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Executive Summary 

 
“A change in behaviour can only occur when there is an interest in doing so”  
 
On a daily basis, commodities are being traded and transported worldwide for millions of 
euros. Most commodities are produced in developing nations under relative poor living- and 
work conditions and are directly exported to the industrialised nations. This report focuses on 
the cocoa sector in Ghana and its relation with the international buyers of cocoa.  
 
Increasingly, there are efforts throughout the world to stimulate ‘sustainable’  developments 
but progress is slow. Trans-national corporations (TNCs) are under increased pressure of 
consumer organisations and Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs) to be transparent 
about their product chain, to provide product information and to pay a ‘ fair price’  to the 
farmers. They are developing policies but have difficulties putting it into practise whilst 
respecting the ‘bottom line’  economics. These organisations are competing and have interests 
regarding price, bean quality and regarding a stable, secure supply. Can one multinational 
makes these changes alone? What are the interests in doing so? Will a fore-runner approach 
create first-mover advantages or will investments be in vain if they are not industry-wide? 
 
Consumers are changing purchasing behaviour through awareness and marketing. Consumers 
are the target group of manufacturing companies, which are supplied by the processing 
industry who get their products (sometimes through traders) from the producing countries. 
This mutual dependence requires, for a win-win approach, that the efforts are coordinated in 
order to attain equilibrium of forces in the chain.  
 
There are many other stakeholders involved, all with specific roles, responsibilities and 
interests. To what extend do these stakeholders stimulate or harm initiatives to improve 
sustainable production and an increased farm income? And how can this be optimised in 
order to obtain an integrated approach? 
 
As both ends of the chain are inter-dependent, it is interesting to find convergences as to reach 
a situation where producers, the industry and consumers can co-exist in a sustainable 
partnership. 
 
Ghana (the second largest producer and exporter of cocoa worldwide) is heavily dependent on 
the export revenues associated cocoa. In total, cocoa production accounts for 45% of its 
exports. There are 1.6 million small producers. Ghana is in a process of liberalisation. This 
will creates room for change. How can the industry as a whole, and the farmers specifically, 
best anticipate these changes?  
 
In the case of the cocoa supply chain, a sustainable improvement means an improved farmer 
income. The question however, is how and under what conditions can this be done? The 
success or failure of an attempt to improve farm income or a more sustainable production will 
be determined by the degree to which it is an interest of the actors involved.  
 
With farm income, many aspects converge. Child labour, employment, equity, health, 
educational opportunities, participation and environmental protection are related with 
covering the basic needs at farm level. The main factors that influence the farmers’  income 
are; the size of the farm, the market price of the cocoa bean and the productivity at farm level. 
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The productivity of the Ghanaian cocoa farm is among the lowest in the world. Because the 
productivity is low, the farm income is low. This results in a situation where the farmer has 
difficulties to spend money on farm inputs or to save money at the bank. Access to credit is 
very bad. Thus, the productivity remains low. This cycle needs to be broken. It should be 
broken because it is in the interests of all involved.  
 
Therefore, the objective of this study is:  

“ To identify and assess convergences of interest for stakeholders in the cocoa chain,  
in order  to attain increased farm income and wider sustainable production”  

 
This report takes the reader through the identification of the roles, responsibilities and interest 
of farmers, buying companies, the Cocobod, credit facilitators, extension service providers, 
international traders-, processors and manufacturers. With this overview, the main problems 
and the main convergences of interest are identified. The key six areas are: 1) Increasing 
productivity, 2) High quality, 3) Increasing producer price, 4) Improving organisational 
capacity, 5) Crop diversification and 6) Traceability.  
 
Each area has the potential to serve as an instrument to improve farmer income through 
sustainable production, whilst respecting the interests of the stakeholders involved.  
 
These areas are assessed, both on an individual basis as well as on their inter-relatedness on 
the practical feasibility, the level of convergence (and conflict) related to the area and the 
degree in which farm income is affected. This results in tactical and strategic scenarios. 
 
The added value of this study is that it aims at practical conclusions and recommendations for 
the farmers, the buying companies, input companies and Cocobod in Ghana, as well as NGOs 
and the international cocoa processing industry and manufacturing industry. Furthermore, 
there are concrete suggestions for building private- and public-private partnerships. 
 
The two most important areas where the interests converge are increased productivity and 
bean quality. Improving organisational capacity and increasing producer price, are means to 
attain increased productivity and quality.  
 
In short, this report contains the results of a 2 months stay in Ghana, in which farmers and 
many other stakeholders were interviewed. Besides, it tries to provide more than just an 
overview of results, but attempts to identify the areas where stakeholders in the chain can 
work together, and to assess these areas on the practicalities and translate them into practical 
recommendations for the different stakeholders. 
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1 Introduction 

The main objective of this study is to look at ways to improve the socio-economic situation 
for a large number of smallholder farmers who are dependent on growing export crops, in the 
case of this study, cocoa in Ghana. It is a given fact that economic forces in our global 
economy are determining the way the life of millions in developing countries are organised. 
These forces are strong and channelled through a relatively small number of large 
multinationals like the international buyers and the processing industry. In order to reach a 
sustainable improvement in the income of farmers and the long term prospects for farmer 
communities, we believe that there should be real social, political and also economic 
incentives for multinational companies to help achieve this. We are looking for convergences 
of interest between stakeholders in the vertical supply chain because we believe that in a 
complex and globalising market, in order to accomplish a common goal, sustainable solutions 
have to be based on natural principles of (self) interests, competition and reputation. 
  
In order to identify and assess convergences of interests for different stakeholders in the 
cocoa-chain, we should set out to define a ‘cocoa-chain’ . The cocoa-chain represents the route 
of handling and the merchandising of the (raw) product from the farmer to the processed 
product for the consumer, while receiving a little added value during most steps up the chain. 
Therefore, in general such chains dealing with commodities are also called ‘value chains’   
 
The value chain approach can also help to explain certain aspects of the cocoa industry. It 
analyses the whole range of activities that go towards the creation of the final product and the 
differing rates of return to these activities. In the case of cocoa, the returns that can be 
achieved through branding, differentiation of products and commercialisation can be 
significant (Humphrey 1999).  
 
There are two basic routes for countries to add value to their food producing activities. The 
first is to acquire new functions within a chain (for example, shifting processing to within the 
country, or taking on branding or marketing activities). The second is to move to producing 
products, which command a higher price in the market place (as for Ghana, to produce a 
premium cocoa rather than basic cocoa). 
 
The chain perspective is very important when considering the interrelations and dependency 
between sectors and actors. A change in the consumers’  behaviour will affect the cocoa 
farmers and all the other actors in the chain. This mutual dependence requires, for a win-win 
approach, that the efforts are coordinated in order to attain equilibrium of forces in the chain. 
As presented in this report, in the current state of the world cocoa chain this equilibrium has 
not been achieved yet. 
 
Due to an increased consumer awareness and social accountability for companies, the market 
is starting to incorporate new principles that promote "fair" interactions, mechanisms and 
benefits. Within this context, special attention must be paid to the relation producer vs. 
international buyer in order to direct the chain in a sustainable direction. The identification of 
key issues that would influence the sustainability of the cocoa chain would help decision-
makers to focus future plans on these aspects. Such plans may be based on sustainable 
indicators and actors’  needs, to attain social welfare, economic growth and environmental 
conservation (Triana, 2003). 
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We have focused this study on convergences of interest towards more sustainability in a value 
chain on cocoa because cocoa is a typical ‘cash crop’ . It exemplifies the vertical chain from 
smallholder farmers in developing countries to consumers of luxury products in the western 
countries. As both ends of the chain are inter-dependent, it would be interesting to find 
convergences of interests in ways to reach a situation where producers and consumers can co-
exist in a sustainable partnership. 
 
We have chosen Ghana as a case country because after Ivory Coast, Ghana is the largest 
producer and exporter of cocoa worldwide. Within Ghana, there are different production 
chains (fair-trade and mainstream) and organisational arrangements (cooperatives, individual 
farmers, farmer groups, etc). This provides interesting opportunities to test the differences and 
compare theory vs. practice on various issues. Ghana is in a process of liberalisation, which 
creates room for change. An interesting question is how the industry as a whole, and the 
farmers specifically, can best anticipate these. 
 
Ghana is unique in the way the internal cocoa market is organised. The state (by means of its 
executive body COCOBOD) guarantees fixed producer prices for all cocoa farmers. It has 
control over the internal market because it buys and sells all the cocoa produced in the 
country and it controls the quality of the cocoa beans. At the same time the system is in 
gradual transition from a state monopoly towards a liberalized market. Already the purchasing 
of cocoa form the farmers has been liberalized, which means that there are now many 
different companies buying form the farmer. Nevertheless, these Licensed Buying Companies 
(LBCs) still need official licensing from COCOBOD. Although under some very strict 
conditions LBCs can already export 30% of their produce directly on the world market, LBCs 
are expected to be able to trade more freely in the future. This process of transition may have 
many consequences for the position of farmers, quality, productivity, trace-ability etc, and 
thus provides an interesting object of study and recommendations. 
 
No specific actor within the chain aims to squeeze the farmers. The multinationals are 
becoming more and more interested to look at an integrated approach to improve the 
sustainability of the cocoa chain. But these organisations are also competing and they have 
interests related to the quality of the bean and related to a stable supply. One can only be 
expected to change if it is in ones benefit. So can one multinational makes these changes 
alone? Will this forerunner approach create first-mover advantages or will first-mover 
investments turn out to be in vein if they are not adopted industry-wide? 
 
This report contains the results of a 2 months stay in Ghana, in which farmers and many other 
stakeholders involved in the cocoa trade were interviewed. Besides giving an overview of 
results, it also attempts to identify the areas where stakeholders in the chain can work 
together, and to assess these areas for there practicality and translate them into practical 
recommendations for the different stakeholders.  
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2 Problem or ientation and definitions 

This small chapter serves to give insight in the context within which the research objectives  
(chapter 3) are formulated, and why we have focused on farm income as a very important 
condition for sustainable production. Furthermore, it will provide a brief introduction to the 
current state of affairs in the Ghanaian cocoa chain, giving insight into recent developments, 
the perceived problems and the need for change. 
 
First of all, Ghana – as a country – is heavily dependent on the export revenues associated 
with agriculture and more specifically cocoa. Within the rural sector, there are 1.6 million 
small producers of cocoa who typically hold less then 5 hectares while a large percentage of 
the population derive at least part of their livelihood from the cultivation or marketing of 
cocoa. In total, Ghanaian cocoa production accounts for 45% of exports. With such a large 
amount of exports being associated with cocoa, the income from those exports has a 
significant impact on the economy of the country (Tiffen, 2002: pp.18).  
 
The average cocoa farmer has limited contact with the product market and makes little use of 
fertilisers, insecticides or irrigation-based techniques of production. Smallholder farms 
dominate the sector accounting for about 80% of total agricultural production. Currently 
42.6% of the total population and 51.6% of the rural population lives below the poverty line 
(GPRS, 2003). 
 
We believe that convergences of (economic) interests between producers, suppliers and 
(international) buyers are required in striving for sustainable solutions. The liberalisation 
process will change the roles and positions of the different actors in Ghana as well as their 
interests and opportunities for improvement. Emphasizing an entrepreneurial approach 
providing the right incentives is essential. This sounds very logical, but has not always been 
the departure point of sustainability initiatives in the past.    
 
Multinational consumer brand companies and cocoa processing companies (sometimes called 
‘Trans National Corporations’  or TNCs) in western countries are economic entities, striving 
for profit and continuity. They are in constant competition with each other for market share. It 
is in the interest of most TNCs to have a reliable supply of good quality beans at low costs.  
 
Currently, Cocobod (the responsible state agency for cocoa in Ghana) controls the quality and 
the marketing of cocoa. But the cocoa sector in Ghana is in the process of liberalisation, 
which will affect not only the system regulating the quality and quantity of the cocoa beans, 
but also the roles and responsibilities of the stakeholders as well as the business relations. 
 
Furthermore, the TNCs are under increased pressure of consumer organisations and 
environmental NGO’s to be transparent about their product chain, to provide product 
information and to pay a fair price to the farmers. More and more, TNCs (especially the ones 
that have public exposure) are expected to answer questions like: Where do your products 
come from? How are they produced, grown, harvested and processed? Have the producers 
been treated fair? (P+, 2003). One difficulty is the fact that these TNCs don’ t have any formal 
ownership locally and are thus not officially responsible. Another difficulty is that there is no 
clear and uniform definition of ‘what is fair’  or ‘what is sustainable’ . Nevertheless, NGOs are 
becoming increasingly powerful and ‘dictate’  social and environmental changes by targeting 
the western marketplace and public opinion (PA Consulting, 2002).  
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The most relevant key issue to attain sustainability in the cocoa chain has often been 
identified as farm income. The question however, is how and under what conditions can farm 
income be improved? A considerable amount of field- and academic research has been 
performed on this topic (e.g. Triana, 2003; CREM, 2002 and STCP, 2002). These studies 
have already identified and demonstrated a number of opportunities for improvement. 
 
With farm income, many aspects converge. Child labour, employment, equity, health, 
educational opportunities, participation and environmental protection are related with the 
covering of the basic needs at farm level. That is a basic reason why various initiatives and 
actors are demanding the implementation of local co-operatives and/or fair-traded cocoa 
products. There are many factors that influence the farmers’  income; the most relevant ones 
are the size of the farm, the market price of the cocoa bean and the productivity at farm level. 
 
The productivity at farm level is related with the planted genetic material, maintenance of the 
cocoa plots. Producing more with the same resources is a good alternative for the nature and 
for the economy of the farmer. Therefore, productivity is a basic aspect when aiming for 
sustainability in the cocoa chain. Currently, the productivity in Ghana is very low and there is 
considerable opportunity for improvement (CREM, 2002). Because the productivity is low, 
the farm income is low. This results in a situation where the farmer has difficulties to pay for 
his children’s education, to spend money on farm inputs or to save money at the bank. Access 
to credit is very bad. Thus, the productivity remains low. This cycle needs to be broken.  
 
Productivity can be linked to organisational capacity as well. Organisational capacity is one 
of the key issues identified as a means to improve the situation. A better cooperation between 
farmers could result in better negotiating power and the opportunities for economies of scale 
of farmer vs. traders. Farmers’  unions could translate economic benefits into social ones and 
support farmers on technical aspects to conduct the chain in a more sustainable direction. 
Organisational capacity and cooperation between farmers could improve the farmers’  
relationship with the banks and improve extension services.  
 
In the past, retailers at the end of the chain were hardly involved in initiatives to improve 
sustainability, although these actors are considered the ‘directors’  of the supply chain (CREM 
2002). A focus on sustainable cocoa by the retailers would serve a number of purposes. It 
would help to speed-up current initiatives and would give a commercial interest for 
sustainability to other players in the chain. 
  
Based on the above, we can conclude that the roles and responsibilities as well as the 
interests, threats and opportunities for most of the stakeholders in the cocoa chain in Ghana 
are changing. The main driving forces behind these changes are the liberalisation process, the 
need for economic stability and efficiency, and the emergence of fair trade and corporate 
social responsibility as new forces in a global economy.  
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3 Objectives, strategy, methodology and limitations  

3.1 Research objective 

The main objective of this study is:  
“ To identify and assess convergences of interest for stakeholders in the cocoa chain,  

in order  to attain increased farm income and wider sustainable production”  

 
This conveys a clear objective and thus, implies more of an action, rather than just verifying 
or falsifying a research hypothesis. We have consciously chosen to work with such an 
objective (and related research questions) because we believe the goal is achievable. The 
added value of this study is that it aims at practical recommendations.  
 
The following assumptions form the basis of this objective: 

·  First, recommendations should be based on convergences of interest between some or 
all of the stakeholders concerned, i.e., stakeholders should have an incentive in order 
to be committed and make the solution work (win-win); 

·  It is assumed that such convergences of interest exists and can be identified and 
assessed; 

·  Farm income is the most important aspect of sustainable production, and a 
precondition for most related forms of sustainability. According to many studies (e.g. 
Triana, 2003, CREM, 2000), is crucial. These studies argue that without a stable farm 
income all attempts to improve sustainable production (social and environmental) are 
likely to miss the essential and most necessary change. 

 
There are many definitions of sustainability available in literature. However, a practical 
definition of sustainable cocoa production that we believe to fit our approach best is:  
 
‘Cocoa productions in which the small holder increase or maintains productivity at levels that 
are economically viable, ecologically sound and culturally acceptable through the efficient 
management of resources’  (ACRI/SCP, 2000) 

3.1.1 Key Questions 

In order to achieve this main objective we want to answer some related key questions: 
·  What are the main areas in which farmers can improve their income?  
·  What are the main problems for the farmers to do so? 
·  What are the roles, interests and problems of different primary stakeholders in the 

(Ghanaian) cocoa sector? 
·  What are the issues/areas for convergence of interest of different primary 

stakeholders in Ghanaian cocoa sector? 
·  What are the main problems / conflicts of interest, that arise from these? 
·  How can we assess these problems and win-win potentials in order to meet the 

interests of different stakeholders? 
·  How can we translate these assessments into practical recommendations? 

 
And, in view of the changing corporate and consumer awareness;  

·  What can TNCs do globally to improve farm income? 
·  What can TNCs do locally to improve farm income? 
·  What can be learned from the fair-trade initiatives in this sector, and to what extend is 

it interesting for TNCs to incorporate some or all of the fair-trade principles? 
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3.2 Research strategy 

In order to reach the objectives, the identified problem areas and the areas for convergence of 
interests are assessed for their impact on farmer income and increased sustainable production. 
The analysis will entail a description of the stakeholders’  role and position, an analysis of the 
stakeholders’  interests, and finally an attempt to identify the currently faced problems, 
threats and opportunities.  
 
This study will focus on the internal market in Ghana. The stakeholder analysis will therefore 
be concentrated on three direct stakeholders that are most important in the chain in Ghana: the 
Farmers, LBCs, and Cocobod. Also, the analysis will take the interests and opportunities of 
the international buyers and processors into account. 
 
Within this focus, we have devoted most attention to farmers, because the objective is to 
improve farmer income. The idea is that to attain this, it is best to start asking the farmers how 
they perceive their situation, how they perceive opportunities and threats, and what are their 
wishes and demands for the future.  
 
Another reason why we focused on farmers is because they are the most vulnerable and 
because they - statistically - are a large group their socio-economic situation is considered a 
key aspect for improving sustainable land-use (CREM, 2002 and others). 
 

3.3 Methodology: 

In order to achieve our objective according to the described research strategy, we carried out 
field surveys and stakeholder interviews in both Ghana and the Netherlands.  
 
The following activities were performed during May and June 2003 in Ghana, and some 
weeks both before and after this period in The Netherlands: 
 
Both internationally available literature (academic articles, statistical data, annual business 
reports of TNCs, theoretical background) and more specific local or national data 
(government policy papers, statistical data, press articles, field data from other studies, etc.) 
were consulted whenever available and appropriate. A literature list at the end of this report 
provides an extensive list of references used for this study. 
 
Conducting face-to-face as well as telephone interviews with relevant stakeholders in the 
cocoa chain. Most of these interviews had a basic structure of issues to be addressed; however 
their conduct was mostly semi-structured and associative. Therefore, the nature of these 
interviews is mainly qualitative, and the type of information will vary depending on the 
stakeholder and issues addressed. Stakeholders visited and interviewed outside the field 
survey included: 

·  Departments at Cocobod head office,  
·  Directors or representatives of various LBCs 
·  Farmers’  Union “Kuapa Kokoo”  
·  Input providing companies 
·  International buyers and chocolate manufacturers 
·  Handling and Transport Companies 
·  Development organisations (NGOs and international governmental organisations) 

 
 
Appendix IV provides a full list of all the stakeholders contacted and interviewed in Ghana 
and the Netherlands in the context of this research. 
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On-site visits and guided tours to areas significant for cocoa production and marketing, such 
as: cocoa farms, cocoa research sites, district assembly offices and co-operatives, storage 
warehouses, shipping companies at the port, processing factories, etc.  
 
Extensive Farmer Field Survey (FFS): The core of this survey was an individual farmer 
questionnaire, which gathered both qualitative and quantitative information on various 
economic, agronomic and social issues. This survey was performed as follows: 
 
In order to assess the farmers’  situation, we assembled a research team for in the field. The 
team consisted of 3 couples of an interviewer and a representative of the company that 
provided the logistics (WIENCO). These representatives (or ’promoters’ ) also acted as 
translators during interviews. The three couples split up in different regions over the country. 
See appendix I for the interview questions.  
 

3.3.1 Interview Context 

All three subgroups visited various smallholder farmer villages or ‘communities’ . The 
logistics were arranged by Wienco, a company providing inputs for cocoa, as follows: 
Wienco works through experienced professionals who have worked in cocoa extension 
services (education to improve production) before. They go into the (remote) farmer villages 
to discuss the potential for improved farm practices through the use of inputs. The work that 
they do can be compared with the old extension services CSD used to provide, albeit that they 
have one central message: “You (farmer) can increase your yield and make more profit by 
adopting good and serious farm practices, and an optimal use of pesticides and fertilizer”  
The promoters don’ t sell the inputs themselves. They promote the brands, distribute 
information on farm maintenance and explain the proper use of their products. The company 
provides the inputs through the cocoa input shops, and in addition are setting up a system of 
private distributors. They also supply inputs for the COCOBOD mass-spraying program. 
 
Visits were normally scheduled on the village ‘ taboo day1’ , so that most cocoa farmers could 
be present. Sessions were typically set up as follows:  
First welcoming by the chief and elders and a short introduction of our mission to the farmers 
present (typically 20-100 people). Typically, the introduction included a ceremony of greeting 
and prayer; followed by an explanation about what kind of information we wanted, why we 
wanted it, and a statement about the our independence from the company. This was typically 
followed by an informative talk on farm management and use of inputs by the Wienco 
promoter, followed by questions and a group discussion (see appendix II). 
 
After the group discussion a number of farmers were interviewed individually, where the 
Wienco promoter acted as translator if necessary. In around 40% of the cases, farmers were 
interviewed before the meeting started - as the group was being assembled. This was done to 
prevent a bias for social desirable answers in our interviews, which could be based on the 
information given to them by the Wienco promoter. 
 
In about 40% of the cases farmers were interviewed before the group discussion took place. 
Also not all WIENCO promoters always explicitly stated that they represented a company (as 
their main task there was to give education to the farmers). Around 8% of the interviews were 
conducted outside the context of and without the support of Wienco, but were conducted with 
the logistic support of Conservation International, under the program of the Farmer Field 
School. This initiative is operational in several villages in the Area of Kakum Park in Central 
Region, and the farmers interviewed here were mostly part of a cooperative (Kuapa Kokoo).  

                                                      
1 Taboo day is the day of the week that the farmer does not work on the farm and is expected to participate in 
community work 
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3.3.2 Farmer Group Discussions 

After the informative part, in most villages group-discussions were held in a plenary session. 
Sometimes these group discussions started by an open invitation for questions, and then 
naturally developed. Sometimes the interviewer introduced the topics, and farmers were 
explicitly asked for their views on certain issues. 
The type of information coming from these group discussion was often of a different type 
than the information from the individual interviews, and mostly qualitative. In most cases, 
interaction between farmers, community-leaders raised voices and led to inspired discussions. 
See appendix II. 
 

3.3.3 Farmer Questionnaires 

The farmer questionnaire was developed by the research team in Ghana, and gradually shaped 
and improved by the information we gathered from local stakeholders, until the research team 
split up. Because there were no means of communication during the two-weeks of interviews 
in the villages, the questionnaire needed to be standardised for the three sub-teams to have 
comparable data. 
 

 
Figure 1: Areas visited 

 
173 farmers from 34 different villages over 5 different regions in the country (Ashanti, 
Brong-Ahafo, Central, Northern-Western and Southern-Western Region) were interviewed. 
Please see figure 1. Farmers were selected the following way: 
 
The farmers were asked who was willing to be interviewed individually. Normally about 4-8 
farmers were interviewed per community. Before the selection of farmers to be interviewed, it 
was explained that we didn’ t want to only interview the largest and best performing farmers.  
 
This process was mainly a process of auto-selection, with the community leaders trying to 
meet the conditions we asked for. Although an interview took an average of 30 min, farmers 
were mostly very eager to be interviewed. This was mainly because they tried to make their 
case for help (in forms of input, credit or ‘spread the word’ , or tried to be eligible as a model 
farm) and because of the social prestige. 
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Almost in every community, at least the chief or chief farmer was interviewed (in most cases 
is also the biggest farmer), it was looked after that some of the more marginalized farmers 
were interviewed, in order to have a fair representation of the average standard of living in 
that community.  
 
A potential bias in our selection cannot be quantified because we did not interview all the 
farmers in every community so we can’ t compare this data our sample data. We acknowledge 
that the methodology used does nog exclude the risk of bias for social desirable answers. 
However, considering the lack of time and the enormous advantages of this logistics (in terms 
of efficiency), we are very satisfied with the amount of data we gathered. We also believe that 
the data obtained from the interviews more or less represents the average standard of living 
per community. If there is a bias, however, it is probably towards the wealthier farmers as the 
general rule of ‘ the power of the wealthiest’  also holds true in the process of selecting people 
for interview, especially when farmers feel they can benefit from it.  
 
Appendix I  provides the individual farmer questionnaire, and Appendix I I  gives an overview 
of the topics and questions that were used during the group discussions. 
 

3.4 Limitations 

Goal of this study is to find convergences of interest between stakeholders operating at 
different levels in the value chain. Finding convergences of interest and subsequently finding 
organisational structures to implement them is an interesting exercise for different 
commodities in different resource exporting countries. Of course our focus has been on one 
export commodity (cocoa) in one country (Ghana), which, we hope, can serve as a model 
leading to conclusions and recommendations that can be applied more general. At the same 
time, both Ghana and cocoa have their unique features, which should be taken into account 
when translating conclusions and recommendations from one situation to another.  
 
Within the limits of this topic, of course not all stakeholders were heard, not all regions were 
visited and not all farm practices seen. However, we have interviewed over 170 individual 
farmers in 34 different communities, had group discussions (see figure 1) and spoken to 
relevant stakeholders (mainly TNCs, Cocobod and LBCs). We believe to have obtained a 
fairly good impression of the Ghanaian cocoa sector and, more specifically, the cocoa farmer.  
 
Although the objective was to interview caretakers and seasonal workers as well as 
landowners, only landowners were itnerviewed. The main reason for this is that most 
interviews and group sessions took place in the village, and not on the farm, because of a lack 
of time to visit each individual farm.  
 
There are always limitations due to choices made about the structure of the presented 
information. We chose to structure our research around stakeholders and potential areas for 
convergences of interest because we believe this is important from a practical point of view. It 
may be inherent to this choice that this study fails to assess some other related issues, e.g. 
assessing sustainability indicators or defining the concept of sustainability itself. We feel 
however, that this has done well by others before, and that the strength of a message 
sometimes can be conveyed best by clearly defining its limitations. 
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4 Background on the global cocoa sector   

4.1 Introduction 

In order to identify the main areas of convergences of interest, it is necessary to describe the 
process- and the trade of cocoa as a commodity in the world. This section will discuss the 
main elements of the cocoa chain in the world, considering the current situation of bean 
producers, processors, market and consumption. It will briefly explain the process for bean to 
bar, the build up of profits and margins across the chain and the most relevant sustainability 
issues. 

4.2 Production and consumption: Facts and figures 

Cocoa is grown mainly grown by smallholders. According to Lass (1999) 80% of the total 
world production is done by growers with less than 5 hectares. Ghana has one of the highest 
percentages of smallholders of all cocoa producing countries. 
 
The supply of cocoa is dominated by few countries, the most important producers being; 
Ivory Coast, Ghana, Nigeria, Cameroon, Indonesia, Malaysia and Brazil. These seven 
countries produce about 87% of the market and the four African countries account for 67% of 
the world production. Table 1 presents the world production in the last years. These data 
include the relative small market for ‘organic cocoa’  and ‘ fair trade cocoa’ . It is estimated that 
around 0.1% of the imports to Europe belong to the Fair trade program. Europe is a more 
active market in these initiatives than other markets. “Kuapa Kokoo” in Ghana is one of the 
major traders under this system (Triana, 2003). But its’  share is still very small. 
 
COUNTRY 1997/1998 1998/1999 1999/00 2000/01 
Ivory Coast 1,113 1,163 1,413 1,155 
Ghana 409 398 447 415 
Indonesia 331 390 419 400 
Nigeria 165 198 157 170 
Brazil 170 138 130 155 
Cameroon 115 124 117 120 
Malaysia 65 75 44 37 
Ecuador 30 75 78 80 
TOTAL 2,690 2,808 3,066 2,806 

Table 1: Wor ld cocoa production by country in thousand tonnes (Mt) 

The recent developments in the Ivory Coast have resulted in a vast decline of this countries 
cocoa production. Due to the decrease of the supply of cocoa, the price of cocoa on the world 
market has increased substantially.  
 
Country Yield Country Yield 
Indonesia 940 kg/ha Malaysia 760 Kg/ha 
Ivory coast 590 kg/ha Dominican Republic 236 kg/ha 
Ghana 300 kg/ha Colombia 450 Kg/ha 
Brazil 270Kg/Ha Word average 480 kg/ha 

Table 2: Cocoa yield in different countr ies 
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Productivity (yield per acre) varies highly per country. This is mainly due to differences in 
maintenance, shade management, weed control, the use of fertilisers and pest control inputs 
and the age of the soil / age of the trees. Average yields for different countries are presented 
in Table 2. Please note the fact that Ghana’s average yield is more than three times lower than 
that of Indonesia and almost two times lower than that of neighbouring Ivory Coast.  
 
Consumption patterns: The most important chocolate consuming countries are USA, 
Germany, the UK, France, and Italy.  However, looking at per capita-consumption a different 
picture emerges, the most important countries are Switzerland, Belgium, Denmark and UK.  
 
The global demand for cocoa has increased on average by 3.5% per year and it is projected to 
increase by 1.5 to 3.3% over the next years (Triana, 2003). Some markets as the European 
and the USA market seem saturated but new ones emerge, especially in Russia and Asia. 
Chocolate products are becoming increasingly popular in China, although the consumption 
per capita is still relatively low. In 2000, imports increased more than 90% over the previous 
year. Some producer countries such as Brazil have an increasing domestic market as well. 
 
Demand for specific products such as Fair-trade labelled or organic products is still very low 
although some consumers have become more aware of social issues. Campaigns have been 
promoted in Europe against child slavery on plantations in Ivory Coast. It is argued that the 
low market share of fair trade chocolate is caused by the lack of large-scale distribution, as 
currently the fair-trade chocolate can only be bought in specialty stores. 
 

4.3 The process from bean to bar and Global stakeholders 

There are a number of steps between the raw material – the cocoa bean – and the cocoa 
products that are ready for consumption. To begin with, the beans have to be cleaned and 
roasted, fermented and dried. Next, the beans are ground. The result of the grinding process is 
liquor mass, which after cooling solidifies into liquor blocks. Liquor blocks can be split into 
cocoa cakes and cocoa butter by means of hydraulic pressing. Pulverising cocoa cakes gives 
cocoa powder. Cocoa butter and liquor are used in the production of chocolate (Burger and 
Smit, 2000). Different quality beans significantly affect the grinding process and its 
profitability. This will be further explained in chapter 5.4. 
 
While pure chocolate is an end product of cocoa, it is not the form in which consumers buy 
the product. Their purchases are in the form of thousands of different varieties, such as 
chocolate bars, in solid form or filled, as milk chocolate or dark chocolate, with or without 
nuts and raisins, as pralines, etcetera. The cocoa content of these various products typically 
vary between 5 – 50%, as a sample from our visit to various supermarkets showed. 
 
Processing of cocoa beans takes place predominantly in the consuming countries. (Burger and 
Smit, 2000). The main world processors of cocoa beans are The Netherlands, USA, Ivory 
Coast, Germany and Brazil. Europe as a whole processes 46% of world cocoa, while the USA 
processes 15%.  
 
Cocoa processors are being very dynamic and it has become a key element in the whole 
chain. As presented in Table 3, worldwide five companies process about 70% of the world 
output. These companies are spread over different countries and are active in different sectors 
in the chain. Now more than before they are present in strategic cocoa producing countries 
and diversifying their businesses to grading, buying and shipping. Just near 25% of the cocoa 
is processed in the cocoa-producing countries by mainly divisions of multinational 
companies, under specific fiscal advantages to promote investment (Triana, 2003). 
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Cocoa processors  Tonnes/year 
ADM: Archer Daniels Midland 530.000 
Barry Callebaut 385.000 
Cargill 345.000 
Hamester 165.000 
Blommer 110.000 

Table 3: Ranking companies by volume of cocoa beans ground (Losh, 2002) 

 
Chocolate manufactur ing involves the transformation of cocoa liquor, butter and various 
optional ingredients, such as milk and sugar to a variety of chocolate products. These goods 
appear as unfilled chocolate, filled chocolate, tablets and bars and other products. Cocoa 
represents just about 8%-10% of the total costs of the production of chocolate bars.  
Worldwide, six chocolate manufacturing companies serve 60-70% of the market (Fold, 2000), 
with the four most important presented in Table 4 (Triana, 2003).   
 
Chocolate Manufacturers Tonnes/year 

(cocoa) 
Nestle (Swiss)  230.000 
Hershey (USA)  90.000 
Cadbury 85.000 
Mars 80.000 

Table 4: Main Chocolate manufactur ing companies and its cocoa consumption 

4.4 Prices, profits and margins 

In a free market, prices are defined by a supply/demand relationship, reputation, and quality 
of service, responsiveness in case of problems, insurance terms and available volumes. The 
bean quality characteristics considered are: physical bean quality, fat yield and physical 
characteristics of the fat and quality of flavour. At international trade, the beans are supposed 
to be traded at quality premiums or discounts with the price differential reflecting the intrinsic 
value of the bean based on the cocoa’s origin country. The market considers Ghanaian cocoa 
as “gold standard cocoa”, against which others are judged and differentials paid. Whether 
Ghana is able to maintain this premium throughout the process of liberalisation is unclear.  
 
Variations in price are consequence of short, medium and long-term aspects. In the long term, 
new plantations, production, stocks and prices influence the price. In the medium term, the 
price depends on production, consumption, stocks and the economic situation of consumers. 
Finally, in the short term, the price is affected by speculation, delays in shipment, climatic and 
political problems, and movement of existences in the producing companies. 
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Cocoa prices

0
50

100
150
200
250
300
350

19
71

19
74

19
77

19
80

19
83

19
86

19
89

19
92

19
95

19
98

20
01

years (1971-2002)

A
ve

ra
g

e 
U

$ 
an

d
 S

D
R

Average US cents/lb a/

Average SDRs per
tonne b/ (x 10)

 
Figure 2: cocoa pr ices on the wor ld market in U$ and SDR (ICCO, 2003) 

In most countries quality is not promoted. For example, in most countries, the market system 
encourages the rapid and indiscriminate evacuation of all cocoa from up-country, decreasing 
the quality. In Ghana the price differential still exists, because Ghana keeps its Board 
controlled by the state and control is done at farm level. In Indonesia no differentiation is 
made and there are no incentives to improve quality. 
 
As presented in Table 5, the cocoa prices are volatile. Prices show an increase and a decrease. 
The current world market price is high, due to the cocoa supply problems in the Cote d’ Ivoire.   
 
Period 1995/96 1996/97 1997/98 1998/99 1999/00 2000/01 2001/02 

Oct-Jan 
Cocoa Price SDR per 
tonne2 

1355.4 1476.6 1640.1 1232.0 866.0 940 1253 

Table 5: Wor ld Bean Pr ices in time 

Differences exist in the farmer income within countries, e.g. in Indonesia the local market is 
highly distrusted and trade competition is very strong. Therefore, a transparent market, 
pricing mechanism and lack of export taxes have led farmers to receive directly 90% of the 
world price paid for the crop. While in Ghana it is near 50% as reflected in Figure 3. It can be 
stated that farmers in countries with free market systems have been getting a far higher 
percentage of FOB price compared to the farmers that are working under a board system. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                      
2 The United States dollar-denominated average of the London and New York prices is converted into its SDR 
(Special Drawing Rights) equivalent at the appropriate daily official United States dollar/SDR exchange rate 
published by the International Monetary Fund.  
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Figure 3: Distr ibution of revenues in the cocoa sub-sector  1995 (Tr iana 2002) 

 
An ICCO estimate on the cost of cocoa in percentages of retail price and manufacturing 
selling price – based on the costs of production of solid milk chocolate (without additions) is 
the following:   
 
Share of farm-gate price component in manufacturers selling price   14.8% 
Share of farm-gate price component in retail price     9.8% 
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5 Background on the Ghanaian cocoa sector   

5.1 Introduction 

This chapter will contain a brief description of the cocoa sector in Ghana. Its development, its 
unique features and the main stakeholders involved, from farmer to processing company. 
Since several other studies have already described this quite elaborate, we do not intend to 
give a complete overview of all facts, figures and stakeholders involved here. To give a 
compact overview of the role of cocoa in Ghana however remains essential in the light of our 
report objective. 
 

5.2 Historic development  

The cocoa tree (Theobroma cacao) originally comes from South-America and was introduced 
in Ghana in 1878 by Tetteh Quarshie, who took some seeds with him from a small Island of 
Fernando Po. A year later the first cocoa farm in Ghana was established. In 1911, the cocoa 
yield approached 40,000 tonnes and Ghana became the world largest producer until 1978.  
 
After the war, in 1947, the Cocoa Marketing Board (CMB) was founded. Its mandate was to 
facilitate and promote the growth and sustenance of the cocoa industry in Ghana. Under the 
board, prices were fixed and remained stable within a stated period, which brought relief and 
help to the farmers. By 1951, the annual yield had reached 60 million pounds, which 
represented more than two-thirds of the value of the country’s total export. 
 
Cocoa was originally produced in the Eastern region of the country but, due to disease 
outbreaks, it shifted to the Ashanti and Brong-Ahafo regions from the 1940's onwards. But 
since the mid-1980s production has shifted to the Western region of the country. Smaller 
amounts of cocoa are also grown in the Central and Volta regions. 
 
In 1964 Ghana’s annual production reached an all-time peak of 540 mega tonnes (Mt), 
followed by a slow but steady decline. By the late 1960s, a number of factors combined 
managed to limit severely this vital source of national income. These factors included foreign 
competition (particularly from neighbouring Côte d'Ivoire), a lack of understanding of free-
market forces (government is setting prices), accusations of bureaucratic incompetence in the 
Cocoa Marketing Board, pests and diseases and the smuggling of crops into Côte d'Ivoire. As 
a result, Ghana’s income from cocoa continued to fall dramatically. 
 
In 1983, the year of an all time low production of 154 Mt, an overall economic recovery 
programme was introduced, a part of which was the Cocoa Rehabilitation Project 
(implemented between 1989 and 1995). The implementation of the recovery programme 
produced results, but during the second half of the nineties inflation skyrocketed again due to 
high public expenditures and insufficient private sector participation.  
 
Another development was the internal liberalisation of the purchasing market in1992-93, 
when private companies were licensed as buyers. Under this partial liberalisation the licensed 
buying companies pay the same price to farmers as the state-operated Produce Buying 
Company (PBC). The liberalisation process will be described in Chapter 5.3.2. 
 
Today, Ghana is the second largest producer of cocoa in the world, only exceeded by Ivory 
Coast. With a production of an estimated 430,000 tonnes in the 2002/03 season, the 
production is again on the rise. 
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5.3 Role and Unique Features of Ghana as production and exporting country 

In Ghana, the export of cocoa is the second biggest source of income, after gold mining. 
Ghana’s export accounts for about 15% of global output. In 2001/02 Ghana exported around 
400,000 tonnes of cocoa beans, the main destination for these exports being the Netherlands, 
UK, Japan, Germany and France. Of all cocoa exporting countries, Ghana is the second 
largest producer after neighbouring country Ivory Coast (Ghana just regained its second 
position again in 2002 after Indonesia had surpassed it before, both pivoting around 420 Mt 
now). 
 
In Ghana, currently there are approximately 1,6 million smallholder farmers (and 3,2 million 
workers in cocoa) producing around 420 Mt of cocoa. During the nineties production steadily 
increased again from 293 Mt in 1990. Currently, Ghana’s cocoa accounts for about 35% of 
the countries foreign exchange, and 40% of the governments revenues. The bulk of cocoa 
(both beans, butter and liquor) is exported to the European Union (Tiffen, 2002). 
 
The widespread planting of new hybrids in the Western Region of Ghana has been the major 
contributing factor in the re-boost of Ghana’s production over the last decade or so. Higher 
producer prices particularly since 1993 provided farmers with greater incentives. However, 
the price received was still only around 65% of the world price despite the fact that Ghana 
produces the world’s highest quality bulk cocoa. Furthermore, the recent low prices have 
reduced the price to farmers in dollar terms to similar levels to 1993. 
Unlike most of the surrounding countries, the cocoa sector in Ghana is controlled by the state. 
This also means that producer prices (farm gate prices) in Ghana are fixed, and determined 
every year based on the average and expected world market prices. The consequences of this 
are discussed in chapter 5.3.3 and in Figure 4.  
 
Ghana's state owned Cocoa Processing Company (CPC) has been producing chocolate for 
years. In 1990 CPC's Golden Tree chocolate won five of six gold medals in the International 
Quality Competition held in London by the International Institute for Quality Selections. CPC 
currently sells 90% of its annual 1,500-2,000 tonnes of confectionery output locally and the 
rest is exported to neighbouring countries and the USA. 
 

5.3.1 Premium Quality and Low Yields  

Productivity in Ghana can be calculated around 300 kg/hr/yr (Triana, 2003). This productivity 
is low if compared with other cocoa exporting countries (see table 2). Almost all cocoa 
produced comes from smallholder farms which have little other cocoa-related land use around 
the farms. A smallholder is usually defined as a farm holding less than 5 hectares. Another 
reason for this low yield is the relative old age of cocoa trees used in Ghana, the absence of 
widespread row planting, and several pests (mainly black pod, capsid and mistletoes). 
 
At the same time, Ghana is recognized as the world leader in premium quality cocoa beans, 
and the cocoa enjoys a significant premium on the world market. The main reason it probably 
the strict quality control system in Ghana, combined with a traditional attention for the crop.  
 

5.3.2 The liberalisation process  

In the early 1990s, Cocobod started to liberalize and to privatise cocoa marketing. The board 
raised prices to producers and introduced a new system providing greater incentives for 
private traders. The internal market for buying cocoa was liberalised, allowing for LBCs to 
compete with each other for the farmers’  product.  
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Cocobod agreed to pay traders a minimum producer price as well as an additional fee to cover 
the buyers' operating and transportation costs and to provide some profit. Cocobod still 
handled overseas shipment and export of all Ghana’s cocoa to ensure quality control.  
Another step is the partial liberalization of the Cocobod export monopoly in 2000/2001-crop 
season when eligible LBCs were given the opportunity to export up to 30% of their cocoa 
purchases directly to external buyers without going through the CMC.  
 
The regulations and guidelines specify the criteria for export licenses to be granted, including 
(ministry of Finance): 

·  Only LBCs with the proper infrastructure for internal purchasing 
·  LBCs which had purchased a minimum 10 Mt in the preceding two seasons 
·  LBCs with the ability to demonstrate relevant technical know-how and financial 

resources. 
 
The Export Regulations give the LBCs the right to either export the 30% allowed by their 
license, or to sell it to the CMC at the CMC’s pre-season announced price plus a 
predetermined marketing margin to cover the cost of finance, warehousing, quality control 
and handling. This means that it will only be worthwhile for LBCs to export directly 
themselves if the export price is more than the sum of the local price, the marketing margin, 
and some risk factor.  
 
None of the LBCs eligible exported in 2000/2001, or in 2001/2002. In 2002 only 2 companies 
(Olam and Armadjaro) have a strong international infrastructure, as they are part of a 
multinational company. Three of the companies have, as of July 2001, been issued 
provisional licenses, but in fact they decided not to export during the 2001/02-crop year (yet), 
but rather, act as buying agents for the CMC. From the fact that it took a very long time for 
these licenses to be issued, it can be concluded that Cocobod is not very eager to facilitate al 
the conditions necessary for these LBCs to export directly. Also, International buyers have an 
interest in buying large quantities of cocoa from a stable and reliable supplier. Most LBCs 
are not (yet) in this position. 
 

5.3.3 Ghana’s cocoa ambitions 

In addition to instituting marketing reforms, the government also attempted to restructure 
cocoa production. In 1983 farmers were provided with seedlings to replace trees lost in the 
drought and old trees. In addition, a major program to upgrade existing roads and to construct 
3,000 kilometres of new feeder roads was launched to promote the transportation and sale of 
cocoa from some of the more neglected but very fertile growing areas in the western region. 
Furthermore, the government tried to increase Ghana's productivity from 300 kilograms per 
hectare to compete with Southeast Asian productivity of almost 1,000 kilograms per hectare. 
New emphasis was placed on extension services and the use of fertilizers and insecticides. 
The results of these measures were a rising cocoa production in the early 1990s. Nevertheless, 
there remains a considerable opportunity for further improvement. 
 
In the second half of 2002, the conflict in Côte d'Ivoire (providing about 40% of the worlds 
cocoa supply), and several years of poor global cocoa harvests have soared the price of cocoa 
in world markets. In Ghana, the government has seen to it that farmers note the cocoa price 
hike; payments have risen by some 40 percent compared to the year before. During the course 
of 2002, prices at the world market have almost doubled since the year before, when prices 
were record low. This creates a positive incentive for Ghanaian cocoa farmers, and thus the 
output for the 2002/03 season is expected to be high. Cocobod currently has a target of 
marketing en exporting around 700 Mt by the year 2007. 
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Figure 4: FOB wor ld pr ices vs. Indexed producer pr ices in Ghana, Ivory Coast and Malaysia. 

 
From Figure 4 we can see the indexed (1990=100) producer prices for Ghana, Ivory Coast 
and Malaysia corrected for inflation, together with the world FOB prices in US dollar per 
tonne. In general, producer prices in all three countries more or less follow the trend of world 
market prices. More specific however, we also see that with the fall of world FOB prices in 
the late nineties, the Ghanaian producer price was less affected by the decline than Ivorian 
and Malaysian prices, which are much more determined by the free market, leaving farmers 
more vulnerable to short-term price fluctuations. So, although the Ghanaian farmers get a 
relatively low percentage of the FOB price, they are more protected from price fluctuations on 
the world market. 
 

5.3.4 Fair trade initiatives 

Although fair-trade is not an entirely new concept, the principles of fair-trade were formalised 
in 1988 when Max Havelaar was set up in the Netherlands. The basic precepts of fair trade 
are 1) that the product must have been traded in such a way that the primary producer gets a 
fair or better deal from the trade, 2) a portion of the purchase prices should be paid in advance 
to pre-finance the purchase of inputs by the supplier and 3) the fair-trade company must enter 
into a long-term trading relationship with its supplier. The Max Havelaar Foundation 
guarantees small farmers in developing countries a fair price for their product and 
intermediates in marketing the products, which then bear the Max Havelaar trademark. 
 
Max Havelaar cocoa was launched in October 1993. Kuapa Kokoo, consisting of village 
groups of cocoa farmers, was the first to win a license to trade in cocoa following the 
loosening of Ghana's trade rules in 1993.  
 
Kuapa Kokoo (KK) is a farmers' union (co-operative) and also an LBC. It claims to manage 
the buying process more efficiently for the benefit of the farmers. Twin Trading and SNV 
supported this initiative and continues to do so. Kuapa Kokoo - which means ‘good cocoa 
growers’  - has a mission to empower farmers in their efforts to gain a dignified livelihood, to 
increase women's participation in all of Kuala’s activities, and to develop environmentally 
friendly cultivation of cocoa. Kuapa strives to ensure that all its activities are transparent, 
accountable and democratic, and it can pass on the savings to its members (KK Annual 
Report, 2001/02). 
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In theory, the principles of fair trade are clear and simple, The main principles are to 1) 
eliminate the trade partners and their margins as much as possible, 2) to make farmers 
responsible for the (external) marketing of their own product and 3) to ensure them a price 
that is fair (i.e. at least covers the costs of production). However, it can be argued that in the 
case of Ghana the classic fair trade principles are not fully deployed because of the existing 
state monopoly. All Ghanaian farmers already receive a fixed price, which may or may not be 
higher than the price paid to farmers in countries where the market is fully liberalised. 
Usually, the fixed price is lower. 
 
From Cocobod up to the consumer, the KK cocoa is treated no differently than mainstream 
cocoa, i.e. the same margins go to the same companies. The extra revenue comes from a 
premium on cocoa beans that are sold as fair trade on the world market. This surplus on the 
normal FOB price is eventually expressed in the retail price paid by the consumer. These 
extra revenues (fair trade premium) are transferred to KK and subsequently used to finance 
small community projects (e.g. digging of wells, corn mills). It is however questionable if and 
how the farmers benefit equally from these projects. See also Figure 5 and Table 6. 
 
Also, the effectiveness of the implementation of the principles on farm level displays a more 
mixed picture (field survey, 2003). Some of the farmers that sell to KK say they don’ t receive 
the promised bonuses and argue that they don’ t benefit from any community investments. 
Also, some (poor) farmers complain that it is very hard to get credit from the KK Credit 
Union, as the height of credit is based on previous farm output, and farmers are obliged to 
have savings at a Kuapa Kokoo bank account or at least have some sort of tangible collateral. 
In this way some farmers are, and remain, caught in a vicious circle of low yields and low 
investments, despite the fact that they may sell their cocoa to a co-operative. If asked, these 
farmers do not perceive themselves as a member of the co-operative (field survey, 2003). It is 
furthermore questionable whether combining the function of ‘a co-operative’  and ‘an LBC’  in 
one entity is sound. The two have different objectives, roles and motives. Combining them 
causes confusion and a potential conflict of interest. 
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Figure 5: The fair  trade chain 

 

5.4 The cocoa value chain 

A simple calculation can give an idea of how much of the retail price from a mainstream 
product in cocoa consuming countries goes to the farmer: 
 
An average, a pure chocolate bar contains 50% of cocoa ingredients (cake and butter– 1: 
1,13). This means that roughly 65g of cocoa beans go into 100 grams chocolate bar. 
 
In Ghana (2002/03) the farmer receives 0,063 U$ for 65 grams of beans (producer price). In 
western retail, the average chocolate bar costs 1,15 dollar (100 grams). So, one roughly can 
say that 5% from the retail price of this bar went to the cocoa farmer.  
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Other estimations (CREM, 2002) go as low as 0,5 % of the chocolate bar retail price that go 
to the cocoa a farmer for a typical milk-chocolate bar containing just 20% cocoa ingredients. 
 
To be more precise about the build-up of the FOB prices and margins, we summarised the 
prices and margins in the 2002/03 season in Table 6 (1 USD = 8,700 Cedis (as for June 2003). 
 
Component Mainstream Cocoa (USD / 

tonne; with 1 = 8700 Cedis) 
Distribution in %  
(NET fob = 100%) 

Producer price 2002/03 
(farm gate) 976 

 
68.11 

Buyers margin 128 
 
8.93 

Domestic transport costs 32.2 
 
2.26 

Storage and Shipping costs 18.4 
 
1.27 

Disinfestations costs 9.66 
 
0.67 

Crop finance costs 33.3 
 
2.30 

 
Government tax 236 

 
16.44 

 
Total (average NET FOB) 1433 

 
100 

 
 
 

 
 

Average Brute fob 2002/03 
(literature) 2210 

 
158 

   
Difference Brute and Net 
FOB 777 

 
58 % 

Table 6: Pr ices / margins for  internal marketing -Ghana 2002/03 (PPRC, 2003 and FFS, 2003) 

There is a difference between NET and BRUTE FOB price. In 2003, the producer price of 
cocoa is app. 976,00 U$D (8.500.000,00 Cedis) per tonne. According to the Cocobod 
declarations, the Ghanaian cocoa farmer receives 67% of the world FOB price. If 976,00 U$D 
is 68%, then the FOB price (100%) would be app. 1457,00 U$D per tonne.  
The actual world FOB price in the first three months of 2003 actually was 2210,00 USD 
(which is relatively high compared to previous years). This makes a difference of 753,00 U$D 
per tonne! According to this, the producer price is 44,16% of FOB price. In this calculation, 
the Ghana premium is not even included.  
 
The implications of this are the following. First of all, the pride declarations Cocobod, saying 
that they reached a percentage of 67% on FOB price should not be over-valued. It is 67% of a 
net FOB, leaving a lot less for the farmers. The second implication is to do this the 
transparency with which Cocobod communicates. It is still not clear what precisely happens 
to this money. This creates a blurry situation, which is obviously not desirable. Apparently, 
the ‘disease and pests control program’ , the costs related to the quality control (QCD), the jute 
bags, the scholarships and some form of tax are being paid out of this.  
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5.5 Primary stakeholders in Ghana: Their Role, Position and Interests 

5.5.1 Farmers 

In Ghana, there are 1.6 million cocoa farmers, who hold less then 5 hectares (Tiffen, 2002). 
Farmers are placed at the beginning of the chain and face by two main types of economic 
uncertainties: productivity and price risk. 
 
Price Risk: As already indicated, farmers receive a minimum producer price that the PPRC 
sets. This price was formerly set once a year but since June 2000 it has been set separately for 
the main and light crops. Under the current circumstances, the short-term downside price risk 
is fully managed by the CMC minimum buying price. However there is a price risk for 
exporters entering the market. 
 
Yield Risk: The other risk faced by producers is yield risk (the impact of diseases and other 
tree stock losses) However, using regional purchases as a guide to productivity, it can be seen 
that yield changes can be a significant source of risk to farmers (Tiffen, 2002). It is however 
evident that there is a strong relation between price and yield, with the yields going up when 
producer prices are going up (MOFA, 2000). 
 
Concluded from the above, the main interests of the farmers are to receive a good price to the 
cocoa beans and to produce as much beans as possible. Farmers are however subject to the 
market and have to accept whatever price they receive for their cocoa. With the fixed 
producer prices, their only playing card could be to switch to another crop. However this 
mostly requires long-term investments and transition times as well. The farmers and their 
interests, potentials, limitations and freedom of choice are the main focus of this report and 
will be discussed more elaborated in chapter 6. 
 

5.5.2 Cocobod 

In Ghana cocoa is internally marketed by a marketing board system. Cocobod is the 
responsible state agency for everything involved, from production to speculation on the world 
market, and is therefore responsible for the largest part of Ghana’s income from export. 
Cocobod has specialised divisions for the following areas: production, research, extension, 
internal and external marketing, and quality control. 
 
In Ghana Cocobod is present at the national, regional and district level. In most cocoa 
producing regions, the Cocobod office is the most prominent building in town, though its 
headquarters in Accra. The Chief Executive is the overall administrative head of the Ghana 
Cocoa Board, and is assisted by three Deputy Chief Executives. The Head Office consists of 
several sub-departments including: Monitoring, Evaluation and Projects; Research and 
Development; Auditing; Finance; Legal Secretarial; Medical; Public Relations; 
Administration/Personnel; Security; Procurement; Scholarships and Transport. In the trading 
room at Cocobod head office also the selling of the cocoa on the spot and futures market takes 
place. Furthermore, Cocobod is involved in the following sectors of cocoa: 
 
Cocoa Purchasing 
Both the Produce Buying Company (PBC) and the private licensed companies are obliged to 
sell their beans at a fixed price to the Cocoa Marketing Company. The Cocoa Marketing 
Company then sells the beans for export or to domestic processors. The Cocobod, which 
owns the Cocoa Marketing Company, therefore has a monopoly over exports, although on 
paper this is no longer the case (see ‘ liberalisation process’ ).   
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The monopoly position of the Cocoa Marketing Company regulates the maintenance of 
quality standards and quantity reliability. 
 
Purchases of beans are financed by a commercial loan agreement between Cocobod and 
banks around the world. The Cocobod’  Quality Control Division monitors the quality of the 
beans at the time of export, and at several stages of transport and storage before.  
 
Extension Services 
In the last half of the 20th century, a special division called Cocobod Services Division (CSD) 
was in charge of providing cocoa farmers with education, information and inputs for good 
farm maintenance. In 1998, due to a cost savings and efficiency operation, a process began to 
merge the extension component of CSD with the extension directorate of the Ministry of 
Food and Agriculture (MOFA) on a pilot basis in five districts. A full merger of both 
extension services followed in 1999, with the responsibility falling under MOFA, while they 
received the mandate for extension services officially in September 2000 (MOFA, 2000). 
 
Quality Control 
Cocobod’  Quality Control Division (QCD) monitors the quality of the beans. QCD provides 
all the inspection grading and certification services. First grading, sealing and certification 
takes place at the society level. A second inspection is carried out at the CMC take-over 
points at Kaase near Kumasi and at the Tema and Takoradi harbours. A final inspection takes 
place before the cocoa is shipped. 
 
Research 
Research and crossbreeding on cocoa seedlings is done by the Cocoa Research Institute of 
Ghana (CRIG). The institute is financed by Cocobod and spends about 0,8 % of cocoa FOB 
price revenues. It is planned that CRIG will be restructured and made more autonomous, 
having its own management board and a good representation from farmers and other relevant 
stakeholders in the industry.  
 
Pricing 
The price paid to farmers for their cocoa is set each year by the Cocobod Price Review 
Committee. The price paid to farmers for their cocoa beans takes into account total production 
costs, including the full-unsubsidised price of insecticide, plus a margin for the farmer. The 
producer price will be increased to 68% of the net FOB price for the 02/03 season, 
subsequently increasing by two percent annually. Please note that there is a significant 
different between brute and net FOB. However, prices paid in the neighbouring countries 
should also be taken into account so as to prevent smuggling. 
 
Cocobod has the official policy that where the projected and actual exchange rates and world 
market prices result in over payment to the farmer, the difference will be borne by the 
government. Where the projections result in surplus, it will be shared between the producers 
and the government, with the farmers receiving a share of the surplus that will bring it to the 
projected share of FOB. 
 
Marketing 
The current Internal marketing is liberalised. There are now 17 private companies that are 
licensed to buy and sell cocoa. For a new company to obtain a license it should demonstrate 
that it could purchase 2000 tonnes in its first year of operation. For further elaboration on the 
LBCs and their role, see below under LBCs. Current external marketing falls under the Cocoa 
Marketing Company (CMC) and sells most of its cocoa beans ‘ forward’  on the world market, 
thereby trying to optimise their risk spreading. 
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Interests 
Cocobod has a principal interest in buying and producing more cocoa (see appendix IV) to 
boost the State revenue from export. It perceives itself as an overall ‘ voice of the nation’  
addressing farmers and urging them to increase their produce. Cocobod wants to achieve a 
target of 500 Mt for the year 2004/05. Cocobod believes this level of production can be 
achieved through a higher producer price (increase % of FOB for farmers) and facilitation of 
proper farm management, as a high correlation between producer price and output has been 
shown to exist in Ghana (Min. of Finance, GCSDS, 1999).  
Cocobod is the main beneficiary regarding the premium (� 30,00 per tonne) paid for the 
‘Ghana quality’ . Therefore, Cocobod has an interest to preserve its role and to conserve the 
current quality levels. 
 
In the mid- to long-term (4-10 yrs), Cocobod wants to increase production to 700 Mt. The 
expected increase in production should not lead to lower prices on the world market and thus 
loss of potential revenue from export. For the coming years, increasing the producer price to a 
higher percentage of FOB price steadily is another goal set by Cocobod. This is also in their 
clear long-term interest because of the correlation between producer price and productivity. In 
the short-term however, lowering taxes and increasing percentage of FOB that goes to the 
farmer, may lead to some loss of revenue for Cocobod. 
 
Crop Year 98/99 99/00 00/01 01/02 02/03 03/04 04/05 
Producer Price 56 60 62 64 66 68 70 
Cocobod 
operational cost 

18.2 16.5 16.2 15.9 15.6 15.3 15.0 

Gov. Tax 25.8 23.5 21.8 20.1 18.4 16.7 15.0 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Table 7: Projected distr ibution of net FOB pr ice (in % ) according to COCOBOD / Ministry of 

Finance (Cocoa Sector  Development Strategy, 1999) 

 
The projections in Table 7 are estimations made in 1999. In 2002 the actual operational costs 
turned out to be 15,45 % and Government Duty was 16,44% (Cocobod, 2003), coming 
relatively closer to the projections made in 1999. 
 
Although Cocobod sells most of the cocoa ‘ forward’ , which makes that the earlier determined 
producer prices cannot take into account the fluctuations – the differences between the real 
FOB and the producer price. Surpluses in revenue (due to a higher FOB price than projected) 
are supposed to be redistributed to the farmers in form of a bonus after payment. These are 
generally announced in the papers, e.g. a bonus of 8000 Cedis per bag for the 2001/2002 
season (The Daily Graphic, Oct 12, 2002) However not all farmers have received these bonus, 
as it seems not always clear where and how to collect it (Farmer field survey 2002). 
 

5.5.3 Licensed Buying Companies and Co-operatives 

Since 1993 (with the liberalisation of the internal market) several cocoa Licensed Buying 
Companies (LBCs) have emerged. Most are limited liability companies and the purchase of 
cocoa is their main business. LBCs have staff employed at a national, regional and district 
level and operate in more than one region in the country. 
  
The Purchasing clerks (PCs) weigh and buy the cocoa directly form the farmer. Most 
purchasing clerks are commission buyers, and receive no fixed salary form the LBC.  
The commission they receive is a fixed percentage per bag. At the moment there are 17 LBCs 
present in Ghana, including PBC (formerly part of Cocobod) and Kuapa Kokoo.  
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Kuapa Kokoo however is organised as a farmer’s cooperative at the society level, and thus 
has a fundamentally different philosophy and approach to the marketing of the cocoa. See 5.3. 
 
Currently there is a fixed margin of the FOB price (a fixed 9% ‘buyers margin’ ) the LBCs 
receive for their cocoa. All LBCs pay the same price per unit to the farmers (the ‘producer 
price’  which is determined every season by the price setting committee), and currently all 
LBCs sell the cocoa to Cocobod (CMC) with a fixed margin of 9%. All LBCs have the same 
income per unit of cocoa traded, and the only way they can improve their profit margin is by 
controlling costs, for example by making use of scale advantages in transport. This uniformity 
is likely to disappear with the liberalisation process. Some of the LBCs (sometimes in a 
partnership) are also involved in extension service, input distribution and credit facilities.  
 
LBCs are making money as a percentage over the total volume of cocoa they are handling. As 
the margins and producer prices are fixed, they can only make more money by handling more 
cocoa and/or by reducing costs – working more efficiently.  
 
The real interesting business for LBCs starts when the external market will be opened for 
them to export directly. Then interesting profits can be made selling directly to processors and 
traders on the world market. Until that time, LBCs are now trying to establish their market 
share of farmers, while the market is still relatively protected from international penetration. 
In the short-term, the main interest of LBCs therefore is to establish a good relationship with 
as much farmers as possible. 
 
Reports have been heard that since the proliferation of LBCs began, overall quality of 
Ghanaian cocoa has decreased, despite the strong quality control infrastructure in the country. 
Reasons related to this gradual neglect of quality could be that PCs have only got the 
incentive to buy as many cocoa as possible from the farmers, as they receive commission per 
bag. Due to the competition, PCs try to get their hands on the cocoa as quickly as possible, 
which has an adverse effect on quality.  
 
A solution for the problem of quality loss and ‘stealing from farmers’  could be to give the 
PCs a fixed position and salary, so that they no longer have an incentive to pay the farmers 
less, and then they can get involved with other aspects of production as well. On the other 
hand however, a fixed salary could also lead to apathy. 
 
Getting involved in extension services and credit facilitation could strengthen the position of 
an LBC because a production increase of the pool of farmers from which the LBC buys will 
increase turnover.  

5.5.4 Processing and Manufacturing Companies  

Processing companies and manufacturing companies are very different from one-another. 
This has been explained in chapter 4. Yet the ultimate goals of big multinational corporations 
are the same. Therefore, in the context of this research, both types of organisations will be 
dealt with as one in this chapter.  
Processing and manufacturing companies are private companies, aiming to: 

·  Make profit,  
·  Improve shareholder value,  
·  Ensure the continuity of the organisation,  
·  Maintain market share by responding to the global marketplace, and  
·  Ensure the removal of barriers to growth, aiming to respond to the market.  

 
 
 



 34

With respect to cocoa it can be stated that: 
·  TNCs desire a stable, long-term and trustworthy cocoa supply, with a consistent 

cocoa bean quality, at low cost and keeping a good ‘public’  reputation. 
 
It’ s not the flavour of the bean that is of interest to the processing company. The processing 
companies are interested in the performance of the bean – e.g. the ‘profitability’  of the bean. 
In other words, it is the quality of the bean that determines the price of the process ‘ form 
cocoa mass to cocoa powder and/or butter’ . So, for the processors, it is the quality that 
determines the price. The efficiency of cocoa processing units depends on a variety of factors, 
including:  

·  The availability and quality of cocoa beans  
·  The scale and utilisation of capacity 
·  The yield of butter and cake from beans 
·  The quality of the final cocoa products 

 
Stronger direct links in the cocoa sector are to be expected because of the growing demand 
for cocoa that is produced in a sustainable way (Wolters, 2001). This demand can come from 
consumers or NGO’s. It can also come from within an organisation because the issue of 
sustainability has reached corporate policy as well as the work-floor. Thirdly, it comes from 
the fact that industry prefers to have more control over the quality of the bean and the supply.  
 
Regarding this last point, it should be made clear that there are legal and economic dynamics 
at stake.  First of all, there are rules and regulations with respect to the quality. The fat content 
(FFA) must not be too high. Furthermore, the quality influences the costs of processing and 
the efficiency of the process e.g. the yield. If the bean quality is consistent, the buyer doesn’ t 
need to perform costly quality checks and bean selection. This will also limit the frequency 
with which the grinding process needs to be calibrated. A timely and stable supply of beans 
will reduce the cost of planning and the cost of shortcomings.  
 
TNCs need to comply with labour standards, but are also involved in the increasing concerns 
for food safety and demands for regulation and identity preservation. Cocoa buyers can claim 
that a regime of supply chain control is not feasible for cocoa - pointing to lack of 
infrastructure and management control systems at the producer country (International Cocoa 
Event 2002). In food value chains, traceability is central to openness and transparency. This 
will enhance the trustworthiness of suppliers and the confidence of consumers, as effective 
traceability enables companies to know where materials have come from and where products 
have gone. For this reason, certain sectors are creating systems for storing and retrieving 
comprehensive information on the products it supplies through the food value chains, from 
Feed to Food (Nutreco, 2001). 
 
The reason for TNCs NOT to be locally present are that they prefer not have any 
responsibility for the poor conditions that the farmers are working under. Nowadays however, 
due to the NGO’s and overall awareness, this argument is less viable.  
 
Risks and reputations are reasons for companies to shift their corporate behaviour. Non-
government organisations (NGOs) are powerful and sometimes dictate social and 
environmental changes by affecting the marketplace. Ask Nike, Shell or Monsanto (PA 
Consulting, 2002).  
 
Another risk related issue is that of supply risk. Cocoa producing countries can suffer from a 
range of events: from large fires to diseases, from internal political disruptions (see Ivory 
coast) to external political disruptions (South Africa / Burma). So, in order to eliminate these 
risks as much as possible, the TNCs need to diversify the countries / regions from which the 
cocoa is being bought.  
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In view of the child labour issues, fair trade principles, health and safety issues, genetically 
modified foods, and increasing consumer awareness, it is expected that ‘ trace-ability’  will 
become a big issue for the industry.  
In 1999, however, the overseas transport of the cocoa beans went from ‘bag’  to ‘bulk’ . This 
means that the full trace-ability is lost. The TNCs have an interest to conserve the current 
tracking system in Ghana. At the moment, however, this system operates on the expense of 
Cocobod.  
 
Processors and Manufacturers are united in the “World Cocoa Foundation”  which is aimed at 
improving production efficiency, increasing farmer yields, and using cocoa to promote 
production reforestation of degraded tropical lands- all in a sustainable, environmentally 
responsible manner (World Cocoa Foundation, 2003). 
 

5.6 Other relevant stakeholders in Ghana 

5.6.1 Extension- and input providers 

In the last half of the 20th century, a special division called Cocobod Services Division (CSD) 
was in charge of providing cocoa farmers with information, education and inputs for good 
farm maintenance. In 1998, due to a cost savings- and efficiency operation as well as 
considerable political pressure from the World Bank, a process began to merge the extension 
component of CSD with the extension directorate of the Ministry of Food and Agriculture 
(MOFA) on a pilot basis in five districts. A mandate for the full merger of both extension 
services was officially received in September of 2000 (MOFA, 2000). 
 
Currently, there is approximately one agric officer for approximately 3000 farmers. Also, the 
allocation of resources (both human and financial) is inadequate in most districts. This limited 
capacity is one of the main problems heard of when speaking to farmers about agric-officers 
in the field3. It is generally stated that – since the take over – the incentives for the agric 
officers to do the job properly have been largely decreased (low salaries). Furthermore, most 
of the officers don’ t have their own mode of transportation; making is very difficult and time-
consuming to visit the farmer communities.  
 
Farmers have a high demand for extension services and the current system does not have the 
capacity to provide it adequately. So, since an increased productivity is in the interest of 
numerous stakeholders, there is a market for privatised extension services.  
 
Input providers want to sell as much inputs as possible. They can do so by communicating 
directly to the farmers and/or by using the (distribution) networks of Cocobod, the input 
shops, agro-shops or through the LBCs. They also have an interest to have a good and reliable 
reputation.  
 
The main problems for the input providers are the following. First, there has been a lot of 
cheating (false products) in the past. This makes the farmers suspicious. Second, there is a 
problem with illiteracy. Communicating by use of paper is not effective and personally 
visiting 1.6 million farmers is very time- and money consuming. The farmers need to use the 
inputs according to the prescribed application (right doses, right time and right application 
method). But this is not evident when the user is not able to read. A risk is that the farmer is 
using the inputs wrongly, causing an undesirable effect. Although the input provider is not to 
blame, it will harm the reputation. Finally, the farmers are financially constrained. They are 
more than willing to apply more fertilizers but have no funds to do so.  

                                                      
3 Personal Interviews, B/A and western region, May 2003 
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5.6.2 Banks / Credit Facilitators 

With the exit of the government, assurances need to be developed that will entice private 
financial institutions to offer credit at a reasonable rate to fledgling exporters of cocoa. 
Financial institutions are often hesitant to lend to clients that they see as non-creditworthy 
because of inherent risks, which in the case of cocoa could be inability to repay loans because 
of fluctuating commodity prices, poor physical management of stocks, or some natural 
phenomenon that destroys the harvest. Eliminating the primary reason for non repayment of 
loans - fluctuating commodity prices and low production - through the use of market based 
price insurance could substantially reduce the risk exposure of these financial institutions and 
make them more willing to lend to Ghanaian exporters, internal marketing companies and 
cooperatives. 
 
Historically, there is a lack of trust. This phenomenon expressed itself in a two-way 
communication between the banks and the farmers. In the past, the banks gave loans to 
farmers. The farmers sometimes did not use the money for the agreed purpose, like buying 
inputs to improve farm yield. In stead, the farmer used it to build a house, used it simply to 
buy food for the family or used it to sell it forward. So, the recovery rate of the loans became 
a problem.  
 
ADB’s large amount of lending to the cocoa sector and reliance on cocoa farmers for such a 
large portion of their lending portfolio gives them a clear stake in facilitating a price insurance 
program. ADB will play a role in securing lending for KKL to pay the price insurance 
premium (Ghana, cocoa price risk management 2002). 
 
The main interests of bank / credit facilitators are: 

·  A large customer base with a high percentage that uses the banks services and has 
savings accounts (e.g. to get the farmers rich) 

·  To get a trustworthy, long term relation with the farmers  
·  To get close to the farmers 
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6 Results and Analysis  

6.1 Introduction 

This chapter can be considered as one of the major outcomes of our research. It combines 
both the main results of the farmer field survey, the interviews with the LBCs and Cocobod 
with the background chapters of this report and relevant literature. By combining this, the 
main areas with a convergence of interest within the chain as well as the main areas of 
conflict are identified. The areas of convergence of interest are then assessed according to 
their relevance, their feasibility and their level of sustainability. 
 

6.2 Results from Farmer Field Survey 

In total, 173 farmers (146 males and 27 females) from 34 different communities were 
interviewed. Most of these farmer-communities were remote and often, they were not 
connected to the electricity- or water net. Meetings were arranged with prior notice through 
the village chief or assemblyman. Please see chapter 3.3 for more information on the 
methodology. 
 
The individual farmer interview covered different aspects of cocoa farming and the socio-
economic context. The complete list of questions can be found in appendix 1. 
 
We have first grouped the most tangible results by topic to give a brief overview: 
 
1. Family Size and Demographics 
 
The average age of the interviewed farmers is 51,73 years old. On average, the farmers have 
6,9 number of children and 44% of the farmers stated that their children (sometimes) help on 
the farm. 56% of the farmers didn’ t have any children that helped on the farm. The average 
size of the extended family4 is 7,05 people. 66% of the farmers’  interviewed was born in that 
region. 34% had migrated. 
 
Most remarkable finding: 
 
Cocoa farmers have many children, on average 7 per adult. The average age of a cocoa farmer 
is high (52 y/o). Combining the spouse with the extended family, the average cocoa farmer 
has 14 people to take care of. Because of the social structure of the society, the money earned 
is shared between many people, making it very difficult to build up enough capital for serious 
investment. This makes it more difficult to break the cycle of poverty. 
  
  
2. Farm Production and Productivity 
 
In the perception of the farmer, the ‘ farm production’  and ‘productivity’  is the most relevant 
area to increase the farm income.  
 

                                                      
4 In Ghana, almost every man has an ‘extended family’ . These are people (family or children of deceased friends) 
who are (partly) dependent on the income. 
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Interviewed farmers and their farm size
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Figure 6: Farm size in categor ies and the nr  of farmers interviewed  

Average age of farm: 21.83 years  
 
Average productivity is 1.41 bags (of 62,5 kg) per acre. 
 
60% of the farmers stated that the yield had improved in the last 3 years. 35% stated a decline 
in production and for the remaining 5% of the farmers the production stayed the same.  
 

Main reasons for yield improvement
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Table 8: Main reasons for  yield improvement 

Obviously, the use of inputs (pesticides, fungicides and fertilizers) has a positive effect on the 
productivity of the farm (see Table 8). While asking the farmers about the effects of the mass 
spraying program and the use of inputs, 93% observed an improvement. From the farmers’  
point of view, the mass-spraying program is helping to increase production. Also, proper farm 
management and maintenance (sanitation, weeding and removing parasites) is very important 
for the productivity but often under-rated.  
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Main reasons for yield decrease
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Table 9: Main reasons for  yield decrease 

The problems related to the black pod disease and mistletoes are mainly due to a lack of 
capacity (labour) and knowledge (proper farm management and sanitation). The fact that 
proper maintenance and farm sanitation is often undervalued can be concluded from Table 9 
and Table 10. Currently, there is a high emphasis on the financial solution to the problem – 
money for inputs. Obviously, there are overlaps in the sense that money can also be spend on 
labour for better weeding and sanitation practises. Nevertheless, proper maintenance and 
sanitation can also suppress diseases like black pod.  
 

Main Diff icult ies to increase production
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Table 10: Main Diff iculties to increase production 

Most farmers refer to a lack of money when discussing the problems to increase the 
production of the farm – the money to buy inputs. It is true that the Ghanaian cocoa farmers 
spend very little money on inputs (1 million Cedis – 119 U$D per farmer per year on average) 
compared to other cocoa producing countries.  
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farm s ize vs . product ivity
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Figure 7: Farm size –v- productivity 

There is no clear correlation between farm size and productivity. As can be seen from Figure 
7, there is a considerable difference between the highest and the lowest level productivity 
while the acreage is the same.  
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Figure 8: Farm age –v- productivity 

Based on Figure 8 above, is can be stated that the age of the farm does not necessarily affect 
the productivity. Obviously, there are limits to this rule and also, very high yield like 12 bags 
per acre will be more difficult when the age of the farm increases. 
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Productivity -v- expenditure on inputs
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Figure 9: Productivity -v- expenditure on inputs 

As can be observed for the above figure, the productivity doesn’ t significantly change with 
the use of inputs. A few remarks are in place here. First of all, the total number of farmers is 
rather limited in order to observe strong correlations. Nevertheless, it is relevant to observe 
that the productivity ranges from 0,5 bags per acre to 5 bags per acre while both farmers 
spend between 500 and 600 thousand Cedis on inputs per year. Also, the age of the farm did 
not differ a lot.  
 
 
Extension services and inputs: Costs and Benefits  
The calculation below is based on information provided by Wienco. The products have been 
tested and approved by CRIG, which means that these products comply with requirements 
regarding environmental health and safety. 
 
The costs are calculated per  acre per year .   
All the labour cost regarding the application of the inputs as well as those related to the 
maintenance of the farm are included (in reality, this is usually not included because a lot of 
the work is done by the farmer and his family.  
An assumption is that there are 435 cocoa trees per acre (in reality, this is higher) 
An assumption is that hired labour costs 30.000 per day (in reality, this is half) 
 
Fungicides and pesticides: 

·  Inputs cost (Nordox and Ridomil): 160.000  
·  Labour cost: 460.000 
·  Total cost for Fungicides and pesticides: 640.000 

Insecticides: 
·  Input cost (Confidor): 60.000 
·  Labour cost: 120.000 
·  Total cost for Insecticides: 180.000 

Fertilizers: 
·  Input cost (Asaase Wura): 600.000 
·  Labour cost: 30.000 
·  Total cost for Insecticides: 630.000 

 
Maintenance/Farm sanitation: 

·  Labour cost regarding weeding, cutting, etc: 480.000 
·  Total cost for Insecticides: 480.000 

 
Total year ly input and labour costs per acre: 1.960.000, - (app. U$D 230,00) 
 



 42

Based on the producer price of 531.250, - Cedis per year, the farmer reaches ‘break even 
point’  at 4 bags per acre per year. With these levels of investment, the estimated output could 
be around 10 bags / acre (Wienco estimation), resulting in a profit of: 3.352.500 Cedis per 
acre. With an average acre size of 10 acres this would make most farmers relatively wealthy, 
with annual profits around 33 million Cedis. 
 
Although WIENCO stresses that in order to get these high yields, the prescribed good farm 
practices should be strictly followed and inputs should not be applied in only partial 
quantities. An option however is to start with one or two ‘model’  acres per selected farmer, 
gradually increasing the acreage, as returns on investment increase. 
 
In reality, the above-mentioned labour relayed costs are lower. The current labour costs are 
15.000,00 Cedis per worker per day in stead of 30.000,00 and the total amount of labour 
calculated will be lower due to the fact that the farmers hours should be excluded. 
 
Most remarkable findings: 
 
Farm productivity in Ghana is very low and there is a considerable potential to improve this. 
The main reasons for current low productivity is lack of (money for) inputs, bad maintenance, 
lack of knowledge and lack of entrepreneurial attitude.  
 
 
3. Risk Management 
 
As farmers are at one end of the cocoa chain and have little ability to absorb risk. To some 
degree, they are still protected from the fluctuating cocoa prices on the world market due to 
the fixed producer price from Cocobod but the future is uncertain due to the liberalisation 
process.  
 
Besides cocoa beans, the farmers are also growing ‘other crops’  (cassava, yam, coco yam, 
plantain and corn) for food, money or both;  

·  Both food and cash: 70% 
·  Growing only food:   20% 
·  Growing only cash:  10%  

 
The average income generated from non-cocoa crop is 1.225.000 Cedis (app. 145,00 U$D) 
per year. Of all the farmers interviewed, 88% intends to increase the production of ‘other 
crops’ . 4% intends to decrease and 8% intends to keep it stable.  
 

Main reasons to increase 'other' crops

For more 
food 

(security)
46%
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12%

For the 
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42%

 
Table 11: main reasons to increase non-cocoa crops 
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As can be seen from Table 11, farmers want to increase the non-cocoa related crops for the 
motive of more food and more money. 12% used “ to spread risk” as an argument. The basic 
crops are: cassava, yam, cocoyam, plantain and corn. Although the scale of this kind of crop 
is small, it does ensure the farmers the availability of basic nutrition.  
 
Some argue that there is a lot of potential for cocoa waste (shells, low quality beans). Of the 
interviewed farmers, 28% uses cocoa waste. Of this group, 100% uses it to make soap and 6% 
sell the downgraded beans. Although cocoa waste and its by-products will never become an 
industry by itself, it does provide the family with soap, it can allocate some extra income and 
– if organised correctly – can allow for some local added value activities.  
 
Most remarkable finding: 
 
Most farmers are not well informed about the ongoing privatisation process and its 
consequences. The farmers are not actively preparing themselves for a fully liberalised market 
situation. 
 
The amount of cocoa farmers that have a serious operation regarding a non-cocoa related cash 
crop is very low but rising.  
 
Despite the ongoing rehabilitation of old and degraded farms, some cocoa farmers recently 
invested in new agro-businesses, of what they think could be profitable in the future. Most 
heard new crops were: Palm Oil; Teak; Citrus; Cashew and Pepe.  
 
 
 
4. Selling 
 
LBCs are spread throughout the cocoa-growing regions. Farmers in some regions have direct 
access to as much as 10 LBCs. Some, more remote communities have one or two LBCs. So, 
in general, the farmers have a level playing field, although sometimes very limited.  
 

Main reasons for LBC selection
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Table 12: Main reasons for  LBC selection 

 A farmer is free to sell the cocoa beans to any LBC. So, the LBCs are in competition to get 
the farmers cocoa and should give the farmer a reason to sell the cocoa to them.  
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In most cases, the main reason is the fact that an LBC pays promptly. The second most 
popular reason is a social one, where the selection is based on the fact that a family member 
or friend is a purchasing clerk of a certain LBC.  
With some further questioning, it became clear that many LBCs are promising things to the 
farmer as well. This promise can relate to the delivery of inputs or credit or personal 
assistance on farm management or financial planning. But in most cases these remain to be 
promises in vain. See Table 13. 
 
Most farmers are not very loyal towards a specific LBC and tend to switch whenever there is 
a short-term benefit to do so.  
 
In theory, all LBCs can ask scholarship/school fee from Cocobod for the education of the 
farmers’  children.  In practice however, mainly the requests of PBC (the former cocoa buying 
monopolist) are honoured.  
 
Regarding the question whether the farmer received any help from the LBC, 34% said yes. 
The other 66% of the farmers did not receive any help from the LBC.  
 
Despite this, 76% of the interviewed farmers trust the LBC(s) he is selling to. The remaining 
24% does not trust the LBC. The trust issue is also a motive to sell or not to sell to a certain 
LBC. This is mainly with respect to the scale. See Table 6.  
 
From all the types of help that the farmer receives from the LBC, the ‘prompt payment’  
prevails. In the perception of the farmer, receiving prompt payment while transacting the 
cocoa beans is considered as ‘help’ . Some also get other types of help. The LBC sometimes 
give a guarantee to a bank so that the farmer can get the inputs needed or the LBC give the 
farmer credit. This however happens on a relatively small scale due to a lack of trust.  
 

How LBC's give 'help' to farmers
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Table 13: Ways in which LBCs help the farmers 

  
Most remarkable finding: 
 
In the range of all the different LBCs that farmers sell to, both good and bad experiences can 
be heard about the same companies, depending on what farmer you talk to. This holds true for 
all LBCs including farmers co-operative Kuapa Kokoo. This suggests that good or bad 
experiences – or treatment is not so much dependent on the LBC, but more on the position of 
a specific farmer in relation to that LBC, and – more importantly – its PC.  
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Farmers often have a non-economic reason for selecting an LBC. Most farmers don’ t 
understand nor use their potential (negotiation) power with respect to the LBCs. There is a 
considerable opportunity for improvement here, especially if the farmers are able to organise 
themselves. 
 
 
5. Costs and Credit 
 
As can be observed in Appendix I (question 7H), questions on farmer earnings / income were 
posed. It is our finding that the farmers don’ t share a uniform definition for ‘ income’ . Some 
refer to the number of bags sold against the producer price. Some subtract the cost of inputs, 
other the cost of equipment or transport. This finding supports the lack of entrepreneurial 
‘spirit’  or understanding, which will be dealt with later on. 
 
Only 13% of the farmers have credit. The remaining 87% does not have credit. From this 
group, 93% want credit. Credit can be accessed through private people (100% interest per 
year) or through the banks (30% interest per year on average). But most farmers don’ t earn 
enough to save money. Often, he/she does have a bank account but doesn’ t use it. In many 
cases, there is no ‘bank-farmer’  relationship. Also, many farmers mistrust banks and prefer to 
keep the money in cash in the house. 
 

In case the farmer has credit; what is the use?
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Table 14: The uses of credit 

Most of the money obtained from credit is spend on inputs for the farm. A second use is 
labour. From the farmers that do have credit, 50% has trouble paying back.  
Nevertheless, the vast majority of the farmers that don’ t have credit, want credit. Upon the 
question what the credit would be spend on; most farmers expressed inputs. See Table 15. 
Credit would also be use to expand the farm or for farm maintenance (labour).  
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In case of NO credit, what would it be spend on if obtained?
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Table 15: The use of credit if obtained 

 
Most remarkable finding: 
 
Most farmers want credit but do not have access to it. Banks are too far away and sometimes 
don’ t have any cash in-house. The farmer does not earn enough to save money and, thus, the 
bank doesn’ t get the collateral needed. Interest rates are high (30% average).  
There is a vicious circle. There is a low productivity because there is no money to purchase 
inputs. Therefore, the production is low and thus, the farmer doesn’ t have money to either 
save money and get credit or to spend it on inputs to increase its productivity and its income.  
 
 
6. Maintenance and Extension Services 
 
Average amount spend on inputs per farmer per year: 1.097.620, - per year (App. 130,00 
U$D). Average nr of years that inputs are applied on farm: 4,15 years.  
While discussing the relevance of inputs, 93% of the farmers observed a positive effect.  
 
92 farmers (53%) said they did not get any advise on how to improve farm management. 47% 
did. It should be made clear however that some of the farmers who received help included 
Wienco (30% of the farmers) as an answer. In many cases, it was the first time Wienco visited 
the farmer community. 39% pointed to the Agric officers of MOFA. 17% received help from 
people from the former cocoa extension and the farmer field school visited 12% of the 
interviewed farmers.  
 
53% of the farmers interviewed expressed the fact that the extension services have worsened 
in the last 5 years. 33% say is had improved and 15% said that the services were the same.  
 
Since MOFA took over the extension services from Cocobod, the farmers are worse off.   
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Figure 10: Use of inputs –v- annual revenue 

The figure above shows a slight increase of revenue with an increasing use of inputs. A few 
remarks should be made. First off all, the vast majority of the farmer interviewed said that the 
production improved with the use of inputs. Most farmers only use the inputs from the mass 
spraying program and don’ t spend much on inputs themselves.  
 
Most remarkable finding: 
 
Since MOFA took over cocoa extension services, the quality and quantity of the extension 
services has deteriorating considerably. Most farmers don’ t receive any services. Also, many 
farmers hadn’ t received these services even before the take-over. Some farmers hadn’ t seen 
any extension officer in over 10 years.  
 
There is more opportunity to facilitate extension services through private initiatives. For the 
vast majority of farmers, the Wienco approach was totally new. For the first time, they were 
being addressed as ‘entrepreneurs’  / ‘profit seeking units’ .  
 
 
7. Community and Cooperation 
 
44% of the interviewed farmers do not work together at all (!). These farmers work with the 
family and occasionally with seasonal workers. Of the remaining 56% who do work together, 
61% are working together in the activity of ‘breaking the pods’ , 35% help each other with the 
weeding, and 4% help with spraying. One cannot speak of ‘a group’  or unity that joins forces.  
 
79% of the farmers interviewed aren’ t member of a co-operative. The remaining 21% is a 
member. 96% of the farmers who were not member of a co-operative expressed a desire to 
become member.  
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Main reasons for wanting to become member 
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Table 16: Reasons for  wanting to become member  of a co-operative 

From all the potential reasons to want to become a member, the notion that a co-operative can 
improve the input situation was the strongest. See Table 16. Another strong reason was to 
improve the credit situation (with which the farmers mainly buy input, see Table 15). Equally 
strong is ‘general help’ . Sometimes, the farmer is confused and doesn’ t know what the most 
important issues are or what the cause and effect relations are. He or she want to get more 
money, better facilities and access to credit, extension services and inputs. Also, the roads 
need to be improved and there is a need for improved hospitals, water- and electricity 
infrastructure.  
Clusters of farmers (whether it’ s an officially registered co-operative or just a group) have the 
ability to improve the bargaining power, the access to credit, etc. So, the need for group 
forming is generally accepted. The following question is ‘ by whom?’  
 

Who should start a cooperative?

farmers
64%

don't know
12%

the secretary 
of community

7%

the chief 
farmer

17%

 
Table 17: Who should star t a co-operative 

64% of the farmers believe that the farmers should start a co-operative. This is obviously true 
but in reality, the average farmer does not have an attitude of initiative, self-determination, 
and does not feel responsible, especially when it comes to group matters or communal issues.  
 
Some farmers have initiated the registration of a co-operative but the department for co-
operatives is not very helpful.  
 
On a community level, water is considered the biggest problem but hospitals, schools and the 
roads and problem areas as well. The intensity of the problem depends on the region. 
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Nevertheless, it can be stated that there is a lot of work to be done before the Ghanaian cocoa 
farmer community has reached a level in which the basic necessities like water, electricity, 
hospitals and schools are all at an adequate level. 
Groups can also be beneficial for community issues. A mechanism that is already in place is 
that the community supplies free labour for infrastructure related projects like road 
construction or building an electricity network. 
 

The main problems for the vi l lage
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Table 18: Main community problems 

 
Most remarkable finding: 
 
Although all the farmers in a community are all subject to the same weather conditions, 
diseases, producer prices, etc and thus share the same type of interests in the same type of 
context, the level of co-operation is very low. There are hardly any joint efforts to improve 
their situation. 
 
In most group discussions and individual interviews, at the question “who should take the 
initiative to form a group?” most farmers mentioned “ farmers”  but many also mentioned the 
chief, opinion leader, or even us as interviewers. The entrepreneurial spirit amongst the 
farmers is very low. 
 
Due to the fact that not much groups or successful co-operatives have yet been established, it 
seems that (a lack of) leadership and organisational capacity is a very important issue with 
regard to successfully developing initiatives in farmer communities. Some farmers are just not 
aware of the possibility to take action or form a group themselves. 
 
 

6.3 Identifying problem areas 

The range and nature of the issues discussed above is complex. There is interrelatedness and 
also the cause and effect relations are intertwined. This subparagraph aims to explain the main 
problem- and conflict areas. 
 
First, farm income is low. There are many factors that influence the farmers’  income; the 
most relevant ones are 1) the size of the farm, 2) the market price of the cocoa bean and 3) the 
productivity at farm level. 
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The productivity at farm level is related with the type of tree, the maintenance on the farm 
and the use of inputs. Producing more with the same resources is a good alternative for the 
environment and for the economy of the farmer. Currently, the productivity is very low so 
there is considerable opportunity for improvement. Because the productivity is low, the farm 
income is low. This results in a situation where the farmer has difficulties to pay for his 
children’s education, to spend money on farm inputs or to save money at the bank. Access to 
credit is very bad. Thus, the productivity remains low. This cycle needs to be broken.  
 
One of the main perceived difficulties to increase the production is a lack of money to buy 
inputs. The current credit facilities are inadequate. Besides the fact that the distance to banks 
is high and that the history of banking in Ghana is overshadowed by cheating and low 
recovery rates, the prevailing interest rates are high (approximately 30%). This makes it very 
hard for a farmer to 1) borrow money and 2) to pay it back.  
 
Banks want a relationship with the farmers and the farmers want to make use of the services 
of the banks. As seen from the farmer field survey, most farmers prefer to be paid in cash. 
Because farmers have a problem trusting the banks and because the banks are far away, the 
farmer doesn’ t put this money in a bank account. So, the farmer-bank relation is poor. The 
consequence of this is that the farmer doesn’ t have access to credit or cannot get a loan in 
times of trouble. 
 
Proper farm sanitation and farm management would also increase productivity because 
diseases are less likely to prevail. The current extension services are highly inadequate – after 
they have been moved to MOFA. CRIG (the coca research institute) also offers solutions but 
has difficulty translating these solutions and reaching the farmers. There is a lack of extension 
services and extension education. There is one MOFA extension officer to 3000 farmers and 
this extension officer does not receive the right incentives (low salary) nor does he get the 
necessary resources (mode of transportation) to perform its job. 
 
Under the current circumstances, the LBCs cannot compete by differentiating on price. Other 
differentiation strategies are used to attract the farmers’  product, like providing loans or 
inputs, paying scholarships for the children’s education, supplying spraying machines or 
subsidies. These strategies have a risky aspect however. The farmers are not known for their 
loyalty in paying back loans. Sometimes, the LBC invests in a farmer but by the end of the 
crop season, the farmer sells its cocoa to another LBC. An example is CashPro; an LBC that 
went bankrupt because they provided extension services, loans and inputs to the farmers but 
the farmers sold their cocoa to other LBCs after the farm output had increased (FFS, 2003). 
These kinds of experiences make it very hard for the LBCs to seriously invest in a long-term 
relation with the farmers. It is understandable that LBCs – who have the ability to help the 
farmer, in the interest of the farmers, itself and Cocobod – only do so at arms’  length. If 
farmers continue to switch between different LBCs, how can they expect a reliable 
relationship on which long-term agreements concerning loans, inputs and/or extension advise 
are based? 
 
Another problem is related to the remoteness of some farmer communities. The investment 
costs for setting up an LBC (infrastructure, warehousing, transportation) are high. These 
investments need to be economically viable. The current consequences are that the remote 
farmer communities have a limited level playing field and - in the context of liberalisation – 
this might worsen.  
 
Mistrust is a large problem in the cocoa sector in Ghana and this affects almost all areas. 
Historically, the farmers were cheated by the LBCs. The scales on which the cocoa bags were 
weighted form the basis for the amount paid to the farmer. These scales have often been 
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tempered with. In the past, and even now, these practises still prevail. It was even stated that, 
on average, 4 kg of cocoa is stolen from the farmer on every (62,5 kg) bag of cocoa.  
 
Mistrust is also found with respect to inputs. Fake inputs have been sold to the farmers, who 
on their turn have become suspicious towards input providers. 
 
Furthermore, the banks sometimes mistrust the farmers. The farmers sometimes did not use 
the money for the agreed purpose, like buying inputs to improve farm yield. In stead, the 
farmer used it to build a house or simply to buy food for the family. So, the recovery rate of 
the loans became a problem, as the investment did not pay back. 
 
Different actors in the chain have an interest to have a ‘close’  relation with the farmer. There 
is a need for communication with the farmer. This ‘need’  is expressed by the farmers, as well 
as by the government, the banks, the LBCs, the CRIG research Institute and some NGO’s. 
This however is difficult to attain because of 1) illiteracy of farmers. Many farmers’  can not 
read or write. Any written from of information is therefore ineffective and inefficient, 2) bad 
road conditions. Although the geographical distances are do-able in most cases, the average 
speed of travel is very low, 3) remoteness of farmers – especially in the western region, 4) the 
mere quantity of farmers. The energy and resources required to reach out to all the individual 
farmers is enormous.  
 
Currently, most farmers work individually and don’ t exchange information regarding farm 
management practices. They hardly work together. The problems are that they are ill 
informed as a group. They don’ t exploit opportunities with respect to bargaining power, credit 
facilities, economies of scale and communal improvement projects. A lack of organisational 
capacity also has limiting effect on the potential gains from the government, the banks, the 
LBCs, the CRIG research Institute and some NGO’s. Because of this lack of organisation, the 
farmers are ill prepared for complete liberalisation.  
 
The main problem facing the farmer communities is lack of good education. In most cases, 
there are schools (although sometimes very remote) but there is a lack of (qualified) teachers 
and a lack of ordinary schoolbooks. The prevailing levels of illiteracy hamper the exchange of 
knowledge and access to information. Large distances to banks, input shops, the research 
institute, and LBC regional offices are another problem that keep remote farmer villages 
behind.  
 
The lack of entrepreneurship amongst farmers is a perceived problem. Their passive attitude 
is considered a main reason for the missed opportunities and partly for the current situation. 
Most farmers don’ t see themselves as entrepreneurs, as having profit-driven organisation, as a 
person that has self-exterminating abilities.  
 
The TNCs sense of responsibility is rather ambiguous. Corporate policies are well written but 
in practise, nothing much has changed compared to the days of colonisation. At the moment, 
there is no control or monitoring mechanism to make sure that the operations comply. Also, 
the presence of Cocobod in the cocoa chain is expressed as the main reason for not being able 
to influence the circumstances under which cocoa is produced in Ghana. Most TNCs have no 
property in Ghana and are therefore not responsible for the situation. The cocoa is bought 
from Cocobod or from traders. By some NGOs and consumer organisation, TNCs are being 
held responsible for social issues like child labour or ‘slave prices’ 5 (Fairfood, 2003). TNCs 
are in a situation of competition and are focussed on costs, quality, risk minimisation and 
supply security. TNCs have an interest in making some structural changes in the context of 

                                                      
5  ‘Slave prices’  is a term used by Fairfood to indicate on the one hand, those prices that are so low that they cause 
forms of slavery or child labour, and on the other hand the prices that can be so low because of these forms of 
exploitation 
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liberalisation (bean quality, contact with farmer, etc) but find it problematic to initiate this on 
an individual basis. It would need to be done on an industry wide basis.  

6.4 Identifying the area’s for potential convergences of interest 

In order to summarise the main interests of the different stakeholders involved, the following 
table can be extracted. This is based on the descriptions in chapters 4, 5 and this chapter.  
 
Stakeholders Incentives and Interests for  each stakeholder 
  

Farmers 

 
Higher  productivity 
Higher producer price 
Access to credit 
Crop diversification 
High quality cocoa  
Access to clean water, to health care, education and electricity 
Soil quality 

LBCs 

Purchase as much cocoa as possible 
Have a long term relation with the cocoa farmer 
High quality cocoa  
Good business relation with TNCs when exporting directly (future)  

Cocobod /  
National 
Government 

 
High National Yield 
Crop diversification 
High quality cocoa  
Non-degraded farmlands  
Social reputation / Goodwill 
Reduce poverty 

Processors / 
manufacturers 

 
Reliable, high and stable quality supply 
Low processing costs 
No hazardous substances in cocoa 

Branding 
companies 

 
Reliable, high quality supply 
High margins, high profits;  
Reputation �  traceability 

Retailers 
 
High margins, high profits, reputation, high product velocity  

(Western) 
consumers 

 
High ‘quality’  / taste   
Low price  
Product identity 
Health 

Table 19: Direct interests of different stakeholders in the cocoa chain. 

 
Based on Table 19, the potential convergences of interest can be derived. The strongest 
potential areas for convergence of interest are shown in bold and summarised below. These 
interests are shared by more than two stakeholders and have the potential to serve as an 
instrument to increase farm income and sustainable production.  
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The definitions of the interests have been unified, giving the following result.  

1) Increasing Productivity 
2) High quality  
3) Increasing producer  pr ice 
4) Improving Organisational Capacity 
5) Crop diversification  
6) Traceability 

 
It should be noted that most of these issues are of course inter-related. If an issue is an interest 
for a stakeholder higher up in the chain, it (in-)directly becomes the interest of the 
stakeholders down the chain as well. All interests in the chain can be deduced to economic 
incentives arising from consumer demands or inherent economic processes.  
 
The main objective of this study is “ to identify and assess convergences of interest for 
stakeholders in the cocoa chain, in order to attain wider sustainable production and increased 
farm income”. 
 
These ‘convergences of interest’  have now been identified and will be subsequently explained 
in further detail: 
 
Increasing productivity is a very logical and direct way of increasing farm income, and also 
seems most logic as a goal, as productivity in Ghana is still relatively low with 1.4 bags per 
acre. In theory it could increase tenfold with a potential of 10-15 bags per acre, (FFS, 2003). 
It is also an important interest for all other stakeholders: by improving productivity and 
thereby –using the same land area- output volume, everybody would gain. The distribution of 
wealth amongst the levels in the chain will become less painful. Only possible pitfalls on the 
long term are: degradation of the environment and a saturation of the market, resulting in a 
drop of world market prices. 
 
Farmers can increase productivity by improving the planting material and devoting the 
adequate time to take care of the cultivation. These two aspects would increase the yield by 
producing more while using the same land area. Cocoa requires cultural management to 
protect the crop from diseases. No genetic material resistant to the different diseases has been 
developed. In order to increase productivity farmers require an initial capital and its access 
must be facilitated through the financial entities. As already stated, the productivity is 
positively correlated with the producer price. 
 
The different stakeholders are also conscious of the importance of the quality of the cocoa. 
Although high and stable quality may not be a direct interest of the farmer, it is an interest for 
the processing and manufacturing industry. Bean quality determines the fat content (FFA) of 
the cocoa butter, which is regulated by law and has very strict legal restrictions. A consistent 
bean quality will create cost reduction for the industry and there are marketing benefits 
related to a high quality. The farmers are not fully rewarded for producing a high quality bean 
at the moment, even though the market is paying for it (Ghana’s premium – from which 
mainly Cocobod benefits). In other words, farmers do not have incentives to sustain or 
improve current quality levels. 
 
Producer pr ice is also directly related to farmer income. A better price for the produce 
results in more investments in farm management and maintenance. If rightly adopted, this 
leads to a higher quality product and increased productivity. Also, since the introduction of 
fair trade, an increased producer price has been recognised as a good means to improve the 
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quality of living, from an environmental, economic and a social point of view. Increasing 
producer price could also be in the indirect interest of TNCs, as a higher income can ensure 
more stable supply, which on the long term will save companies logistic costs.   
 
The (lack of) co-operation and organisational Capacity of the farmers is perceived as a key 
aspect in the literature and by most of the consulted stakeholders. Efforts towards capacity 
building are constantly reinforced. The benefits for the farmers and small traders of being 
organised (as co-operatives, associations or any form) are multiple. With farmers (and 
traders) becoming stronger, they are in a better position to 1) get access to the market's 
benefits, 2) prepare and plan activities and reinforce long-term relations, 3) benefit from 
economies of scale and negotiation power and 4) enhance the communications with banks, 
CRIG, LBCs and extension services. A clear example of it is the credit problem that usually 
small traders at local level have, if they organise themselves the access to credits or the 
creation of their own financing system would offer a truly benefit. This with also noted for 
Latin America in a study by Triana (2003). 
 
Crop diversification is a very important issue for cocoa farmers since they are placed at the 
beginning of the chain. Most farmers already grow cocoa together with feed crops (plantain, 
cassava, coco yam), and some of them are starting to produce other cash crops besides cocoa 
as well (FFS, 2003). CRIG has done research on the type of crops that can be alternated with 
cocoa and grown together. This benefits both the soil and the quality of the cocoa, as the soil 
is not depleted of the same nutrients all the time. 
 
Traceability is an increasingly important topic for consumers and NGOs and thus for the 
industry as well. At the same time it is also important for Cocobod (QCD) and in the future 
possibly the processing industry, as they need to ‘guarantee’  proper governance throughout 
the chain. In Ghana however, traceability is already covered, as Cocobod regulates the 
internal marketing of Cocoa. It has a solid infrastructure for tracking each bag to the farmer or 
at least farmer society, up to the point of arriving in the destination harbour, or just before 
shipment in the case of bulk transport. This capacity might end up being of high value for 
Ghana and its cocoa sector.  
 
 

6.5 Assessing the areas for convergences of Interest  

6 convergences of interest have been identified. They will now be assessed in order to 
examine whether – and in what way – they can serve as an instrument to improve the 
farmers’  income and promote sustainability in the cocoa chain.  
 
Previous chapters will be integrated in the assessment, which will be done according to the 
following criteria: 1) the practical feasibility, 2) the level of convergence (and conflict) 
related to the area and 3) the degree in which farm income is affected.  
 
It should be clear that these areas are considered to be a key focus to attain sustainability in 
the cocoa chain and that these areas are beneficial to improve the farmers’  income. 
Furthermore, it should be clear that these areas of convergence should not be looked at as 
independent issues. They at least interrelate, and sometimes, improving the situation in one 
area is a means to achieve an interest in another area. For instance, improving the 
organisational capacity is a goal by itself. But it is also a means to achieve an increased 
production.  
 
Below, the individual areas are being assessed. Some of these assessments also have direct 
implications for translation into practical recommendations, and come back in chapter 8. 
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6.5.1 Productivity  

Farm productivity is dependent on two types of capital: money (credit) and knowledge 
(education). On the one hand, in order to increase farmer knowledge, farmers have to be 
reached on a massive scale. On the other hand, in order to fully exploit their productivity 
potential, farmers need to gain an entrepreneurial attitude and be pro-active in gathering the 
knowledge they need to improve their yields, and should not be treated like ignorant subjects 
that need to be told everything. 
 
As for education, we believe and have seen that next to agronomic knowledge and education 
on good farm practices, education is also needed to make farmers realize the commercial 
potential of their enterprise. Because of the track record of state-regulation and government 
extension services, cocoa farmers in Ghana are not used to think about their farms as 
businesses. The perception that a substantial investment in labour and inputs can result in a 
tripling profit per acre the next season is something that many farmers deem impossible. 
Calculating the potential returns of investment together with the farmers (see paragraph 2 
under 6.2) is one way to make this a more tangible option for them.  
 
However, the best way to be convinced of your own business potential is of course to see it 
for yourself. A good way to do this could be to start establishing model farms in every 
village. A small group of e.g. 5 serious and committed farmers per village are selected and get 
the active support, extension services and access to credit (and thus inputs) to establish a 
model farm. This can be done gradually; first 1 acre per farm and building it up. This way, the 
process will be controlled and less risky. 
 
Their initial profits will give them the investment opportunity to expand the model farm, and 
will show other farmers in the society that it pays to invest money and knowledge and that a 
long term agreement (and keeping promises) is better than short term cash. We believe that 
developing an entrepreneurial spirit is one of the criteria for success that is currently still 
lacking in many farmer communities. 
 
The idea is that the model farms are open for consultation for all farmers in their community, 
and that the knowledge acquired by the model farmers –over time- radiates to all farmers in 
the community. This way the entrepreneurial success can be boosted and radiate to the whole 
community, something that is essential for sustainable success in achieving better living 
conditions for farmers and their communities. 
 
In order to reach the farmer (communities) with the right information on farm management to 
stimulate entrepreneurs, and to train the model farmers, an infrastructure is needed. An option 
could be that LBCs (possibly in partnership with an input company, see also chapter 8 – 
Recommendations) organise ‘knowledge transfer centres’  at their district purchasing offices 
where farmers can have access to all sorts of information and products. The LBCs could 
benefit from higher farm outputs if they manage to gain the loyalty of the farmers that they 
support. On a small scale this is already happening, for example with Olam setting up some 
‘model-stores’  in some districts in the Brong-Ahafo region (FFS, 2003. see Appendix III). 
 
As identified in paragraph 6.4 the main threats for increasing productivity are environmental 
degradation and –at some point- saturation of the market. We only want to discuss the 
environmental factor here, as saturation of the market due to high productivity at this point is 
merely a theoretical concept. 
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To prevent environmental degradation, a good farm practice using integrated pest 
management techniques (IPM) is essential. There has been an increasing awareness among 
policy makers and researchers in Ghana to move towards a pest management strategy that 
makes production more sustainable and environmentally friendly. IPM offers a desirable and 
realistic option, as it emphasizes the integration of a variety of techniques, the enhancement 
of the compensation ability of the crop, and the use of pesticides as a last resort and only 
when not disruptive, to produce higher yields at lower input costs. IPM offers a good example 
of a vast amount of useful information from which farmers can benefit if it is offered in a 
sensible way. The Farmer Field School uses IPM as a basis for their participatory 
programmes as well. 
 
Because several studies have shown that in Ghana it is almost impossible to grow cocoa 
successfully and control disease without using any inputs (i.e. some form of fungicides, 
insecticides and possibly fertilizer - FFS, 2003), we believe IPM offers a good guideline for 
attaining higher yields without harming the environment in Ghana. This is verified by CRIG.  
 
Studies performed by CRIG and others  (CABI, 2003) also show that, if the right balance 
between weeding, pruning and applying the right (approved) inputs by selective spraying, the 
environment will be able to redistribute and decompose nutrients and waste products without 
any problems. CRIG, in co-operation with some universities, are currently also researching 
and developing a pilot project for biological pest control.  
 
In addition, the best option is to combine integrated pest management with crop 
diversification. Growing more than one type of crop on the same land benefits the soil 
metabolism, and diversifies the type of nutrients that are excreted and absorbed. This is also a 
feasible type of risk management for the farmers and has the potential for improving the 
farmers’  income considerably.  
 
In this light it is remarkable that not a single farmer of the 173 farmers interviewed that 
mentioned to have experienced any negative side effect of using inputs when asked. Also 
when asked again about possible environmental damage more specifically, very few 
mentioned any negative effects. 
 
 

6.5.2 Quality 

As mentioned earlier, the current reasons for the high quality cocoa bean (and market 
premium) for Ghanaian cocoa are probably twofold:  

·  The fixed producer prices in Ghana that results in farmers not being pressed to sell 
their produce too early (or too late) by a fluctuating price, but rather at the moment 
that quality is optimal, and; 

·  The methodical infrastructure of QCD in Ghana that checks the quality of the 
purchased cocoa on three different points in the chain before shipment. If quality 
compliance fails, the cocoa is sent back to the farmer, using a good system of trace-
ability. 

 
In a liberalizing market, both of these mechanisms will eventually change, leaving the 
question open what will happen with the quality of Ghanaian cocoa. It is important to note 
that there is a considerable marketing opportunity for Ghana’s bean quality. This opportunity 
can be further exploited if they are able to maintain the current quality levels.  
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It is obvious that new quality criteria and measures to control them should emerge if QCD 
stops to perform this function. An option would be to privatise the quality control, as for 
instance is done by UniControl in Ivory Coast. Both the international buyers (processing 
industry or traders) and local ‘LBCs’  want independent quality control. UniControl, which is 
normally specialized in storage and (port) handling of bulk cocoa only, has set up a special 
branch for quality control with laboratories etc and makes a business out of it, as the market 
there is fully privatised. On the short-term however, it might be wise to consider a 
‘ reformation’  of the current QCD organisation. There are considerable efficiency 
opportunities to be reached but the experience and knowledge of QCD should be protected 
and conserved. This should be the basis for the reformation.  
 
As all stakeholders in the cocoa-chain would benefit from a durable, high quality product, a 
possibility could be to establish a new foundation in which all stakeholders invest 
simultaneously. Such a foundation could have a primary objective to guard bean quality 
through 1) building capacity for establishing farmers’  societies, 2) establishing ‘ knowledge 
centres’  and 3) facilitating the establishment of model farms. It should be supported by 
farmers associations, former extension service agencies, input shops, input companies, 
research institutes and international buyers. 
It should be stated here however that it is mainly Cocobod that benefits from the conservation 
of the current quality levels (and the premium paid on the world market). Especially in a 
situation with fixed producer prices and a relatively high FOB price, it is Cocobod that 
receives the most financial benefits. 
 
Increasing efficiency in the post-harvesting process is a clear example that could bring 
structural benefits to farmer’s societies. For example, farmers could collectively organise the 
processing of breaking the pods, fermentation and drying of the cocoa. This would leave the 
farmer with more time to spend on the farm, and less work-burden, as the breaking of the 
pods is a very time-consuming activity. The process could be organised very efficiently and 
semi-industrialized, using machines and standard fermentation sites for the beans, creating not 
only economies of scale but also a better bargaining position. The cooperative could invest in 
this facility with the profit they make from the efficiency gain attained in this way. The LBCs 
would receive a larger volume of a more standardized bean (which has a standardized quality 
by the farmers cooperative). The farmers are still getting paid for their beans, but this should 
be converted based on the volume of pods they have produced. The cooperative / union could 
establish quality standards and conversion formulas that are based on average bean yield per 
pod to calculate the price a farmer receives per unit of pods. Another advantage of this is that 
the cooperative as a whole would be able to create a buffer (as handling volumes become 
much larger), thereby creating a good negotiating and bargaining position towards the LBCs, 
and to sell on moments that the prices are good (Farmer Field Survey, 2003). 
 

6.5.3 Producer price 

As mentioned before, there is a positive correlation between producer price and productivity 
(or total volume of cocoa produced in Ghana). Thus, increasing the producer price would 
have a double positive effect on farm income, as it would increase average productivity while 
farmers receive more per unit of cocoa at the same time. There is also a relationship between 
a ‘ fixed’  producer price and product quality, as the farmers are not pressured to sell their 
beans at market peaks. The idea of Cocobod to increase the producer price by one percent of 
FOB yearly seems a good start. However, the percentage of BRUT FOB that farmers in 
Ghana actually receive, despite its superior quality, is still among the lowest in the world. 
This emphasizes that a lot of efficiency (and money) is lost on an expensive institutional 
apparatus of Cocobod. 
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In the case of a liberalised market, together with Cocobod exclusive right to market and 
control the cocoa quality, also the fixed producer prices would disappear. In this case it is by 
no means clear if Ghanaian cocoa can continue to be superior and receive a premium on the 
world market. International buyers should set their own quality criteria and start to 
differentiate by providing price incentives for different grades of cocoa. If industry were 
prepared to invest in setting up a system for differentiating for different quality levels, there 
would be an incentive for farmers’  cooperatives to maintain producing high quality cocoa.  
If the cooperative can guarantee such stable quality and supply, it should be able to set ask 
good prices for its cocoa, although the premium will not be paid any longer for all cocoa from 
Ghana, but for certain certified products, that are organised and traded in vertical chains, 
independent of their country of origin. In the end it will be the industry and the consumer that 
is prepared to pay a price difference for respectively a secured supply for high quality beans 
and a quality product in the shop. This is why we believe that an increased producer price 
linked to quality is also in the interest of international buyers, processors and manufacturers.  
 

6.5.4 Farmer cooperation and Organisational capacity 

The application procedure for starting a formal farmer co-operation in Ghana should be 
improved and made be more transparent by the responsible authorities. 
 
The benefits for the farmers and small traders of being organised (as co-operatives, 
associations or any form) are multiple. With farmers (and traders) becoming stronger, they are 
in a better position to 1) get access to the market's benefits, 2) prepare and plan activities and 
reinforce long-term relations, 3) benefit from economies of scale and negotiation power and 
4) enhance the communications with banks, CRIG, LBCs, Cocobod, input providers and 
extension services. 
 
With respect to this latter point, it should be stated that all the above-mentioned stakeholders 
have an interest in the farmers ‘being organised’  because it will facilitate the exchange of 
information and knowledge. A possibility would be to have an NGO to stimulate the 
entrepreneurship and organisational capacity amongst farmers – funded by the above-
mentioned stakeholders. 
 
The type of farmers’  cooperative that is adopted by Kuapa Kokoo, the farmers co-operative 
also performs the task of the LBC, as KK both produces and markets its cocoa. This can also 
create a tension, as buying and selling of cocoa are two different interests. Also, the farmers 
that are members of KK are committed to sell their cocoa to KK, which reduces their level 
playing field. We argue that producer’  co-operatives should specialise in producing products 
of high quality and diversity, preferably under a certified trademark, which brings them the 
advantages of scale-efficiency and puts them into a good bargaining position with different 
LBCs in a level playing field.  
The question remains: How can this best be organised and by whom? 

6.5.5 Crop diversification  

By establishing a co-operative that takes over functions that were previously performed by the 
individual farmer (such as the breaking of the pods), such a cooperative could also facilitate 
and stimulate farmers to invest in other crops (e.g. teak or citrus). Even more, the cooperative 
centres or district offices could fulfil information and networking function in setting the 
guidelines and helping farmers with start-up facilities. Even better would be if the co-
operative as such could set guidelines for, and acquire a certification for certain quality 
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standards of the products that are produced by its farmers under specific conditions (e.g. fair-
trade or biological), which would give the farmers an extra incentive to diversify their crop. 
 
A typical cooperative could eventually manage a range of products in its portfolio, supplying 
different types of LBCs or retailers in consuming countries directly in a liberalised market. 
The farmers are not exclusively dependent on the cocoa world market prices for their income, 
and the added value of producing different products under a cooperative could be passed on to 
the consumer price. 
 

6.5.6 Traceability 

The success of both a code of conduct as well as the success of a fair trade brand is directly 
dependent on the traceability opportunities. It should be possible for a sustainable cocoa to be 
traced back to the area of production (CREM, 2002). 
 
In Ghana, trace-ability up to the point of shipment is very good, but is exclusively controlled 
by Cocobod. As mentioned above at paragraph 6.5.3, Industry together with the merchants 
and producers co-operatives should set up their own system for trace-ability. An integrated 
trademark or certificate could give integral information about social, environmental and 
economical conditions under which the product was produced. In the case of bulk shipment 
however, it remains problematic to trace the product after it has been shipped. However, a 
final check could be traced up to the point of shipment, leaving the buyer with the choice to 
clear that specific purchase when it is still traceable up to the cooperative level, or not. 
 
In this context, the concept of traceability might be seen as a unique marketing opportunity 
for Ghana (Cocobod). 
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7 Conclusions  

The main objective of this study was to identify and assess convergences of interest for 
stakeholders in the cocoa chain, to attain increased farm income and sustainable production. 
 
Main conclusions: 
 
·  Various areas of potential convergence of interest between farmers, LBCs and TNCs 

(international buyers, processors and input companies) exist. Because of the liberalising 
market there will be an eventual shift in roles and responsibilities, creating room for 
(public-) private partnerships, to take over tasks that were formerly state-responsibility. 

 
·  The main areas of convergence of interest that we have identified in this study are:  

1) Increasing productivity;  
2) Improving product quality; 
3) Increasing producer price;  
4) Improving organisational capacity and farmer cooperation 
5) Crop diversification, and 
6) Traceability 

 
·  The two most important areas where the interests of farmers, Cocobod, LBCs and TNCs 

converge are increased productivity and bean quality. Improving organisational capacity 
and increasing producer price, are means to attain increased productivity and quality. 

 
·  The main challenge for the (smallholder) farmers is to improve their income and break 

out of the cycle of poverty. Farmers themselves perceive ‘ lack of credit’  (to buy inputs) as 
their main problem. Related problems are a lack of organisational capacity and education. 

 
·  Going upstream, LBCs and TNCs have an interest in building a large community of 

reliable farmers. LBCs are making money as a percentage over the total volume of cocoa 
they are handling. As the margins and producer prices are fixed, they can only make more 
money by handling more cocoa and/or by reducing costs – working more efficiently.  

 
·  Under the current market situation, LBCs cannot compete for the farmers produce by 

differentiating on price. Other differentiation strategies are used to attract the farmers’  
product, like providing loans or inputs, paying scholarships for the children’s education, 
supplying spraying machines or subsidies. 

 
·  Current credit facilities are inadequate and the farmer-bank relation is poor. The distance 

to banks is high and the history of banking in Ghana is overshadowed by cheating and 
low payback rates. Therefore, the prevailing interest rates are high (approximately 30%).  

 
·  Recent initiatives experimenting with micro-credit (using group liability) or participation 

in shares have had mixed results but seem promising. Some of these schemes have 
focussed too much on paying back the loans, disregarding their actual objective of 
investments for breaking out of the poverty cycle by holding the farmer to over strict pay-
back schemes 

 
·  Current extension services are highly inadequate. There is one extension officer for every 

3000 farmers. Extension officers do not receive the right incentives (e.g. low salary) nor 
receive the necessary resources (e.g. mode of transportation) to perform their job. 
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·  Investment costs for setting up an LBC or input company reaching out to farmers are high 
(infrastructure, warehousing, transportation, risk). These investments need to be 
economically viable. The current consequences are that the remote farmer communities 
have a limited level playing field and in the context of liberalisation this might worsen.  

 
 
Conclusions of Farmer Field Survey: 
 
Productivity and extension services 
 
·  Productivity of cocoa farmers in Ghana is low, and has a high potential for improvement. 

Because cocoa is a cash crop, there is a straight relation between productivity and farm 
income. 

 
·  Although most farmers experienced an improvement in their yield over the last 2 years, 

the main problems involved with low productivity are: 1) high incidence of pests and 
diseases, 2) lack of money for inputs and 3) bad access to credit. These conditions make it 
hard for the average farmer to break out of the cycle of poverty. 

 
·  Extension services are very important, as the general knowledge about best practices in 

growing cocoa is still low. Integrated pest management is a new and promising approach 
that optimises the use of inputs and takes into account sustainable use of the available 
natural resources. 

 
·  The current level and organisation of extension services in Ghana (now under MOFA) is 

neither effective nor efficient. Here, there is room for improvement. 
 
·  The role of the state as the provider of extension services and mass spraying is changing 

due to increasingly developing private initiatives that have an (economic) incentive to 
purchase cocoa or to provide extension services. It can be seen that some of these private 
companies succeed better in delivering their services effective and cost-efficient. Private 
initiatives involving extension services and advice on the use of inputs have recently 
started (e.g. by Wienco). Impacts on productivity have yet to be established but the 
prospects look promising. 

 
·  The total national volume of cocoa production in Ghana is expected to go up, mainly by 

the use of three strategic programs; pest and disease control (with the government mass 
spraying programmes), farm rehabilitation, increasing producer price (with increasing 
FOB prices, and increasing % of FOB going to the farmers). Historically, a positive 
correlation between producer price and productivity exists. 

 
 
Quality and Spreading of Risk 
 
·  TNCs want a stable and assured supply of a high quality bean for a good price. Farmers 

want a high production and the best possible price for their bean. High quality bean will 
give a better price in a liberalised economy. Crop diversification also has a positive 
impact on the quality of the cocoa when the right crops are combined. Furthermore we 
observed that: 

 
·  Farmers are better protected against price fluctuations if they don’ t have monocultures. 

Most farmers produce both cash crops and food crops.  
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·  Some farmers are investing in alternative cash crops such as teak, cashew or citrus, for 
which they trust to have a good alternative income. 

 
·  Farmer education programmes such as the sustainable tree crop programme (STCP) and 

the farmer field school help contribute to risk spreading as they teach the farmers not to 
plant only monocultures 

 
·  Selling cocoa in the fair trade segment is also a form of risk spreading, as the risk of 

world market price fluctuations are for the fair trade organisation. Fair trade guarantees 
the farmer a price of 10% above world market prices. Besides that, a minimum price 
higher than the cost prize is always paid, if world market prices drop below cost price. 

 
 
Organisational capacity 
 
·  Organisational capacity amongst cocoa farmers is a key area of opportunity to improve 

access to credit, extension services and education and conserve current quality levels. At 
this point the organisational capacity and awareness about the benefits of ‘being 
organised’  is low amongst the cocoa farmers. 

 
·  For a farmer, the freedom to choose whom to sell his product to (‘ level playing field’ ) is 

crucial as it prevents monopolisation and potential exploitation. In order to stand strong 
and benefit more, farmers could organise- and represent themselves in groups. This way 
they have better negotiating power and access to information. 

 
·  The majority of farmers are not member of a co-operative although the vast majority of 

those farmers want to become a member. The main reasons mentioned for wanting to 
become member are: to share resources among farmers, to improve credit facilities and 
access to extension services and general for more farmer unity.  

 
·  Farmers’  level of organisation of in producing countries is seen as a major constraint 

related to sustainable cocoa chain. In our survey, 61% of the farmers believe that farmers 
themselves should start a co-operative, however in practice it seems hard for most of 
them to structurally organise themselves.  

 
·  It some cases it seems that farmer societies were formed but are not lasting very long nor 

being very effective because of hierarchy differences between farmers in a community. 
Richer farmers sometimes exert more power over the members of the community than 
they should according to the democratic rules of the society. 

 
·  A possible partnership involving farmer societies should incorporate a mechanism to 

prevent this from happening as much as possible 
 
·  Farmers involved in a multi-disciplinary educational programme (like the farmer field 

school) have a clear benefit over both the knowledge and training they get. A problem can 
be that the objective of protecting nature (parks) and helping the cocoa farmers (by higher 
yields etc) are not always compatible. 

 
Conclusions from interviews with other  stakeholders 
 
Internal organisation of the cocoa chain in Ghana 
 
·  COCOBOD is still present in every aspect of the chain from purchasing to shipping the 

cocoa abroad. 
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·  Bean quality is high because of 1) a centralized mandatory quality control system for all 

Ghanaian cocoa, QCD. This system is effective but not very efficient, due to the costs 
related to the quality control. And 2) no pressure on the farmers due to a fixed producer 
price. 

 
·  In context of liberalisation it is questionable if the level of quality can be maintained for 

all Ghana cocoa. 
 
·  Compared to other countries, the tax margins on cocoa that go to COCOBOD are very 

high, here there is room for efficiency improvements. 
 
·  Transport costs for cocoa are also very high, mostly due to congestion, bad road 

conditions and long waiting times at the ports 
 
·  PBC is the most present in marginal areas, as Cocobod is required by law to purchase 

cocoa produced anywhere in the country. In some districts, PBC is the only buyer as the 
areas are not profitable. The calculated break-even point for an LBC lays around 1680 
bags/yr. On average, from 1995-1998, out of a total of 1896 societies, 782 (41%) 
produced less then 1680 bags. Therefore, in the context of liberalisation, the farmers in 
the remote areas are at risk.  

 
 
International stakeholders in the cocoa chain 
 
·  TNCs – and especially manufacturing companies - are becoming more aware of their role 

in the cocoa chain on a local level. TNCs claim that they want to get closer to the farmer 
communities (improved control over quality and quantity) and take responsibility but 
cannot do so due to the presence of Cocobod.  

 
·  Cocoa processors and traders are less likely to take responsibility for changing and 

improving the chain in a sustainable way – they are not exposed to public pressure. 
 
·  The fair Trade component of the cocoa market is still very small – encompassing 1,5% of 

the total cocoa market. The main problem here is not the supply side. The cocoa farmers 
are able to produce Fair Trade cocoa beans. The problem is the demand side.  

 
·  The 30% direct export rule for LBCs is not used yet because of different reasons, one of 

them being that Cocobod does not seem very eager to facilitate it 
 
·  Most farmers in countries with free market systems are receiving higher percentages of 

FOB price compared to the farmers that are working under a board system. 
 
·  The build-up of brute -v- net FOB is not clear. There is a considerable difference between 

the two (753,00 U$D per tonne) and it is not clear where and/or on what this is being 
spend on. Also, the way Cocobod calculates the bonuses (actual – expected FOB) is not 
clear. Neither is the way this is redistributed to the farmers. 



 64

8 Recommendations 

8.1 For the Farmers 

Our main recommendation to farmers is to start organizing themselves. 
Because unity equals strength, there are many good reasons to get organised, most 
importantly, 1) bargaining power, 2) easier access to credit, material and information sharing, 
3) lower susceptibility to exploitation and 4) risk diversification. 
 
·  There are different ways that farmers can organise themselves. A formal or ‘official’  co-

operative or society or group is often not necessary to get the first benefits. 
 
·  Farmer groups should try to adopt integrated pest management  (IPM) as a structural way 

to improve their farm practices and yield. Realizing that proper farm maintenance is just 
as, or even more, important as applying the right inputs to the land. 

 
·  In some cases, farmers could adopt a more ‘business like’  attitude. With the help of 

NGOs or private companies, farmer groups could establish partnerships in order to 
promote model farms and knowledge transfer centres. 

 
·  To prevent Purchasing Clerks (PC) from an LBC to temper with the scale, get a stone or 

zinc representing a fixed weight (e.g. 62.5 kg). After the harvesting; first use the stone on 
the scale. If the scale is correct – you know you can trust the LBCs scale. If not, you go to 
another LBC and don’ t forget to spread the word to other farmers about the LBC who’s 
scale is tempered with. This mechanism will function to correct ‘bad’  behaviour and 
future discrepancies.  

 
·  Programmes combining nature conservation and farmer development like the Farmer 

Field School could go one step further and increase the influence of the rural poor over 
the management of natural resources and in particular the areas of natural forest within 
these landscapes. 

 

8.2 For the LBCs 

On the local level (in the farmer districts):  
 
·  Allow the community or farmers society to select their PC themselves, for instance by 

majority of vote. In this way a process of auto-selection will occur, that selects the most 
reliable PC from the group, as the group as a whole will tend to be biased towards 
objectivity.   

 
·  To get involved in extension services and credit facilitation could strengthen the position 

of an LBC if they know how to benefit from these services in terms of market-share of 
cocoa sold to them. Also, directly showing farmers the profit potential of cocoa farming 
by calculating the potential returns of investment together is one way to encourage 
farmers to invest. 

 
·  A good activity could be to help farmers to establish model farms. These farms would be 

examples of good farm practice, and have the ideal balance of inputs, resulting in high 
yields (around 10 bags/acre). These model farms could show other farmers that it pays to 
invest in good farm practices. 
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On the corporate level: 
 
·  In the near future, all viable and effective Ghanaian cocoa trading companies can export 

some or all cocoa they purchase from farmers. This will create a considerable demand for 
a mechanism that can maintain the stable price environment to which producers have 
become accustomed. Private sector exporters (LBCs) will need to begin looking for a 
price protection strategy, in line with what the government previously provided, if the 
norms, such as a minimum producer price and strict quality control systems are kept. 

 
·  As concluded, there is a bottleneck in use / exploiting the right to directly export 30% of 

the produce. Many of the bottlenecks will be avoided / eliminated when the LBCs that 
have the (provisional) license to export will start to join forces and export as a joint 
venture. The advantages are clear; increased bargaining power (the combined produce of 
4 or 5 LBCs will give enough cocoa to make a significant impact). 

 
·  TNCs want reliability. They want constant quality and a reliable output. It is important to 

work on reputation and not be opportunistic towards farmers (downstream) as the 
international buyers (upstream). 

 
·  It is therefore recommended that these LBCs start organising themselves in such a way 

that they become more visible and more able to anticipate on the liberalisation process. It 
should be taken into account that certain aspects will need to be integrated in the 
negotiations if a sustainable cocoa supply chain is desired. 

  

8.3 For Processing and Manufacturing Companies 

·  To anticipate the liberalisation process, TNCs (international buyers and processors) could 
also get substantial benefit to form alliances with local LBCs. Also manufacturing 
companies have the opportunity to be a first mover in sustainable chocolate. Marketing 
efforts – maybe in collaboration with an NGO – will need to be developed and new 
criteria need to be communicated to the suppliers of cocoa butter, powder and mass 
(Cargill, ADM). The potential publicity and reputation-building can eventually also pay 
off financially.  

 
·  TNCs – together with LBCs and farmers societies- could start to set up their own quality 

standards. There is room for increased price differentiation for quality. 
  
·  If TNCs want to be able to guarantee that their products have been produced with 

compliance to issues like child labour, biological, or fair trade principles, they have the 
potential to do so. They have the possibility to be pro-active and work together with 
others actors down the chain. 

 
·  If TNCs want guarantees on volume and quality from the farmers and LBCs, they should 

respect the fact that transparency has a price as well.   
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·  The Export Regulations give the LBCs the right to either export the 30% allowed by their 
license, OR to sell it to the CMC at the CMC’s pre-season announced price plus a 
predetermined marketing margin to cover the cost of finance, warehousing, quality 
control and handling. This means that it will only be worthwhile for LBCs to export if the 
export price is more than the sum of the local price, the marketing margin, and some risk 
factor. The use of risk management techniques may have the result of mineralising the 
risk factor involved in entering the export market, and might also lower some of the costs 
of doing so, e.g. finance.  

 
·  Further liberalisation should stimulate price differentiation and there should be criteria 

created for selecting produce and the suppliers. Also the extensive costs of QCD (cost 
components from net to brute FOB) will be avoided, allowing the TNCs to buy the 
produce at a lower cost.  

 

8.4 For Cocobod / Government 

The current official form of extension services should be re-evaluated. MOFA extensions for 
cocoa do not work sufficiently, despite the fact that such services have proven to be extremely 
important for cocoa farmers.  
 
·  Cocobod should either resume the responsibility for extension services, or facilitate 

partnerships or private initiatives that can benefit from linking extension services to 
purchasing cocoa or input sales (see also under ‘private partnerships’ ). Part of the money 
that is being spent on the Pest and disease control program can be used to promote these 
market-oriented and efficient initiatives.  

 
·  If MOFA will continue to provide cocoa extension services in order to provide effective 

extension services to cocoa farmers, MOFA needs to drastically improve its knowledge 
and capacity for cocoa extensions by e.g.: 
o Agric officers need more training on cocoa extension and an appropriate salary. 
o Better transport facilities for district officers to visit farm villages 
o A more commercial approach: Agric officers should be taught and teach 

entrepreneurial principles of cocoa farming. 
 
·  Cocobod could make good use of the fact that consumer demands regarding child labour, 

traceability and environment are changing. As Ghanaian cocoa has high rating for all 
these issues, Cocobod could market its cocoa in a more pro-active way. 

 
·  Cocobod must increase transparency of price policy (NET- BRUT fob price etc) The 

current system leaves too much room for suspicion, and one cannot verify if e.g. the mass 
spraying program is cost effective or not. 

 
·  Cocobod could increase its efficiency – CMC has highest costs of all countries; also QCD 

is very expensive and can be made far more efficient. This could be done partly by 
outsourcing part of its core activities to private companies that have an incentive to be 
profitable. 

 
·  CRIG should continue and expand its research on Integrated Pest Management and 

biological pest control, as the results are promising and help farmers to produce more 
sustainable and efficient at the same time. 
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8.5 For NGO’s and International organisations 

A main issue is to help farmers organise themselves. NGOs could play a role in building the 
capacity of farmers groups through educational programs, financial and logistical support of 
‘knowledge transfer centres’  and not to be afraid to engage in partnerships with private 
companies, if these partnerships are to the benefit of all stakeholders. At the same time NGOs 
could still have a signalling or watchdog function, but rather as a partner.  
 
NGOs are also learning how to have a more holistic approach in formulating their objectives. 
For example, a NGO whose mission is nature conservation has other objectives than a NGO 
mainly focuses on poverty-reduction. By recognizing the strong relations between poverty 
and conservation, it is possible to develop a more integrated approach. However NGOs 
should not be afraid to make choices depending on what they believe is most important, as 
sometimes farming can go at the expense of nature. A new approach could be to increase the 
influence of the rural poor over the management of their own natural resources. Furthermore 
we recommend NGOs to: 
·  Form alliances with other co-operatives / other international NGO’s to control and 

monitor the codes of conduct of TNCs on a local level; 
·  Stimulate the market for Fair Trade (chocolate) product through public awareness 

campaigning and forming alliances with retailers (mainstream supermarket chains). 
 
 

8.6 New Partnerships 

8.6.1 A case for possible private partnerships 

The Agricultural Development Bank, Wienco and some farmer communities are currently 
initiating small-scale projects in which the bank provides the farmer with a loan, in the form 
of a package with inputs, gloves, and a spraying machine. The input provider visits the farmer 
community to give education on the different inputs, and on when and how to apply them. 
This should be the responsibility of the input provider. The bank has an interest in that the 
farmers’  yield is good so that the farmer can pay back the loan. To make sure that the farmers 
comply with the rules, practise good farm maintenance and sanitation, the bank employs a 
‘watchdog’ . These types of partnerships are private and seemed to work well in their initial 
phase. They have outperformed past government programmes in terms of increased yields and 
payback rates. 
 
Another set-up for a private partnership involving Farmers, Input providing company, LBC 
and TNC with a win-win potential could be as follows: 
 
A local LBC could partner with a TNC (e.g. processing company) and pre-finance inputs for 
farmers selected for a model farm project by the input providing company (e.g. Wienco). As 
the LBC is the one that will get paid later in the form of cocoa sold to them, they are the 
obvious candidates to bare the financial risk for pre-financing. They could subtract the credit 
given from the bean price after harvesting. In order to prevent cheating farmers that my sell 
their produce to other LBCs and not pay back the inputs, a system of group liability could be 
used. In this way, small groups of farmers are together held responsible for paying back the 
inputs. If one aims to cheat by selling to another LBC, all farmers are excluded from the 
programme. A group of farmers can choose their own representative responsible for the credit 
scheme, in this way auto selecting the trust worthiest one.  
The farmers receive training in good farm practices by the extension officers or promoters of 
the input company and will know how to use the inputs most efficiently. All produce from 
this conglomerate will then be sold through this specific LBC – Processor channel. 
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Here the interests of all stakeholders could converge in an organisation that helps farmers 
with good farm practices and increase their yields. 
 
A key element in this scheme is pre-financing through inputs with minimal risk for LBCs, as 
the process of selection of eligible farmers is coordinated by the input providing company that 
knows the farmers and selects only the most serious ones. Once such a scheme becomes 
successful in its pilot phase, other farmers will see the results in the form of increased income, 
and the programme can be expected to spread successfully. 
The farmers are better of because they make more profit (see calculation in 6.4). Input 
providers because they can sell more inputs, LBCs because they can increase their market 
share and purchase volume with minimal risk. Last but not least the TNC (in a possible joint 
venture with a local LBC) has a clear interest because it can control the origin and handling of 
cocoa from the beginning of the chain, is able to set up the infrastructure for a stable and good 
quality supply, can cut some margins in the chain, and has and can improve its reputation by 
helping farmers increase their standards of living.  
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Appendix I: Farmer Field Survey 

Basics 1 A Date 
    B District / Region / Village 
    C Name 
    D Age 
    E Gender 
    F LBCs present in district (based on farmer interview) 
    

Personal 2 A Position  
   Owner, caretaker, labourer 
    B If owner  
      With caretaker? Y/N 
      Nr of days spend per week 

    
C 

What kind of school have you been to? (Illiterate, 
primary/middle/secondary/Higher?) 

    D Have you been born in this region? (Y/N) 
    E If NO, where are you from and 
    F Since when do you live here? 
    
Family 3 A Nr of children? 
    B Do your children (at least 1) help on the farm? (Y/N) 
    C Age of youngest child? / Age of oldest child? 
    D Will your children to take over the farm? (Yes, no) 
    E How many people do you take care of? (Extended family) 
    
Farm Prod. 4 A Farm size in acres? 
    B Age of farm? (Average) 
    C How many trees do you have? 
    D How many bags of cocoa do you produce? 
    F Has yield improved over the last 2 years? 
    G Change in % 
    H Why?  

In case of Yes  
Mass spraying program, individual use of inputs, weeding 
Cutting / shade, good farm practise, replanting, other 

In case of No 
Age of trees, soil degradation, lack of maintenance, black pod, swollen 
shoot, capsid, mistletoes, termites, other 

    I What are the difficulties? 

 
No $, $ for inputs, $ for labour, $ for farm expansion, diseases, age of 
trees, late mass spraying, credit, soil depletion, Other 

      
Risk manag. 5 A What other crops do you produce? (Food -v- Cash -v tree?)  

  

Palm oil, corn, cassava, coco jam, pineapple, plantain, pear, coconut, 
cashew, teak wood, citrus, peep, tomatoes, papaya, other (please 
explain) 

  Food, cash, both food and cash 
    B If YES -> Do you grow them together with cocoa? (Y/N) 
    C If YES -> How much income does this generate? (X1000) 

    
D 

If NO -> What do you do in the periods when there is less work on the 
cocoa? 
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 Nothing, work on 'other crop', seasonal work, other 
    E In the future - will you increase or decrease 'other crops'? Why?  
  To spread risk, more food (security), for the $, soil conditions 
    
Selling 6 A To whom do you sell the cocoa?  

  
Adwumapa, Armajaro, Kuapa Kokoo, PBC, Fedco, Transroyal, 
AkuaFo Adamfo, Olam, Royal Commodities, Cocoa Merchants, Other 

  B Why to them (advantages)? Since when?  

 

Supplies $ for child education, supplies extension services, promise 
extension service, promise inputs, supplies inputs, deposit for inputs,  
Prompt payment, bonuses, social (friend, family member), trust (the 
scale), nearest (transport), the only one here, credit, cooperative, inputs 
on credit, other (lottery/to break monopoly), no reason 

    C Do they help you? How? 

  
Give $ for child education, give $ for labour, supply spray machine, 
supply inputs, prompt payment, Give guarantees (input), other (lottery) 

     D Do you trust them? (y/n/yn) 
E If different, to whom did you sell it before and what is the difference? 
    F Do you feel pressure from the LBC (fast selling)? (Y/N) 
    
Costs 7 A What is the highest cost component? 

    
B 

What costs do you make on the farm? (Are all costs -fixed/variable - 
included in 'cost price'?) 

  Labour, inputs, other 
    C How many people work on the farm daily? 
    D Do you use seasonal workers? (Y/N) 
    E What is labour wage per day? 
    F How much do you spend on labour per year? (X1000) 
    G Who pays the labourers? 
    H What do you earn yourself? 
      Don’ t know, this amount 
        
Credit 8 A Do you save money? (Y/N) 
      If yes - where? 
    B Do you get any credit?  
    C If YES? For what purpose? 

  
For farm inputs, for farm labour, for buying new land, for building a 
house, to feed the family, for education, other 

    
E 

What are the conditions to get credit? (Interest rate, time, collateral, 
fines, etc)  

    F Do you have any problems paying back? (Y/N) 
    G If NO, would you like to get credit?  (N/Y) 
    H What do you do to get credit?  

  
Nothing, invite the bank to the farm, make arrangements, make 
financial calculations, organise a group  

    J Do you make a financial / a budget planning? (Y/N) 
    D If X gives you credit, what would you spend it on? 

  
For farm inputs, for farm labour, to expand farm, farm maintenance, for 
building a house, for education 

    K How can credit facilities be improved?  
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With help of ext. Officers, Timeliness of credit, with guarantee of 
friend, through group forming, credit should be in form of inputs - not 
in form of $, through LBCs, more banks are needed, other, don't know 

    
Maintenance 9 A What do you do to maintain your farm? 
    B What are the main threats to your harvest / for the crop? 

  
Mass spray, weeding, general farm practice, replant, farm sanitation, 
individual spraying, cutting mistletoes, shade management, other 

    C What kind of input do you use? 
  Mass spraying, fungicides, pesticides / insecticides, fertilizers, other 
    D From whom do you buy your input? 
  Farmer input / agro shop, LBC, open market, Cocobod 
    E How much do you spend on input per year? (In 1000) 
    F How long have you used this input? (In years) 
    G Do you see any positive result? (Y/N) 

    
H 

Do you see any negative effects? (Does it affect water, other crops, and 
health soil?) 

    I Do you replant old trees for new trees? (Y/N) 
    
Ext. Services 10 A Do you get any advise on how to improve farm management? 
    B If so, from whom?  

  
Wienco, MOFA (Agric officer), Former cocoa extension, LBC, Farmer 
field school, other 

    C Compared to 5 years ago, how are the extension services now?  
    D What is opinion about the current advice? It improves your farm? 
    E Is there a model farm close? 
    
Waste 11 A Do you use your cocoa waste? If so, for what? 
    Y - for soap / Y - as fertilizer 
   B Do you sell this?  
   C Do you sell you LQ beans? 
    

Cooperation 12 
A Do you work with other farmers? How in what way? (During 

harvest/weeding time?) 
  Breaking pods, weeding, spraying, credit, other 
    B Are you member of a cooperative? (Y/N) 
      If Yes - name? and since when? 
    C If YES, what benefits does it bring you? 
    D What benefits does it bring to the community as a whole? 
    E If NO, why not? 
  No desire, no co-op present here, lack of leadership, other 
    F Would you like to become a member? Why (not)? 

 

No desire, general help, to improve credit facilities, to improve input 
facilities, $ to expand farm, child education $, extension education, 
builds community capital, for more farmer unity, Don't know, Other 

    G Who should start a cooperative? 

 
Government, farmers, the secretary of community, the chief farmer, 
District Assembly, don't know, other 

    H 
What kind of benefits do you expect? (Bargaining, storage, information 
sharing, school, etc) 

    I What are the main problems in your village? (Roads, schools, 
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hospitals? 

  
Roads, schools, hospitals, teachers, water, church, Unemployment, 
Other 

    J What are the areas that need investment? 
    K How can you organise this? 
    L How do you see the future? (Positive/negative) 
    
   Additional Qualitative Data resources  
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Appendix II: Questionnaire for Farmer Group discussion 

 
Group    

  
1  Is the liberalisation good of bad?  

  
2  

What is your opinion about the LBCs? Are you aware of the fact that they 
have a (provisional) right to directly export 30% of their cocoa? What is 
your opinion?  

  

3  
What are the main differences between them? Do you have a long-term 
relationship with one? Could the LBCs improve their relationship with 
you? How? What would you advise to them? 

 
4  

How can you benefit more from the relationship with them? (What can be 
done to improve the bargaining power, the local value adding, the access to 
information, etc?) 

 
5  

Why do you think the LBCs are hesitant to invest in you (lack of inputs, 
credit, farm machines)? 

 
6  Do you prefer this situation (fixed price) of a situation of complete 

liberalisation (market decides)? 

 
7  What do you know about local and global price setting? 

  
8  Do you think that privatisation will affect the quality of cocoa? Why? 

 
9  What is your opinion about the ‘Pest and disease program’  / ‘Mass 

spraying program’?  

  
10  

What do you think about the international processing companies and 
manufacturers? (Traceability, CSR, price and quality setting, purchasing 
criteria) 

  
11  

What do you do to reduce risk (fires, diseases, prices)? How could you 
improve?  

  
12  

What do you think about the current extension services? What should be 
done? How? What can you do? 

  
13  

Credit facilities. Is this a problem? How can you improve it? Group 
responsibility, soft-v-hard loans, credit union (CashPro?), role of co-
operative? 

 14  Why do you think the banks are hesitant to invest in you – as a group? 

 15  Who has the initiative to start a co-operative? 

 16  What are the main setbacks / problems to set it up?  

    
 17  Do you have any questions for me? 
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Appendix III: The visited communities, farmers and ages 

 REGION NAME AGE 
    
 WESTERN REGION   
1 Wasa Amenfi, Asankrangwa Isaac Buadu 50 
2 Enchi, Achimfo Ben Homiah 46 
3 Enchi, Achimfo Agyemang Manu  56 
4 Enchi, Enchi Anthony Archer 46 
5 Enchi, Enchi Seth Quayenarh 46 
6 Enchi, Enchi Patrick Kofi Assan 54 
7 Enchi, Enchi Joseph Tikoli Chapman 60 
8 Enchi, Enchi Tijani Moro 58 
9 Enchi, Enchi Hawa Abena Twamiesi 80 
10 Enchi, Enchi Nana Tando Boadi II 74 
11 Enchi, Enchi James Intsiful 48 
12 Enchi, Enchi Florence Adwoa Akyea 

Kyiremiah 
38 

13 Samreboi, Ohiamatuo Kofi Grushie 55 
14 Samreboi, Ohiamatuo Kweku Adu 63 
15 Samreboi, Ohiamatuo Charles Ajei 41 
16 Samreboi, Kokooase Kwame Donkor 50 
17 Samreboi, woman no good Kwame Fosu 45 
18 Samreboi, Ohiamatuo John Busia 45 
19 Samreboi, woman no good Mathias Asante 40 
20 Wassa Amenfi, Bonsie Yaw Ouwsu 43 
21 Wassa Amenfi, Bonsie David Aidoo 47 
22 Wassa Amenfi, Bonsie Nana KwakuBonsie 53 
23 Wassa Amenfi, Bonsie Kwasi Apia 65 
24 Wassa Amenfi, Bonsie Kwadwo Kobini 66 
25 Wassa Amenfi, Bonsie Kwasi Tando 55 
26 Wassa Amenfi, Bonsie Felicia Ackah 45 
27 Wassa Amenfi, Kwabi Ben Affum Kwabi 41 
28 Wassa Amenfi, Kwabi Yaw Berko 58 
29 Wassa Amenfi, Soroano Yosef Ampomaning 39 
30 Wassa Amenfi, Soroano Francis Asare 33 
31 Wassa Amenfi, Soroano Paul Arthur 41 
32 Wassa Amenfi, Soroano Josua Tawiah 35 
33 Wassa Amenfi, Soroano Kwabna Nkatiah 45 
34 Wassa Amenfi, Soroano Joseph Kwarteng 38 
35 Wassa Amenfi, Soroano Evans Asave 54 
36 Wassa Amenfi, Soroano J.A. Gainson 75 
37 Wassa Amenfi, Soroano George Dwomo 35 
38 Wassa Amenfi, Soroano Asane Bediako 46 
39 Wassa Amenfi, Soroano Justicee Yaw Tawial 32 
40 Wassa Amenfi, Soroano Sarfo Robert 61 
41 Wassa Amenfi, DansoKrom Kwasi Ankane 65 
42 Wassa Amenfi, DansoKrom Kwadwo Boadu 42 
43 Wassa Amenfi, DansoKrom Kwadwo Adjei 71 
44 Wassa Amenfi, DansoKrom Kwabena Nkatia 54 
45 Wassa Amenfi, DansoKrom Kofi Badu 40 
46 Wassa Amenfi, DansoKrom Kweesi Nsiah 80 
47 Wassa Amenfi, DansoKrom Anton Nicolas 48 
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48 Wassa Amenfi, DansoKrom Jones Saabeng 48 
49 Wassa Amenfi, DansoKrom Alex Gyeming 30 
50 Wassa Amenfi, DansoKrom Kwame Nyame 41 
51 Wassa Amenfi, Ampenkrom Nana Alex Gyasi 56 
52 Wassa Amenfi, Ampenkrom Ackah 56 
53 Wassa Amenfi, Ampenkrom Felicia Nkrumah 61 
54 Wassa Amenfi, Ampenkrom Kwabena Asaase Nuako 36 
55 Wassa Amenfi, Ampenkrom Baffoui 85 
56 Wassa Amenfi, Ampenkrom Kwaku Aekampong 61 
57 Wassa Amenfi, Ampenkrom John Amankwaa 60 
58 Wassa Amenfi, Ampenkrom Kwame Forson 41 
59 Wassa Amenfi, Adiembrah Emanuel Asamoah 27 
60 Wassa Amenfi, Adiembrah Kwabena Baadu 55 
61 Wassa Amenfi, Adiembrah Kwasi Kwarteng 42 
62 Wassa Amenfi, Adiembrah Kwaku Tawial 41 
63 Wassa Amenfi, Adiembrah Nana Kofi Adu 68 
64 Wassa Amenfi, Adiembrah Kofi Obeng 58 
65 Wassa Amenfi, Adiembrah nana Ayimodu II 65 
66 Wassa Amenfi, Adiembrah Fosten Bright Asamoah 30 
67 Wassa Amenfi, ElluoKrom Kojo Afful 85 
68 Wassa Amenfi, ElluoKrom Grace Hagen 54 
69 Wassa Amenfi, ElluoKrom Mark Nkatia 35 
70 Wassa Amenfi, ElluoKrom Pike Ababio 55 
71 Wassa Amenfi, ElluoKrom Peter Jyamana 65 
72 Wassa Amenfi, ElluoKrom Kojo Pral 30 
73 Wassa Amenfi, ElluoKrom Kojo Beyesen 42 
74 Wassa Amenfi, ElluoKrom Kwaku Miute 60 
75 Wassa Amenfi, Sefwi Asantiman Kofi Owusu 46 
76 Wassa Amenfi, Sefwi Asantiman S B Antwi 49 
77 Wassa Amenfi, Sefwi Asantiman Iman Fusif 34 
78 Wassa Amenfi, Sefwi Asantiman Emmanuel Okine 50 
79 Wassa Amenfi, Sefwi Asantiman J.K. Mensah 57 
80 Wassa Amenfi, Sefwi Asantiman Stephen Mensar 47 
81 Wassa Amenfi, Sefwi Asantiman Kwame Marfo 45 
82 Wassa Amenfi, Sefwi Asantiman B.Y. Asare 48 
83 Wassa Amenfi, Cashier Krom Oppong Coffie 57 
84 Wassa Amenfi, Cashier Krom Elija Owusu 44 
85 Wassa Amenfi, Cashier Krom Kwesi Agyeman 35 
86 Wassa Amenfi, Cashier Krom Thomas Asante 34 
87 Wassa Amenfi, Cashier Krom Richard Owusu 33 
88 Wassa Amenfi, Cashier Krom Banabas Opoku 44 
89 Wassa Amenfi, Cashier Krom J.A. Danso 67 
90 Wassa Amenfi, Atta Krom Francis Adu Yeboal 43 
91 Wassa Amenfi, Atta Krom Boakye Ansah David 33 
92 Wassa Amenfi, Atta Krom Osei De Graft 60 
93 Wassa Amenfi, Atta Krom Emmanuel Adams Appiah-

Kubi 
32 

94 Wassa Amenfi, Atta Krom Daniel Adjei 36 
95 Wassa Amenfi, Atta Krom William Dwaah 41 
96 Wassa Amenfi, Atta Krom Charles Mensah 50 
97 Wassa Amenfi, Asuantaa Nana Kojo Samah 61 
98 Wassa Amenfi, Asuantaa Kofi Tannor 80 
99 Wassa Amenfi, Asuantaa Peter Donkor 34 
100 Wassa Amenfi, Asuantaa Elija Mensa 35 
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101 Wassa Amenfi, Asuantaa Sammuel Adjei 58 
102 Takoradi district, wassaw 

domama 
Prosper Fianyeku 44 

    
 ASHANTI REGION   
103 Ahafo-ano south, Abesewa Martin Twumasi (chairman) 79 
104 Ahafo-ano south, Abesewa Martha Pokuaa 51 
105 Ahafo-ano south, Abesewa E.K. Agyei 83 
106 Ahafo-ano south, Abesewa Owusu Boamgpong 63 
107 Ahafo-ano south, Abesewa Kofi Manso 76 
108 Ahafo-ano south, Abesewa Cecilia Amano 60 
109 Ahafoano South, Nyamekyere Nana Dabanka 68 
110 Ahafoano South, Nyamekyere Kwadwu Adu 38 
111 Ahafoano South, Nyamekyere Kwasi Amoako Ernest 46 
112 Ahafoano South, Nyamekyere Adwoa Pokuaa 47 
113 Ahafoano South, Nyamekyere Joseph Kwadwo Acheampong 42 
114 Ahafoano South, Nyamekyere Abena M Fume 50 
115 Ahafoano South, Nyamekyere Kwaku Owusu 33 
116 Ahafoano South, Nyamekyere Anthony Mensah 37 
    
 BRONG-AHAFO REGION   
117 Dormaa, Asikasu Efia Nkrumah 62 
118 Dormaa, Asikasu Yaa Pomaa 56 
119 Dormaa, Nsuhia Hon. Grace Biatra Tediri 53 
120 Dormaa, Nsuhia Anna Yebura 52 
121 Dormaa, Asikasu Damoa Kwame 40 
122 Dormaa, Asikasu Micheal Oppeng 42 
123 Dormaa, Asikasu Adama Sahia 40 
124 Dormaa, Asikasu Kofi Mensah 52 
125 Dormaa, Nsuhia Derbrika Arma 52 
126 Dormaa, Nsuhia P.E> Jeboa 60 
127 Dormaa, Nsuhia Kwame Boedu 70 
128 Dormaa, Nsuhia MW. Ana Serca 80 
129 Dormaa Kokuasua Kofi Yeboa 42 
130 Dormaa Kokuasua Kwaku Kuma 80 
131 Dormaa Kokuasua Mary Twimasua 50 
132 Dormaa Kokuasua Grace Kuka 40 
133 Asutifi District, Atwedie Op Kwasi Addai 65 
134 Asutifi District, Atwedie Moses Manu 43 
135 Asutifi District, Atwedie May Agyei 43 
136 Asutifi District, Atwedie Mathew Asamoo 55 
137 Asempan, Eye Grace Obusu 53 
138 Asempan, Eye Rose Fosuaa 54 
139 Asempan, Eye Moses Nimako 68 
140 Asempan, Eye Nana Kwasi Antwi 50 
141 Bekyem (Tano) District, Boaso Nana Kwabena Yebou Nyame  76 
142 Bekyem (Tano) District, Boaso Kofi Amo-Agyei 71 
143 Bekyem (Tano) District, 

Buokroukwa 
Alex Kwaling 47 

144 Bekyem (Tano) District, 
Buokroukwa 

Kwame Orusu 66 

145 Bekyem (Tano) District, 
Buokroukwa 

Kerad Thomas 56 

146 Bekyem (Tano) District, Oppeng, Anthony 33 
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Buokroukwa 
    
 CENTRAL REGION   
147 Twifu Himeng district, Afiaso Phillip Kwesi Bedoo 42 
148 Twifu Himeng district, Afiaso Ernest Opare Ababio 55 
149 Fosu distric, Assin-Kruwa Johnson Amkuma 36 
150 Denkyira, Asikuma John Yaw Nkruma 52 
151 Denkyira, Asikuma Laurence Kofi Twineboah 58 
152 Denkyira, Asikuma Nicholas Yamoah 35 
153 Denkyira, Asikuma Morgan Asante 48 
154 Denkyira, Asikuma Yaw Wereko 56 
155 Denkyira, Asikuma Afua Boafoa 58 
156 Denkyira, Asikuma Alex Asrifi 48 
157 Manso Amenfi, Boadukrom Afua Amoaa (and son E. 

Kwanine) 
67 (40) 

158 Manso Amenfi, Boadukrom Gabriel Ampong 52 
159 Dunkwa, Ayamfuri Ama Ampofoa 71 
160 Dunkwa, Ayamfuri Patience Oye 38 
161 Dunkwa, Ayamfuri Mercy Adjei 47 
162 wtifo -hemag, Sumnayamedkodu Kwaku Appiah 68 
163 wtifo -hemag, Sumnayamedkodu Timothy Attah 46 
164 wtifo -hemag, Sumnayamedkodu Awiabea 85 
165 wtifo -hemag, Sumnayamedkodu Nana Agymang Nyarkoh 53 
166 wtifo -hemag, Sumnayamedkodu Samuel K. Tuah 42 
167 wtifo -hemag, Afiaso Nana Botwe 47 
168 wtifo -hemag, Afiaso Ama Osuwa 73 
169 wtifo -hemag, Afiaso Kwesi Enu II 87 
170 wtifo -hemag, Kruwa Kwaku Bonya 71 
171 wtifo -hemag, Kruwa Manuel Adufo 29 
172 wtifo -hemag, Kruwa Daniel K. Dansu 63 
173 upper benkyira, Opukukrom Christiana Acheampong 56 
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Appendix IV: List of interviewed organisations and people 

 
In the Netherlands: 

ORGANISATION PERSON 

INSTITUTE FOR SUSTAINABLE 
COMMODITIES (ISCOM) 

Mr. T. Wolters 

CARGILL:  Mr. T. ter Heijden 
ADM Mr. F. van Breemen 
FAIRFOOD Mr. M. Spaas 
ICCO Mr. H. Uitdebosch 
Fairtrade Labelling Organisations (FLO) Ms. C. Ayglon (in Bonn, Germany) 

 
In the United Kingdom: 

ORGANISATION PERSON 
TWIN - UK Mr. Chris Newell 

 
In Ghana: 

ORGANISATION PERSON 
CADBURY SCHWEPPES Mr. David Preece 
UNICONTROL Mr. P. Frieling 
COCOBOD – QUALITY CONTROL 
DIVISION (QCD) 

Mr. J. Bouatsie 

COCOBOD – COCOA MARKETING 
COPMANY (CMC) 

Mr. W. Sackitey 

COCOBOD – MONITORING Mr. Ken Brew 
COCOBOD - TRADING ROOM Mr. Joe Forson 
COCOA PRODUCING COMPANY 
(CPC)  

PRODUCE BUYING COMPANY (PBC) Mr. Owusu Boakye 
ARMAJARO Mr. Duncan Briggs 
OLAM  
KUAPA KOKOO (KK) Mr. N. Adjei Djan 
COCOA RESEARCH INSTITUTE 
GHANA (CRIG) 

Dr. B. Padi 

FARMER FIELD SCHOOL / 
CONSERVATION INTERNATIONAL 
(CI) 

Mr. Eric Kofi Doe 

SUSTAINABLE TREE CROP 
PROGRAM (STCP) Mr. I. Gyamfi 

WIENCO Mr. M. Kok, Mr. R. Odei-Jettey, Mr. Ben 
Appiah-Kubi, Mr. C. Adu-Asare, Mr. B. 
Gyasi 

SNV Mr. N. Osafo-Ansong 
WAMCO Mr. Jan Doets (former FEO) 
COCOA, COFFEE AND SHEANUTS 
ASSOCIATION Mr. Nana Erhuma 

MINISTRY OF FOOD AND 
AGRICULTURE (MOFA) Dr. Kwame Amezah 

 


