer or
consumer but are paid by different societal groups
(e.g., employees, women and children).

While these costs are currently borne by these
groups, understanding and measuring these costs is
the first step towards eliminating and/or
internalising them. The process for this will pose
many challenges, but these can be overcome
through the joint collaboration of all members of the
mango value chain.

Importantly, this SIS does not assess the cost of
adjusting cultivation and production processes to
internalise/eliminate social costs. Typically, the cost
for doing so is less than the total social costs,
however confirmation of this would need to
assessed through a separate analysis.

RESULTS | CONTEXT
Impact results define the total amount of external social costs that results from mango production at the farm



Copyright 2021 Impact Institute. All rights reserved. Results shared under embargo 15

RESULTS | BREAKDOWN TOTAL COSTS
This assessment indicates that the total social costs are €0.24 per kg of mango

Total social costs: 
0.24 €/kg of mango

Occurrence of harassment € 0.13

Gender discrimination € 0.06

Underpayment in the value chain € 0.05

Social impacts € / kg of 
mango

Retail Price

Social impacts
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The largest social impact on the farm is the
occurrence of harassment. This impact assesses
multiple different forms of harassment including
verbal/physical and sexual/non-sexual.

Impact drivers

The occurrence of harassment is mainly driven by
severe physical sexual harassment and non-sexual
physical harassment. The former driver in particular
has a high costing factor and greatly raises external
costs if it occurs.

The harassment costs for the farm are primarily
driven by the harassment of one worker. Several
incidents of this worker experiencing every type of

harassment (except for non-severe, physical sexual
harassment) were reported. These incidents were
reported to supervisors, who responded to the
incidents by discussing it with the perpetrator(s). It
can be inferred from the responses that the
perpetrator(s) are still employed by the farm.

One additional incident of verbal non-sexual
harassment was recorded. However, all incidents
seem to occur infrequently, and do not suggest a
culture of harassment at the farm. Instead, the cost
is driven by the actions of select individuals. The
farm is thus well on the way to eliminating
harassment entirely and should continue to develop
its response and prevention systems accordingly.

CONCLUSION | OCCURRENCE OF HARASSMENT
The largest social impact is the occurrence of harassment

Occurrence of harassment breakdown

Workers experienced non-physical 
harassment (non-sexual)12,59%

Workers experienced non-physical 
sexual harassment14,94%

Workers experienced physical 
harassment (non-sexual)26,52%

Workers experienced physical sexual 
harassment (non severe)0,00%

Workers experienced severe physical 
sexual harassment45,26%

Labour force to be audited for 
harassment0,68%
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Suggestions for improvement

The farm currently has a grievance mechanism
established where the immediate supervisor
receives grievances from their subordinates and the
head of the section resolves the incidents. Despite
this, the farm itself records no incidents occurring in
2020, contrary to the worker responses. This
indicates a breakdown in the grievance mechanism,
where incidents are not being reported to higher
management.

The workers do largely report that it is clear who to
report incidents to and the farm reports that all male
workers are provided sexual harassment training.

One method of improvement may be to also provide
female employees with sexual harassment training,
ensuring that they are aware the farm takes
incidents seriously and where to report incidents to.

Another suggestion would be to consider more
severe punitive action for known harassers,
especially of severe sexual harassment. However, it
is unclear to what extent this would be effective.

CONCLUSION | OCCURRENCE OF HARASSMENT IMPROVEMENT
Occurrences of harassment can be improved through trainings and strengthened grievance mechanisms

Why take action?**

1. Sexual harassment is a violation of human rights

2. Sexual harassment is prohibited under national
law

3. Decreased sexual harassment improves
business by increasing productivity and
decreasing attrition rates and absenteeism

* Source: https://www.csrafrica.com/media/1053/bsr_womens_safety_in_the_workplace-
helping-business-prevent-sexual-harassment.pdf
** This is only a selection of reasons. The toolkit ‘Helping Business Prevent Sexual 
Harassment’* provides more information, advice and actions.

https://www.csrafrica.com/media/1053/bsr_womens_safety_in_the_workplace-helping-business-prevent-sexual-harassment.pdf
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The second largest impact is gender discrimination.
This impact looks at multiple factors, including the
amount to which women are paid less than men for
equal work, legal maternity leave is not provided
and women are not offered the same opportunities
for promotions as men.

Impact drivers

Importantly, the farm pays women equally for equal
positions. The impact gender discrimination is
instead driven primarily by the failure to provide the
legal length of maternity leave. This value is caused
by temporary and permanent female workers
indicating they are not entitled to this leave, as

specified by the law. This impact is also partially
driven by the lack of female managers and
supervisors. This reality indicates that women are
not being offered similar promotion opportunities to
men.

CONCLUSION | GENDER DISCRIMINATION
This true price assessment indicates that gender discrimination is the second largest social impact

Gender discrimination breakdown

Female workers without maternity 
leave provision84.82%

Value of denied maternity leave6.07%

Wage gap from unequal pay in similar 
position0.75%

Wage gap from unequal 
opportunities6.90%

Labour force to be audited for 
discrimination1.47%
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Suggestions for improvement

It is unclear what is driving the lack of provided
maternity leave. It may be the case that female
workers are simply unaware of the rights and
benefits of their position. If this is the case, one
method for improvement is to set a written policy
that all women are entitled to the legal amount of
maternity leave, as per their position, and ensure
that all female employees are aware of this. If,
instead, female employees are actually not being
provided maternity leave, it may be the case that an
audit system will have to be established, that
regularly ensures that women are being provided
with their legal leave, where necessary.

Additionally, there a three interventions that can
help reduce the gender representation of high-
paying positions. The first is to track the length of
time male and female employees are in similar
positions and promote them in a similar timeframe
as men. The second is to advertise positions
specifically towards women or otherwise to alter
posted positions so that they attract more female
applicants. A third intervention is to introduce or
strengthen a gender committee (see box on the
right).

CONCLUSION | GENDER DISCRIMINATION IMPROVEMENT
To improve gender discrimination, maternity leave provision and female management representation will need to be improved

Introducing or strengthening the gender 
committee*

A gender committee can make women workers’
voices heard and their needs addressed. This is
necessary to guarantee that employment benefits
male and female employees equally.

• Involve the gender committee in an effective grievance
mechanism.

• Make sure that the side benefits of employment benefit
women as much as men.

• Offer training to committee members on their role,
leadership skills, communication skills and how to
efficiently handle harassment cases.

* See www.csrafrica.com for more information about gender committees

http://www.csrafrica.com/
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Underpayment in the value chain measures the gap
between workers wages and the minimum and
living wage in their area.

Living wage

The living wage is the wage a worker would need to
be paid to afford a decent standard of living in their
area. This includes decent housing, a decent and
varied diet, adequate insurance and social security
and decent savings (in case of emergencies).

Impact drivers

The calculated wage gap for farm employees is €445
per FTE. This value is an average gap for an employee

earning below a previously established Ivory Coast
living wage of €1,633.* Of the employees, 64% (210
out of 327 workers) earn below the living wage.

The employees who earn above a living wage are
exclusively higher management. Lower skilled
workers and even lower-level management all have
various living wage gaps. While the process of
raising wages may have to be done gradually, the
best way to begin reducing the living income gap is
to increase the minimum wage of the lower skilled
positions. When possible, this can be followed by a
scaling up of the wages of all positions.

CONCLUSION | UNDERPAYMENT IN THE VALUE CHAIN
This assessment indicates that the average wage gap for farm employees is €445 per full-time equivalent (FTE)

Underpayment in the value chain 
breakdown

Wage gap workers earning below 
minimum wage0.00%

Wage gap workers earning above 
minimum wage but below decent 
living wage

98.71%

Labour force to be audited for 
insufficient wages1.29%

* The living income value used for Ivory Coast is based on a reference value published by the Global living wage coalition.

https://www.globallivingwage.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/Rural-Cote-dIvoire-LW-Reference-Value_EN_FINAL.pdf
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CONCLUSION | UNDERPAYMENT IN THE VALUE CHAIN WAGE DISTRIBUTION
The external costs of Underpayment in the value chain amount to €0.05 per kg of mango

* The wage distribution of farm employees was calculated by Impact Institute based on data provided by the producer.
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Due to the short period where mangos are picked,
graded and packed, the farm hires a large number of
temporary workers. These workers are employed for
4-5 months on average (40% of an FTE) and are paid
the lowest average salary at the farm.

This short period of employment for temporary
workers requires a different method for calculating
the living wage gap than for permanent employees.
The gap for temporary employees is estimated on
the hypothetical situation where the temporary
worker would be hired year-round at the farm.

The reported pay and benefits for temporary
employees is originally given per month. This is then

used to estimate the total pay and benefits these
employees would receive if they are employed for
an entire FTE (yearly). The FTE wage is then
compared to the living wage for the area and
multiplied by the amount of labour required to
produce a kilogram of mangos, to provide the total
living wage gap specific to mango production.

While the farm does have a living wage gap for
temporary workers (€178 based on the average of
40% of an FTE worked), most of the temporary
workers reported that the farm pays highly in
comparison to other local jobs. This suggests that
the farm is much farther in its progress towards
paying a living wage than other local organisations.

CONCLUSION | UNDERPAYMENT OF TEMPORARY WORKERS
Based on the FTEs worked, the yearly living wage gap for an average temporary worker is €178
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The assessment indicates that the farm performs
well on certain indicators, with external costs
nearing 0.

Gender pay gap

The farm has virtually no gender pay gap. All workers
report being paid equally for equal work, even at the
level of managers and supervisors. This is a good
step towards establishing equal female
representation through the workplace.

Harassment

There is no doubt that the costs for harassment at
the farm are significant and should be addressed.

The main cost for this impact, though, stems from a
few incidents and does not seem to represent the
culture of the workplace overall. If these more
isolated incidents are handled well, the farm is well
on its way towards eliminating both sexual and non-
sexual harassment.

Temporary workers pay

The living wage gap of temporary workers is wider
than any other type of worker. However, many of
the workers state that the job pays better than
average or very well. This indicates the farm may be
closer to the closing the gap than other businesses
in the area.

CONCLUSION | WHAT THE FARM IS DOING WELL
The farm does well on a variety of indicators, in particular, the gender wage gap of permanent and temporary workers
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APPENDIX
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Underpayment in the value
chain
The gap between workers’ wages, the
local minimum wage and the local living
wage

Gender equality
The value of the pay gap between
female and male employees along the
value chain

Negative effects on employee
health & safety
The occurrence of accidents in the value
chain and cost of workers performing
work in unsafe conditions

Occurrence of harassment
The occurrence and cost of sexual and
non-sexual harassment towards workers
in the value chain

Excessive and unpaid overtime
The value of unpaid and excessive
overtime worked

Lack of social security
The cost of not providing legally
required social security benefits

Freedom of association
The impact of denying workers the right
to join unions or other work-related
organizations

Forced labour
Presence of forced labour in own
operations and in the value chains

APPENDIX | STANDARD SOCIAL IMPACT SCAN IMPACTS
This standard list of Social Impact Scan impacts includes 9 social impacts

Child labour
Presence of child labour in own
operations and in the value chains
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The data collection was performed as in-person
interviews by EMC. Interviewers from EMC travelled
to the farm to interview the producer and workers
using an Impact Institute created questionnaire
(translated into French by EMC).

EMC interviewed 30 workers out of the 585 total
workers at the farm. This is about 5% of the total
workers, but 9% of the workers specifically related
to mango production. The workers were interviewed
1-on-1 and their responses were subsequently
anonymised. This process is utilised to ensure the
most accurate and honest responses possible.

The producer was also interviewed in person by EMC
and the collected data was compiled and sent to
Impact Institute for analysis.

As previously noted, the collected data was
combined with sector-country data where primary
data was missing or contextual data (like minimum
wage or legal work hours per week) where
necessary.

APPENDIX | DATA COLLECTION
EMC interviewed 30 workers and the producer in 1-on-1 interviews

Secondary data sources

• Africapay.org (public website, accessed July
2021)

• Living Income Community of Practice (LICOP) 
(private, peer-reviewed study, accessed July
2021)

• Impact Institute GID (international database, 
accessed July 2021)

• ILO (international database , accessed July
2021)

• World Bank (international database , accessed
July 2021)

https://africapay.org/kenya
https://www.living-income.com/single-post/2018/09/26/c%C3%B4te-d-ivoire-validating-the-living-income-benchmark-for-cocoa-growing-regions
https://www.impactinstitute.com/products/global-impact-database/
https://www.ilo.org/dyn/travail/travmain.sectionReport1?p_lang=en&p_structure=3&p_year=2011&p_start=1&p_increment=10&p_sc_id=2000&p_countries=ZA&p_countries=KE&p_print=Y
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/FP.CPI.TOTL.ZG
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Limitations

• The scope of this Social Impact Scan was limited
to the cultivation step

• The impacts Child labour and Forced labour were
excluded from the true price assessment due to
expected materiality

• The results calculated are dependent on the
quality of the data received. Where gaps exist,
calculations were adjusted or data was
supplemented from secondary sources

• Excessive and unpaid overtime, lack of social
security, negative effects on employee health &

safety and lack of freedom of association were
excluded due to the results of the previous
assessment, however, the farm was not assessed
in the previous scan and may have produced a
result for these impacts

Assumptions

• The farm did not provide reliable numbers
regarding male and female manager and
supervisors hired; Impact Institute filled this gap
based on the representation of these workers on
other mango farms

• The living wage value used was an Anker & Anker
calculated value for rural Ivory Coast; it is

assumed this value can be applied to the mango
producing northern Ivory Coast as well

• At times, worker reported wages were in yearly
sums and monthly sums, some assumptions had
to be made to clarify the length of time over
which the wage was reported in to bring them all
to a comparable value

APPENDIX | LIMITATIONS AND ASSUMPTIONS
The results from the Social Impact Scan of mango production has certain limitations and utilises various assumptions
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APPENDIX | METHODOLOGY AND RESOURCES
These resources detail the development and use of the True Pricing methodology

Impact Institute works together with the
organisation True Price to apply True Pricing. Part
of the vision of True Price is to make it a standard
for all products. To do this, the process for
conceptualising true prices and the methodology
for calculating them must be made public. True
Price is in the process of making these open-
source, together with a.o. Wageningen University,
ABN AMRO and Rabobank.

The four publications presented on the right detail
the conceptualisation, vision and monetisation of
true price impacts. Examples of these
methodologies in use can be seen in the variety of
case studies published on impactinstitute.com.

Principles for True Pricing
This principles explain how true
prices utilise human rights and
other international conventions
as the basis for their
quantification and
monetisation.

A roadmap for true pricing
The roadmap details the vision
of realising a sustainable
economy through True Pricing.
It is the first in a series of open-
source publications about True
Pricing.

Monetisation Factors for True 
Pricing
Monetisation factors exchange
quantified impacts into
monetary values. All factors are
researched and established by
external organisations.

Framework for Impact 
Statements
Here, the Impact Pathway
methodology for determining
the impacts created by an
organisation are set out, as well
as an indicative list of impacts.

https://www.impactinstitute.com/publications/
https://www.impactinstitute.com/framework-for-impact-statements/
https://trueprice.org/monetisation-factors-for-true-pricing/
https://trueprice.org/principles-for-true-pricing/
https://trueprice.org/a-roadmap-for-true-pricing/#:~:text=The%20true%20price%20is%20the,by%20making%20hidden%20costs%20transparent.&text=This%20vision%20paper%20proposes%20a,true%20pricing%20at%20its%20core.
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Address: Haarlemmerplein 2, 1013 HS, Amsterdam
Site: www.impactinstitute.com
Facebook: /impactinstitutecom
Twitter: impact_inst

Tel.: +31 202 403 440
Mail: info@impactinstitute.com

CONFIDENTIALITY REQUEST AND DISCLAIMER
Information, data, and drawings embodied in this document are confidential and are supplied with the kind
request that they will be held confidentially and not disclosed to third parties without the prior written
consent of Impact Institute.
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Jumbo is a supermarket chain based in the
Netherlands, holding a share just over 22% of the
Dutch market. As a part of their Human Rights policy,
Jumbo has defined a due diligence process, which,
among other steps, includes researching high-risk
commodities such as mangos sourced from Ivory
Coast.


Although secondary sources and sector information
help Jumbo prioritise and assess between origins
and commodities, it does not yet show the current
situation at the farms from which Jumbo sources or
focus points for improvement on these farms.


To gain these specific insights into their value chain,
Jumbo contracted Etudes de Marché et Conseils
(EMC) and Impact Institute to perform a Social
Impact Scan* and provide Jumbo with a quantitative
social impact assessment of their sourcing farm(s).


This document presents the results of the current
study and recommendations for steering on the
impacts calculated. First, the study set-up and data
collection are discussed, after which the results for
the different impacts are given, including
recommendations on how to move forward.


THE SOCIAL IMPACT OF MANGOS | MANGOS FROM IVORY COAST
Impact Institute performed a Social Impact Scan on the Jumbo mangos sourced from Ivory Coast


* Developed and tested in collaboration with Hivos in the floriculture sector.
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Introduction
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Selection of clientsVision


We believe one of the greatest opportunities of the
21st century is the realization of the impact
economy: an economy in which work,
entrepreneurship, innovation and technology
engender a better world.


Mission


Our mission is to empower organizations and
individuals to realize the impact economy. We do
this by providing organizations with the tools, data,
training, and services they need to measure, report
and steer on their impact.


Organization


Impact Institute – a spin-off of True Price – is
recognized as a global leader in impact
measurement and valuation. It has contributed to
international frameworks such as the NCP and the
TEEB framework. It developed the first methods
worldwide for true pricing, the integrated profit &
loss, and impact statement.


INTRODUCTION | ABOUT IMPACT INSTITUTE
Impact Institute enables organizations to measure, report and steer on impact
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A Social Impact Scan (SIS) involves the
quantification and monetisation of the social and
human impacts included in a true price (excluding
the environmental impacts).


True Pricing, the method of calculating a true price,
uses human rights as its starting point. A true price
quantifies the extent to which the creation and sale
of a product violates the human rights of all
stakeholders involved, including the environment
and society-at-large.* These costs are then
monetised (exchanged from footprints to monetary
units) using established monetisation factors.


Monetised impacts give an actionable perspective


for improvement. Presenting impacts in monetary
units allows us to directly compare impacts to a
product’s market price and other products. It
highlights the relative urgency and drivers of the
different impacts. Based on the monetary values,
resources can be allocated to reduce the highest
costs in the most efficient manner.


Using the social costs of roses as an example (on the
right), the SIS highlighted the relatively high cost
and prevalence of harassment in rose production.
With this knowledge, the farms involved can work
to reduce their social costs by allocating resources
towards ending worker harassment.


INTRODUCTION | THE SOCIAL IMPACT SCAN
The Social Impact Scan is an application of true pricing that calculates the social costs of a product


Case example: The social cost of roses


Together with Hivos, Impact Institute performed a Social
Impact Scan, calculating the social cost of a Kenyan rose.


It was discovered that, on top of the retail price of €1.11,
the social costs amounted to €0.12 per rose. The largest
drivers of this impact are harassment (€0.06) and wages
and social security (€0.02).


€ 0,06


€ 0,02


€ 0,01


€ 0,01


Harassment Wages and social security


Freedom of association Health and safety


Gender equality Overtime


€0.12


€1.11



https://trueprice.org/monetisation-factors-for-true-pricing/
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True Pricing is calculating and improving the true
price of products: the retail price including the
external social and environmental costs. Calculating
a true price has three stages:


1. Scoping the boundaries of the assessment;


2. Identifying breaches of human, environmental
and labour rights


3. Calculating the costs to remediate these
breaches. Remediation costs are the sum of
compensating, preventing and possibly fining
for the breaches.


True price information can be used to improve
(decrease) the true price of products, in two ways:


1. Indirectly, by increasing transparency. This
enables investors to identify organisations that
produce sustainable products and invest in
production methods that are more sustainable
and allows shops to increase the share of
sustainable products within their product range
and their customers to choose more sustainable
products. This incentivizes producers to
decrease the true price of their products;


2. Directly, by identifying improvement. The true
price will result in insights into the drivers for
change and improvement recommendations for
closing the true price gap.


INTRODUCTION | ABOUT TRUE PRICING
True Pricing is calculating and improving the true price of products


Product


External 
costs


Social 
costs


Environ-
mental 
costs


True 
Price


Retail 
Price


Target


Visualization of the true price and the target product 
price in which external costs are decreased.
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Scope
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When scoping a Social Impact Scan, multiple
boundaries need to be considered. This can include
the steps in the value chain being assessed, the
number of value chains being assessed, the
timeframe and the impacts in scope.


This study assessed one value chain, mango
production at a farm in Northern Ivory Coast, at the
cultivation step (which includes production,
harvesting, grading and packing). The assessment
looks at the social costs of three impacts, gender
discrimination, occurrence of harassment and
underpayment in the value chain over the course of
the year 2020.


This section will provide more detail on the
following scoping boundaries:


1. The farm


2. Impacts in scope


3. Data collection


SCOPE | BOUNDARIES
This sections will explain all of the different boundaries of the Social Impact Scan
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The subject of the Social Impact scan is a mango
producer in northern Ivory Coast. The farm produces,
harvests, grades and packs two types of mangos,
Kent and Keitt, shipping them to Abidjian and later
Rotterdam. In Rotterdam, the mangos are received
and sold throughout the Netherlands by the retailer
Jumbo.


In addition to mangos, the farm also produces
papaya, mandarins and honey. This means that the
farm hires workers who are completely unrelated to
the mango process. These workers are left out of
scope for the project, which is focused on the
calculating the social impact arising from mango


production specifically.


The farm has offered a breakdown of the number of
workers who are actively involved in the production
of mangos:


SCOPE | THE FARM
This Social Impact Scan measures the social costs of mango production at the farm


* The farm was unsure about the number of managers and supervisors working specifically 
on mangos. These numbers are an estimate based on other mango farms


Mango workers breakdown


Permanent workers 21
Temporary workers 290
Supervisors 5*
Managers 11*
Sample interviewed 30


Male 17
Female 13
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Of the nine standard SIS impacts*, two, forced and
child labour, are placed out scope due to the farm’s
SMETA certification. The SMETA certification scan for
these types of labour and ensures that it does not
exist at the farms that earn its certification.


The impact of excessive and underpaid overtime,
lack of social security, negative effects on employee
health & safety and freedom of association created
through Jumbo’s mango value chains were assessed
in a previous mango Social Impact Scan. The scan
intended to assess all seven of the remaining
impacts (excluding child and forced labour), but the
onset of COVID-19, and data collection being


performed outside of mango season, caused
significant gaps in the data. The four aforementioned
impacts were able to reach results despite this lack
of reliable data. However, gender equality,
occurrence of harassment and underpayment in the
value chain could not be calculated. Therefore, these
three were assessed in this scan.


This Social Impact Scan thus has three impacts in
scope:


1. Gender equality


2. Occurrence of harassment


3. Underpayment in the value chain


SCOPE | IMPACTS IN SCOPE
The Social Impact Scan has three impacts in scope


Impacts in scope


Gender equality
The value of the pay gap between female
and male employees along the value chain


Occurrence of harassment
The occurrence and cost of sexual and
non-sexual harassment towards workers in
the value chain


Underpayment in the value chain
The gap between workers’ wages, the
local minimum wage and the local living
wage


* The full list of standard impacts is available in the Appendix
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The Social Impact Scan is based on primary data
collected through two questionnaires: one directed
at workers, and one directed at farm management.
For this study, Impact Institute’s partner EMC
collected data in Ivory Coast. The goal of the
collection was to obtain all the necessary data for
the assessment of mango production in 2020.


The primary data was relatively complete after
collection, offering most of the necessary data for
the calculation of impact. To finalise the calculations,
sector-country data was additionally collected for
points like minimum wage or legal share of wage to
be paid for overtime work.


Primary Data


The primary data collected, from either the producer
or workers, covered a variety of topics:


• Breakdown of worker by position, sex and
contract type (producer)


• Worker wage breakdown (producer and workers)


• Yield and farm size and structure (producer)


• Trainings and workplace accidents (producer and
workers)


• Harassment incidents (workers)


Sector-country Data


• Legal working hours per week and year


• Minimum wage and overtime pay requirements


• Maternity leave length and pay requirements


• Currency inflation and exchange rates


SCOPE | DATA SOURCES
Impact calculation makes use of both primary and secondary data
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Results
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The farm and other producers
This section reveals that the largest impacts at the
farm are underpayment in the value chain, the
occurrence of harassment and gender
discrimination. The fact that these three impacts
are the largest aligns with the general trend of
agricultural production, as all three reflect
prominent societal issues both in the sector and
across the world.


The results of this analysis should be seen in the
light of the volume and price of the produced
product (in this case mangos). Due to the large
volume and high price of mangos produced, the
totality of the social costs may seem high when
out of the context. In reality, these costs are
proportional to those created by other producers.


The Social Impact Scan quantifies and monetizes the
impact of cultivating and producing agricultural
products. The resulting impact information can be
used to understand how impacts are created and
how processes can be changed to promote
sustainability and human rights.


The SIS focuses specifically on the negative impacts
of cultivation and production. While these processes
also result in many positive effects for different
stakeholders, they are not the focus of the True
Price method, which quantifies and monetises
breaches of human rights.


The results of this SIS thus describe the social cost of
human rights breaches that are created through
mango production. These costs supplement financial
costs but are not reflected in the market price of a


product; they are not paid by the farm, retailer or
consumer but are paid by different societal groups
(e.g., employees, women and children).


While these costs are currently borne by these
groups, understanding and measuring these costs is
the first step towards eliminating and/or
internalising them. The process for this will pose
many challenges, but these can be overcome
through the joint collaboration of all members of the
mango value chain.


Importantly, this SIS does not assess the cost of
adjusting cultivation and production processes to
internalise/eliminate social costs. Typically, the cost
for doing so is less than the total social costs,
however confirmation of this would need to
assessed through a separate analysis.


RESULTS | CONTEXT
Impact results define the total amount of external social costs that results from mango production at the farm
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RESULTS | BREAKDOWN TOTAL COSTS
This assessment indicates that the total social costs are €0.24 per kg of mango


Total social costs: 
0.24 €/kg of mango


Occurrence of harassment € 0.13


Gender discrimination € 0.06


Underpayment in the value chain € 0.05


Social impacts € / kg of 
mango


Retail Price


Social impacts
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The largest social impact on the farm is the
occurrence of harassment. This impact assesses
multiple different forms of harassment including
verbal/physical and sexual/non-sexual.


Impact drivers


The occurrence of harassment is mainly driven by
severe physical sexual harassment and non-sexual
physical harassment. The former driver in particular
has a high costing factor and greatly raises external
costs if it occurs.


The harassment costs for the farm are primarily
driven by the harassment of one worker. Several
incidents of this worker experiencing every type of


harassment (except for non-severe, physical sexual
harassment) were reported. These incidents were
reported to supervisors, who responded to the
incidents by discussing it with the perpetrator(s). It
can be inferred from the responses that the
perpetrator(s) are still employed by the farm.


One additional incident of verbal non-sexual
harassment was recorded. However, all incidents
seem to occur infrequently, and do not suggest a
culture of harassment at the farm. Instead, the cost
is driven by the actions of select individuals. The
farm is thus well on the way to eliminating
harassment entirely and should continue to develop
its response and prevention systems accordingly.


CONCLUSION | OCCURRENCE OF HARASSMENT
The largest social impact is the occurrence of harassment


Occurrence of harassment breakdown


Workers experienced non-physical 
harassment (non-sexual)12,59%


Workers experienced non-physical 
sexual harassment14,94%


Workers experienced physical 
harassment (non-sexual)26,52%


Workers experienced physical sexual 
harassment (non severe)0,00%


Workers experienced severe physical 
sexual harassment45,26%


Labour force to be audited for 
harassment0,68%
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Suggestions for improvement


The farm currently has a grievance mechanism
established where the immediate supervisor
receives grievances from their subordinates and the
head of the section resolves the incidents. Despite
this, the farm itself records no incidents occurring in
2020, contrary to the worker responses. This
indicates a breakdown in the grievance mechanism,
where incidents are not being reported to higher
management.


The workers do largely report that it is clear who to
report incidents to and the farm reports that all male
workers are provided sexual harassment training.


One method of improvement may be to also provide
female employees with sexual harassment training,
ensuring that they are aware the farm takes
incidents seriously and where to report incidents to.


Another suggestion would be to consider more
severe punitive action for known harassers,
especially of severe sexual harassment. However, it
is unclear to what extent this would be effective.


CONCLUSION | OCCURRENCE OF HARASSMENT IMPROVEMENT
Occurrences of harassment can be improved through trainings and strengthened grievance mechanisms


Why take action?**


1. Sexual harassment is a violation of human rights


2. Sexual harassment is prohibited under national
law


3. Decreased sexual harassment improves
business by increasing productivity and
decreasing attrition rates and absenteeism


* Source: https://www.csrafrica.com/media/1053/bsr_womens_safety_in_the_workplace-
helping-business-prevent-sexual-harassment.pdf
** This is only a selection of reasons. The toolkit ‘Helping Business Prevent Sexual 
Harassment’* provides more information, advice and actions.



https://www.csrafrica.com/media/1053/bsr_womens_safety_in_the_workplace-helping-business-prevent-sexual-harassment.pdf
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The second largest impact is gender discrimination.
This impact looks at multiple factors, including the
amount to which women are paid less than men for
equal work, legal maternity leave is not provided
and women are not offered the same opportunities
for promotions as men.


Impact drivers


Importantly, the farm pays women equally for equal
positions. The impact gender discrimination is
instead driven primarily by the failure to provide the
legal length of maternity leave. This value is caused
by temporary and permanent female workers
indicating they are not entitled to this leave, as


specified by the law. This impact is also partially
driven by the lack of female managers and
supervisors. This reality indicates that women are
not being offered similar promotion opportunities to
men.


CONCLUSION | GENDER DISCRIMINATION
This true price assessment indicates that gender discrimination is the second largest social impact


Gender discrimination breakdown


Female workers without maternity 
leave provision84.82%


Value of denied maternity leave6.07%


Wage gap from unequal pay in similar 
position0.75%


Wage gap from unequal 
opportunities6.90%


Labour force to be audited for 
discrimination1.47%
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Suggestions for improvement


It is unclear what is driving the lack of provided
maternity leave. It may be the case that female
workers are simply unaware of the rights and
benefits of their position. If this is the case, one
method for improvement is to set a written policy
that all women are entitled to the legal amount of
maternity leave, as per their position, and ensure
that all female employees are aware of this. If,
instead, female employees are actually not being
provided maternity leave, it may be the case that an
audit system will have to be established, that
regularly ensures that women are being provided
with their legal leave, where necessary.


Additionally, there a three interventions that can
help reduce the gender representation of high-
paying positions. The first is to track the length of
time male and female employees are in similar
positions and promote them in a similar timeframe
as men. The second is to advertise positions
specifically towards women or otherwise to alter
posted positions so that they attract more female
applicants. A third intervention is to introduce or
strengthen a gender committee (see box on the
right).


CONCLUSION | GENDER DISCRIMINATION IMPROVEMENT
To improve gender discrimination, maternity leave provision and female management representation will need to be improved


Introducing or strengthening the gender 
committee*


A gender committee can make women workers’
voices heard and their needs addressed. This is
necessary to guarantee that employment benefits
male and female employees equally.


• Involve the gender committee in an effective grievance
mechanism.


• Make sure that the side benefits of employment benefit
women as much as men.


• Offer training to committee members on their role,
leadership skills, communication skills and how to
efficiently handle harassment cases.


* See www.csrafrica.com for more information about gender committees



http://www.csrafrica.com/
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Underpayment in the value chain measures the gap
between workers wages and the minimum and
living wage in their area.


Living wage


The living wage is the wage a worker would need to
be paid to afford a decent standard of living in their
area. This includes decent housing, a decent and
varied diet, adequate insurance and social security
and decent savings (in case of emergencies).


Impact drivers


The calculated wage gap for farm employees is €445
per FTE. This value is an average gap for an employee


earning below a previously established Ivory Coast
living wage of €1,633.* Of the employees, 64% (210
out of 327 workers) earn below the living wage.


The employees who earn above a living wage are
exclusively higher management. Lower skilled
workers and even lower-level management all have
various living wage gaps. While the process of
raising wages may have to be done gradually, the
best way to begin reducing the living income gap is
to increase the minimum wage of the lower skilled
positions. When possible, this can be followed by a
scaling up of the wages of all positions.


CONCLUSION | UNDERPAYMENT IN THE VALUE CHAIN
This assessment indicates that the average wage gap for farm employees is €445 per full-time equivalent (FTE)


Underpayment in the value chain 
breakdown


Wage gap workers earning below 
minimum wage0.00%


Wage gap workers earning above 
minimum wage but below decent 
living wage


98.71%


Labour force to be audited for 
insufficient wages1.29%


* The living income value used for Ivory Coast is based on a reference value published by the Global living wage coalition.



https://www.globallivingwage.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/Rural-Cote-dIvoire-LW-Reference-Value_EN_FINAL.pdf
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CONCLUSION | UNDERPAYMENT IN THE VALUE CHAIN WAGE DISTRIBUTION
The external costs of Underpayment in the value chain amount to €0.05 per kg of mango


* The wage distribution of farm employees was calculated by Impact Institute based on data provided by the producer.
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Due to the short period where mangos are picked,
graded and packed, the farm hires a large number of
temporary workers. These workers are employed for
4-5 months on average (40% of an FTE) and are paid
the lowest average salary at the farm.


This short period of employment for temporary
workers requires a different method for calculating
the living wage gap than for permanent employees.
The gap for temporary employees is estimated on
the hypothetical situation where the temporary
worker would be hired year-round at the farm.


The reported pay and benefits for temporary
employees is originally given per month. This is then


used to estimate the total pay and benefits these
employees would receive if they are employed for
an entire FTE (yearly). The FTE wage is then
compared to the living wage for the area and
multiplied by the amount of labour required to
produce a kilogram of mangos, to provide the total
living wage gap specific to mango production.


While the farm does have a living wage gap for
temporary workers (€178 based on the average of
40% of an FTE worked), most of the temporary
workers reported that the farm pays highly in
comparison to other local jobs. This suggests that
the farm is much farther in its progress towards
paying a living wage than other local organisations.


CONCLUSION | UNDERPAYMENT OF TEMPORARY WORKERS
Based on the FTEs worked, the yearly living wage gap for an average temporary worker is €178
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The assessment indicates that the farm performs
well on certain indicators, with external costs
nearing 0.


Gender pay gap


The farm has virtually no gender pay gap. All workers
report being paid equally for equal work, even at the
level of managers and supervisors. This is a good
step towards establishing equal female
representation through the workplace.


Harassment


There is no doubt that the costs for harassment at
the farm are significant and should be addressed.


The main cost for this impact, though, stems from a
few incidents and does not seem to represent the
culture of the workplace overall. If these more
isolated incidents are handled well, the farm is well
on its way towards eliminating both sexual and non-
sexual harassment.


Temporary workers pay


The living wage gap of temporary workers is wider
than any other type of worker. However, many of
the workers state that the job pays better than
average or very well. This indicates the farm may be
closer to the closing the gap than other businesses
in the area.


CONCLUSION | WHAT THE FARM IS DOING WELL
The farm does well on a variety of indicators, in particular, the gender wage gap of permanent and temporary workers
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APPENDIX
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Underpayment in the value
chain
The gap between workers’ wages, the
local minimum wage and the local living
wage


Gender equality
The value of the pay gap between
female and male employees along the
value chain


Negative effects on employee
health & safety
The occurrence of accidents in the value
chain and cost of workers performing
work in unsafe conditions


Occurrence of harassment
The occurrence and cost of sexual and
non-sexual harassment towards workers
in the value chain


Excessive and unpaid overtime
The value of unpaid and excessive
overtime worked


Lack of social security
The cost of not providing legally
required social security benefits


Freedom of association
The impact of denying workers the right
to join unions or other work-related
organizations


Forced labour
Presence of forced labour in own
operations and in the value chains


APPENDIX | STANDARD SOCIAL IMPACT SCAN IMPACTS
This standard list of Social Impact Scan impacts includes 9 social impacts


Child labour
Presence of child labour in own
operations and in the value chains
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The data collection was performed as in-person
interviews by EMC. Interviewers from EMC travelled
to the farm to interview the producer and workers
using an Impact Institute created questionnaire
(translated into French by EMC).


EMC interviewed 30 workers out of the 585 total
workers at the farm. This is about 5% of the total
workers, but 9% of the workers specifically related
to mango production. The workers were interviewed
1-on-1 and their responses were subsequently
anonymised. This process is utilised to ensure the
most accurate and honest responses possible.


The producer was also interviewed in person by EMC
and the collected data was compiled and sent to
Impact Institute for analysis.


As previously noted, the collected data was
combined with sector-country data where primary
data was missing or contextual data (like minimum
wage or legal work hours per week) where
necessary.


APPENDIX | DATA COLLECTION
EMC interviewed 30 workers and the producer in 1-on-1 interviews


Secondary data sources


• Africapay.org (public website, accessed July
2021)


• Living Income Community of Practice (LICOP) 
(private, peer-reviewed study, accessed July
2021)


• Impact Institute GID (international database, 
accessed July 2021)


• ILO (international database , accessed July
2021)


• World Bank (international database , accessed
July 2021)



https://africapay.org/kenya

https://www.living-income.com/single-post/2018/09/26/c%C3%B4te-d-ivoire-validating-the-living-income-benchmark-for-cocoa-growing-regions

https://www.impactinstitute.com/products/global-impact-database/

https://www.ilo.org/dyn/travail/travmain.sectionReport1?p_lang=en&p_structure=3&p_year=2011&p_start=1&p_increment=10&p_sc_id=2000&p_countries=ZA&p_countries=KE&p_print=Y

https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/FP.CPI.TOTL.ZG
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Limitations


• The scope of this Social Impact Scan was limited
to the cultivation step


• The impacts Child labour and Forced labour were
excluded from the true price assessment due to
expected materiality


• The results calculated are dependent on the
quality of the data received. Where gaps exist,
calculations were adjusted or data was
supplemented from secondary sources


• Excessive and unpaid overtime, lack of social
security, negative effects on employee health &


safety and lack of freedom of association were
excluded due to the results of the previous
assessment, however, the farm was not assessed
in the previous scan and may have produced a
result for these impacts


Assumptions


• The farm did not provide reliable numbers
regarding male and female manager and
supervisors hired; Impact Institute filled this gap
based on the representation of these workers on
other mango farms


• The living wage value used was an Anker & Anker
calculated value for rural Ivory Coast; it is


assumed this value can be applied to the mango
producing northern Ivory Coast as well


• At times, worker reported wages were in yearly
sums and monthly sums, some assumptions had
to be made to clarify the length of time over
which the wage was reported in to bring them all
to a comparable value


APPENDIX | LIMITATIONS AND ASSUMPTIONS
The results from the Social Impact Scan of mango production has certain limitations and utilises various assumptions
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APPENDIX | METHODOLOGY AND RESOURCES
These resources detail the development and use of the True Pricing methodology


Impact Institute works together with the
organisation True Price to apply True Pricing. Part
of the vision of True Price is to make it a standard
for all products. To do this, the process for
conceptualising true prices and the methodology
for calculating them must be made public. True
Price is in the process of making these open-
source, together with a.o. Wageningen University,
ABN AMRO and Rabobank.


The four publications presented on the right detail
the conceptualisation, vision and monetisation of
true price impacts. Examples of these
methodologies in use can be seen in the variety of
case studies published on impactinstitute.com.


Principles for True Pricing
This principles explain how true
prices utilise human rights and
other international conventions
as the basis for their
quantification and
monetisation.


A roadmap for true pricing
The roadmap details the vision
of realising a sustainable
economy through True Pricing.
It is the first in a series of open-
source publications about True
Pricing.


Monetisation Factors for True 
Pricing
Monetisation factors exchange
quantified impacts into
monetary values. All factors are
researched and established by
external organisations.


Framework for Impact 
Statements
Here, the Impact Pathway
methodology for determining
the impacts created by an
organisation are set out, as well
as an indicative list of impacts.



https://www.impactinstitute.com/publications/

https://www.impactinstitute.com/framework-for-impact-statements/

https://trueprice.org/monetisation-factors-for-true-pricing/

https://trueprice.org/principles-for-true-pricing/

https://trueprice.org/a-roadmap-for-true-pricing/#:~:text=The%20true%20price%20is%20the,by%20making%20hidden%20costs%20transparent.&text=This%20vision%20paper%20proposes%20a,true%20pricing%20at%20its%20core.
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Introduction
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Impact Institute performed a Social Impact Scan on the Jumbo mangos sourced from Ivory Coast


Jumbo is a supermarket chain based in the
Netherlands, holding a share just over 17% of the
Dutch market. As a part of their Human Rights
policy, Jumbo has defined a due diligence process,
which, among other steps, includes researching
high-risk commodities such as mangos sourced from
Ivory Coast.


Although secondary sources and sector information
help Jumbo prioritize and assess between origins
and commodities, it does not yet show the current
situation at the farms from which Jumbo sources or
points of improvement to be focused on for these
farms.


To gain these specific insights into their value chain,
Jumbo contracted EMC and Impact Institute to
perform a Social Impact Scan1 and provide Jumbo


with a quantitative social impact assessment of
their sourcing farm(s).


This document presents the process and interim
results of the present study and recommendations
for follow-up studies. First the study set-up and data
collection are discussed, after which interim results
of the different impacts are given, including
recommendations on how to move forward.


Due to delayed data collection, the Social Impact
Scan could only provide interim results with the
available data and collecting additional data is
recommended.


INTRODUCTION | MANGOS FROM IVORY COAST


1 Developed and tested in collaboration with Hivos in the 


floriculture sector.
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A Social Impact Scan involves the quantification and
monetisation of the social and human impacts
included in a true price (excluding the
environmental impacts).


True Pricing, the method of calculating a true price,
uses human rights as its starting point. A true price
quantifies the extent to which the creation and sale
of a product violates the human rights of all
stakeholders involved, including the environment
and society-at-large.* These costs are then
monetised (exchanged from footprints to monetary
units) using established monetisation factors.


Monetised impacts give an actionable perspective
for improvement. Presenting impacts in monetary
units allows us to directly compare impacts to a
product’s market price and other products. It
highlights the relative urgency and drivers of the


different impacts. Based on the monetary values,
resources can be allocated to reduce the highest
costs in the most efficient manner.


Using the social costs of roses as an example (on the
right), the Social Impact Scan highlighted the
relatively high cost and prevalence of harassment in
rose production. With this knowledge, the farms
involved can work to reduce their social costs by
allocating resources towards ending worker
harassment.


INTRODUCTION | THE SOCIAL IMPACT SCAN
The Social Impact Scan is an application of true pricing that calculates the social costs of a product


Case example: The social cost of roses


Together with Hivos, Impact Institute performed a Social
Impact Scan, calculating the social cost of a Kenyan rose.
It was discovered that, on top of the retail price of €1.11,
the social costs amounted to €0.12 per rose. The largest
drivers of this impact are harassment (€0.06) and wages
and social security (€0.02).


€ 0,06


€ 0,02


€ 0,01


€ 0,01


Harassment Wages and social security


Freedom of association Health and safety


Gender equality Overtime


€0.12


€1.11


Further information on our methodology and a selection of
resources can be found towards the end of this report, or
through this link.


The true price method is in line with
the OECD Guiding principles on
Business and Human Rights.
It serves as a tool for human rights due
diligence and provides information on
reparation and compensation costs
(remedy) and the costs of prevention.


*More information on True Pricing’s relation to human rights due diligence can be found in Annex I.



https://trueprice.org/monetisation-factors-for-true-pricing/
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Approach
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The Social Impact Scan is a quantitative assessment
of social impacts. It is based on primary data
collected through two questionnaires: one directed
at workers, and one directed at farm management.
For this study, Impact Institute’s partner EMC
Conseil collected data in Ivory Coast.


Impacts in scope


Value chain partners
Two farms that supply to Jumbo were in scope for
assessment. These farms harvest mangos in the
north of Ivory Coast, where they are shipped to
Abidjian and then Rotterdam. In Rotterdam they are
received and finally sold throughout the
Netherlands by the retailer Jumbo.


Workers population and intended sample size


Geography
Both farms are located in northern Ivory Coast.


APPROACH | STUDY SET-UP
The Social Impact Scan measures six impacts on two farms in the North of Ivory Coast


Farm 1 Farm 2


Permanent 
workers


40


Temporary 
workers


265


Management 4


Planned sample 28


Permanent 
workers


11


Temporary 
workers


370


Management 8
Planned sample 29


Harassment


Health and safety


Freedom of association


Wages and social security


Overtime


Gender Equality
The location of the farms
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Data collection was performed by EMC Conceil. EMC
is Impact Institute’s local partner, specialising in
marketing research, opinion poll and social research.
Farm contact
EMC was put into contact with the farms through
the value chain partners of Jumbo. After initial issues
in getting to talk to the right person, contact was
established. However, it soon turned out that Farm 2
was unable to provide respondents for a sample as
the harvest was over and temporary workers had
left the farm. Thus, data collection was done only at
Farm 1. For this farm, EMC did not initially receive
the correct contact details, which caused confusion
for the project team, as well as a delay in planning.
Logistics
The EMC data collectors travelled to the different
parts of the farm to interview respondents, as the


farm is split between two office stations and
different harvesting areas.
Due to Covid-19 measures, interviews were
conducted at a safe distance and in smaller groups.
Respondents
A total of 19 respondents from Farm 1 were
interviewed. They came from a local town
surrounding the farm.
Sample
Since the harvest season had ended prior to the
data collection, the sample was not representative
of the farm workers active during the mango
harvesting season. Of the respondents, 10 were
temporary workers, 9 were permanent workers and
all were male. In contrast, the harvest season at
Farm 1 has 34 permanent workers and 152 temporary
workers, 76% of which are female.


APPROACH | DATA COLLECTION
Data collection was limited due to short timelines and the impact of Covid-19 on data collection methods


Recommendations


▪ Farm contact. Provide complete contact details
for people able to facilitate the research.


▪ Timing. Ensure data collection takes place
during the mango harvesting season.


▪ Logistics. Coordinate with farms well ahead of
time to arrange a date where the workers can
be brought to one location.


▪ Logistics. Review optimal circumstances to
interview respondents based on (updated)
covid-19 restrictions.


▪ Sample. Plan for the availability of respondents
needed for a representative sample with the
farm.
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Interim results







Copyright 2020 Impact Institute. All rights reserved. 10


As a result of the earlier described challenges in
sampling for this study, the collected data sample
was incomplete. The lack of female respondents
made it impossible to calculate results for gender
equality and harassment, while a lack of contextual
information and worker responses impeded the
calculation of overtime and freedom of association.
The quality of the data that was collected was high,
and especially the producer questionnaire provides
useful insights on two impacts: health & safety and
wages and social security.
As such, interim results are presented in two ways:
▪ Interim results and recommendations on Health


& Safety, Wages and Social Security
▪ Brief note on method and reflections for Gender


Equality, Harassment, Overtime and Freedom of
Association


From the current sample and secondary sources,
overtime and freedom of association do not come
forward as impacts of particular risk. For harassment
and gender equality, it is recommended to gather
additional data before making any statements on
materiality.


INTERIM RESULTS | OVERVIEW
The collected data only allowed for the calculation of Health & Safety and Wages and Social Security 


Harassment


Gender Equality


Health and safety


Wages and social security


Included with quantitative analysis


Additional data collection required
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The impact ‘Health and safety’ measures the extent
to which an organisation does not cover injuries
(mental or physical) that occur in the workplace and
the extent to which workers follow legal and
workplace health and safety measures. The
calculation of this impact includes measuring the
provision of health and safety training, use of
personal protective equipment and the occurrence
of accidents in the workplace.
Interim result
According to our calculations, the farm’s Health and
Safety externalities amount to €0.04 per kilogram of
mangos. These costs are primarily driven by work
done without the proper personal protective
equipment (PPE) with a small influence from the
costs of auditing the labour force and ensuring that
H&S practices are followed.


Health and safety training
According to the answers of the respondents, it was
found that 37% of workers were not adequately
trained in health and safety measures. All temporary
workers reported receiving H&S training, whereas
only two out of nine permanent workers reported
having received this training.


Personal protective equipment (PPE)
Only five out of 19 respondents answered questions
related to PPE, two of which mentioned that not all
work is performed with necessary PPE. This includes
wearing gloves, boots, suits, hats and masks. While
the current result concludes that only 1% of all
pesticide work (the only work requiring PPE) is
performed without proper equipment, this result
may change with more information. The farm could
do more to ensure that all employees are working


with proper PPE.


Accidents
According to the producer, compensation for
accidents to workers are covered by the farm, but
payment is given informally. There were no
accidents reported by workers, so the accuracy of
this cannot be confirmed.


INTERIM RESULTS | HEALTH & SAFETY
The social costs on health & safety at Farm 1 amount to €0.04 per kilogram of mangos


Farm recommendations
• Training. Ensure all permanent workers are


given proper H&S training by the farm
• PPE. Improve systems ensuring that all


workers are wearing proper PPE when
working


• Accidents. Integrate payment for incidents
into the contracts of employees
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The impact ‘wages and social security’ measures the
gap between the wage plus the contribution to
employees’ social security and the living wage in the
region. Based on the responses, this impact is mainly
driven by the low pay of temporary workers. This
includes the lack of contributions from the farm
towards their pensions, health and unemployment
benefits.
Interim results
According to our calculations, wages and social
security externalities amount to €0.02 per kilogram
of mangos.
Payment
The interim results concluded that, while permanent
workers are paid above the living wage, some
temporary workers are not. This is calculated
through comparison of the stated wages of


employees with a living wage for rural Ivory Coast,
€1,593 per FTE (one year of full-time work).1


Temporary workers are paid €1,583 per FTE on
average, giving an average wage gap of €3 per FTE
per year.
Despite the wage gap, the sample of temporary
workers interviewed indicated that the farm paid
well and is preferrable over other positions. This
indicates that the farm may be ahead of other farms
or sectors in terms of paying a living wage but can
still make progress.
The living wage used is calculated according to the
Anker & Anker method, by the Anker Research
Network.


Social security
The farm does offer pension payments for all
permanent workers but not for temporary workers.
No payments towards unemployment or health
systems are made for any employees.


INTERIM RESULTS | WAGES AND SOCIAL SECURITY
The social costs on wages and social security at Farm 1 amount to €0.02 per kilogram of mangos


Farm recommendations
• Payment. Research methods to close the


underpayment gap for temporary workers
• Social Security. Develop processes to ensure


the payment of pensions and other social
security measures for both permanent and
temporary farm workers


• Closing the gap. Develop a process for
auditing these impacts at farm level. This will
ensure progress towards closing the gap



https://www.globallivingwage.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/Rural-Cote-dIvoire-LW-Reference-Value_EN_FINAL.pdf
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The living income used for this study was calculated
Anker & Anker method, by the Anker Research
Network.
The living income calculated was broken into four
categories: decent food, decent housing, non-food
and non-housing monthly costs and an additional
5% for emergencies. Combined, these costs
compose the monthly living income for a household
of 2 adults and 4 children. For the purposes of this
assessment, the living income was transformed into
a living wage per FTE, by calculating the FTE
available in a 2 adult, 4 children household using the
Anker & Anker methodology.
The EUR/FTE living wage was then used to calculate
the living wage gap for workers at the farm. To do
so, the average financial wage of four employee
categories were calculated: temporary general


workers, permanent general workers, managers and
supervisors. The average wages for these groups
were then compared to the living wage to provide
living wage gaps. The gaps were then averaged
(with a weighted average) to give the overall living
wage gap per FTE at Farm 1.
On the right, we have provided a wage ladder, for
visualisation, of the average financial wage
compared to both the minimum wage and living
wage in Ivory Coast. It can be seen that the farm
pays employees, on average, above the living wage,
but some employees still fall below this line.


INTERIM RESULTS | WAGES COMPARISON
Farm 1 pays workers, on average, above the minimum wage but below the living wage


0
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wage


Ivory Coast wage comparison EUR/FTE



https://www.globallivingwage.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/Rural-Cote-dIvoire-LW-Reference-Value_EN_FINAL.pdf
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As previously mentioned, the lack of female
respondents impeded the calculation of gender
equality and harassment, while a lack of contextual
information and worker responses made the
calculation of overtime and freedom of association
impossible. As a result, the available data is
insufficient to draw conclusions from. This section
gives a brief overview of what these impacts
calculate and why the calculations could not be
completed.
More resources on the true price methodology for
calculating impacts are given in appendix 2.
Gender equality
Gender equality measures to which extent women
earn lower salaries than their male counterparts. As
no women were available during data collection,
gender equality could not be calculated.


Harassment
Harassment includes the unwanted intimidation of
workers by their colleagues or managers. The
impact is based on a calculation split into four
categories: sexual/non-sexual and physical/non-
physical harassment. Among the respondents, there
were no reported instances of harassment. It should
be noted that in general, most cases of harassment
are reported by women and no women were
interviewed.
Freedom of association
Freedom of association measures the extent that a
workplace separates workers from the ability to
unionise or join or form formal work-related groups.
The respondents indicated that they were not
aware of union related to their work but would like
to join one if possible. As such, no negative impact is


found. However, the producer could explore how to
support worker unionisation further.
Overtime
Overtime measures the extent to which unpaid and
illegal overtime occurs at a position. The producer
indicated that overtime pay corresponds with local
labour law. Some instances of overtime were
recorded by the respondents interviewed, but they
did not record the amount that was paid for it. As
such, it is not possible to verify the producer’s claim.


INTERIM RESULTS | OTHER IMPACTS
The impact of gender equality, harassment, freedom of association and overtime could not be calculated


From the current sample and secondary sources,
overtime and freedom of association do not come
forward as particular risk impacts. For harassment
and gender equality, it is recommended to gather
additional data before making any statements on
materiality.
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Farm 1 was audited by the Amfori BSCI certification
program for the 2017-2018 season. Many of the
performance areas checked by the program match
with the impacts measured by Impact Institute in
the Social Impact Quick Scan. For comparison, the
relevant results of the program will be compared
with the interim results of the Scan.
Child, forced and bonded labour
Child and forced labour were two impacts left out
of scope of the Social Impact Quick Scan, due to
their expected relevance and materiality. It is
important to note, though, that the certification
audit confirmed this expectation. Farm 1 received
the highest rating, A, in both the child and forced
labour performance areas, as no instances of either
were seen at the farm.


Wages
The certification audit provided Farm 1 with an A in
the fair remuneration performance area. They note
that all workers are paid a living wage, when their
wage is combined with the end-of-season bonus.
However, the living wage used for this assessment
is not provided in the audit results.
Impact Institute, in comparison, concludes that
workers are not paid the living wage for the area,
using an Anker & Anker researched value. However,
both Impact Institute and the certification audit
agree in that no workers are being paid below the
legal minimum wage.
Overtime
The certification audit gave Farm 1 an A in the
overtime performance area. It is noted that workers


are always paid overtime according to the law and
their rest hours are respected. It is even reported
that the farm pays above the legal amount for the
first six hours of overtime, choosing to pay the full
150% instead of the legal 115%. This result suggests
that overtime will not be a material impact for the
farm.
Health & Safety
The certification audit did not check for proper
health and safety procedures, as the farm is certified
by GLOBAL G.A.P. The results of the Social Impact
Quick Scan, though, suggest an increase in the
training on health and safety practices may be
necessary.


INTERIM RESULTS | AUDIT COMPARISON
The results of the Amfori BSCI audit of Farm 1 are comparable to the presented interim results
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Recommendations
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Data collection
• Perform data collection during the mango


harvesting season
• Coordinate with farms well ahead of time to


arrange a date where the workers can be
brought to one location


Health & Safety
• Ensure all employees at the farm receive


proper health and safety trainings
• Improve systems ensuring that all workers are


wearing proper PPE when working on tasks
that require these, this will help to close most
of the H&S gap and will prevent unnecessary
accidents that can raise the gap further


Wages and social security
• Research methods to close the underpayment


gap for temporary workers; closing the gap
would reduce the (current) true price most


• Develop processes for ensuring the payment
of pensions and other social security measures
for both permanent and temporary farm
workers


Monitoring
• Develop a process for auditing these impacts


at farm level. This will ensure progress towards
closing the gap


RECOMMENDATIONS | IMPROVEMENT
The results offer some recommendations for moving forward


The initial process of this study has led to interim
results and process reflections that can help to
streamline a follow-up study. This includes
improving on the communication and data
collection processes (detailed right).


Effectively implementing these improvements will
help to entirely eliminate the €0.04 Health &
safety costs (with more training and PPE
monitoring) and significantly lower the €0.02
Wages and social security cost (with improved
benefits and higher temp. worker wages)


Although the results themselves shed light onto
the materiality of certain impacts, further data
collection is necessary to give a complete picture
of the social working conditions at the farms in
scope. The current results will then be used as an
input for scoping and context for new results.


Summary of recommendations
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Appendix
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Vision
We believe one of the greatest opportunities of the
21st century is the realization of the impact
economy: an economy in which work,
entrepreneurship, innovation and technology
engender a better world.


Mission
Our mission is to empower organizations and
individuals to realize the impact economy. We do
this by providing organizations with the tools, data,
training, and services they need to measure, report
and steer on their impact.


Organization
Impact Institute – a spin-off of True Price – is
recognized as a global leader in impact
measurement and valuation. It has contributed to
international frameworks such as the NCP and the
TEEB framework. It developed the first methods
worldwide for true pricing, the integrated profit &
loss, and impact statement.


APPENDIX | ABOUT IMPACT INSTITUTE
Impact Institute enables organizations to measure, report and steer on impact


Selection of clients
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Over 70 years after the adoption of the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights, organisations with
international value chains are still struggling to
ensure these rights are being respected by all
members in the chain.
In-depth studies into production chains can help to
create an integrated picture of a particular value
chain, but do not provide insights into the human
rights violations that occur at different chain
members. Beyond this lack of knowledge, there is a
lack of consensus on the relative importance of
different violations and the harm they create. These
issues make it difficult to objectively measure
human rights violations and track progress towards
their improvement.
True Pricing offers a unique methodology for exactly
this. With either a full true price or a social impact


scan, the human rights violations prevalent in a
product’s value chain can be quantified, monetised
and reported in reference to the market price. This
highlights the extent to which certain violations are
harming society and how prevalent they are in the
chain.


APPENDIX | TRUE PRICING AND HUMAN RIGHTS DUE DILIGENCE
True Pricing enables companies to do quantitative human rights due diligence


Product


External 
costs


Social 
costs


Environ-
mental 
costs


True 
price


Market 
price


Goal


The True Price method is based on 
international agreements and conventions


The true price method is in line with
the OECD Guiding principles on
Business and Human Rights.


It serves as a tool for human rights due
diligence and provides information on
reparation and compensation costs
(remedy) and the costs of prevention.
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Principles for True Pricing
This publication sets out the
underlying principles of True
Pricing as a methodology. It
explains how true prices utilise
human rights and other
international conventions as the
basis for their quantification and
monetisation.


A roadmap for true pricing
The roadmap details the vision of
realising a sustainable economy
through True Pricing. It is the first
in a series of open-source
publications about True Pricing.


Impact Institute works together with the
organisations True Price to apply True Pricing.
Part of the vision of True Price is to make it a
standard for all products available. To do this, the
process for conceptualising true prices and the
methodology for calculating them needs to be
made public. True Price is in the process of making
these open-source, together with a.o.
Wageningen University, ABN AMRO and
Rabobank.
The four publications presented on the right detail
the conceptualisation, vision and monetisation of
true price impacts. Examples of these
methodologies in use can be seen in the variety of
case studies published on impactinstitute.com.


APPENDIX | METHODOLOGY AND RESOURCES
These resources detail the development and us of the True Pricing methodology


Monetisation Factors for 
True Pricing
The monetisation factors
utilised to exchange quantified
impacts into monetary values.
All factors are researched and
established by external
organisations.


Framework for Impact 
Statements
Here, the Impact Pathway
methodology for determining
the impacts created by an
organisation are set out, as well
as an indicative list of standard
impacts.



https://www.impactinstitute.com/framework-for-impact-statements/

https://trueprice.org/monetisation-factors-for-true-pricing/

https://trueprice.org/principles-for-true-pricing/

https://trueprice.org/a-roadmap-for-true-pricing/#:~:text=The%20true%20price%20is%20the,by%20making%20hidden%20costs%20transparent.&text=This%20vision%20paper%20proposes%20a,true%20pricing%20at%20its%20core.

https://www.impactinstitute.com/publications/
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