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Abstract
The role of the private sector in achieving development objectives is increasingly present. Through the
integral vision of corporate social responsibility, some companies have taken the path to implement
sustainable business practices into their supply chains. This is especially the case with commodities
originating from countries where workers are involved in frailer social and political systems. In Ghana,
the cocoa sector is characterised by small-scale farmers involved with licensed buying companies in a
system controlled by the Ghana Cocoa Board. With the proliferation of different types of buyers since
partial liberalisation of the sector, a better understanding of local networks between farmers and buyers
is needed, as well as a deeper focus on how local cocoa buying companies include farmers in their value
chains. This research zooms in on two cocoa value chains in Ghana, taking an inclusive development
perspective. It addresses the question of how an international and a Ghanaian cocoa buying company,
namely Lindt & Sprüngli and Kuapa Kokoo, differ in creating opportunity structures in their value chain
collaborations (VCCs), and the implications of these policies for the determinants of agency and
empowerment outcomes of the small-scale farmers involved in these VCCs. Furthermore, it analyses
how these two companies link up and collaborate within and beyond their value chain, both through
horizontal and vertical relations, in an economic and political context which is largely controlled by the
Ghana Cocoa Board. The research was conducted in the Ahafo Ano North district of the Ashanti region,
in the high forest zone of Ghana, which is a major centre of cocoa production.
Data was collected using qualitative methods, including focus groups, in-depth interviews and
participant observations with cocoa farmers and key respondents at various levels of the companies’
supply chains. The results show two companies providing drastically different opportunity structures,
one principally based on a bottom-up participative approach and the other based on a top-down
traditional system, however promoting inclusive programmes. Consequently, farmers involved in either
VCC, who do not differ a lot in terms of determinants of agency, greatly differ in their empowerment
outcomes. The thesis concludes that both companies have means, by linking beyond their value chains,
to improve farmers’ empowerment outcomes. Based on these insights, it lays the foundation for a deeper
understanding of entry levels for farmers’ empowerment through VCCs in the Ghanaian context and
presents a new vision of VCCs characterised by multi-level horizontality.

Key words: inclusive value-chain collaboration, cocoa sector, Ghana, small-scale farmers,
empowerment outcomes, determinants of agency, opportunity structures, multi-level horizontality.
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1. Introduction
1.1

Background to the Research

Every year, more than five million family farms around the world produce about four million tons of
cocoa beans (ICCO, 2016). Among the main cocoa-producing countries, Ghana finds itself at the second
place, with its production scoring nearly 900,000 tons of cocoa beans in 2014 (Wessel and QuistWessel, 2015). Its cocoa sector is the economic backbone of the country, as it contributes 10% to
Ghana’s GDP (Gross Domestic Product), generates income and employment for more than 6.3 million
Ghanaians – around one third of the population – (Glin et. al, 2015), and is ‘a major earner of foreign
exchange’ (Laven and Boomsma, 2012: 10).
Since more and more pressure is put on international companies to guarantee social rights and
environmental sustainability, they increasingly implement programmes aimed at fairer and more
inclusive value chain inclusion. These programmes usually face numerous critics and some are
classified as ‘green washing’, a situation in which a company spends more time and money claiming to
be ‘green’ through advertising and marketing than actually implementing business practices that
minimise its environmental impact (Gouin, 2014). However, a small amount of these programmes have
been recognised and praised by Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs). Companies design such
social and environmental programmes within their Value Chain Collaborations (VCCs), which are
defined by Ros-Tonen et al. (2015) as ‘voluntary associations between different actors in a chain,
including producers and buyers and sometimes other societal actors such as non-governmental and
governmental organisations’ (2015: 524).
These efforts towards greater inclusiveness and fairer trade also occur in Ghana’s cocoa sector.
In this regard, companies engaged in organic and sustainable trade in Ghana include the Traditional
Organic Farmers Association (TOFA) and Organic Commodity Products (OCP) collaboration, whereas
NGOs and private stakeholders such as Fairtrade, Rainforest Alliance or UTZ Certified cocoa also play
an important role (Glin et al., 2015: 50).
However, cocoa selling and buying companies in Ghana are embedded in a system controlled
by the Ghana Cocoa Board (COCOBOD), which restricts their scope of action. The cocoa price per ton
as well as the minimum quality standard are determined by the Ghanaian government and only
companies licensed by COCOBOD – which is the sole cocoa exporter in the country – are permitted to
buy cocoa from the farmers. The latter, on the other hand, are free to sell to any licensed company they
wish. This means that these companies have to compete among themselves in order to get the farmers
to sell their cocoa beans to them. This translates into various programmes, development projects and
(in the case of certification) premium prices. By linking up and collaborating with other actors within
and beyond their value chains, Licensed Buying Companies (LBCs) can potentially create an
opportunity structure for farmers’ improved wellbeing and empowerment. In this research, opportunity
structure is defined as ‘the broader institutional, social, and political context of formal and informal
rules and norms within which actors pursue their interests’ (Narayan, 2005: 6).
Ghana’s cocoa sector had broadly been subjected to research in recent literature. Laven (2010)
looked at chain empowerment and farmers’ empowerment strategies for cocoa farmers in Ghana. Laven
and Boomsma (2012) took a critical look at the Ghanaian cocoa sector and the incentives for its
sustainability. Roldan et al. (2013) focused on Ghanaian cocoa value chains and on whether
smallholders’ interactions with local and international stakeholders can improve their situation. Glin et
al. (2015) examined hybrid governance arrangements between various actors in the Ghanaian organic
cocoa network. In ‘Claiming Local Autonomy through Global Markets’, Deans (2015) analysed the
effects of value chain integration for cocoa smallholders in Ghana, effectively making a distinction
9

between ‘basic’ and ‘advanced’ VCCs. In a recent study, Abbey et al. (2016) focused on the role of
COCOBOD in governance and social capital and its impact in cocoa value chains in Ghana. However,
the capacity of international and national companies to offer opportunity structures for smallholders’
empowerment in complicated embedded systems such as the Ghanaian one has not been subjected to
research so far. In this regard, Laven and Jaskiewicz (2015: 3) call for ‘a better understanding of local
networks’ in the Ghanaian cocoa sector, as well as for more research on ‘local licensed buying
companies and how they and the farmers from whom they source are included or excluded from
collaborations in the cocoa value chain’. Academically speaking, placing the focus on empowerment
will allow us to get a deeper understanding of how this concept is defined and shaped in Ghanaian cocoa
farmers’ perceptions. Moreover, studying VCCs from an inclusive development perspective will further
contribute to our comprehension of the opportunities for farmers’ inclusion within value chains.

1.2

Research Objectives and Hypotheses

In light of the foregoing, this research aims to unravel whether and how two companies – Lindt &
Sprüngli and Kuapa Kokoo – create different opportunity structures for farmers’ empowerment and
whether and how farmers dealing with different companies differ with regard to their agency and
empowerment outcomes.
By comparing an international and a local cocoa-buying company, this study seeks to tackle
two objectives. It will first try to understand cocoa farmers’ empowerment in a context of VCC in
Ghana. Empowerment is a key concept, as it is the basis of farmers’ opportunity to improve their own
lives by enhancing their assets and capabilities and gain control over the institutions that affect their
livelihoods (Narayan, 2002: 11). Secondly, this study will allow us to comprehend the role of social
embeddedness of cocoa value chains in Ghana by looking at companies’ capacity to develop
empowerment and how this relates to the horizontal and vertical relationships created in the process.
Indeed, the two companies both differ in terms of networks, certification and international and social
embeddedness, which all translates into their capacities to create opportunity structures. This will thus
make us look into the local dynamics in the cocoa value-chain sector and help us get a deeper
understanding of VCCs in a ‘Ghanaian’ perspective.

1.3

Research Questions

The main research question is the following:
!

How do a local and an international cocoa company differ in developing opportunity structures for
farmer empowerment; and how do the farmers trading with those companies differ in their determinants
of agency and empowerment outcomes?
In order to answer this question, the following three sub-questions have been outlined:
1.! How do two cocoa-buying companies differ in their capacity to create opportunity structures
which facilitate farmer empowerment?
2.! How do the farmers trading with these companies differ in their determinants of agency?
3.! How do these differences determine the empowerment outcomes for those farmers?
10

1.4

Thesis Outline

After this introduction, Chapter 2 elaborates the theoretical framework by introducing inclusive
development theory and empowerment theory, as well as the conceptual scheme. Chapter 3 presents
the operationalisation of the three main concepts, the research methodology and reflects on the ethical
aspects and limitations of this study. Chapter 4 consists of the empirical context of the research, Chapter
5 elaborates on the findings on opportunity structures, Chapter 6 on determinants of agency findings
and Chapter 7 on empowerment outcomes findings. Finally, Chapter 8 presents the synthesis of the
findings, reflects on the theoretical framework, and presents recommendations for further research and
for policy and practice.
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2. Theoretical Framework
2.1

Introduction

This chapter describes the theoretical framework used for this thesis. First it outlines inclusive
development theory, its application to the context of cocoa smallholders and companies in Ghana and
critiques of the approach. This theory is then linked to an inclusive value chain perspective, which again
is explained and contextualised, after which its weaknesses are addressed. The combination of these
two approaches allows the research to give a broad overview of the companies’ and farmers’ situation
in Ghana. Finally, empowerment theory is introduced, with a focus on empowerment, agency and
opportunity structures that encompass the main research question.

2.2

Inclusive Development Theory
2.2.1 Origins, purpose and framework

Inclusive development seeks to enhance human wellbeing within the context of the carrying capacity
of the Earth and to shift the powers in favour of marginalised people, regions and sectors, according to
which resources are being distributed (Gupta et al., 2015). This theory focuses on marginalised people,
sectors and countries in social, political and economic processes for increased human well-being, social
and environmental sustainability, and empowerment (Ibid.). It tries to ensure that all marginalised and
excluded groups are stakeholders in development processes in order to tackle inequality and create an
inclusive society. It is based on the idea that all groups contribute to the creation of opportunities, share
the benefits of development and participate in decision-making.
According to Gupta et al. (2015), inclusive development differs from sustainable development
by having a stronger focus on social and environmental aspects and on current generations. The roots
of inclusive development go back to the recognition of concepts such as universal human rights,
externalised environmental impacts and participatory development and first appeared in publications of
the Asian Development Bank in 2007 as a strategy towards equity and empowerment (Gupta et al.,
2015).
Inclusive development responds to change and new risks of exclusion and marginalisation
(Gupta et al., 2015). It aims at countering the ‘dominant neo-liberal capitalist’ approach (Ibid: 521)
which leads to a near exclusive focus on continuously enhancing growth and the concentration of wealth
and control in the hands of the few. Inclusive development is distinguished from growth, pro-poor
growth, and inclusive growth, as it also includes the concept of well-being (development) and its
distribution (inclusive) (Rauniyar and Kanbur, 2010).
The focus of this research is on ‘Inclusiveness per se’ (Gupta et al., 2015: 542), which looks at
notions such as human wellbeing, the poorest and marginalised, knowledge and aspirations of local
people, access to civil amenities and capacity building. In this regard, this research focuses on the
context and sectors involved which determine the creation and/or strengthening of empowerment in
order to better include the poor, thus taking an inclusive development perspective in order to analyse
empowerment in a Ghanaian value chain context.

12

2.2.2 Application to the Ghanaian context
Inclusive development theory is a suitable frame for this study to analyse the processes through which
two cocoa companies create empowerment opportunities for the cocoa smallholders with whom they
work, and how these farmers perceive their empowerment. It allows us to take a look at how the
opportunity structure for marginalised people (here, the cocoa smallholders) can be enhanced to enable
the expansion of their assets and capabilities and negotiate control over the actors who affect their lives
(here, the two cocoa buying companies). Moreover, it gives us a deeper insight into the accountability
and responsiveness of strong companies such as Lindt & Sprüngli and smaller ones such as Kuapa
Kokoo towards poor and vulnerable people like the cocoa smallholders. Finally, Pouw and de Bruijne
(2015: 485) call for a need to focus more on ‘the people within the system, their capacities, and the
instruments needed to enforce a more socially just and sustainable development’. This research partially
contributes to that goal by analysing how the private sector builds inclusiveness, thus providing
information on the instruments that can be used to create a more inclusive form of development.

2.2.3 Limitations of the inclusive development theory and how they will be addressed
Inclusive development theory is based on three main pillars – wellbeing, social and environmental
sustainability, and empowerment – and focusing on only one of them – empowerment – is a limited
application of this theory. I will include an inclusive value chain perspective to specify the
‘inclusiveness’ aspect of this research and also add empowerment theory in order to give a stronger
theoretical basis to the empowerment component of the research. Another important limitation is that
empowerment in this research might not focus on the most vulnerable and marginalised, as some of the
cocoa smallholders are already part of a VCC, which means they might not fall in this category.
However, smallholder cocoa farmers on average have an income of less than 2 dollars a day in the lean
season (ARF-WOTRO Project Consortium, 2016) and as such may be considered as being poor.
Finally, this research will not explicitly address interactive governance, another component of inclusive
development theory. However, by looking at the interactions between the private sector and
smallholders, it takes the interactive aspects of inclusive development theory into account.

2.3

Inclusive Value Chain Collaboration
2.3.1 Origins, purpose and framework

The value chain perspective framework was first introduced by Hopkins and Wallerstein (1986) under
the notion of ‘commodity chains’, which they understood as ‘a network of labour and production
processes whose end result is a finished commodity’ (1968: 159). It was later specified by Gereffi (1999)
as ‘the whole range of activities involved in the design, production, and marketing of a product’ (1999:
38).
Development studies have emphasised the potential of value chains for achieving development.
It considers chains as dynamic, open systems that give space to producers to upgrade their product,
process or function within the chain (Laven, 2010). This potential can be achieved through collaboration
within and beyond the value chain in the form of VCCs (see Section 1.1 for a definition). With time,
the focus has shifted towards the integration of small-scale farmers in rural areas around the world into
larger value chains. Greenberg (2013) states that the more integrated, the more farmers will benefit in
13

economic terms, thus tackling issues like poverty eradication and rural development. However,
integration into value chains can be constrained by several barriers, ranging from quality and quantity
conditions to sustainability certification, which makes it sometimes impossible for small producers to
participate.
Ros-Tonen et al. (2015) analyse value chains from an inclusive development perspective, and
refer to ‘inclusive value chains’. They focus on making VCC more inclusive for smallholders through
adaptive learning and empowerment processes and propose a constructive approach towards analysing
new forms of VCC with non-chain actors and their prospects for enhancing smallholders’ agency and
autonomy both within the chain and the landscape in which the chain is embedded. This approach puts
smallholders’ agency and empowerment at the centre of the analysis.
In line with Ros-Tonen et al. (2015), Laven and Jaskiewicz (2015) define VCCs as ‘voluntary
arrangements between different actors in a chain, including producers and buyers and often also
governments and NGOs’ in order to reach ‘a win-win situation’ (2015: 1). Relying on this definition,
this study focuses on three dimensions. The first dimension concerns the idea of the embeddedness of
value chain actors, which is translated by the relationship between the structuring environment and
actors’ ability to innovate and effectuate change. Second, the notions of enhancing smallholder’s
empowerment and agency are linked to the notion of opportunities. Lastly, the third dimension
addresses the question of aspirations of local people as defined by Fritz et al. (2009) and how these are
taken into account in the value chain. This third dimension is of importance, as it constitutes the roots
of smallholder’s agency and empowerment.

2.3.2 Application to the Ghanaian context
Taking an inclusive value chain perspective has many advantages. First, it provides a flexible analytical
framework that can be used at any level within the cocoa value chain. This allows us to take a look at
opportunity structure from both the companies’ and smallholders’ perspective. This perspective will
alternatively be top-down, when companies’ opportunity structures will be the focus, and bottom-up,
when the cocoa’s smallholder’s agency and empowerment to access better wellbeing and livelihoods
will be the focus.
Second, value chain analysis has long overlooked the integration dimension as well as the
impacts of value chain integration on poverty (Jaskiewicz, 2015). Several studies have advocated for
revising the value chain model with a stronger focus on pro-poor implications (du Toit 2004; Bolwig et
al. 2010). This study will contribute to such focus by analysing the inclusiveness of poor farmers
through an empowerment lens. Moreover, it brings attention to power relations within the value chains
by analysing two sides of the same coin: the impact that private actors have on smallholders’ livelihoods
and the power acquired by these smallholders which they use to gain more control on their livelihoods.
Third, value chain perspectives usually have a strong focus on firms and formal institutions,
which often leaves suppliers and producers out of the picture (Laven, 2010). Taking an inclusive value
chain perspective is a way to overcome this problem.
Finally, according to Ros-Tonen et al. (2015), focusing on smallholder agency and
empowerment in an inclusive development and ‘beyond the chain’ perspective provides a better
understanding of smallholders’ capacities to engage in VCC with the private sector and how this affects
processes of inclusion. It also corresponds with a recent trend within the private sector to ‘support rural
livelihoods across entire landscapes in an integrated manner’ (Kissinger et al. 2013: 1).

14

2.3.3 Limitations of the Inclusive Value Chain Collaboration framework and how they
will be addressed
According to Ros-Tonen et al. (2015), new forms of inclusive and pro-poor VCC are not always more
inclusive or sustainable. Indeed, value chains are embedded in certain environments and the barriers
can be very high for the most marginalised who want to be included. Moreover, companies do not
always address the social and environmental consequences of their operations. Because of all of this,
adverse effects of and exclusion from VCC integrations can be evident (Ibid: 527). This research will
therefore try to take a critical view of VCC by analysing the reasons for companies to build, or not to
build, opportunity structures for farmers’ empowerment, and farmers’ perceptions of these opportunity
structures and their empowerment outcomes.

2.4

Empowerment Theory
2.4.1 Origins, purpose and framework

Julian Rappaport (1981) was one of the first who theoretically developed the empowerment concept as
an approach to the solution of social problems that originate from powerlessness. He defined
empowerment as ‘gaining mastery over one’s affairs’ (1987: 122, cited in Quaedvlieg et al., 2014).
As we can only find a few papers on empowerment theory, I will base myself on the theory
defined by the sociologist Elisheva Sadan (1997) in order to have some theoretical ground. In
‘Empowerment: Definitions and Meanings’, Sadan describes empowerment as ‘a process of transition
from a state of powerlessness to a state of relative control over one’s life, destiny, and environment’
(1997: 144). She distinguishes between the individual level, where the empowerment process consists
in moving away from a state of powerlessness by gaining more control, and the community level, where
empowerment is ‘a collective social process of creating a community, achieving better control over the
environment, and decision-making in which groups, organisations or communities participate’ (1997:
137).
According to Sadan, human beings have to be able to influence their environment and to create
change. In this regard, she draws on the importance of human agency as a means to overcome the
limitations placed upon a person’s ability to exert power. Sadan makes a connection between social
structure and human agency in explaining that empowerment is ‘a circular process of social change
and activation of abilities and resources, in which human agents in need of empowerment act together
with empowering human agents’ (1997: 149). Sadan explains that what exists in society directly impacts
on the empowerment process and that its success depends on changes that occur on the personal and
community levels, as well as on the social system as a whole. The degree of ability to act and to
influence the social structure or the creation of rules and laws is connected to the accessibility of
material, organisational and knowledge resources (1997: 151). This idea links directly to my research
as it draws on the companies’ social embeddedness and its effect on their abilities to create
empowerment for the farmers with whom they work.
We will now link empowerment theory as defined by Sadan with inclusive development theory
in order to have a theory of empowerment from an inclusive development perspective. Gupta et al.
(2015) take an inclusive development perspective to analyse empowerment and how the opportunity
structure and agency of marginalised people can be enhanced to expand their assets and capabilities to
negotiate control over the institutions that affect their lives. In this regard, Quaedvlieg et al. (2014)
(based on Rowlands, 1997) define empowerment according to four dimensions: ‘power over’, which is
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the ability to resist manipulation and power over assets (Rowlands, 1997); gaining ‘power to’, which is
creating and benefiting from new opportunities (Rowlands, 1997; Narayan 2002); gaining ‘power with’,
which is defined by collective action and having a voice based on representation and social organisation
(Rowlands, 1997; Ibrahim and Alkire 2007); and finally, gaining ‘power from within’, which is related
to increased self-esteem and self-confidence in one’s abilities to effect change (Rowlands, 1997).
These four dimensions align with Sadan’s empowerment framework as they include a state of
transition (the process of gaining power and effect change), a focus on both the individual and the
community level (as it includes individual and collective action) and the importance of human agency
(defined by gaining ‘power over’). These will be the basis for defining the empowerment outcomes,
determinants of agency and opportunity structure concepts.

2.4.2 The empowerment concept
Empowerment as a concept has encountered many definitions. First defined by Paulo Freire (1970) as
acquiring more control over one’s life through growing awareness, it was then deconstructed by
Rowlands (1995) and re-defined in a development context by taking into consideration notions such as
social and political structures, individual empowerment and collective action (Quaedvlieg et al., 2014).
Nowadays, empowerment is one of the main concerns when addressing human development
and is frequently used to indicate both a process (of empowering groups or individuals) and an outcome
(a person or a group is empowered) (Alsop and Heinsohn, 2005). The World Bank has largely
participated in bringing empowerment into the mainstream development debate by stating it as one of
the three pillars of poverty reduction in its World Development Report (2000/2001) and addressing the
notions of institutions’ accountability and responsiveness towards the poor. Ibrahim and Alkire (2007,
cited in Quaedvlieg et al., 2014) built on the definition by considering collective action, representation
and social organisation.
In this research, the empowerment framework defined by Narayan in Chapter 2 of The World
Bank’s ‘Empowerment and Poverty: A Sourcebook’ (2002) will be the main focus. Narayan views
empowerment broadly on both the individual and collective level, but also in an economic, social and
political dimension. She defines it as ‘the expansion of assets and capabilities of poor people to
participate in, negotiate with, influence, control, and hold accountable institutions that affect their
lives’ (2002: 11).
In ‘Measuring Empowerment’ (2005), Narayan expands further on her framework by adopting
an empowering approach to poverty reduction. She identifies key factors that facilitate or constrain poor
people’s efforts to improve their own well-being. According to Narayan, the empowerment of poor,
excluded, or subordinate groups in a particular context is a product of the interaction between the agency
of these individuals and groups on one hand; and the opportunity structure in which this agency is
potentially exercised on the other hand. Ibrahim and Alkire (2007) join her on this combination of
agency and opportunity structure in order to obtain empowerment.

2.4.3 Application to the Ghanaian context
Sadan’s empowerment theory, coupled with an inclusive development lens, gives this research the
theoretical ground needed to analyse empowerment as a process in the Ghanaian cocoa context.
First, empowerment, with its concepts of agency and opportunity structures, can be found in
most development papers regarding farmers’ livelihoods, value chain analysis and cocoa production.
As Laven (2010) puts it, ‘in order for small farmers to benefit from participating in global value chains,
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they need to be empowered to make their own informed decisions about their work and livelihoods’
(2010: 20). She also explains that in order to improve the lives of cocoa farmers, these should be much
more supported to develop their agency (Laven and Boomsma, 2012). Wessel and Quist-Wessel (2015)
cite ‘farmer empowerment’ as a criterion for sustainability in order to ensure that farmers obtain real
benefit from higher cocoa production.
Secondly, Sadan has based her work on Giddens’ approach of duality of structure (Giddens,
1982, 1984), according to which power is exercised by human agents, but also created by them,
influenced by them and limited by them. This conceptualisation of power will be used in this research
by looking at the ways in which companies create empowerment as well as how smallholders exercise,
limit and influence this empowerment. The latter will be done by analysing the determinants of agency
and empowerment outcomes.
Finally, Sadan’s contextual theory of empowerment sees a transition from ‘powerlessness’ to
more control in life as a change in both human activity and the social structure (1997: 137). This
conception aligns with the ‘social embeddedness’ dimension this research is seeking to understand as
it gives importance to context and to social limits and opportunities within which actors can create and
practice empowerment.

2.4.4 Limitations of the empowerment theory and how they will be addressed
Sadan (1997) conceptualises three main empowerment processes, which are individual empowerment
(agency), community empowerment (social change) and professional empowerment. While this
research can relate to the two first processes, the last one will be left aside, as it will be quite difficult
to study in this company and smallholder framework. Moreover, Sadan’ theory is mainly focused on
the processes of empowerment while this research will look at both structures and processes – through
the creation of opportunity structures and agency – of empowerment outcomes. Adding an inclusive
development lens to Sadan’s empowerment theory helps to consider it in on a broader level by also
adding the outcomes.

2.5

Conceptual Scheme

The conceptual framework below gives a graphical representation of the links that exist between the
three key concepts in empowerment theory and the main actors involved.
2.5.1 Opportunity structures
Ibrahim and Alkire (2007) see opportunity structure as the institutional environment in which one
operates and which may constrain one’s agency. In accordance with this thought, Narayan (2005) states
that in order to have agency on a large scale, we first need to change the opportunity structure within
which poor people pursue their interests. This involves acting on two levels. First, the formal and
informal institutional barriers that prevent the poor from taking effective action to improve their wellbeing must be removed. Narayan’s institutional climate is composed of four elements: access to
information; inclusion and participation; accountability; and local organisational capacity. Second,
social and political structures that perpetuate unequal power relations must be changed. These structures
are related to openness, competition and conflict. Opportunity structures in my conceptual scheme will
therefore be based on the extent to which each of the two companies’ structures are going towards more
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or less flexibility and negotiability (openness); on whether they are enhancing inclusion or exclusion
(through competition); and on the degree to which they are open to collaboration (as opposed to conflict)
within and beyond their value chains. I will thus mainly source from Narayan’s social and political
structures, however still include some elements of the formal and institutional barriers. The three
variables of opportunity structures in my conceptual scheme will therefore be inclusion, flexibility and
negotiability, and collaboration.
Inclusion refers to various forms of how companies include farmers. This will encompass the
rules according to which farmers are included into the company’s VCC, namely the incentive structure,
quality and terms of engagement and how heterogeneity is accommodated. It will also look at how
farmers get improved access to opportunities within the VCC through various institutions and services
provided by the company. Finally, inclusion will focus on how communication happens between
farmers and the company and how farmers have access to information.
Flexibility and negotiability will look at ‘openness’. Narayan describes the openness of an
institution as having ‘a significant influence on whether poor people are able to influence government
policy in their favor’ (2005: 45). This variable will therefore focus on the social relationship between
the company and the farmers and among farmers themselves, and how it allows farmers to influence
the company’s structures to some extent, namely through participation and organisation at community
level.
Finally, collaboration will look at how the company creates structures that avoid conflict with
farmers and maintain good relationships, both within and beyond the value chain. It includes the
decision-making process within VCC; the various partners of the company; and also include the notion
of accountability as defined by Narayan (2005: 46) as ‘establishing a system for policy implementation,
monitoring, and sanctioning policy makers when necessary’, however adapted to the companies’
structures.

2.5.2 Determinants of agency
Amartya Sen has been one of the first to define poor people’s agency in his capability approach. He
defines it as ‘what a person is free to do and achieve in pursuit of whatever goals or values he or she
regards as important’ (1985: 203).

Figure 2.1 – The empowerment
framework (Source: Narayan,
2005: 7)
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According to both Narayan (2002) and Ibrahim and Alkire (2007), agency is a means towards
one’s empowerment. Narayan (2005) defines agency as the capacity of actors to take purposeful action,
as a function of assets and capabilities. She claims that, as poor people are embedded in a culture of
inequality, they need assets and capabilities to negotiate, control, and hold accountable other actors in
order to increase their own well-being, security and self-confidence, so that they can negotiate with
those more powerful. Narayan describes assets as being material (physical and financial) and enabling
people to withstand shocks and expand their horizon of choices. Capabilities, on the other hand, are
what enable people to use their assets in different ways to increase their wellbeing. For Narayan, these
assets and capabilities can be either individual (human, social, psychological and political capabilities)
or collective (voice, organisation, representation and identity) (see Figure 2.1).
The determinants of agency used in my conceptual scheme are based on Narayan’s framework,
however with some slight changes. First, natural assets will be included, as these are highly relevant
when looking at farmers’ assets and capabilities. Secondly, I will not include the psychological
dimension of capabilities, as it will be too complex to study given the restricted scope of this research.
Finally, ‘identity’ will not be included either, as farmers will already be studied as a part of a collective
group, which will be Ghanaian cocoa farmers selling to either Lindt & Sprüngli or Kuapa Kokoo.

2.5.3 Empowerment outcomes

Figure 2.2 – Conceptual Scheme
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Following Quaedvlieg et al.’s empowerment framework (2014: 46), I will use Narayan’s
empowerment framework which integrates the notions of opportunity structure and agency (as in Figure
2.1) and replace her initial development outcomes with empowerment outcomes. However, in contrast
with Quaedvlieg et al. (2014), the different dimensions of ‘empowerment outcomes’ will be defined by
cocoa farmers themselves during the research (see Section 7.1). These adaptations in Narayan’s scheme
to my research results in the conceptual scheme above.

2.6

Conclusion

The combination of three theoretical strands (inclusive development, inclusive value chain
collaboration, and empowerment) has three benefits. Firstly, it provides an inclusive view of
development by introducing empowerment as a way to make VCC more inclusive for the poor.
Secondly, it places the focus on people-centred benefits of value chain collaboration. Finally, it gives
empowerment theory a ‘development’ direction with a strong emphasis on human agency and
opportunity structures.
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3. Research Design and Methodology
This chapter presents the methodology and research methods used in this study. The research design is
first introduced. Following will be the operationalisation of the main concepts and an explanation of
the research methods. The final section reflects on the ethical considerations and possible limitations to
the research.

3.1

Research Design

This study follows a comparative case study design in order to understand the differences between the
two companies and the farmers with whom they are respectively trading (Richards, 2005). This allowed
me to analyse the different contexts within which the two companies are operating as well as the
different characteristics of the farmers selling to them. The data from the two groups will be kept
separate and will then be compared in order to determine possible similarities and/or differences
(Richards, 2005).
This study also adopts a triangulated design, as part of the data has served to clarify and/or
verify other parts of the data collected (Richards, 2005). This allowed me to ensure that I was arriving
at the same conclusions and enabled me to get a deeper understanding of the importance of context.
The same questions and/or topics have been asked from different perspectives and using different
methods (participant observation, focus groups and in-depth interviews).
A qualitative methods approach has been used, as such an approach was judged better suited to
capture the complexity of the social world. The qualitative methods included focus groups, interviews
and participant observations. By triangulating the data, the internal validity of the results has been
increased (Bryman, 2006) (see also Section 3.4.2.2). Qualitative data has first been collected and
analysed at the farmer’s level, and then at various levels within the company, the results from one level
having been used to prepare for the data collection at the next level.

3.2

Operationalisation

The three main concepts embedded in the research question – opportunity structures, determinants of
agency and empowerment outcomes – have been translated into measurable indicators which can be
found in the operationalisation table (see Appendix 1).

3.3

Research Methods
3.3.1 Data collection

The first part of the data has been collected from farmers in 15 local communities in the Ahafo Ano
North District of the Ashanti Region in Ghana, over a period of 6 weeks from 8 February till 18 March
2016. The second part, which involved company representatives, was collected during the next ten days
in Tepa and Kumasi in Ghana and in Zürich in Switzerland.
During the entire fieldwork period, website and document analysis was conducted in order to
get acquainted with the environment of the two companies. This allowed me to gather the necessary
background information in order to prepare the questions for my first focus group as well as to
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contribute to the contextual chapter. It also contributed to answering the first sub-question (SQ1).
Moreover, I resorted to participant observation during the entire time spent in the villages, which
included observing the cocoa farmers’ lives, their relations with the PCs/recorders and the
Commercial/District Officers and the way they organise themselves as a group. I thus gathered
information about their determinants of agency (SQ2) and their empowerment outcomes (SQ3).
During the first part involving farmers, data was collected with the help of a research assistant,
who was also my translator. Two focus groups were first conducted, including ten farmers each, one
for farmers selling to Lindt & Sprüngli and one for farmers selling to Kuapa Kokoo. They consisted of
a group interview on their cocoa farming livelihoods which generated insights into the context and
improved the relevance of the questions in the subsequent interview guide. The second part of the focus
group involved the definition of the key concept of ‘empowerment outcomes’. This allowed me to define
relevant indicators to measure this concept in the rest of the study.
Semi-structured interviews (see Annex 2) have then been conducted in the communities where
farmers selling to either one or the two buying companies could be found. These interviews have helped
answer the second sub-question of the research on the determinants of agency and partially the third on
empowerment outcomes. As suggested by Alsop & Heinsohn (2005), these interviews will be used to
measure all assets defining agency in order to test the effects of one asset on another as well as for the
effect of all these assets on empowerment outcomes.

Figure 3.1 – Methodology
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Another set of two focus groups has been conducted at the end of the study. This allowed me
to validate the findings from the farmer interviews and to better understand the answers of some
participants, particularly regarding the empowerment outcomes. Moreover, further measurements of
empowerment outcomes were conducted (SQ3).
Finally, six in-depth interviews with key respondents were conducted, three from each cocoabuying company. As all levels of the companies’ structures were relevant for the research, I met with
respondents who were situated at different stages of the value chain: two purchasing clerks, two
extension officers based in Tepa and two high-ranked company representatives at the companies’
headquarters in Kumasi and in Zürich. These gave me a deep insight into the two companies’
embeddedness in the Ghanaian cocoa sector and contributed to understanding these companies’
opportunity structures (SQ1).

3.3.2 Sampling
The sampling method used in order to reach cocoa farmers mostly consisted in snowball sampling
(Bryman, 2012). For the first set of focus groups, I asked the PC in the communities to indicate cocoa
farmers who were selling to either company and would be willing to participate in the study. Then, the
first farmers encountered indicated other farmers for me. The same method was used for farmers’
interviews. However, the second set of focus groups involved farmers from different communities as it
was important for this exercise that the group would be representative of the whole district. The
respondents for the farmers’ interviews and for the focus groups did not overlap. Finally, the sampling
for the company representatives’ interviews was based on judgemental sampling (Bryman, 2012) as I
looked for the respondents who detained key knowledge on the company’s functioning.

3.3.3 Units of observation and analysis
As presented in Figure 3.2., the units of observation were initially the cocoa farmers (individual level)
and subsequently the two cocoa buying companies to whom these farmers were selling their beans
(analysis at firm level). Respondents were analysed within the context of the VCCs of which they are
part. The units of analysis are therefore the two VCCs, with a focus on the opportunity structures offered
by the companies and the resulting determinants of agency and empowerment outcomes of the farmers.

3.3.4 Data analysis
All the data has been either directly taped and transcribed or handwritten and then entered into the
computer. The same went for the participant observation and the analysis of secondary material from
the acquaintance study. The qualitative data collected through the semi-structured interviews and the
four focus groups have been coded manually, using a deductive approach, and relying on thematic
coding based on the indicators of the operationalisation combined with open coding. The data from the
farmers’ interviews regarding the determinants of agency and empowerment outcomes have been
processed with cross tabulations, which allowed me to see whether some of the determinants of agency
have an effect on other dimensions of agency or on the farmers’ empowerment outcomes.
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Figure 3.2 – Units of analysis (in blue) and units of observation (in green)

3.4

Ethical Considerations and Limitations
3.4.1 Ethical Considerations

In terms of ethical considerations, Diener and Crandall (1978) run through several ethical points in
order not to harm to participants. The purpose of the data collection has always been explained as
academic research, the confidentiality of the data has and will always be assured and the data collection
has been scheduled around the convenience of the farmers who usually had time early in the morning
or late at night. I always left the respondents with my phone number in case they had any question or
comment. I have been as sensitive as I could towards existing customs and cultural norms and been
constantly aware of ethical tensions that my presence as a researcher and as a white person may have
raised, especially when I was in the communities. I avoided praying hours in the Muslim communities
and Sunday mornings in Christian communities. However, the interviews and focus groups with the
farmers happened in very relaxed settings and the respondents were quick to feel at ease with my
questions. Some questions were more delicate to ask than others and I always made sure that my
translator explained to the farmers that they never had to feel obligated to answer.

3.4.2 Quality of the research
Bryman describes a set of five criteria for evaluating qualitative research, which are confirmability,
dependability, authenticity, credibility and transferability (2012: 377), through which one can assess
the quality of the research under the reliability and validity dimensions.
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Reliability
Regarding confirmability, I have tried to be as objective as possible in conducting my research. All my
values and theoretical inclinations have been explained and my subjectivity has been made visible by
external auditors. Especially while on the field, my translator was there to observe everything I was
observing and we always agreed on the interpretation of what was seen and heard.
In terms of dependability my personal values and emotions may have affected my research, as
I observed some positive impacts of the company’s programmes on farmers’ livelihoods, but still stayed
sceptical as to whether or not it was really improving their lives. All the choices made while on the field
have therefore been explained, especially concerning the sampling and data collection methods I used.
Hopefully, this will help the reader to understand exactly how I conducted my research and which
reflections I had on the best methods to use.
Finally, authenticity was important in my research, as I had to ensure that the participants
understood why I was conducting this research. Indeed, I had to explain farmers that I would not
improve their lives directly and that I unfortunately could not report any complains on their behalf when
I would go talk to the company representatives. I explained to them that my research would be read at
some point by these representatives and that they might learn more about what the farmers told me
during the various interviews and focus groups and perhaps better understand their point of view. The
same occurred when I interviewed the company representatives, to whom I had to explain my good
intentions; that I was interested in their programmes and partners in Ghana and not looking to criticise
their practices. In the end, this research can be used by anyone who wishes to get a deeper understanding
of the Ghanaian context of cocoa value chains, especially regarding international companies such as
Lindt & Sprüngli and Ghanaian companies such as Kuapa Kokoo. It could also be used by those
interested in understanding how different company policies can impact those who are at the end of the
value chain. Finally, it could be used by anyone curious about some dimensions of Ghanaian cocoa
farmers’ agency as well as their personal visions, goals and hopes regarding their livelihoods.
External reliability is about the replicability of the research (Bryman, 2012). This research is
entirely replicable by another researcher, as long as the farmers and the LBC representatives accept to
be interviewed once again.

Validity
Internal validity looks at credibility and ensures that there is a good match between researchers’
observations and theory developed (Bryman, 2012). In this regard, I feel that my research is incomplete.
Indeed, some topics had to be left out, which means that important dimensions of farmers’ lives were
not taken into account. For example, I could not take the time to understand land tenure in Ghana nor
the important role of the COCOBOD institution in farmers’ livelihoods. Moreover, I wish I would have
had the time to ask more questions on farmers’ empowerment outcomes, as what we could talk about
during the interviews and focus groups was limited. I feel that with more time the results would be more
in-depth and covering additional factors. Data triangulation has been used several times during the
research, with interviews confirming focus groups and these interviews being themselves confirmed by
new focus groups. The focus groups and interviews settings were very casual and allowed me to create
an environment of trust between the respondents and myself. The quality and quantity of information
provided by the farmers compensates the restricted scope of my research to some extent.
External validity is about transferability, which is the degree to which findings can be
generalised across social settings. The Ghanaian cocoa trade context is a very specific one. For this
reason, the transferability of the findings to other contexts might be restricted. The company’s
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opportunity structures would for example be very different in the context of Côte d’Ivoire as this country
has set different rules for the cocoa-buying companies trading with Ivoirians farmers. As for the same
context in other times, findings may differ as well. Indeed, the cocoa-buying companies I have
researched in Ghana are constantly changing their policies and programmes, consequently affecting the
opportunity structures through which farmers might be empowered. These weaknesses have been
tackled by explaining the particularity of the research, both because of its context but also because of
its units of observation. Each company has different opportunity structures and therefore the
determinants of agency and the empowerment outcomes of the farmers trading with them will not be
the same from one company to another, nor will they stay unchanged for the same company in the long
run.

3.4.3 Limitations of the research
Although my first worry was that the farmers might not speak their minds, I rapidly realised that they
were not shy in explaining exactly how they felt and some gave me some very personal information
without caring about appearances. However, working with a translator might have affected the farmers’
answers for three main reasons. First, not talking directly to the farmers may have resulted in loss of
some details in the translation. Second, my translator was AGL’s Commercial Officer from the Tepa
Cocoa District, which may have had two implications: the farmers selling to Lindt & Sprüngli may have
kept some information to themselves regarding issues or malfunctioning in their relation to him; and
my translator may have been biased in the transfer of information as he was working for one of the two
companies on which this study focuses. Thirdly, since my translator knew a lot about the farmers’
situation and the context in the communities, he sometimes skipped some questions by assuming the
answers, which meant I always had to insist that he asked all the questions from the interview guide.
These two later limitations have been partially tackled by talking to my translator and making him
understand some of my worries, to which he had a very nice and reassuring reaction which makes me
believe that the results have not been much affected by these issues. Overall, it was infinitely valuable
to be with someone who knows the region, the culture and especially the cocoa farmers and the PCs in
all the communities surrounding Tepa.
A second factor is that it turned out to be very difficult to get access to some of the farmers.
Indeed, I had to travel to Kumasi twice to ask Kuapa Kokoo the authorisation to talk to the farmers
selling to them, and in the end had to write a letter to the Secretary General, head of the Kuapa Kokoo
Farmers Union and wait two weeks for a positive answer. Because of that, the three company key
respondents I interviewed from Kuapa Kokoo were very protective and I had to avoid some sensitive
questions in my interview guide. This means that I have much more information on Lindt & Sprüngli’s
opportunity structures rather than on Kuapa Kokoo’s.

3.5

Conclusion

This chapter has presented the methods used for data collection and analysis, as well as the ethical
considerations, quality and limitations of the research. This allows the transparency of the methods
used. Chapter 4 explains the empirical context of the research in order to give a deep understanding of
the social, political and economic environment within which farmers and LBCs are interacting.
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4. Empirical Context
With a view to providing background to the research, this chapter first gives a brief context to the
Ghanaian cocoa sector. The main actors and their roles within the cocoa value chain will then be
outlined. Both buying-companies will be introduced and a ‘farmer profile’ will be given. Finally, the
research location will be presented. Existing literature and contextual data gathered whilst in the field
through observations and document analysis has been used for this chapter.

4.1

Ghana’s Cocoa Sector

The Ghanaian cocoa sector is formed by nearly 6.3 million of farmers, around thirty LBCs, one exporter
(the Cocoa Marketing Company) and some processors and manufacturers (Laven and Boomsma, 2012).
Along with gold, it is the economic backbone of the country, as it represents 10% of the country’s GDP
and 22% of its export earnings, with an estimated 840,000 tons of cocoa beans produced for the season
2015/16 (ICCO, 2016).
Ghana’s cocoa sector was first under a monopoly by the Ghanaian state which acted as the sole
buyer and exporter. However, in 1993, under the pressure of the World Bank, the Ghanaian cocoa
sector was partially liberalised and LBCs started to enter the market. In order to regulate and oversee
the trade of the cocoa business, the Ghanaian government established the Ghana Cocoa Board
(COCOBOD). This institution – controlled by the government under the Ministry of Finances –
oversees many parts of the cocoa supply chain, sets the prices, controls the quality, tests and distributes
inputs, does research and provides extension, is involved in buying and processing part of the cocoa,
and is the sole exporter of Ghanaian cocoa. It plays a central role in linking small-scale cocoa farmers
to export markets abroad through the Cocoa Marketing Company. In order to attain a more sustainable
cocoa production, COCOBOD puts pressure on production targets and producer prices in order to
stimulate cocoa producers to participate. By fixing the prices, COCOBOD also protects the farmers
from the volatile prices at the world market. In 2016, a bag of cocoa of 62 kilograms sells for 45 GHC,
which is around 10 EUR. Although the cocoa sector is partially liberalised, COCOBOD keeps a
monopoly on marketing and export. In the end, most of the cocoa beans are exported as raw material
and are being processed in other countries, leaving only the production part in Ghana (Barrientos et al.,
2008).
COCOBOD offers services to farmers, which include providing hybrid seedlings, mass
spraying and the distribution of fertilisers. In Ghana, most seeds are hybrid and produced by
COCOBOD’s Seed Production Unit (SPU). Farmers have to get the seeds from the SPU by following
a certain amount of procedures. Until 2015, some LBCs could purchase the seedlings from COCOBOD
in big quantities and then give it to farmers. However, in 2016, the Board decided to take care of the
entire distribution itself again, thus raising and distributing 60 million hybrid seedlings for free during
the 2015/16 planting season (COCOBOD, 2015). These hybrid seeds represent a huge advantage
compared to normal ones, as they only take three years to give the first ripe pods, in contrast with the
seven years for a non-hybrid one. This explains why so many farmers still try to get the seeds from
COCOBOD, despite the travel costs and complicated procedures. However, many smallholders end up
planting seeds from their own trees. COCOBOD also drew a selection of approved agrochemicals and
fertilisers. The mass spraying programme is provided through the Cocoa Diseases and Pest Control
programme (CODAPEC) and involves products such as pesticides and fungicides. However, the
quantity of these agrochemicals remains very low and most farmers have only had their farm sprayed
once in their lifetime. The same goes for fertilisers, provided by COCOBOD’s extension officers
directly to the farms, which are also brought in very low quantities and on very rare occasions. Farmers
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thus have to buy agrochemicals and fertilisers themselves, usually on the black market, or resort to the
use non-approved products.

4.2

Cocoa Value Chain and Value Chain Collaboration in Ghana

Cocoa value chains are the main transforming processes within which smallholders and cocoa-buying
companies interact. In Ghana, cocoa value chains are various and range from relatively simple to very
complex. However, they all follow this common pattern: cocoa is sold from the farmers to a purchasing
clerk (PC) working for a specific LBC. There is one PC per community and s/he usually lives in that
community, which allows the farmers to communicate with him/her on a daily basis. The LBCs provide
the PCs with the financial means to buy the cocoa directly from the farmers in the communities. Each
PC then brings the cocoa bags to the district LBC warehouse, after which COCOBOD controls all the
beans for quality without exception, under the supervision of the Cocoa Market Company (CMC). Then,
local and international processing companies retrieve the beans and bring them to the chocolate
manufacturer and retailer, either in Ghana or on the international market, who finally sell them to the
consumers.
This pattern is the main and most common way in which cocoa travels down the chain from
Ghanaian farmers to consumers. However, the business context is currently evolving into VCC and
more and more actors are now entering the chains, such as numerous NGOs, and new public-private
partnerships are expanding, with a view to providing extension services to cocoa farmers, credit to
farmer groups or water projects in the communities. Moreover, as Ghana’s production output is
increasing, a significant part of the production is now realised with high technology (Laven and
Boomsma, 2012).

4.3

Actors in Ghana’s Cocoa Value Chains and VCCs
4.3.1 Cocoa-buying companies

In Ghana, almost thirty LBCs are currently licensed to buy cocoa from farmers. The majority of them
are Ghanaian, however some international companies such as Ecom Agrotrade Limited (AGL) are also
present (Laven and Boomsma, 2012). LBCs form the main link from the farmers to the rest of the chain,
as they buy directly cocoa from the farmers and deliver it to COCOBOD (Ibid.). They have to respect
certain rules and standards, including a fixed price for producers, at the risk of losing their licenses.
They are subject to several rules, as for example giving a minimum price to farmers, the payment of
bonuses for certification when issued, the accurate and timely reporting of purchases and the prohibition
of illegal exportation (Barrientos et al., 2008). If not respected, they can be subject to sanctions of
varying degrees, from fines to the loss of a buying license.
The fact that in the Ghanaian market the cocoa price per ton is fixed is a very important factor.
Indeed, most farmers are not bound by any contract, which means that they are free to sell to any
licensed cocoa-buying company they wish. This allows farmers to play with the competition among the
buyers, which gives them some power. Thus, LBCs have to compete in order to get the farmers to sell
to them. This translates into various incentives such as financial bonuses at the end of the cocoa season,
free farming inputs or farming trainings, among other things. LBC policies therefore have a big impact
on the social and economic context of cocoa farming, as they determine to whom the farmers are going
to sell and what they will get in return, as long as it remains within the scope of COCOBOD’s rules.
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Lindt & Sprüngli is a Swiss chocolatier and confectionery company and the worldwide leader
in the premium chocolate segment. Its revenue was estimated to be around 3,385 billion of Swiss francs
in March 2014 (approximately 3,115 billion euros) and they employ more than 10,000 people
worldwide (Lindt & Sprüngli, 2015). Lindt & Sprüngli’s connections in Ghana are wide, as Lindt &
Sprüngli’s VCC is designed by the Lindt Cocoa Foundation along with the NGO Source Trust and is
implemented by Lindt & Sprüngli’s partner in the field, Ecom Agrotrade Limited (AGL). It is sourcing
60% of its West African cocoa bean supply from Ghana and is one of the few chocolate makers that
have complete control over every step of the production chain (Lindt Cocoa Foundation, 2016). It will
therefore be AGL’s value chain in relation to Lindt & Sprüngli that will be studied, along with the
farmers with whom they are trading. AGL is the third largest buyer of Ghanaian cocoa, involved with
stakeholders such as COCOBOD, Lindt & Sprüngli and UTZ Certified (Glin et al., 2015: 52).
Kuapa Kokoo Limited is a Ghanaian licensed cocoa buying company owned by the cooperative
Kuapa Kokoo. This cooperative, whose name means ‘good cocoa farmer’ in Twi, was set up in 1993
by Nana Frimpong Abebrese and! leading cocoa farmers who recognised the opportunity to form an
umbrella organisation of farmers and founded a company to market their own cocoa. Along with Cocoa
Abrabopa, it is the only farmer-owned organisation among the private companies in Ghana granted
licences to trade cocoa. In 1995, Kuapa Kokoo acquired the Fairtrade Certification status, thus
becoming the first Fairtrade-certified smallholder farmer’s organisation in West Africa. Today, Kuapa
Kokoo involves 100,500 small-scale growers, of whom 32% are women, in 1,300 village societies. In
2014, Kuapa Kokoo’s farmers produced almost 50,000 tons of cocoa, making it the largest Fairtradecertified cocoa cooperative worldwide.

4.3.2 Cocoa farmers
To describe cocoa farmers, the concept of ‘smallholders’ will be used. This concept will encompass all
farmers, owners and sharecroppers, working with the two buying companies I will be studying in this
research. Chamberlin (2008) describes smallholders in Ghana as farmers producing for both subsistence
and markets with limited access to land and mostly reliant on family labour.
Around 6.3 million Ghanaians are involved in the cocoa business in Ghana (Glin et al., 2015).
They are both male and female and 55 years old on average (The Financial Times, 2015). Cocoa
smallholders are mostly small-scale (often working on less than five hectares) and have low production
yields, around 400 kg per hectare, which is well below the 1000 kg per hectare targeted by COCOBOD.
However, despite this low productivity rate, cocoa accounts for 67% of cocoa-growing households’
revenues and smallholders acknowledge cocoa as their main source of income (Barrientos, 2008).
Farmers do not always own the land and sometimes they work on the land of other farmers as
shareholders (Ibid.). Most Ghanaian farmers are not under a contract (Roldan et al., 2013) and usually
only sign one when they have a formal collaboration with the LBC to which they are selling. These
contracts usually entail that farmers have to sell their beans to the LBC, in exchange for which they
receive services such as trainings or bonuses. Sometimes such contracts are informal or non-existent,
which explains why many LBCs do not know with how many farmers they are trading.
Past studies in Ghana such as the one from Barrientos et al. (2008) show that smallholders are
not enthusiastic about their ability to improve their livelihoods within cocoa and that their main
aspiration is to provide income to pay school fees so that their children can complete formal education.
Barrientos et al. (2008) describe an ‘exodus of youth from the sector’ (2008: 10) and Laven (2010) sees
the ageing population as a risk for the entire cocoa sector. Indeed, numerous issues such as pest diseases,
ageing trees and the scarcity of rains make it more and more difficult for smallholders to thrive.
Based on the interviews of 40 farmers selling their cocoa beans to both LBCs, a general
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farmer’s profile relevant to this study could be created (see Appendix 2, questions 1-7). All interviewed
farmers were selling their beans to only one LBC, which was either Lindt & Sprüngli or Kuapa Kokoo.
All farmers without exception were either registered (for those selling to Kuapa Kokoo) or under a
formal contract (for those selling to Lindt & Sprüngli). Farmers who were selling to Lindt & Sprüngli
had been doing so for an average of 5 years, while those selling to Kuapa Kokoo had been doing this
for a longer time, with an average of 12 years. This could be explained by the fact that the Lindt Farming
Program started in the Tepa region only in 2012, whereas Kuapa Kokoo had been active there for
almost 20 years already. The average age of the respondents was 54 years old. For both companies,
women represented around 30% of registered farmers (Lindt31, Kuapa3). Finally, interviewees all had
one to six family members who generally also worked as cocoa farmers on the same farms.

4.4

Research Location

Research was conducted in the Ashanti Region, in the middle belt of Ghana also referred to as the high
forest zone (Figure 1.1). The Ashanti is one of the most populated regions of the country with almost
3.5 million people, mostly Ashanti people, one of Ghana’s major ethnic group whose main language is
Twi (Government of Ghana, 2016). The region is essentially known for its gold bar and cocoa
production. Ahafo Ano North District is one of the 27 districts in the Ashanti Region and has Tepa as
the capital city. The District is mainly rainforest and is one of the most important cocoa-growing
districts of Ghana with about 85% of the working population being farmers (MOFA, 2016).

Figure 4.1 – The Ashanti region in Ghana (red area)
and the location of Tepa in the Ahafo Ano North District (red arrow)

1

For references to interviews see Appendix 3.
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Farmers were interviewed in fifteen small communities in a 10 kilometres range around Tepa, including
Akrofoso, Tanokrom, Nfenibu, Warabeba, Amankwah Nkwan Ta, Nkyensedaho, Manfo, Fonkuokrom,
Sunuroso, Achina, Twabidi, Anyinasuso, Bomaa, Bodwese and Yanfo (Figure 1.2). Key respondents
from the cocoa-buying companies were interviewed in Bodwese, Twabidi, Tepa and Kumasi, but also
in Zurich where Lindt & Sprüngli is located. LBCs regard Tepa as a cocoa district, therefore calling it
‘Tepa District’. In this district, 1,521 farmers sell their cocoa beans to Lindt & Sprüngli in 37
communities (Lindt2), while Kuapa Kokoo has 42 communities with 4,015 farmers selling their beans
to the cooperative (Kuapa2).

Figure 4.2 – Communities around Tepa where research was carried out

4.5

Conclusion

This chapter presented an overview of the cocoa sector in Ghana in order to understand the position of
small-scale farmers as a part of value chains and VCCs. The discussed influence of COCOBOD and
the rules and regulations it entails leads us to acknowledge that the Ghanaian cocoa sector is a very
peculiar one and has to be understood as a very contextual system. The next three chapters zoom in on
the data gathered and analyse the differences between Lindt & Sprüngli and Kuapa Kokoo’s VCCs in
terms of opportunity structures, determinants of agency and empowerment outcomes respectively.
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5. Opportunity Structures
This chapter addresses the first sub-question, namely how do two cocoa-buying companies differ in
their capacity to create opportunity structures which facilitate farmer empowerment. Document and
website analyses were conducted in order to understand Lindt & Sprüngli’s and Kuapa Kokoo’s
structures, programmes and networks. The interview questions were different for each level of the
value chain and covered topics of inclusion, flexibility and negotiability, and collaboration (see
Appendix 2). This chapter is structured accordingly, paying attention to these three dimensions of
opportunity structures created by each company, after which a comparison between the two companies
is made.

5.1

Lindt & Sprüngli
5.1.1 The positioning of Lindt & Sprüngli’s VCC

Lindt & Sprüngli’s programme in Ghana is implemented by Ecom Agrotrade Limited (formerly
Armajaro Ghana Limited and still known under the acronym AGL), an LBC owned by the global
commodity merchant and sustainable supply chain management company, Ecom Agro-industrial
Corporation Limited. AGL is the third largest LBC in Ghana, with a market share of 10.94% in the
2013/14 season (COCOBOD, 2014). Lindt & Sprüngli is AGL’s biggest client and sees its entire
programme monitored by AGL in Ghana.
At the beginning of the harvest season in October, farmers sell their beans to the PCs of AGL.
PCs then bring these beans to one of the 67 regional cocoa districts where one AGL warehouse is
present (Lindt Cocoa Foundation, 2016). There, beans are inspected, sampled and graded by the district
team. They are then sealed in bags and transported to the port, where COCOBOD and the Cocoa
Marketing Company grades and seals them again. AGL then retrieves the beans and, in order to ensure
complete traceability, stores them in a separated warehouse among other certified/traceable beans
belonging to other LBCs. When the shipment is ready, the beans travel from Ghana to Amsterdam,
Bilbao, New York and Boston, to finally arrive in Lindt & Sprüngli manufacturing plants in France,
Switzerland and the USA, where they are transformed into chocolate products and sold to costumers.
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Figure 5.1 – Lindt & Sprüngli’s VCC

5.1.2 Inclusion in Lindt & Sprüngli’s VCC
This section looks at three aspects of inclusion, namely how farmers are included in the VCC, how they
are given access to opportunities, and how communication and the provision of information is arranged.
How farmers are included in the VCC
One of the key characteristics of Lindt & Sprüngli’s VCC
is the registration of farmers, which entails the signature of
a contract between the farmer and AGL. By signing this
contact, farmers commit to sell their beans to Lindt &
Sprüngli at the end of each season and to grow cocoa
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according to the company’s standards. In exchange, Lindt & Sprüngli offers farmers a variety of
trainings, inputs and projects. The conditions of the contract have been set by Lindt & Sprüngli at the
beginning of its farming programme in 2012 and are non-negotiable by the farmers.
In order to sell their beans to AGL, farmers have to respect a series of criteria. First, they have
to be registered as Lindt & Sprüngli farmers. Indeed, the Swiss company invests in the farmers’
trainings so that they learn the sustainable measures to follow when
growing cocoa. This entails that Lindt & Sprüngli farmers have to
follow all trainings included in the programme. Requirements also
include various harvesting processes such as cutting the pods only
when they are ripped and drying the beans on a raised mat for seven
days, but also the brand of the pesticides and agrochemicals that
farmers are allowed to use on their farms.
In pursuance of ensuring the fidelity of farmers, Lindt & Sprüngli
sets itself to improve their livelihoods. This is first done by selecting a
PC that the farmers can trust. Secondly, the company offers various
trainings to enhance their farming skills. Finally, projects are
implemented to improve the farmers’ wellbeing, along with assistance in
the access of certain farming inputs. Examples of such projects can be
found in the next sub-section.

Increased access to opportunities: services and institutions
Lindt & Sprüngli launched its Lindt Farming Program in Ghana in 2012, with the objective of
contributing to sustainable cocoa production and to improve the farmers’ livelihoods by doubling their
productivity and hence their income. Lindt & Sprüngli aims for a fully traceable procurement chain and
a supply of high-quality cocoa beans.
In 2013, the Lindt Cocoa Foundation was funded with the purpose of achieving social and
ecological sustainability in the value chains of products used in chocolate production. The foundation
mainly focuses on empowering agricultural development innovators by supporting the motivation,
capabilities and capacities of farmers to improve their farming practices and removing environmental
constraints that hinder farmers to apply these practices (Lindt Cocoa Foundation, 2016).
The Lindt Cocoa Foundation has launched three main projects in Ghana. The first one,
‘Researching the potential and actual impact of increased cocoa production on the labour market and
child labour’ was implemented during 2014/15 and looked at productivity, agricultural projects, labour
demands and how to tackle the issue of child labour. The ‘Rural Service Delivery Models for the
Professionalization of Cocoa Farmers’, a five-year project running until 2017, is implemented by the
NGO Source Trust. It aims at establishing community-based farmer organisations; at training 48,000
farmers on good agricultural, environmental, social and business practices; at offering farm shops,
access to credit, farm inputs, and planting material through tree nurseries; and at providing access to
clean drinking water by constructing boreholes in the communities. The third project, entitled ‘Inclusive
Partnerships and Innovation Platforms for Sustainable Tree Crops’, runs for the 2015/19 period and is
implemented by the Royal Tropical Institute (KIT) with the aim to get a deeper understanding of cocoa
VCCs in Ghana and therefore enhancing its capacity to provide secure, equitable and sustainable
solutions for farmers. This project is narrowly linked to the WOTRO-financed Inclusive VCC project
coordinated by the University of Amsterdam, under which this MSc project was carried out.
Lindt & Sprüngli’s farmers’ trainings are given by AGL’s Commercial Officers in each
District. All Lindt & Sprüngli farmers in Ghana get the same trainings, which started in a step-wise
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approach in 2012 and expanded to other districts. The Commercial Officer usually gives trainings three
times a week in the different communities present in his district. Overall, each community gets about
four trainings a year. The focus varies depending on the programme and the season. Most training looks
at best farming practices such as farm establishment, the use of agrochemicals and harvest and postharvest practices. A minority of the training programmes tackle social issues such as child labour and
community relations; environmental issues such as waste management; or health issues such as health
and safety. In 2015, and in order to keep the farmers’ interest in the trainings high, new programmes
have been introduced following a more participatory approach and farmers are now starting to being
trained on more technical skills such as input credit scheme, plantain sucker multiplication and soil
fertility management (Lindt2).
Related to AGL, and also a part of Ecom, Source Trust is an NGO funded by Lindt & Sprüngli
to design, implement and monitor the Lindt Farming Program by distributing the premium price
through projects. Since the beginning of the programme in 2012, Source Trust has created 32
demonstration farms, set 76 food crop nurseries, installed 137 wells and water boreholes and 29 village
resource centres (VRCs), and conducted one malaria prevention campaign (Source Trust, 2016).
Various farming inputs are also distributed to Lindt & Sprüngli farmers. All received a t-shirt
with the logo of the Lindt Farming Program. Personal Protective Equipment (PPE) have been
distributed in some communities, including boots, overhauls, and glasses. Lindt & Sprüngli has also
been in contact with COCOBOD in order to help farmers getting access to cocoa seedlings and pods,
effectively acting as an intermediary so that farmers would not have to go through a large amount of
procedures to get access to new trees.

Photograph 5.1 – One of Lindt & Sprüngli’s cocoa tree nursery projects in Tepa District
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Communication and access to information
Communication between farmers and Lindt & Sprüngli goes mainly
through PCs and Lead Farmers. The Commercial Officer visits the
communities usually every two months and relates to them information
about training programmes and projects. In the case of Tepa Cocoa
District, Thursday is the market day during which PCs bring their beans
to the district warehouse and when all PCs gather in order to discuss
ongoing issues with the Commercial Officer.

5.1.3 Flexibility and negotiability in Lindt & Sprüngli’s VCC
This section addresses the flexibility of the arrangements and the negotiability between company and
farmers (room for discussing issues, aspirations and priorities) as well as among farmers (room for selforganisation).
Between the company and the farmers
Lindt & Sprüngli is based on a very hierarchical structure. Farmers have limited occasions to share their
local aspirations down the chain. Issues are usually dealt with at the community or district level, with
either the PC or the Commercial Officer. Farmers do not take part in the company’s agenda or designing
of the programmes, as this is done by Lindt & Sprüngli’s partners down the chain. However, a more
inclusive structure is on its way, first with internal auditing through questionnaires in order to ask
farmers how their livelihoods are affected by the Lindt Farming Program and secondly with enquiries
about the trainings in which farmers would be interested for the years to come (Lindt3).

Among farmers
Farmers selling to Lindt & Sprüngli are free to organise
themselves as they wish (Lindt1). Most of the communities
have an unofficial group of farmers selling their beans to
the Swiss company, usually led by the Lead farmer or the
PC.

5.1.4 Collaboration in Lindt & Sprüngli’s VCC
In this section I discuss the third dimension of the opportunity structure, namely collaboration between
Lindt & Sprüngli and other actors, both within and beyond value chain.
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Within the value chain
In Lindt & Sprüngli’s VCC, collaboration with farmers is done mainly through the PCs. If a farmer has
an issue in relation with Lindt & Sprüngli, he talks to the PC, who relates it to the Commercial Officer,
who tries to deal with it. If required, the Commercial Officer writes the problem in his report and then
passes on to AGL’s Programme Manager, Bismark Appiah Kubi, who will take the necessary measures
to deal with the issue.
PCs are selected by the District Manager, after a small background check. They are bound by
a contract which contains the following three rules: the PC has to
deliver all the bags he buys from the farmers to the AGL district
warehouse (and not to any other LBC); he has to provide a guarantee
(a building or a plot of land) to provide AGL in case he does not deliver
the bags as agreed; and he has to respect the weighting scales when
buying from farmers. Each PC is given a commission for the amount
of bags he purchases. It is the Commercial Officer’s role to ensure that
farmers and PCs have a good working relationship.
The main project and programmes ideas (see Section 5.1.2) are brought up by Lindt &
Sprüngli’s Sustainability Programme Manager (Lindt3), who links them to AGL for implementation.
However, the company also tries to follow the interests of the farmers. The process is neither structured
nor formalised: Commercial Officers usually talk with farmers in order to understand their needs and
demands, but also their opinions on the programme (Lindt2). When AGL
comes up with something based on the farmers’ needs, Lindt & Sprüngli and
the Lindt Cocoa Foundation decide if they validate it or not (Lindt3). Projects
are especially based on a needs assessment at the village level. Farmers, along
with the PC and the Lead Farmer, usually request a project to the Commercial
Officer who registers it in his report. Then, when projects are ready to be
implemented at the beginning of each season, Lindt & Sprüngli requires that
the Commercial Officer and the Programme Manager identify a certain
amount of communities who they believe would most be needing this project. A small selection is then
made and the chosen communities get the projects. This system depends very much on the PCs, the
Lead Farmers and the Commercial Officers to relate information.
Lindt & Sprüngli’s programme is strengthened by an internal
monitoring system conducted by AGL, which assists in measuring
progress with regard to good agricultural, social, environmental and
business practices of farmers. An Internal Monitoring Visit Report Form,
applied by the Commercial Officer yearly examines all farmers. In 2016,
a new programme seeking to evaluate farmers’ wellbeing has been
implemented, along with a Committee on Sustainability Assessment
which will include more quantitative data and concrete questions in order
to better measure progress. Lindt & Sprüngli’s Sustainability Programme
Manager gets reports every three months from AGL (Lindt3).

Beyond the value chain
Lindt & Sprüngli has two implementing partners in Ghana which are AGL and Source Trust, both part
of Ecom’s Sustainability Management Services.
Two main actors support Lindt & Sprüngli’s programme in Ghana, both financially and on the
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technical level. The Sustainable Trade Initiative (IDH based on the Dutch acronym1) is an organisation
with the aim being to upscale and accelerate sustainable trade which is funded by the Dutch and Danish
governments, and by the Swiss State Secretariat for Economic Affairs. Solidaridad is a Dutch-based
internationally operating civil society organisation dedicated to
responsible food production through the supply chains of coffee, cacao,
cotton, soy or palm oil. Along with the Dutch Embassy in Ghana and
private cocoa industry partners such as Lindt & Sprüngli, Solidaridad
West Africa developed the ‘Cocoa Rehabilitation and Intensification
Programme (CORIP) – Ghana’.
Two other actors, although not direct partners of Lindt &
Sprüngli, have also to be taken into account: COCOBOD and the Cocoa
Research Institute of Ghana (CRIG). They both assist in the expansion
and further development of the Lindt Farming Program. The relationship with COCOBOD revolves
mainly around information sharing, assistance in the traceability programme and pods procurement for
community nurseries.
Lindt & Sprüngli wants its whole brand to be recognised as being sustainable, under the logo
of the Lindt Farming Program. In this regard, Lindt & Sprüngli decided to get involved in verification
rather than certification. Verification is the measuring of the progress of the programme in order to
ensure that certain agricultural, social and environmental standards are met, both at farm level and in
the sourcing system. This entails the same quality standards to ensure the quality of the beans, however
Lindt & Sprüngli invests in its programmes through Source Trust in sustainability, infrastructure,
welfare and training projects rather than paying a certification body such as UTZ or the Rainforest
Alliance. The company’s sustainability requirements are based on a mix of UTZ, Fairtrade and
Rainforest Alliance criteria.
The external audit of the entire Lindt & Sprüngli programme is conducted by The Forest Trust
in Switzerland, a global environmental charity that helps companies run responsible supply chains. IDH
and Solidaridad also regularly evaluate the programme.

5.2

Kuapa Kokoo

This section is structured along the same lines as Section 5.1, paying attention to the three dimensions
of opportunity structure and their respective aspects.
5.2.1 The positioning of Kuapa Kokoo’s VCC
Kuapa Kokoo is a cooperative led by the Kuapa Kokoo Farmers Union which has three subsidiaries:
Kuapa Kokoo Limited, the LBC which is the commercial and trading wing of the union; Kuapa Kokoo
Farmers Trust (KKFT), which deals with funds, projects and farmers’ incentives; and Divine Chocolate
Limited, a shareholder who buys Kuapa Kokoo’s chocolate. Kuapa Kokoo trades with 100,500 farmers
in six cocoa-growing regions. It distinguishes three levels: the zonal level (the communities), the society
level (the districts) and the national level. Similar to Lindt & Sprüngli, beans are sold directly from the
farmer to the recorder (the name of Kuapa Kokoo’s PCs), who brings them to the Kuapa Kokoo
warehouse in each district to be checked by COCOBOD. However, only a part of Kuapa Kokoo’s beans
are exported; the rest is usually sold to COCOBOD to make local Ghanaian chocolate.
1

Initiatief Duurzame Handel.
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By the end of 2015, Kuapa Kokoo was registered as a
cooperative by the Department of Cooperatives in Ghana,
effectively registering the 57 cocoa districts from which Kuapa
Kokoo sources its cocoa as cooperative societies but leaving the
communities independent (Kuapa Kokoo, 2016). By becoming a
cooperative, Kuapa Kokoo’s farmers will receive government
trainings on cooperative issues and Kuapa Kokoo will be dispensed
from tax payment, which will allow farmers to invest in their farms
and alternative livelihoods instead.

Figure 5.2 – Kuapa Kokoo’s VCC
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5.2.2 Inclusion in Kuapa Kokoo’s VCC
This section looks at three aspects of inclusion, namely how farmers are included in the VCC, how they
are given access to opportunities, and how communication and the provision of information is arranged.
How farmers are included in the VCC
Any farmer can become a Kuapa Kokoo member, as long as there is a recorder in his community. In
order to attract farmers to the cooperative, Kuapa Kokoo conducts campaigns to inform farmers about
what the cooperative stands for and what is Fairtrade certification and the standards it entails (Kuapa2).
Any farmer feeling that s/he can comply with these standards passes through the registration process.
Kuapa Kokoo’s farmers are all registered, although they never sign an actual contract, making it a free
entry/free exit system. Ultimately, only registered farmers are allowed to sell to Kuapa Kokoo’s
recorder.
Once registered, Kuapa Kokoo farmers have to follow the Fairtrade standards, which are taught
to farmers through regular trainings to which they are required to attend. In exchange for these trainings,
Kuapa Kokoo farmers have to sell to Kuapa Kokoo’s recorder only. Once farmers in a community
decide to get registered at Kuapa Kokoo, they have to create a Kuapa
Kokoo community and meet at least four times a year. Furthermore,
all Kuapa Kokoo members have to pay a registration fee of 1 GHC
(0.20 euros) which will be used as funds by the organisation in their
respective communities. Since Kuapa Kokoo became a cooperative,
all farmers also have to pay a one-time share of 10 GHC, plus 5 GHC
of entry fees. This money has been divided between the Village and
District councils to be invested, with 60% staying at the community
level while 40% went to the district level.
Women represent around 30% of farmers in Kuapa Kokoo. They are encouraged to register
through various incentives only dedicated to women, such as trainings, the possibility to start or expand
an alternative livelihood business and the ability to be elected as a delegate.

Increased access to opportunities: services and institutions
Kuapa Kokoo’s training programme implies regular trainings four to five times a year for each
community. These trainings are based on the Fairtrade standards, which are transferred in three groups:
Good Agricultural Practices (teaching skills such as pruning or sanitation), Good Social Practices
(looking at social issues such as child labour and child trafficking) and Good Environmental Practices
(dealing with issues such as waste management). One particularity of Kuapa Kokoo has to be noted,
which is the alternative livelihood training programme, dedicated exclusively to women. In order to get
access to it, women selling to Kuapa Kokoo in a community have to organise in a woman’s association
and ask the Union in Kumasi for the trainings. The trainings consist of a three-days training on gender,
on money saving, and alternative livelihoods through various trades such as cosmetic making, bread
baking, palm oil extraction, gari processing and batik tie & dye. Woman then have the possibility to
bring their products to Kuapa Kokoo who sell it for them.
The KKFT was created in 1996 in order to deal with the funds from the premium payments
acquired through the Fairtrade certification. These funds are partially used for Kuapa Kokoo’s projects,
which consist mainly of water boreholes, schools, income-generating activities, mobile clinics, farmer
field schools and bonuses (see below). The KKFT is led by a board of farmers’ representatives. Similar
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to Lindt & Sprüngli’s system, Kuapa Kokoo’s projects are based on the needs of each community.
While farmers in the Tepa Cocoa District have seen the development of corn mills and water boreholes
in their communities, elsewhere in Ghana Kuapa Kokoo is also implementing solar panel projects for
schools, K-VIP (toilet facilities by the Kumasi Ventilated Improved Pit) and school building.
All Kuapa Kokoo farmers receive a bonus at the end of each season. These bonuses are paid
from the Fairtrade premium prices, once the cost of the projects and the free inputs have been taken out
from the budget. The number of bags sold to Kuapa Kokoo multiplied by the bonus per bag determines
the final amount of bonus paid to each farmer.
Every season Kuapa Kokoo distributes one type of input for free to all registered farmers.
Farmers decide by vote at community level the type of input they would like to receive. For the five
last years, cutlasses have been chosen by a large majority (Kuapa1). Regarding other types of inputs,
Kuapa Kokoo used to distribute agrochemicals on a credit basis, but the system did not hold due to
numerous issues with the reimbursement of the loan by the farmers.
In order to avoid farmers paying travel costs to get cocoa seeds from COCOBOD, Kuapa Kokoo
has been acting as an intermediary by distributing the seeds directly to registered farmers. In 2015
Kuapa Kokoo supplied 150,000 seedlings to its members. However, in 2016 the government has
decided to not give seedlings to LBCs anymore and to do the distribution themselves, as a result of
which this service is no longer available.
Finally, Kuapa Kokoo offers health services through three main projects. First, all registered
members receive a member card that they can use in order to get free treatment in Kuapa Kokoo’s clinic
in Kumasi (Kuapa3). Secondly, Kuapa Kokoo has created a mobile van clinic run by doctors and
pharmacists who travel to the communities to offer health treatments. Thirdly, the cooperative has run
health prevention workshops in various communities.

Communication and access to information
Kuapa Kokoo’s farmers have three main ways of getting access to information and communicating with
Kuapa Kokoo Farmers Union. They can first go through the recorders and the District Manager who
pass all the information to the Union. Regularly, the District Manager organises the community
members in order to meet with them and discuss issues and news from the Union. Secondly, farmers
can discuss with the Village Society Councils (see Section 5.2.3) and the District Executive Councils,
elected by farmers every four years and whose mission is to transfer information, organise and mobilise
in the best interest of the farmers. Finally, farmers have a voice through the Annual Delegate
Conference, in which two delegates from each community take part and can report issues, vote on the
budget, discuss new objectives and get access to information on the whole cooperative.

5.2.3 Flexibility and negotiability in Kuapa Kokoo’s VCC
This section addresses the flexibility of the arrangements and the negotiability between company and
farmers (room for discussing issues, aspirations and priorities) as well as among farmers (room for selforganisation).
Between the company and the farmers
Through the Annual Delegate Conference, Kuapa Kokoo opens the door to debate various issues with
registered farmers. Delegates representing the communities can share possible issues and local
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aspirations and seek answers for topics such as trainings programmes or projects. Moreover, this
conference allows delegates to vote on Kuapa Kokoo’s budget regarding projects, free inputs and
bonuses, as well as to participate in the cooperative’s priority settings for the year to come – which
usually revolves around the amount of cocoa to be sold to Fairtrade (Kuapa3).

Among farmers
Kuapa Kokoo is based on a four-levels structure. It has 1,300 village societies, one in each community.
They are all led by a board of five executive members forming the Village Society Council, consisting
of one President, one Vice-President, one Secretary, one Treasurer and the recorder. Next comes the
society levels, which are led by the Society Executive Councils at each of the 52 different districts in
which Kuapa Kokoo is active. These councils are led by seven executives, including the executive
members of the Village Society Councils plus two farmers. The National Executive Council is formed
by seven Kuapa Kokoo’s representatives at the national level.
The executives on all three levels are elected by the farmers every four years, making it a very
grassroots system. Finally, the Annual Delegate Conference is an annual event occurring in August,
which assembles two elected farmers from each community, one male and one female. Hence, the
farmers in the communities can elect two representatives who will talk for them at the Annual Delegate
Conference, the men electing one male farmer and the women electing one female farmer. During this
conference, the delegates vote on three main topics related to the budget acquired through the premium
price paid by Fairtrade: the amount of money that will be allocated to Kuapa Kokoo’s projects for the
year to come, the money that will be allocated to the distribution of free
inputs to all farmers, and, finally, the leftover money which will be
allocated to bonuses and distributed to all farmers.
Kuapa Kokoo is led and represented by an elected president,
the actual one being Fatima Ali, a 34-year old farmer from Akontonbra
in the Western region. This democratic and participatory system is the
corner stone of the Kuapa Kokoo’s VCC.

5.2.4 Collaboration in Kuapa Kokoo’s VCC
In this section I discuss the third dimension of the opportunity structure, namely collaboration between
Kuapa Kokoo and other actors, both within and beyond value chain.
Within the value chain
All year long, Village Society Councils organise themselves and
communicate their needs to the District Council which decides if a
project is really necessary. Information is then related to the Annual
Delegate Conference where the communities’ claims are assessed. A
project manager visits the communities and assesses first if the project
is really necessary, and then whether the community is really
committed to Kuapa Kokoo as evidenced by their participation in
meetings. If it is the case and the money is available, then the communities most in need get the required
project. Trainings are provided by the District Manager and take place four times a year from February
to September. Kuapa Kokoo’s recorders are elected every four years by the farmers at community level.
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Finally, Kuapa Kokoo conducts internal auditing according to which all members are interviewed on
various questions ranging from general wellbeing to technical farming issues. Moreover, Kuapa Kokoo
audits all recorders on a yearly basis and the District Managers are required to come to the Union’s
general quarters in Kumasi every month to report on how the communities in their districts are doing.

Beyond the value chain
Kuapa Kokoo’s VCC stands out for the large number of actors included. While the programme is
implemented by Kuapa Kokoo itself, numerous partners assist the cooperative in its purchase of cocoa
and its relation with the farmers.
Fairtrade International, the global organisation securing better deals for farmers worldwide,
buys Kuapa Kokoo’s chocolate every year (Kuapa3). For each bag of cocoa purchased by Fairtrade,
Kuapa Kokoo receives a premium price of 200 US$ per tonne to invest in farmers’ wellbeing (Fairtrade,
2016). Divine Chocolate, or the Day Chocolate Company, is a British partner and one of the subsidiaries
of Kuapa Kokoo. Funded by Kuapa Kokoo, Twin trading, The Body Shop and Comic Relief in 1998,
Divine Chocolate co-owns Kuapa Kokoo Limited with Kuapa Kokoo owning 45% of the shares. Two
elected farmers’ representatives, one President and one Secretary, sit on Divine Chocolate’s Board of
Committees. Moreover, Divine Chocolate markets chocolate products made from cocoa grown by
Kuapa Kokoo farmers. Finally, Kuapa Kokoo gets dividends from Divine’s Producer Support and
Development Fund, which dedicates 2% of the profits to Kuapa Kokoo’s development projects on four
topics: child rights, adult literacy, radio programmes and labour rights. Finally, the Chocolate Harbor,
an American chocolate firm, is a third actor who buys cocoa from Kuapa Kokoo.
The Body Shop sources all the cocoa in their cosmetics from Kuapa Kokoo under the
Community Trade initiative, aiming at fair trade for farmers. The founder, Anita Roddick, donated for
a school project and sold The Body Shop’s Divine Chocolate share to Kuapa Kokoo Farmers Union,
effectively helping it to increase its holding in Divine Chocolate by 45%.
Two British NGOs offer financial support to Kuapa Kokoo. Trading Vision is a UK-based
charity that undertakes fundraising and advocacy in the United Kingdom for Kuapa Kokoo, including
through its 2014-2015 programme which looked at child labour issues and tried to tackle them by setting
Skype and Facebook exchanges between Ghanaian and British children so that they could share their
views. Comic Relief is another charity engaged in fundraising for Kuapa Kokoo.
Twin Trading is a British leading alternative trading company who helped in the founding of
Kuapa Kokoo in 1993 and Divine Chocolate in 1998. It now offers Kuapa Kokoo technical and financial
support in the goal of strengthening farmers within supply chains. It provides assistance in meeting its
Fairtrade standards and developing innovative programmes. Twin Trading also created the Cocoa
Rehabilitation Intensification Project, which supports farmers by supplying agrochemicals, training and
working on labour right issues.
Kuapa Kokoo has developed a partnership with the International Labour Organisation (ILO),
which helps in the fight against child labour in the cocoa fields by giving support in Kuapa Kokoo’s
trainings of farmers on this issue. The cooperative also works with Cultivating New Frontiers in
Agriculture (CNFA) and SNV-Netherlands, two international non-profit development organisations.
While the first one is specialised in building customised local and global partnerships that meet the
world’s growing demand for food, the second develops projects in agriculture, energy and water. With
the help of the Forest Research Institute of Ghana (FORIG) these two bodies ensure that Kuapa Kokoo’s
farmers have a sound environment by providing them tree seedlings that ensure soil fertility.
Finally, Kuapa Kokoo has had some partnerships with COCOBOD, first when they provided
seed funding as a loan to support Kuapa Kokoo farmers, later through the subvention of Kuapa Kokoo
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extension officers, and finally through free mass spraying on Kuapa Kokoo’s members’ farms. None of
these services are provided by COCOBOD anymore.
Kuapa Kokoo is Fairtrade certified since 1995, which gives it access to a highly recognised
certification. All Kuapa Kokoo’s beans are harvested under the Fairtrade standards. The cocoa bought
by Fairtrade gets a premium price, which is not fixed: the more Fairtrade buys, the more the premium
price increases. However, as not all the cocoa is bought by Fairtrade, Kuapa Kokoo is forced to sell the
rest to COCOBOD, representing a huge loss of resources for the cooperative (Kuapa3). Kuapa Kokoo’s
external audit is conducted by Fairtrade, which checks whether the standards are respected, but also
runs a check on a random selection of recorders.

5.3

Comparison

This section compares the two companies with respect to the nature of their VCCs and the opportunity
structures that they create.
Regarding inclusion, both VCCs include farmers on the condition of certain rules, which
usually revolve around the respect of sustainability criteria. Programmes and projects who seek to
increase farmers’ access to opportunities through services and institutions have been designed in both
cases, even though Lindt & Sprüngli has been found to be heavily invested through research and a big
variety of programmes. However, Kuapa Kokoo differentiates itself for its programmes seeking to
improve women’s livelihoods and for distributing free inputs and bonuses on a yearly basis.
Communication between farmers and the LBC and farmers’ access to information is ensured by two
main actors – the PC and the Commercial Officer – in an unofficial structure in Lindt & Sprüngli’s
VCC. Kuapa Kokoo farmers, on the other hand, are part of a grass-root structure controlled and made
by farmers which gives them the opportunity to go through the Village Society Councils and the
delegates taking part in the Annual Delegate Conference.
The biggest difference between the Ghanaian and the Swiss company lies probably in the
flexibility and negotiability of the opportunity structure provided. Lindt & Sprüngli’s VCC is built as a
more traditional western supply chain, with farmers supplying cocoa beans and the company acting as
an intermediary by bringing the product downstream the chain towards the costumers. Although it
heavily invests in its programme in order to improve the farmers’ livelihoods, the Swiss company’s
VCC remains pretty inflexible and limited in terms of negotiability. Kuapa Kokoo, due to its very
grassroots structure, turns out to have a slightly more flexible VCC, as it is constructed in such a way
that it takes farmers’ local aspirations into account, mainly through its democratic system and farmers’
councils, and gives farmers the possibility to actively debate issues and participate in the budget and
priority settings of the cooperative.
Collaboration in Lindt & Sprüngli’s VCC consists mainly of the farmers’ relation with the PCs,
and both actors have rules to follow in order to ensure a good working relationship. Programmes and
projects are designed in collaboration between the Sustainability Programme Manager and the Lindt
Cocoa Foundation, and their implementation is left to AGL. Kuapa Kokoo, on the other hand, ensures
collaboration in its VCC through its democratic system. Its decision-making process regarding
programmes has a much more multi-level dimension, including farmers along with inputs of various
degrees from its numerous partners. Internal monitoring is being run every year through both VCCs in
order to measure farmers’ wellbeing. The two VCCs rely on partners beyond their value chain, however
Lindt & Sprüngli’s partners mainly finance and implement its programme (AGL and Source Trust),
while Kuapa Kokoo implements everything by itself and depends a lot on its partners’ support for
funding, trading, and designing projects and programmes. Both VCCs are being audited by external
44

bodies which ensure that they comply with their sustainable, environmental and/or social standards.
Finally, while Kuapa Kokoo is Fairtrade certified, Lindt & Sprüngli created its own label as a proof of
sustainability.

5.4

Conclusion

As set out in this chapter, Lindt & Sprüngli and Kuapa Kokoo have developed VVCs which entail very
different opportunity structures for farmers’ agency and empowerment. Indeed, be it on the
implementation of its programmes or the nature and role of its partners, these two companies develop
almost opposite ways to interact with the farmers who are selling to them. In this regard, Lindt &
Sprüngli could be characterised as having a ‘top-down’ approach while Kuapa Kokoo has developed a
more ‘bottom-up’ approach. The main difference lies in the two LBCs’ nature, as Lindt & Sprüngli is
a Swiss chocolatier and confectionery company which operates from a distance by implementing its
programme in Ghana through a main partner, AGL; while Kuapa Kokoo is a Ghanaian cooperative
partially owned by farmers.
Now that the opportunity structures of both VCCs have been explained in details, the next
chapter will introduce the determinants of agency of farmers selling to these companies and analyse
how they differ in terms of individual and collective agency dimensions.
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6. Determinants of Agency
This chapter addresses the question of how farmers trading with LBCs differ in their determinants of
agency. According to the conceptual scheme, the opportunity structures that an LBC provides will have
direct impact on farmers’ determinants of agency hence empowerment outcomes. Determinants of
agency were measured through 40 farmers’ interviews (see Appendix 2, questions 8-29 and results in
Appendix 4). Farmers selling to the one of the companies were asked questions regarding five individual
agency dimensions: physical and material assets, natural assets, human capabilities, social capabilities
and political capabilities. Collective agency dimensions were also covered through questions regarding
the farmers’ organisation, representation and voice. This chapter first analyses the determinants of
agency of farmers selling to Lindt & Sprüngli and Kuapa Kokoo respectively, and then compares the
similarities and differences between the two.

6.1 Lindt & Sprüngli
This section addresses the individual and collective assets and capabilities of farmers selling to Lindt
& Sprüngli.
6.1.1 Individual assets and capabilities
Material & physical assets
Most interviewed farmers owned their lands (90%), their houses (95%) and had livestock (85%). Only
some owned machinery for farming (60%) such as a knapsack and motorised sprayers, and a minority
(15%) had a means of transportation, which usually was a bike or a motorbike which they mainly used
to bring their beans to the PC or to move around the farms. Finally, almost all farmers owned a cell
phone (80%) which they used in their cocoa business to contact the Lead Farmer, the PC or other
farmers in order to organise and meet. The average income for the 20 farmers was 315 GHC (approx.
80 EUR), and considerable inequalities have to be highlighted as the highest ranked at 1,000 GHC (250
EUR) and the lowest at 150 GHC (approx. 35 EUR).
Regarding access to farming inputs, a vast majority of
farmers (90%) claimed that they always had access to it while
the rest (10%) said it depended on the money they had. When
asked where they got those inputs from, 35% said they got it
through the PC; 45% went to get them for themselves at the
agricultural office in Tepa (owned by COCOBOD); and the
rest (20%) went to the AGL farmer’s shop in Tepa. Three PCs in different communities shared that they
sometimes received motorised sprayers from Lindt & Sprüngli, which they had to keep in their own
house so that farmers selling to the Swiss company could come and borrow it when needed.
More than half of the farmers had access to loans (55%) and almost one third did not (30%).
Others claimed it depended on the money the PC had (10%). This money came either from the PC,
from friends of the farmer or from the bank.
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Natural assets
The average size of the land farmers owned or on which they were working was 17.2 acres (7 ha), with
the smallest one being 3 acres (1.2 ha) and the largest one 50 acres (20.2 ha). The average land used for
cocoa farming was 15.8 acres (6.4 ha), representing almost 90% of the farms. When asked about the
condition of their cocoa trees, half of the farmers claimed these were in a very good condition, 35%
said their trees were a mix of old and young trees as they were in the process of rehabilitating their
farms, and the rest (15%) claimed their trees were very old and in a bad condition. Finally, all farmers
said they had other crops on their farms, which were usually used as subsistence food or sold at the
market. These included cassava, cocoyam, plantains, maize, rice and groundnuts. Some farmers had
bigger crops alongside cocoa, such as oranges, cabbages, coconuts and oil palm.

Human capabilities
Most farmers had basic education. Around 60% had followed only primary education, 10% had
attended secondary level and only one had higher education at university level. This left 25% of farmers
who did not follow any level of official education at all.
All farmers had followed trainings in order to learn a livelihood, be it cocoa farming or any
other skill. Consequently, it was found that most farmers had other professional knowledge in parallel
to cocoa farming. Around 40% of farmers had other crops from which they could make some income
and half had an alternative livelihood outside of farming. Details can be found in Table 6.1.

Table 6.1 – Alternative livelihoods of farmers selling to Lindt & Sprüngli

Social capabilities
All farmers shared that they really felt included in their communities. Especially among farmers, as
they claimed that they all help each other when the harvesting season is there, they share their farming
inputs such as cutlasses and ‘go-to-hells’ (machete and picker) and give each other advices on the best
way to grow cocoa. Some farmers (20%) declared that they even lend each other small amounts of
money in a form of unofficial credit. However, none of the women belonged to any form of women’s
association.
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Political capabilities
AGL’s Commercial Officer has a key role in representing farmers’ interests when it comes to
communicating information and being in contact with Lindt & Sprüngli. Farmers said they see him
every three months when he comes to give the trainings or to communicate when the next trainings will
occur and of what these will consist. However, the PCs in Tepa District see the Commercial Officer
every Thursday, which allowed them to pass on information to the farmers on a regular basis as well as
to communicate farmers’ needs and/or issues to the Commercial Officer.
When asked about contacts with NGOs or any public or private actor, Lindt & Sprüngli farmers
answered that they had not been in contact with anyone, and only got assistance from some of the
government’s programmes with consisted in mass spraying by COCOBOD’s extension officers.

6.1.2 Collective assets and capabilities
Organisation, Representation and Voice
Farmers selling their beans to AGL all belong to an unofficial
Lindt & Sprüngli farmer group in their communities. The
leader usually is the Lead Farmer or/and the AGL PC. Those
two actors organise farmers and plan meetings so that they can
discuss issues all together. Discussions revolve around how
they can achieve their objectives, how to get access to loans
and farming inputs (especially agrochemicals), what the next
interventions by COCOBOD will be, how to organise bush
fires and how to get access to water. They sometimes make
common claims which they communicate to the PC or to the Commercial Officer in the hope that Lindt
& Sprüngli will be able to provide some assistance.

6.2

Kuapa Kokoo

This section focuses on Kuapa Kokoo farmers’ individual and collective assets and capabilities.
6.2.1 Individual assets and capabilities
Material & physical assets
The 20 interviewed Kuapa Kokoo farmers had an average income of 237 GHC (approx. 60 EUR) per
month, with the lowest ranking at 60 GHC (15 EUR) and the highest at 500 GHC (125 EUR). The vast
majority (80%) owned their land, while the rest worked as labourers on someone else’s farm. They
almost all owned a house (80%), livestock (70%) and a cell phone (90%). Only 45% owned machinery
such as knapsack and motorised sprayers and a few (30%) had a means of transportation, usually a
motorbike or a bike.
Almost all farmers had access to farming inputs (95%), which they all got from Tepa’s
agricultural office, set by COCOBOD, either by going themselves (40%) or through the recorder (60%).
They also all mentioned regularly getting free inputs from Kuapa Kokoo, which usually consists in
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cutlasses and personal protective equipment. Similarly, all farmers had access to loans (85%) which
they got either from the recorder or from friends in the community. Few farmers (15%) mentioned not
being interested in loans at all.

Natural assets
Kuapa Kokoo farmers have an average land size of 13.5 acres (5.5 ha), of which 85% (11.5 acres or 4.7
ha on average) was used for growing cocoa. While some farmers (45%) described the condition of their
trees as very good, several others (25%) complained that their trees were too old to have a good
production and the rest (30%) said they were investing in their farms’ rehabilitation. All farmers also
grew the main food crops alongside cocoa, usually in an inter-cropping system between the cocoa trees.
These were also used both for selling and for feeding the family.

Human capabilities
While 20% of Kuapa Kokoo farmers never completed any level of formal education, a majority attended
the primary (40%) and secondary (20%) levels and 15% went to university to become teachers. All
claimed to have received training in order to learn livelihood skills, mostly related to cocoa farming. A
considerable proportion of farmers (45%) had developed professional knowledge related to another
livelihood outside of farming. Details can be found in Table 6.2.

Table 6.2 – Alternative livelihoods of farmers selling to Kuapa Kokoo

Social capabilities
Kuapa Kokoo farmers were found to have strong social capabilities,
including sharing their farming inputs and their knowledge on cocoa
farming and helping each other when needed by working on each
other’s farms. A considerable proportion (70%) of farmers declared
being part of a credit system among farmers in their communities.
Finally, almost all Kuapa Kokoo female members (6 over 7) said they
were part of a Kuapa Kokoo women’s association.
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Photograph 6.1 – A Kuapa Kokoo farmer who breeds rabbits as an alternative livelihood aside cocoa

Political capabilities
Kuapa Kokoo farmers rely on the Village Society Council in order to get in contact with, and access to
information from, the cooperative. Kuapa Kokoo’s District Manager also travels to the communities to
share information and to give trainings every four months. Farmers are not supported by any NGO or
private or public actor. Care International gave farming trainings to some of them and installed a loan
system (VSL) and some of COCOBOD’s extension officers did mass spraying on their farms, but
farmers consider these as sporadic interventions

6.2.2 Collective assets and capabilities
Organisation, Representation and Voice
All Kuapa Kokoo farmers are part of the Kuapa Kokoo association in their respective communities.
They are represented by the five executives from the Village Society Council, which include the
recorder, a president, a vice-president, a secretary and a treasurer; all farmers from the community.
Seven of the twenty farmers interviewed were part of the executives, including men and women. Every
four to five months (depending on the communities), all Kuapa Kokoo farmers gather with the five
executives and discuss how to achieve their goals, how to get access to loans, inputs, and agrochemicals,
how to organise themselves and to use their village society budget and how to get access to water. Out
of the thirteen male farmers, five had already taken part in the Annual Delegate Conference once, as
had four of the seven women farmers.
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6.3

Comparison

The section looks at how farmers selling to Lindt & Sprüngli and the ones selling to Kuapa Kokoo
differ in their determinants of agency.
6.3.1 Differences between LBCs
Overall, farmers selling to Kuapa Kokoo and the ones selling Lindt & Sprüngli were found to have a
lot of similarities in terms of material, physical and natural assets, as well as human capabilities (see
Table 6.3 in Appendix 4). Farmers selling to the Swiss company did have slightly more material,
physical and natural assets, but Kuapa Kokoo farmers had better access to inputs and loans. These
differences are thus too slim to draw any form of conclusion. The same goes for human capabilities, for
which we observe that most farmers selling to either company have either never attended school or only
completed primary level. Similarly, all farmers have followed trainings to acquire livelihood skills and
have knowledge in another livelihood than farming.
In terms of social capabilities, farmers selling to Kuapa Kokoo were found to rank higher than
farmers selling to Lindt & Sprüngli. Indeed, all Kuapa Kokoo farmers explained that they were helping
each other and sharing information, while only few farmers selling to the Swiss company claimed to be
doing so. Kuapa Kokoo farmers also turned out to be part of a credit system among farmers according
to which they were lending each other small amounts of money. Finally, almost all women selling to
the cooperative were part of a women’s association, which was never the case for women farmers
selling to Lindt & Sprüngli.
The same pattern could be noticed regarding political capabilities. While all interviewed
farmers had a way of being in contact with the LBC and thus getting access to information, different
actors were involved, which had impacts on both the quality and frequency of the information passed
downstream the chain. Farmers selling to Lindt & Sprüngli get their information through the PC and
the Commercial Officer, which puts them in a situation in which they have to wait for either actor to
provide them with the information they need. Kuapa Kokoo farmers, in contrast, have the possibility to
get information from, and be in contact with, the Union through the Village Societies Councils as well
as through the Annual Delegate Conference, which puts them in direct contact with actors upward the
chain. Finally, all Kuapa Kokoo farmers were part of the Kuapa Kokoo association in their respective
communities, which is a requirement of the cooperative when selling to it. Lindt & Sprüngli does not
have such a policy and farmers selling to it usually meet four times a year, although a minority did not.
Accordingly, Kuapa Kokoo showed up to have stronger collective assets and capabilities,
which include having a voice, having the capacity to organise as a group, and having the capacity to be
represented by an individual or an entity. All farmers selling to either company could give me the name
of a representative. There was a difference, however: all farmers selling to Kuapa Kokoo claimed that
they were meeting to discuss issues and making claims together, while only a few farmers selling to
Lindt & Sprüngli were doing so.

6.3.2 Differences according to gender
This study seeks to include a gender-sensitive approach when looking at determinants of agency. Table
6.3 (see Appendix 4) effectively shows that women farmers have weaker material, physical and natural
assets than their male counterparts. This especially is true regarding the ownership of machinery,
livestock and transportation means. Women farmers selling to Lindt & Sprüngli in particular have
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smaller farms (half as small as the men). However, women farmers turned out to have stronger social
capabilities, sharing and helping other farmers more regularly. Regarding collective assets and
capabilities, women farmers selling to Lindt & Sprüngli were found to take less part in a farmers’
association, make less claims and discuss fewer issues with other farmers. Overall, more gender equality
was found among Kuapa Kokoo farmers compared to farmers selling to Lindt & Sprüngli.

6.4

Conclusion

It goes without saying that farmers see cocoa farming as a tough livelihood and that many of them have
difficulties in getting access to farming inputs such as agrochemicals or motorised sprayers, or to loans
which would allow them more flexibility in making choices on how to invest their resources. Overall,
farmers selling to either LBC did not differ much in terms of material, physical and natural assets. The
same applies to human capabilities, as most farmers only attained low levels of schooling, but
simultaneously received agricultural trainings or gained knowledge on a livelihood parallel to farming.
However, Kuapa Kokoo farmers turned out to have slightly stronger social and political capabilities,
which directly impacts on their collective assets and capabilities, as sharing and caring for farmers
around them and taking part in the political life of the community turned out to enhance the farmers’
collective capacities to organise themselves, choose a representative, and act as a collective entity.
The discussed differences in the determinants of agency between farmers selling to either
LBCs, along with the opportunity structures already presented, will have impacts on the empowerment
outcomes of these two groups of farmers, which is going to be introduced in Chapter 7.
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7. Empowerment Outcomes
Now that the opportunity structures of the two LBCs have been explained and the interaction between
these structures and the determinants of agency have been discussed, we are now going to review how
these two concepts impact on farmers’ empowerment outcomes in both VCCs. Empowerment outcomes
were defined and measured through 40 farmers’ interviews (see Appendix 2, questions 30-50) and four
focus groups.

7.1

Defining ‘Empowerment Outcomes’

Upon my arrival in Tepa, I decided to run a first set of two focus groups, each composed of 10 male
and female farmers working for one of the two cocoa-buying companies. The first part of these focus
groups provided information about the context in which farmers were living. This allowed me to shape
the questions I would ask later in the interviews in order to add to the specificity and relevance of my
research. The second part was dedicated to the definition of the empowerment concept. Willing to
measure farmer’s empowerment outcomes based on their own ideas, I asked farmers what happened
when they were empowered.

Photograph 7.1 – Defining empowerment outcomes with farmers during the first set of focus groups
Curiously, I had very similar answers in the two focus groups. I regrouped the answers in six
main categories and asked farmers to rank them from the most important to the least important by voting
with numbers on a piece of paper. I then compared the results from the two focus groups and tried to
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merge them by combining the most similar ones (see Table 7.1). The 10 participants of each group
identified six slightly different interpretations of ‘empowerment outcomes’. In writing down these
definitions, I made sure to really understand what farmers meant as well as ensured that they all agreed
on the definitions that they gave me. This helped me to define relevant indicators to measure
empowerment outcome in my interviews.

Table 7.1 – ‘Empowerment outcomes’ according to 20 cocoa farmers and linking it to
empowerment’s literature

Looking at these definitions, we can see a strong correlation with the ones from Quaedvlieg et
al. (2014), based on Rowlands (1997). Indeed, ‘being free and having control over my livelihood’ as
well as ‘having access to basic life needs’ could refer to ‘power over’, which is the ability to resist
manipulation and having power over assets. Similarly, ‘sending my children to school and helping out
my community’ as well as ‘being knowledgeable and having good agricultural practices’ could refer to
‘power to’, which is creating and benefiting from new opportunities. ‘Being bold, making my own
plans, having confidence in who I am and being proud of who I am’ could translate into ‘power from
within’, which is related to increased self-esteem and self-confidence in one’s abilities to effect change.
Finally, ‘Having a voice, being listened to and being respected’ could translate into ‘power with’, which
is defined by collective action and having a voice based on representation and social organisation, but
also into the above mentioned ‘power from within’.
The next sections present the results from the interviews and focus groups regarding these
empowerment outcomes.
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7.2

Lindt & Sprüngli

This section is dedicated to the six empowerment outcomes of farmers selling to Lindt & Sprüngli.
7.2.1 Feeling free, having control, having a choice
Feeling free
When asked if they felt free in their cocoa livelihood, farmers unanimously answered that they did, and
that nobody had control over their cocoa business – except maybe for God. In order to sell to Lindt &
Sprüngli, they do have to follow certain standards while growing cocoa and are compelled to follow
the company’s trainings. However, farmers did not feel constrained by these standards and usually saw
the trainings as an opportunity to improve their farming skills and thus their income.

Having control
The large majority of farmers (75%) claimed that their situation
had improved in the last five years, while the rest explained
experiencing some difficulties, usually due to low production on
the farms and lack of access to agrochemicals. In parallel, almost
half of the farmers said their income had increased in the last five
years. The rest explained that it had either being dwindling
(35%) or completely decreased (10%), which they attributed to
the lack of access to agrochemicals and the environmental
constraints that created low yields. Overall, farmers said that,
even though the situation was difficult, they felt they had control
over their cocoa-selling business.

Having a choice
In Measuring Empowerment in Practice, Alsop and Heinsohn (2005: 10) suggest that direct
empowerment measures can be made by assessing choice, which can be done in four steps: first
determine whether an opportunity to make a choice exists (existence of choice), then whether a person
actually uses the opportunity to choose (use of choice), and then whether the choice resulted in the
desired result (achievement of choice). Finally, the degree of self-advocacy in the process to choice has
to be taken into account. Table 7.3 in Appendix 5 shows how choice was measured for the Lindt &
Sprüngli farmers in the second set of focus groups.
This table illustrates that farmers face several livelihood constraints. They do have the choice
to buy what they want, however their main issue remains their access to financial resources to buy
farming inputs and agrochemicals. The PCs, the availability of loans and the choice of the programmes
and projects depend on Lindt & Sprüngli’s internal system, while the access to cocoa seeds depends on
the agreements the LBC has made with COCOBOD.
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7.2.2 Being knowledgeable and having good agricultural practices
All interviewed farmers assured they felt knowledgeable on their cocoa livelihood. They had gained
this knowledge through Lindt & Sprüngli’s trainings but also through other cocoa farmers, in their
families or in the broader community. Many explained they had acquired valuable skills such as how
to make compost, how to create plantain sucker multiplication or how to perform first aid on someone
who had been contaminated with a pesticide. All farmers without
exception explained that it gave them the opportunity to improve their
farm, to feel knowledgeable and be proud to be a cocoa farmer. Many
said that thanks to these trainings, they could raise their monthly
income and therefore send more children to school, which was
considered a long-term achievement.

7.2.3 Improved access to basic life services and resources
Access to basic life services
In Tepa district, Lindt & Sprüngli’s water borehole programme has given access to water to three of the
eight communities included in the research (Tanokrom, Achina and Akrofoso). Overall, farmers seemed
to be really happy with this service.

Access to resources
Lindt & Sprüngli’s main projects in the Tepa cocoa district regarding access to resources revolve mainly
around nurseries, which allows them to rehabilitate their farms; and farming inputs such as plantain
trees for the plantain sucker multiplications programme and shade trees, which respectively enrich their
soil and protects their cocoa trees. A Village Resource Centre has also been created in Manfo, which
allows children from the village to get access to computers and farmers to train themselves in learning
programmes in Twi.

Photograph 7.2 – The Village Resource Centre in Manfo
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7.2.4 Having a voice, being listened to and feeling respected
Having an individual voice
Farmers selling to Lindt & Sprüngli differed regarding this empowerment outcome. Only half of the
farmers said they took individual action by requesting assistance from the PC or the Commercial
Officer. Female farmers made less claims in comparison to males, as they felt less involved in decision
making.

Having a collective voice
Most farmers selling to the Swiss company were organised under an unofficial AGL farmers’ group.
Depending on the communities, they met on a more or less regular basis, usually four to five times a
year. Some farmers shared that they had made common claims in order to ask Lindt & Sprüngli for
more assistance. These usually related to water, agrochemicals and access to loans.

Being listened to
Generally, farmers felt unheard. Even though they have the possibility to relate information and claims
to the PC and the Commercial Officer, the lack of impact following their demands makes them believe
that information was not relayed downstream the chain. However, they still felt that the PC and the
Commercial Officer were trying to help them as much as they could.

Feeling respected
Most farmers felt respected by Lindt & Sprüngli. They pictured it as a loyal company, especially
because the PCs were helpful and trustworthy. They saw the fact that PCs always had money when
farmers were ready to sell their beans as a sign of respect for them, as they usually need to get cash as
quickly as possible. Moreover, farmers were very appreciative of Lindt & Sprüngli’s free training
programme.
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7.2.5 Sending children to school and supporting my community
Capacity to send its children to school
Interviewed farmers all had between three and nine children and some already had several
grandchildren. Overall, farmers reckoned that they could pay the school fees until primary level for
only half of their children, and secondary level for a quarter of them. Among the 20 farmers interviewed,
only 10 children in total had attained or could financially attain tertiary level.

Capacity to help in the community
A large difference between male and female farmers could be observed concerning this empowerment
outcome. Indeed, women were almost all involved in helping out their community, usually through
cooking for children and teachers. Half of the men were doing so, usually through lending farming
inputs to each other, but most said that it remained difficult to offer assistance with low incomes.

7.2.6 Increased self-confidence and self-esteem
Confidence to create change
Most farmers claimed they could be an agent of change in their own livelihoods, but also for others.
Many explained that, by working hard, and also by following the Lindt & Sprüngli training
programmes, they could improve their production and set an example for the youth in their
communities. All farmers had made personal plans in their cocoa livelihood. Apart from building their
own house and sending all their children to school, a lot of farmers (60%) said they wanted to expand
their farms, but that the lack of seedlings and agrochemicals prevented them to do so.

Self-esteem in the farmers’ work
All respondents claimed they were very proud to be a cocoa farmer. However, the younger ones
(between 20 and 35 years old) said they would prefer another livelihood in the city and that if the
opportunity occurred, they would stop farming.
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7.2.7 Farmers’ perceptions
A second set of focus groups were conducted, one for each company, of 15 farmers each. For each
group, farmers were gathered from three different communities. They consisted of group interviews,
during which I tried to get a deeper understanding of the farmer’s empowerment outcomes and to
analyse some topics and answers that came out during the interviews. At the end, each farmer had to
vote on how each of the six ‘empowerment outcomes’ had been evolving for him/her in the last 10
years, the possible answers being either ‘worse’, ‘same’ or ‘better’ (as showed in Photograph 7.3). The
results can be found Figure 7.1.

Photograph 7.3 – Measuring empowerment
outcomes in the second set of focus groups

Figure 7.1 shows that farmers involved with Lindt & Sprüngli have a strong feeling of ‘being
knowledgeable and having good agricultural practices’ as well as ‘having access to basic life needs’.
However, many do not have a strong feeling of ‘having confidence and being proud’ nor of ‘having a
voice, being listened to and being respected’ since they started selling to the Swiss company.
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Figure 7.1 – Changes in Empowerment Outcomes according to 15 Lindt & Sprüngli
farmers since they started selling to the company

7.3

Kuapa Kokoo

Similar to the previous section, this section presents how farmers selling to Kuapa Kokoo position
themselves regarding the six defined empowerment outcomes.
7.3.1 Feeling free, having control, having a choice
Feeling free
Kuapa Kokoo respondents felt unanimously free in their cocoa selling business. They could decide
whom to sell to and when, and considered being registered as a Kuapa Kokoo member as an opportunity
more than a constraint, even though they had to follow certain rules.

Having control
Half of the interviewees said their situation as a cocoa farmer had improved
in the last five to ten years. Others explained it had been difficult. Many
explained that their alternative livelihood allowed them to subsist.
Similarly, 65% of farmers said their income has increased in the past five
years while the rest explained it had been rather constant. Overall, farmers
felt they had control but many still considered their situation difficult and
wished they could do more in order to improve it.
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Having a choice
Following the measurement of ‘choice’ by Alsop and Heinsohn (2005: 10), the answers drawn from the
second set of focus group are illustrated in Appendix 6). Although Kuapa Kokoo members also face
many constraints in their everyday livelihoods, they still have more leverage through their capacity to
vote for incentives, talk to the electives at the community and district level and make a petition which
will circulate downstream the chain. However, they still face the difficulty to access costlier inputs and
agrochemicals and depend a lot on the programmes and projects the Union decides to implement for
them.

7.3.2 Being knowledgeable and having good agricultural practices
Farmers selling to the Ghanaian company all felt knowledgeable about cocoa farming. They all
followed the trainings provided by Kuapa Kokoo in each community every four months, and claimed
they shared a lot together on their best farming practices. However, a lot of farmers said they would
appreciate being trained on additional topics which they heard other LBCs were providing. These
usually included alternative livelihood trainings for men, farmers’ business schools or farming
techniques such as plantain sucker multiplication.

7.3.3 Improved access to basic life services and resources
Access to basic life services
Interviewed farmers either lived in, or knew, communities which received water borehole projects
implemented by Kuapa Kokoo. However, a lot of communities complained about the lack of access to
water and some said their situation remained critical, especially because of the harsh weather conditions.
In Tepa district, Kuapa Kokoo has also been implementing toilet facilities projects and had a mobile
clinic traveling in the communities. Some farmers in the interviews and in the second set of focus groups
confirmed benefitting from such projects.

Access to resources
All farmers received the yearly distributed input from Kuapa Kokoo,
which usually consists of cutlasses. One strength regarding Kuapa
Kokoo’s programme is women’s access to alternative livelihoods through
various trainings such as soap making or batik tie and dye. When asked
if they had acquired new opportunities for themselves regarding their
cocoa livelihood, farmers all claimed they had, and while some talked
about the training programmes, many said they felt honoured to be able
to organise at community level in order to be part of a cooperation, and to take joint decisions with
other farmers. Many farmers said that Kuapa Kokoo allowed them to become a community executive
which was a big achievement in itself. Moreover, farmers who took part in the Annual Delegate
Conference all explained how big an opportunity this was for them to meet the leaders of the Union and
discuss their aspirations and issues.
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7.3.4 Having a voice, being listened to and feeling respected
Having an individual voice
Most farmers explained they had already taken individual action in
order to communicate something to Kuapa Kokoo. They either went
through the Village Society Council’s executives or Tepa’s district
manager. All farmers who had taken part in the Annual Delegate
Conference said they communicated their community’s issues and
needs.

Having a collective voice
Within the Kuapa Kokoo farmers’ association at community level, and under the
supervision of the five community executives, Kuapa Kokoo farmers organise
themselves and meet every three months or whenever a problem arises. All
together, they often make petitions and ask the Union for projects such as water
boreholes, or have broader requirement such as a loan system which would be
monitored by the Union. Women farmers also organise in women’s associations
order to get access to the alternative livelihood trainings.

Being listened to
Surprisingly enough, even though farmers explained they barely saw any impact to the claims they
often made, a vast majority still felt heard by the representatives downstream the chain. They all had a
great trust in their executives and in the Union and many explained that if the outcomes from their
actions were not showing, they would eventually, and that the Union probably had a good reason for
not providing them with immediate assistance.
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Feeling respected
All farmers selling to Kuapa Kokoo felt respected. Many explained that the cooperative valued their
work, as they often included farmers’ views on how to allocate the budget issued from the premium
price. Overall, Kuapa Kokoo was considered as a loyal company.

7.3.5 Sending children to school and supporting my community
Capacity to send its children to school
Similar to farmers selling to Lindt & Sprüngli, Kuapa Kokoo members had between three to nine
children for half of whom they estimated to be able to pay school fees until primary level and for one
or two children on average up to secondary level. The twenty farmers interviewed together had only
seven who had attained or could financially attain tertiary level. A gender difference has been observed:
female farmers who had acquired an alternative livelihood allocated all their finances to school fees,
which resulted in all of their children attending at least primary level.

Capacity to help in the community
Although many communicated that they had small means, all farmers said they could help those around
them. In this respect, a difference was found between male and female farmers, as the latter invested
help on a more personal level through hosting and cooking, while male farmers were more helping
through manual work in the fields or through lending farming inputs.

7.3.6 Having confidence and being proud
Confidence to create change
Interviewed farmers were all very confident in their own capacity to create change in their own
livelihoods, but also in their families and communities. When asked how they thought they could
achieve such a goal, most farmers mentioned Kuapa Kokoo, and explained that by working all together
as farmers, sharing their knowledge and inputs and taking part in the political life of the cooperative,
they could all produce more cocoa and improve their income. Many farmers praised Kuapa Kokoo’s
democratic system and shared that being an executive in their community or being able to take part in
the Annual Delegate Conference allowed them to share their aspirations as farmers and maybe have an
impact on the future.
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All farmers had personal plans regarding their cocoa livelihood. While some were seeking to
expend their farms, all female farmers mentioned sending their children to school, and a small part said
they wanted to be elected as executives on the community or the district level in order to be able to act
for their communities on a higher level.

Self-esteem in the farmer’s work
All farmers said they were deeply proud to be cocoa farmers, but also to be part of Kuapa Kokoo. They
all mentioned it was a worthy livelihood and one of the best ways to achieve what they wanted for
themselves and their families.

7.3.7 Farmers’ perceptions
The second set of focus group discussions with Kuapa Kokoo’s farmers from three different Kuapa
Kokoo communities, gave the following results (see Figure 7.2). As shown, Kuapa Kokoo farmers have
a greater feeling of ‘feeling free, having control and having a choice’ and ‘having a voice, being listened
to and feeling respected’ since they started working with the company. However, in their perceptions
‘being knowledgeable and having good agricultural practices’ (EO3) and ‘improved access to basic life
services and resources’ (EO6) seemed to not have evolved over the last 10 years.
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Figure 7.2 – Changes in Empowerment Outcomes according to 15 Kuapa Kokoo
farmers since they started selling to the company

7.4

Comparison

Three main patterns can be discerned when looking at differences in the empowerment outcomes of the
two categories of respondents.
The outcomes of ‘having a voice, being listened to and feeling
respected’ and ‘having confidence and being proud’ were clearly higher
concerning Kuapa Kokoo farmers. Indeed, probably encouraged by the
democratic system that allows them to make petitions, most interviewed
farmers have undertaken individual and collective actions in order to request
changes, a new programme or a new project to the Union. Farmers also claim to feel heard by the Union
and therefore have a deep feeling of being respected by it. Even though many of the farmers’ claims
were not answered, farmers all explained they knew the Union could have difficulties and that if it never
got back to them, there had to be a valid reason for it. Relatedly, many were confident they could create
change in their livelihoods, either through the Kuapa Kokoo system, or through their cocoa farming
skills and capacity to develop an alternative livelihood. This resulted in a really high self-esteem in their
own profession.
On the other hand, farmers selling to Lindt & Sprüngli were not so positive about these two
empowerment outcomes. Indeed, not so many farmers had made claims, either individually or as a
group, and those who had said that they barely saw any impact. Consequently, most farmers did not
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feel heard by the Swiss company and although the majority explained they
still felt respected, they also said that there was much more the company
could do to assist them in their cocoa livelihood. Similarly, farmers selling
to Lindt & Sprüngli felt unsure about their own confidence to create change
in their cocoa livelihood and this altered the self-esteem in their own work.
On the contrary, the two outcomes of ‘being knowledgeable and
having good agricultural practices’ and of ‘improved access to basic
services and resources’ showed way better results for farmers selling to
Lindt & Sprüngli. Indeed, all farmers felt that they had acquired valuable skills through the company’s
trainings, which made them feel as having good agricultural practices, not only with regard to cocoa
but also for their other crops as the trainings covered topics such as compost making and soil fertility.
The same went for the access to basic life services, as most communities had benefited from at least
one project from the Source Trust programme, which usually included water boreholes. Improved
access to resources was also found to be high for farmers selling to Lindt & Sprüngli, as they benefitted
from nurseries which gave them as many young trees as they wanted, and sometimes received a
motorised or a knapsack sprayer.
Regarding Kuapa Kokoo, farmers were mostly happy with the trainings they received from the
Union, however still wished they could have access to other forms of trainings present in other LBCs
such as a farmers’ business school, cocoa tree nurseries or a plantain sucker multiplication programme.
Concerning access to basic life services, many farmers complained about their communities’ lack of
access to water and explained they wanted Kuapa Kokoo to invest in water boreholes for them.
Although Kuapa Kokoo has a mobile clinic and offers free medical treatment in its health centre in
Kumasi, many farmers said they had never heard of it or that the travel to Kumasi was too expensive.
Access to resources was also contested, as many farmers were tired of always getting the same farming
input – cutlasses – every year and wish the voting would be organised differently so that each
community would get the input they voted for.
Finally, the two remaining outcomes, ‘feeling free, having control and having a choice’ and
‘sending children to school and supporting my community’ showed no real disparity between the two
groups of farmers. Indeed, all farmers felt free, but explained they had limited control over their cocoa
farming livelihoods as their income depended a lot on what the company had to offer them as well as
the weather conditions. The farmers’ availability, exercise, achievement and presence and degree of
self-advocacy in the process of choice were limited by various factors, which made them feel they could
not control all the aspects of their livelihood. Lastly, all farmers had a limited capacity in sending their
children to school and most were assisting their communities through various actions, independently of
their income, gender or age.

7.5

Conclusion

Results from the interviews and focus groups converge and show one main difference in empowerment
outcomes between the two groups of farmers. Farmers selling to Lindt & Sprüngli feel that they benefit
from stronger programmes which gives them better access to services and resources, and they therefore
feel that they acquired solid agricultural knowledge from the free trainings provided by the company.
Farmers selling to Kuapa Kokoo, on the other hand, have a very strong feeling of having a voice and
being listened to, which naturally makes them feel respected and makes them confident and proud in
their work as a cocoa farmer. The next chapter introduces the main findings of this research and offers
a theoretical reflection that leads to recommendations for policy and practice.
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8. Conclusion
Based on the findings presented in the previous chapters, this chapter synthesises the main findings of
this study, reflects on the theoretical framework, makes suggestions for further research and
recommendations for future policy and practice.

8.1

Main Findings

This section first provides an answer to research questions, then analyses farmers’ empowerment’s
entry points in the two studied VCCs and seeks to explain how farmers’ empowerment outcomes are
restricted in the Ghanaian cocoa VCC context.
8.1.1 Top down vs bottom up
The first research question addressed opportunity structures and how these differed regarding the two
LBCs involved in this research. Such structures originate directly from the nature of the companies.
Lindt & Sprüngli is a traditional Swiss company sourcing in Ghana and implementing westerndesigned programmes to enhance farmers’ wellbeing. All programmes are implemented by AGL, which
implies that the Swiss company hands down several matters to the supply chain management company.
This especially includes the selection of the PCs and the Commercial Officers as well as the
implementation of the Lindt Farming Program by Source Trust. Due to the hierarchical structure of the
VCC, farmers involved with the Swiss company are only in contact through their PC and their District’s
Commercial Officer. All farmers selling to Lindt & Sprüngli are officially registered under a contract,
which guarantees them access to several services. Lindt & Sprüngli is indeed massively investing in
farmers’ livelihoods, especially through various farming trainings and water projects. Beyond the value
chain, Lindt & Sprüngli has two main funding and technical partners as well as a partner who assesses
its programme in Ghana. They contribute to the design of community programmes and projects which
are implemented in a top-down manner. However, with time, Lindt & Sprüngli is implementing an
increasingly inclusive perspective seeking to include farmers’ aspirations and needs on a regular basis
(Lindt3).
Kuapa Kokoo is a grassroots company created by Ghanaian small-scale farmers, which now
functions as a cooperative to which all farmers are members. It relies on a democratic system through
which farmers can elect executives in village, district and national councils who can influence the entire
cooperative’s decision-making process. Farmers’ aspirations are also taken into account through the
Annual Delegate Conference, which also allows them to have a say in the cooperative’s budget.
Farmers’ interactions with the cooperative happen in various ways through different actors, be it the
recorder, the council executives, the District Manager, or directly with the Kuapa Kokoo Farmers Union
representatives. In this regard, farmers have the possibility to elect their own community’s recorder.
Farmers are thus encouraged to organise themselves, and all have to contribute in the community’s
communal budget through annual fees. When they need to communicate something, farmers have the
possibility to launch a petition which will travel downstream the chain. Regarding programmes seeking
to enhance farmers’ livelihoods, Kuapa Kokoo differentiates itself for bringing particular attention to
female farmers so that they can develop an alternative livelihood. Beyond the chain, Kuapa Kokoo is
active with numerous partners who greatly contribute to the cooperative’s goals in enhancing farmers’
livelihoods. These include NGOs which bring financial support as well as various bodies which bring
technical support regarding the international market, but also farming practices and trainings. By
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implementing its programme itself, belonging to the farmers, and being a Ghanaian LBC, Kuapa Kokoo
truly is embedded in the Ghanaian cocoa context.
Differences in the determinants of agency for the two groups of farmers were assessed through
the second research question. Though not a lot of differences came up, some remarks can still be made.
Probably benefitting from the Lindt Farming Program, farmers selling to the Swiss company turned
out to have slightly higher material/physical and natural assets. However, by being pushed to organise
themselves at community level, Kuapa Kokoo members turned out to have slightly stronger social and
political capabilities, as they meet with their community executives on a regular basis, share
information, help each other out, and make common claims through petitions. Women usually are
organised in a women’s association. The cooperative’s structure also gives farmers more possibilities
to be in contact with executives downstream the chain which enhances their capacity to communicate
and get access to information. This obviously contributes to enhancing their collective assets and
capabilities.
The third research question sought to understand how farmers selling to either Lindt & Sprüngli
or Kuapa Kokoo differed in their empowerment outcomes.
Lindt & Sprüngli’s strong investment in increasing farmers’ wellbeing through the Lindt
Farming Program has a direct impact on the farmers’ feeling of ‘being knowledgeable and having good
agricultural practices’ as well as having ‘improved access to basic life services and resources’. Indeed,
smallholders are deeply content with the company’s training programmes and greatly appreciate the
water borehole and tree nursery projects that they consider as a form of acknowledgement for their hard
work. However, being based on a more hierarchical structure, farmers face more difficulties in
communicating their aspirations and needs downstream the chain. Moreover, by not being formally
organised in farmers’ groups or associations, they do not mobilise in order to obtain what they need and
hardly obtain what they ask for. All of this tends to make them feel powerless and decreases their selfconfidence and self-esteem in their cocoa farming livelihoods.
Due to its opportunity structures including a democratic mechanism, Kuapa Kokoo is more
prone to understand what services farmers want and what they are interested in. Moreover, its system
offers a possibility for any farmer to be elected as an executive at community level or to climb
downstream the chain. For these reasons, farmers selling to Kuapa Kokoo have a strong feeling of
‘having a voice, being listened to and being respected’, which ultimately increases their self confidence
and self-esteem in their own livelihoods. Because it is a cooperative, Kuapa Kokoo sometimes faces
financial difficulties (Kuapa3), especially when not all of its cocoa is bought by Fairtrade. This directly
affects the programmes and projects offered to farmers, which explains why some of them shared their
urgent need for water boreholes, while others explained they would like more diversity in the trainings.
However, by investing in female farmers, Kuapa Kokoo empowers them directly, as most of them start
to get higher incomes which in turn benefits their children through greater schooling access. Kuapa
Kokoo’s partnership with Fairtrade International allows farmers to get access to bonuses and benefits
them as a whole as the cooperative is able to sell its cocoa for a good price. Within a Ghanaian context,
Kuapa Kokoo offers farmers a great alternative from more corrupt local systems such as the Produce
Buying Company monitored by COCOBOD (GBC Ghana 2016; The Announcer Newspaper 2016).
Farmers’ capacity to send their children to school and to offer assistance to their community as
well as their feeling to being free and in control did not differ for the two LBCs. An explanation for this
result is offered in Section 8.1.3.
Throughout the research, it has been clear that the two LBCs greatly contribute to some aspects of
smallholders’ empowerment outcomes. In conclusion, and in answer to the main research question, this
thesis finds that the two LBCs present respectively top-down and bottom-up structures, which both
present strengths and weaknesses that directly impact farmers’ empowerment outcomes. The first group
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especially benefits from strong programmes while the second benefits from a more inclusive system.
Within this answer, it is very important that the very complicated context of Ghana’s cocoa sector is
taken into account.

8.1.2 Empowerment’s ‘entry points’
Farmers’ empowerment outcomes come from different actors involved in the two company’s VCCs.
These actors are those who ultimately make the farmers feel more or less empowered, based on the six
definitions that were given in the second set of focus groups. Figure 8.1 gives an overview of how the
empowerment ‘entry points’ in Lindt & Sprüngli’s VCC are understood.

Figure 8.1 – Empowerment ‘entry points’ of farmers involved in Lindt & Sprüngli’s VCC
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Many actors involved in Lindt & Sprüngli’s VCC contribute to
farmers’ empowerment. However, the main source of
empowerment remains the Lindt Farming Program, implemented
by AGL and Source Trust. The PC and the Commercial Officer are
key actors in farmers’ empowerment, as they are the main link
between the farmers and the company. They provide a broad range
of services, information and advices, and are, in most cases, the
face of the company for which they work.
Similarly, Figure 8.2 presents the empowerment ‘entry points’ in Kuapa Kokoo’s VCC.
Contrary to its counterpart, the Ghanaian company develops farmers’ empowerment through its
democratic bottom-up system. Indeed, it is through the various councils as well as the Annual Delegate
Conference that Kuapa Kokoo members feel the most empowered. It gives them access to information
and enables them to make claims and share their views on the cooperative.

Figure 8.2 – Empowerment ‘entry points’ of farmers involved in Kuapa Kokoo’s VCC
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8.1.3 Limits to farmers’ empowerment’s outcomes in Ghanaian cocoa VCCs
This section offers a brief analysis of the elements that limited farmers’ empowerment’s outcomes in
the two studied VCCs.
LBC’s structures
As this research highlights, farmers’ empowerment outcomes are
directly influenced by the LBC’s structures. If the company has less
means, farmers get less access to basic life services and resources.
Similarly, if the company operates in a top-down manner, farmers will
feel less heard and thus less confident in the control they have over their
own livelihoods. We can take the example of Kuapa Kokoo, who saw
only 39% of its chocolate bought by Fairtrade in 2015, while the rest went to COCOBOD. The
cooperative thus made considerable losses for missing the premium price for a large part of its cocoa
farmed according to Fairtrade’s standards, which demands a lot of investments, which directly impacted
the quality and quantity of services and programmes the cooperative had for the farmers.

COCOBOD’s influence
Although COCOBOD protects farmers from the international cocoa price
volatility, their strong grip on the Ghanaian cocoa market is a constraint
to the two LBCs’ capacity to provide services that empowers the farmers
from which they source. This is especially the case regarding the access
to hybrid cocoa pods and seeds. Up until last year, both Kuapa Kokoo
and Lindt & Sprüngli could distribute seeds to farmers so that they could establish a nursery and
therefore get a fair amount of new trees without having to go through complicated procedures. However,
COCOBOD decided to stop this service in 2016, leaving the two LBCs with useless ready-to-use
nurseries for this year (Lindt1, Kuapa3).

Farmers’ self-organisation
Whilst LBCs have a strong influence on their empowerment outcomes,
farmers still have to be prepared and organise in order to beneficiate
from them. Many of these empowerments outcomes can be attained
through the company to which they are selling if farmers are
sufficiently organised to get access to it. This is especially true when in
the case of Kuapa Kokoo’s female farmers who have to organise
themselves in order to get access to alternative livelihood trainings. The
same is true for Kuapa Kokoo’s Village Society Councils, who have to
manage their own budget and vote for delegates once a year and for
electives every four years. Farmers selling to Lindt & Sprüngli in
several cases were not really organised as an official group, which
restricted their capacity to make common claims.
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Environmental constraints
During this research, the majority of farmers mentioned environmental constraints. Many shared that
their yields had been greatly decreasing because of rain scarcity. This issue is particularly alarming,
especially concerning the Western and Ashanti regions (Confectionery News, 2015).

The local and the international market
Finally, farmers’ empowerment outcomes are restricted by Ghana’s difficult economic situation.
Plummeting global cocoa prices have hit Ghana’s economy in 2014, thus declining the farmers’ profits.
This situation has seen many farmers looking for alternatives such as smuggling beans to Côte d’Ivoire
in the hopes of a higher income (The Guardian, 2014). Moreover, the restricted local job market makes
it difficult for farmers to develop alternative livelihoods aside cocoa
farming, which they need in order to buy farming inputs and send
their children to school. Many farmers shared that they were not
meeting the fruit of their labour and explained how difficult it was
for them to get access to loans in order to have more flexibility in
making choices.

8.2! Theoretical Reflection
This section brings the results on opportunity structures, determinants of agency and empowerment
outcomes together and shows how they were understood to influence each other in the Ghanaian cocoa
value chain context. It then introduces the idea of multi-level horizontality.
8.2.1 Linking determinants of agency
Analysing the different ways in which the dimensions and variables of the determinants of agency affect
each other in this research context did not reveal any relation between human capabilities and social or
political capabilities. For example, no relation was found between education level (human capabilities)
and ‘being part of an association and being active in it’ (political capabilities); as both male and female
farmers active in associations only attended school until primary level. Similarly, no relation was found
between material, physical or natural assets and political or social capabilities. Thus, the financial assets
of a farmers, the size of his/her land or the condition of his/her cocoa trees have no impact on farmers’
capacities to provide assistance to each other, to get access to information or to participate in farmers’
associations.
However, two positive relations have been found. First, between social and political
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capabilities. Indeed, the fact that farmers provide assistance to each other through the sharing of
agricultural knowledge or money lending enhances their capacity to be part of a farmers’ association or
group, and therefore to get access to information and be in contact with company representatives
downstream the chain. Indeed, 40% of female farmers who often are in contact with the company
(political capabilities) also reported to being in a women’s association (social capabilities).
Second, a positive relation was found between social and/or
political capabilities and the different variables of collective assets and
capabilities (organisation, voice and representation). Indeed, farmers
who have strong social and/or political capabilities usually organise to
meet with other farmers and take common decisions in order to achieve
their objectives and tackle their issues (organisation). Farmers who are
part of an association make common claims (voice) directed at the LBC
to which they are selling. Moreover, if farmers have strong social and
political capabilities, it is usually because someone is representing them on the community level
(representation). For example, 85% of farmers who often ‘make common claims’ (voice) reported to
often be ‘providing assistance to, and sharing with, other farmers’ (social capabilities). Figure 8.3
presents a synthesis on how individual and collective assets and capabilities were found to affect each
other in this research.

Figure 8.3 – How individual and collective assets and capabilities were found to affect each other

8.2.2 Effects of the determinants of agency on empowerment outcomes
In this research, it was found that political, human and social capabilities have more impact on
empowerment outcomes than do material, physical and natural assets.
Social capabilities such as offering assistance to other farmers or being organised in a women’s
association gives farmers a great sense of confidence and being proud, but also helps them sending their
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children to school and makes them feel that they have a voice. Similarly, human capabilities such as
‘having been to school’ and ‘having an alternative livelihood’ also means more confident farmers, as
well as an increased capacity of sending one’s children to school and of feeling knowledgeable. Finally,
political capabilities such as ‘being part of an association’, as well as having a strong capacity of
‘representation’, ‘voice’ and ‘organisation’ seems to increase the farmers’ capacity to have a collective
voice, and thereof feeling confident. Figure 8.4 offers an overview of how determinants of agency
affects farmers’ empowerment outcomes.

Figure 8.4 – How determinants of agency affect empowerment outcomes

8.2.3 Effects of opportunity structures on empowerment outcomes
Why do farmers selling to either Lindt & Sprüngli or Kuapa Kokoo differ in their empowerment
outcomes, given the two companies’ opportunity structures? Figure 8.5 shows that the two
empowerment outcomes ‘being knowledgeable and having good agricultural practices’ and ‘improved
access to basic services and resources’ were mostly affected by the inclusiveness of the company’s
opportunity structures. Indeed, if the company offers farmers a contract according to which they receive
trainings and are granted access to resources in exchange for their cocoa beans, then farmers feel that
they have better agricultural practices and an improved access to services and resources. The company’s
collaboration beyond the chain also affects farmer’s access to services and resources, as its partners
assist it in designing strong programmes to enhance farmers’ livelihoods.
‘Having a voice, being listened to and feeling respected’ is affected by all the dimensions of
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opportunity structures. Indeed, if the company’s structures promote inclusion, it tends to communicate
with farmers on a regular basis and grants farmers access to information about its policies and services.
If the company’s structures promote collaboration, then it will involve farmers in the selection process
of the PCs/recorders and projects and/or training programmes. Finally, if the company’s structures
promote flexibility and negotiability, then it will take local aspirations into account and make it possible
to debate issues with farmers. ‘Having confidence and being proud’ was also found to be affected by
how flexible and negotiable the company’s structures are, as farmers feel more confident and proud
when the company listens and debates with them and includes them in decisions about the budget for
example. This explains why farmers selling to Kuapa Kokoo showed stronger results regarding these
two empowerment outcomes.

Figure 8.5 – How opportunity structures affect empowerment outcomes
The two companies showed no clear differences regarding two remaining empowerment
outcomes, ‘feeling free, having control and having a choice’ and ‘sending children to school and
supporting my community’. Indeed, these two depend more on Ghana’s social, economic and political
context. When looking at the capacity to send children to school, this would involve higher incomes,
but better farming practices will do little in front of harsh weather conditions and as the price of a cocoa
bag is fixed by COCOBOD, it is not within the LBC’s capacity to increase farmers’ income. However,
the capacity to support the community was present everywhere, and could therefore very well be
considered as a Ghanaian cultural practice in the communities. Finally, all farmers felt free, however
also explained they had issues concerning their control and choices regarding their own livelihood. This
empowerment outcome is directly linked to COCOBOD’s control over the cocoa market, as the Board
controls the distribution of seedlings, agrochemicals and some inputs.
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8.2.4 Multi-level horizontality in VCCs
One major finding in this research concerns the structure of the two LBC’s VCCs. Indeed, most value
chains are conceived as vertical relations, from the consumer upstream to the producer. Horizontal
relationships also exist, and were until now thought to be specifically present at the producer end of the
chain, in the landscape in which the value chain is embedded (Ros-Tonen et al. 2015). However,
analysis of Lindt & Sprüngli and Kuapa Kokoo’s VCC revealed that horizontal relations were also
strongly present at the consumers’ end of the chain. Indeed, the Swiss company and the Ghanaian
cooperative both rely on various partners beyond the chain who assist them on a financial and technical
level. These include NGOs, development organisations funded by States, civil society organisations,
labelling organisations, trading companies, and even cosmetics companies.
Ros-Tonen et al. (2015) analyse VCCs ‘beyond the chain’ and focus, among others, on
horizontal collaborations with non-chain actors. They explain how extending the VCC beyond the chain
contributes to ‘include the improvement of livelihoods and environmental conditions’ (2015: 527, from
Cullen et al. 2014) in the VCC analysis; as well as to ‘introducing new contexts, actors and enabling
factors in which VCC plays out’ (2015: 527). The multi-level horizontality found in both Lindt &
Sprüngli and Kuapa Kokoo’s VCCs add new dimensions to these insights, as they potentially translate
into new means of tackling issues that limit smallholders’ empowerment outcomes such as
environmental constraints, and form new entry points to enhance these empowerment outcomes.

8.3

Suggestions for further research

Further research could delve deeper into how a company’s multi-level horizontality affects their
capacity to create opportunity structures and how the multi-level relations with actors beyond their
value chain create new entry points for enhancing smallholder’ empowerment outcomes. This would
shed new light on how opportunity structures can be optimised for those empowerment outcomes on
which farmers still show frailer results. In parallel, this research revealed the difference between an
international top-down and national bottom-up organised VCC, both of which were either certified or
following certification criteria. Further research could thus be expanded to other LBCs in order to
explore how those who are certified and non-certified differ in their capacity to create empowerment
structures. Similarly, research could shed light on the specific role of non-chain actors in VCCs in
advancing or constraining the creation of opportunity structures. Finally, the role of the local cultural
context seems to deserve more attention, as was also suggested by Deans (2015).

8.4

Recommendations for policy

Although COCOBOD protects farmers from the fluctuation of prices on the international market and
offers several services such as seedling provision and mass spraying, its grip on the Ghanaian cocoa
sector prevents LBCs such as Lindt & Sprüngli and Kuapa Kokoo to optimise structures for farmers’
empowerment. COCOBOD’s decision to stop seedling provision through LBCs who set up nurseries
for farmers from which they source is an example of a harmful policy. COCOBOD should consider
more flexible regulations regarding LBC’s programmes that specifically aim to improve farmers’
wellbeing. This could benefit the Ghanaian cocoa market as a whole.
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8.5

Recommendations for practice
8.5.1 Recommendations for companies

Companies should focus on the factors that constrain the development of smallholders’ empowerment
outcomes.
First, LBCs could invest more in strengthening farmers’ business, such as investing in farm
rehabilitation to increase productivity. More flexibility should be offered regarding access to vital inputs
such as agrochemicals, motorised and knapsack sprayers. This could be done by providing small loans
for buying these inputs, either collectively or individually.
Second, as most of them are already aware, there is a need for LBCs to invest in the younger
generations. The smallholders’ average age being above 50 years old, the population of cocoa farmers
is ageing fast and the new generations do not have any incentives for starting in the cocoa business with
the difficult economic and weather conditions (Financial Times, 2015). Many of the youth go try their
luck in the big cities. In order to ensure the future of their business, LBCs should thus address this topic
and develop programmes that particularly target the youth.
Third, by linking with actors beyond the chain, LBCs could keep developing smallholders’
empowerment outcomes and tackle issues such as environmental constraints regarding soil fertility and
adapting to the effects of climate change. It is crucial that farmers are taught long-term sustainable
farming practices that will increase their productivity in the years to come. Other actors could also assist
the LBCs in providing services, such as loan systems, scholarships for children, how to improve the
sustainability of the entire VCC, or how to adapt to changes and greater variability in rainfall patterns.
Fourth, farmers’ access to information could be improved. A lot of the LBC’s strategies and
future programmes are not known by farmers, which does not help them understand the LBC’s agenda
and scope of action and why some of their claims keep being unanswered. Because of that, many
farmers feel frustrated and lose confidence in their own capacity to develop opportunities for
themselves, and feel ‘stuck’ in the system.
However, the difficulty of the Ghanaian context has to be taken into account, as LBCs have to
respect the rules set by COCOBOD, implying that some services – like seedling distribution since 2016
– can no longer be offered to farmer.
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8.5.2 Recommendations for farmers
In some cases, the company’s opportunity structures offered possibilities for farmers’ empowerment,
but farmers’ lack of agency blocked them from accessing these opportunities. A case in point are Kuapa
Kokoo female farmers in the Anyinasuso community who do not organise themselves as a group, and
consequently do not have access to the cooperative’s alternative livelihood trainings designed especially
for women. Similar missed opportunities have been observed in other cases. Most of the time, it is the
lack of organisation by farmers that prevents them from making strong common claims. Farmers could
thus organise in official groups and ask for more and more regular information from the LBC to which
they are selling. This allows them to put pressure so that the farmers’ group – be it at community, district
or national level like in the Kuapa Kokoo system – is recognised by the LBC. This will give them a
better insight into the company’s agenda and would allow them to act on it by making common claims
and transferring their preferences downstream the chain.
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Appendix 1: Operationalisation Table
Main
Concepts

Dimensions

Variables

Measure/Indicators

Method

Opportunity
Structures

Inclusion

Inclusion
of
farmers into the
company’s
VCC

-!Incentive structure: How does the company get
farmers to sell their beans to it?
-!How is a farmer included: Are there any entry
barriers to selling to the company?
-!Quality and terms of engagement: Are farmers
selling to the company under a contract? If so,
can farmers participate in the redaction of their
contracts?
-!Accommodating heterogeneity: Does the
company have any programmes for female
farmers?

Document
&
Website analysis

Increased
access
to
opportunities:
services
&
institutions

-!Does the company take any measure in order to
ensure the wellbeing of the farmers selling to it?
-!Has the company created any institutions or
services for the farmers with whom it is trading?
-!Does the company assist the farmers in getting
access to any assets or resources? If so, how?
-!Does the company offer a premium price?

Communication
& Access to
information

-!How does the company communicate with
farmers?
-!Which actors from the company are in direct
relation with farmers?
-!Are there regular meetings between company
representatives and farmers?
-!Does the company grant farmers access to
information about its policies?

Between
the
company and
the farmers

-!Does the company make it possible to debate
issues with farmers?
-!Does the company take local aspirations into
account?
-!Does the company make it possible for farmers
to participate in its priority setting and/or budget
formation?

Among farmers

-!Does the company offer opportunities for
farmers to organise themselves? If so, how?

Within
the
value-chain

-!How are projects designed and selected? How
does the company choose the projects’ location?
-!How are programmes designed and selected?
How does the company choose the programmes’
location?
-!How are PCs/recorders selected for each

Flexibility
&
Negotiability

Collaboration

Key-respondent
interviews with
company
representatives
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community?
-!Do PCs/recorders have any rules to follow? If so,
how does the company make sure that they are
respected?
-!How are extension officers selected for each
district?
-!Do extension officers have any rules to follow?
If so, how does the company makes sure they are
respected?
-!Does the company conduct internal audit?
Beyond
the
value-chain

Determinants
of Agency

Individual assets Material
&
and capabilities physical assets
Natural assets

-!Does the company collaborate with any
international partner who helps it in its relation
with farmers?
-!Does the company collaborate with any
Ghanaian partner who helps it in its relation with
farmers?
-!Does the company collaborate with any NGO
that helps it in its relation with farmers?
-!Does the company collaborate with an umbrella
organisation of farmers?
-!Does the company have a public accountability
mechanism?
-!Is
the
company
involved
in
certification/verification?
-!What are the financial assets of the farmer?
-!What are the physical assets of the farmer?

Farmers’
interviews

-!What is the size of farmers’ land? How much is
used for cocoa?
-!What is the condition of the farmer’s trees?
-!Does the farmer have other crops?

Participant
Observation

Human
capabilities

-!Which level of education has the farmer
attained?
-!Has the farmer followed any form of training?
-!Does the farmer have any professional
knowledge other than cocoa farming?

Social
capabilities

-!Does the farmer provide assistance to and share
with the other farmers in his community?
-!Do the farmers help each other with funding?
-!Are the women part of a women’s association?

Political
capabilities

-!Is the farmer in contact with the company to
which s/he is selling?
-!Does the farmer have access to information
provided by the company to which s/he is
selling?
-!Is the farmer part of a farmer’s association or
group?
85

-!Is the farmer in contact with an NGO?
-!Is the farmer in contact with any private or public
actor?
Collective assets Organisation
and capabilities

Empowerment
Outcomes

Improved access
to basic life
services
and
resources
(power over)

Being
knowledgeable,
Having
good
agricultural
practices (power
to)

-!Do farmers selling to the same company meet to
discuss their issues?
-!If so, do they take a lot of decisions together?

Voice

-!Have farmers selling to the same company made
common claims?

Representation

-!Is there someone representing farmers selling to
the same company in the community?

Access to basic
life services

-!Has the farmer acquired access to water /
electricity / healthcare / insurance / public toilets
/ loans?

Farmers’
interviews

Access
resources

-!Has the farmer acquired access to land / inputs
for farming / an alternative livelihood?
-!Has the farmer acquired new opportunities for
him/herself regarding his/her cocoa livelihood?
-!If so, does s/he benefit from these new
opportunities in the long run? Do his/her
children benefit?

Focus Group 2

to

Feeling of

-!Does the farmer feel knowledgeable about
his/her cocoa livelihood?

From official
trainings

-!Has the farmer followed any agricultural training
offered by the company? If so, how often?

From others

-!Does the farmer share his/her agricultural
knowledge with other farmers?

Being
free, Having a choice
having control,
Having a choice
(power over)

Participant
Observation

-!Availability of choice: Does the farmer have the
freedom to make meaningful choices in his/her
cocoa selling business?
-!Exercise of choice: Does the farmer have the
capacity to make meaningful choices in his/her
cocoa-selling business?
-!Achievement of choice: Does the farmers
achieve what s/he wants in his/her cocoa selling
business?
-!Degree of self-advocacy in the process of
choice: Is the farmer the one who takes decisions
in his/her cocoa selling business?

Having control

-!How has the farmer’s situation evolved in the
last 5 to 10 years?
-!Has the farmer’s income increased since s/he
started to sell to the company?

Feeling free

-!Does the farmer have any rules to follow in
his/her cocoa livelihood in relation to the
company to which s/he is selling?
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-!Does the farmer feel free in his/her cocoa
livelihood?
Having a voice,
Being listened
to,
Being
respected
(power
from
within)

Sending
my
children
to
school, Helping
out
my
community
(power to)

Having
an
individual voice

-!Has the farmer ever undertaken individual action
in order to get what s/he wants?
-!Has the farmer ever made an individual claim?

Having
a
collective voice

-!Are the farmers selling to a same company
organised as an entity?
-!Do the farmers selling to a same company
organise themselves in order to make common
claims as a collective?

Being listened
to

-!Do the farmers feel that they are being heard?
-!Do the farmers feel that their claims have had
any impact(s)?

Feeling
respected

-!Do the farmers feel that the company to which
they are selling respects and values their work?
-!Do the farmers feel that the company to which
they are selling is loyal?

Capacity
send
children
school

to
their
to

-!How many children does the farmer have?
-!Which level of schooling could each children
attain given the price of the school fees?

Capacity to help
in
the
community

-!Has the farmer ever offered assistance in his/her
community?
-!If so, how?

Increased self- Confidence to
confidence and create change
self-esteem
(power
from
within)

-!Does the farmer believe he/she can be an agent
of change regarding his/her cocoa livelihood? If
so, why?
-!Has the farmer made any personal plans
regarding his or her livelihood?

Self-esteem in
the
farmer’s
work

-!Does the farmer feel proud to be a cocoa farmer?
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Appendix 2: Interview Guides
Interview Guide with cocoa farmers
1.!
2.!
3.!
4.!
5.!
6.!
7.!
8.!
9.!

What is your name?
How old are you?
Which cocoa-buying company(ies) are you selling your cocoa beans to?
How long have you been selling to (Kuapa Kokoo/AGL)?
Are you under a contract with (Kuapa Kokoo/AGL)?
Why do you sell to (Kuapa Kokoo/AGL)?
Who is also involved in cocoa-farming in your family?
What is your approximate monthly income?
Do you have any of these physical assets?
Your own land
Your own house
Livestock
Machinery for farming
Transportation
Cell phone

10.! Do you have access to farming inputs (fertilisers, pesticides…)?
a.! If yes, through whom?
11.! Do you have access to advance cash payments?
a.! If yes, through whom?
12.! How big is your land in acres?
a.! How much is used for cocoa farming?
13.! How would you describe the condition of your cocoa trees?
14.! How many different kinds of crops do you grow?
15.! What is your educational background?
1. None

2. Primary

3. JHS/MSLC

4. SHS

5. Vocational

6. Polytechnics

7. University

8. Others Specify:

16.! Have you followed any form of training in order to learn a livelihood?
a.! If you have acquired some skills, which ones? You can give examples.
17.! Do you have any professional knowledge other than cocoa farming?
18.! Do you work with other farmers selling to (Kuapa Kokoo/AGL) by helping each other and sharing
your experiences?
19.! Is there a credit system between the cocoa farmers?
20.! For women only: Are you in a women’s association?
21.! Are you in contact with (Kuapa Kokoo/AGL)?
a.! If you do are in contact, through whom?
22.! Do you have access to information from (Kuapa Kokoo/AGL)?
a.! If so, from who?
23.! Is there a farmer association in your village representing the farmers selling to (Kuapa
Kokoo/AGL)?
a.! If yes, are you part of it?
b.! Kuapa Kokoo only: Are you a community representative?
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24.! Are you in contact with an NGO?
25.! Do you have any support from a private or public actor?
a.! If yes, from who?
26.! Is there someone in your village representing the farmers selling to (Kuapa Kokoo/AGL)?
27.! Do you have meetings with the other cocoa farmers in order to discuss your issues?
a.! If so, do you take a lot of decisions together?
28.! Have you ever made claims with the other farmers selling to (Kuapa Kokoo/AGL)?
29.! Kuapa Kokoo only: Have you ever participated in the Annual Delegate Conference?
30.! In the last 5 to 10 years, how has your situation as a cocoa farmer evolved?
31.! Has your income increased since you started to sell to (Kuapa Kokoo/AGL)?
32.! Do you have rules to follow in order to sell you cocoa beans to (Kuapa Kokoo/AGL)?
33.! Do you feel that you have control (feel free, can make choices) over your cocoa farming business?
34.! Do you feel knowledgeable about your cocoa livelihood?
35.! Have you ever followed any agricultural trainings?
a.! If yes, from who?
b.! How often do you participate?
36.! Do you share agricultural knowledge with other farmers?
37.! Has (Kuapa Kokoo/AGL) helped you to acquire access to any basic life service?
38.! Have you acquired better access to any resources thanks to (Kuapa Kokoo/AGL)?
39.! Have you had new opportunities thanks to (Kuapa Kokoo/AGL)?
a.! Do you benefit from these new opportunities?
b.! Do your children benefit from these new opportunities?
40.! Have you ever undertaken individual action in order to get what you want?
a.! Do you feel that you have been heard?
b.! Have your actions had any impact?
41.! Do you organise yourselves with the other farmers selling to (Kuapa Kokoo/AGL)?
a.! If so, how often do you meet?
42.! Do you act together with the farmers selling to (Kuapa Kokoo/AGL) in order to obtain what you
want?
a.! If you do, how? You can give examples.
b.! Do you feel that you have been heard?
c.! Do you feel like these actions had an impact?
43.! Do you feel that (Kuapa Kokoo/AGL) values and respects your work?
44.! Do you think (Kuapa Kokoo/AGL) is loyal? Do you trust them?
45.! How many children do you have?
46.! For how many of them can you pay the school fees until:
Primary
JHS/MSLC
SHS
More
47.! Have you ever done anything to help out your community?
a.! If yes, what did you do? You can give examples.
48.! Do you believe that you can be an agent of change regarding your own livelihood?
a.! If so, why?
49.! In the last 10 years, would you say you have attained your goals as a cocoa farmer?
50.! Are you proud to be a cocoa farmer?
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Interview Guide with top-management company representatives
1.! Where is your company active in Ghana?
2.! How many cocoa farmers sell to your company in Ghana?
3.! Could you briefly explain to me how you purchase your cocoa from the Ghanaian farmers?
4.! How do you get farmers to sell to you?
5.! Are there any entry barriers to selling to the company?
6.! Are the farmers selling to you under a contract? If so, how do the contracts entail?
7.! Do you have incentives for women farmers to sell to you?
8.! Do you take any measure in order to insure the wellbeing of farmers selling to you?
9.! Has the company created any institutions for farmers it is trading with?
10.! Does the company assist farmers in getting access to any assets or resources?
11.! Do you offer farmers a premium price or a bonus system?
12.! How does the company communicate with farmers?
13.! Which actors from the company are in direct relation with farmers?
14.! Are there regular meetings between the company representatives and farmers?
15.! Does the company grant farmers access to information about its policies?
16.! Does the company make it possible to debate issues with farmers?
17.! Would you say the company takes local aspirations into account?
18.! Does the company make it possible for farmers to participate in its some of its priority setting
and budget formation?
19.! Does the company offer opportunities for farmers to organise themselves? If so, how?
20.! How are the projects selected? How do you choose which community gets which project?
21.! How are the programmes selected? How do you choose which community gets which
programme?
22.! How are the PCs/recorders selected for each community?
23.! Do the PCs/recorders have any rules to follow? If so, how do you make sure they are respected?
24.! How are the extension officers selected for each district?
25.! Do the extension officers have any rules to follow? If so, how do you make sure they are
respected?
26.! Does the company conduct internal audit?
27.! Are you in collaboration with any international partner who helps you in your relation with the
farmers?
28.! Are you in collaboration with any Ghanaian partner who helps you in your relation with the
farmers?
29.! Are you in collaboration with any NGO who helps you in your relation with the farmers?
30.! Are you in collaboration with an umbrella organisation of farmers?
31.! Is the company involved in certification/verification?
32.! Does the company have a public accountability mechanism?
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Appendix 3: List of Interview/Focus Group Respondents
Focus Groups
Code

LBC

Date

Location

FG1
FG2
FG3
FG4

Lindt & Sprüngli
Kuapa Kokoo
Kuapa Kokoo
Lindt & Sprüngli

12/02/2016
16/02/2016
07/03/2016
08/03/2016

Nfenibu
Bodwese
Yanfo
Akrofoso

Number of
participants
10
10
15
15

Number of Number of
males
females
6
4
4
3
9
6
9
6

Lindt & Sprüngli Farmer Interviewees (n=20)
Code
FL1
FL2
FL3

Age
60
26
62

Sex
Male
Male
Female

Location
Akrofoso
Akrofoso
Akrofoso

Date
17/02/2016
17/02/2016
17/02/2016

FL4

46

Female

Akrofoso

17/02/2016

FL5
FL6

29
52

Male
Male

Achina
Tanokrom

17/02/2016
18/02/2016

FL7
FL8
FL9
FL10
FL11

50
50
49
58
40

Female
Male
Male
Female
Female

Tanokrom
Tanokrom
Tanokrom
Tanokrom
Warabeba

18/02/2016
18/02/2016
18/02/2016
18/02/2016
19/02/2016

FL12
FL13
FL14

43
56
46

Male
Male
Female

Warabeba
Amankwah Nkwan Ta
Amankwah Nkwan Ta

19/02/2016
19/02/2016
19/02/2016

FL15
FL16
FL17
FL18
FL19
FL20

65
53
53
42
73
89

Male
Male
Male
Male
Male
Male

Nkyensedaho
Manfo
Manfo
Fonkuokrom
Fonkuokrom
Fonkuokrom

22/02/2016
22/02/2016
22/02/2016
23/02/2016
23/02/2016
23/02/2016
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Kuapa Kokoo Farmer Interviewees (n=20)
Code
FK1
FK2
FK3
FK4

Age
45
35
59
33

Sex
Male
Male
Male
Female

Location
Sunuroso
Sunuroso
Sunuroso
Sunuroso

Date
24/02/2016
24/02/2016
26/02/2016
26/02/2016

FK5
FK6
FK7
FK8
FK9
FK10
FK11
FK12
FK13
FK14
FK15

62
59
71
50
46
53
76
59
65
75
73

Female
Male
Male
Female
Male
Male
Male
Male
Male
Female
Female

Sunuroso
Twabidi
Twabidi
Twabidi
Twabidi
Anyinasuso
Anyinasuso
Anyinasuso
Anyinasuso
Anyinasuso
Anyinasuso

26/02/2016
29/02/2016
29/02/2016
29/02/2016
29/02/2016
01/03/2016
01/03/2016
01/03/2016
01/03/2016
01/03/2016
01/03/2016

FK16
FK17
FK18

67
50
55

Female
Female
Male

Bomaa
Bomaa
Bomaa

02/03/2016
02/03/2016
02/03/2016

FK19
FK20

53
41

Male
Male

Bomaa
Bomaa

02/03/2016
02/03/2016

Other Chain Actors (n=6)
Code
Lindt1
Kuapa2
Lindt2
Kuapa2
Kuapa3
Lindt3

LBC
Lindt & Sprüngli
Kuapa Kokoo
Lindt & Sprüngli
Kuapa Kokoo
Kuapa Kokoo
Lindt & Sprüngli

Sex
Male
Male
Male
Male
Female
Female

Location
Bodwese, Ghana
Twabidi, Ghana
Tepa, Ghana
Tepa, Ghana
Kumasi, Ghana
Zurich, Switzerland

Date
15/02/2016
25/02/2016
03/03/2016
04/03/2016
09/03/2016
01/04/2016
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Appendix 4: Determinants of agency

Monthly income (average)
Land ownership
House ownership
Livestock ownership
Machinery ownership
Transportation means
Cell phone ownership
Access to inputs
Access to loans
Land size (average in acres)
Condition of cocoa trees

Educational background

Trainings to acquire
livelihood
Having other professional
knowledge
Solidarity among farmers
Part of a credit system
among farmers
Part of a women’s
association
Being in contact with LBC
through:

Access to information from
LBC through:

Part of a farmers’
association
Contact with NGO
Contact with public/private
actor
Farmers’ representative

Meeting to discuss issues
Making claims all together
1

Farmers selling to Kuapa Kokoo

Farmers selling to Lindt & Sprüngli

Males (n=13)

Females (n=7)

Males (n=14)

Females (n=6)

276 GHC
84%1
84%
84%
62%
54%
100%
100%
93%
14.7
Good: 54%
Mix: 23%
Bad: 23%
None: Primary: 54%
Secondary: 23%
Higher: 23%
100%

164 GHC
71%
71%
42%
14%
0%
28%
83%
72%
14.1
Good: 29%
Mix: 29%
Bad: 42%
None: 58%
Primary: 28%
Secondary: 14%
Higher: 100%

310 GHC
92%
92%
92%
78%
78%
92%
92%
72%
20.2
Good: 35%
Mix: 45%
Bad: 21%
None: 36%
Primary: 50%
Secondary: 14%
Higher: 100%

306 GHC
83%
100%
66%
16%
0%
50%
83%
17%
10.1
Good: 83%
Mix: 17%
Bad: None: Primary: 83%
Secondary: Higher: 17%
100%

77%

100%

85%

83%

100%
61%

100%
85%

64%
30%

83%
40%

85%

0%

Village Society
Council + District
Manager + Annual
Delegate Conference
Village Society
Council + District
Manager + Annual
Delegate Conference
100%

Village Society
Council + District
Manager + Annual
Delegate Conference
Village Society
Council + District
Manager + Annual
Delegate Conference
100%

PC + Commercial
Officer

PC + Commercial
Officer

PC + Commercial
Officer

PC + Commercial
Officer

72%

66%

None
None

None
None

None
None

None
None

Village Society
Council

Village Society
Council + Women’s
association
100%
100%

PC + Lead Farmer

PC + Lead Farmer

72%
78%

66%
50%

100%
100%

Percentage of male farmers in the Kuapa Koko sample who own the land on which they farm.
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Appendix 5: Measuring choice with farmers selling to Lindt &
Sprüngli (FG4)
Subject

Cocoa seeds

Availability of choice

Which cocoa seeds
available for you to use?

are

‘We either buy it from other
farmers, get the COCOBOD
pods, or get Lindt & Sprüngli’s
pods to create a nursery.’

PCs

How many PCs from different
companies are active in your
village? Is there another PC
you would like to sell to?
‘There usually are around 7
other LBCs active in our
villages, which means many
other PCs so we have the
choice.’

Loans

Which loans are available for
you? Would you like any other
form of loan?
‘We have loans form the PC
when he has money. We also
help each other with loans in
the village.’

Inputs

Which inputs are available for
you? Would you like any other
form of input?
‘We get the basic inputs
ourselves. However, we do not
have access to motorised
sprayers,
fertilisers
and
agrochemicals.
Lindt
&
Sprüngli distributed some
inputs for free and gives other
on a credit basis, but it’s still
too expensive.’

Exercise of choice

Achievement of
choice

Presence and degree
of self-advocacy in
the process of choice

How do you choose which
cocoa seeds you are going to
use?

Do you use the seeds
you prefer?

Who
takes
decision?

‘It depends on Lindt’s
programmes, if they have
available pods for use these
are the ones we prefer. It also
depends on the money we
have.’

‘We prefer Lindt &
Sprüngli’s
pods
because we can get
more and handle them
ourselves. Otherwise
we like to buy from
friends when we have
the money.’

‘We are the ones
taking the decisions.
We decide the quantity
and the quality of our
pods ourselves. Unless
we get it from Lindt &
Sprüngli and then we
have to share.’

How do you choose the PC you
are going to sell to?

Do you sell to the PC
you prefer?

Who
takes
decision?

‘We sell to Lindt & Sprüngli’s
PC because we trust him and
he’s very helpful. He doesn’t
cheat and he’s always there
with the money.’

‘Yes, of course, we can
switch PCs any time!’

‘It’s us!’

How do you choose the form of
loan you would like to get?

Do you get the loan
you prefer?

Who
takes
decision?

‘According
to
what
is
available. But if we could
choose, we would like to have
a loan system from Lindt &
Sprüngli.’

‘We prefer the PC’s
loans as it’s interest
free.’

‘There
are
no
decisions to take, we
take what is available.’

How do you choose the form of
input you would like to get?

Do you get the input
you prefer?

Who
takes
decision?

‘We choose ourselves when we
buy with our money, depending
on the season and what we
need for our cocoa. Otherwise
we take what Lindt & Sprüngli
offers us.’

‘Yes, when we have the
founding for it.’

‘We decide when we
can but it ourselves.’
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Agrochemicals

Trainings

Projects

Which agrochemicals are
available for you? Would you
like any other agrochemical?

How do you choose which
agrochemicals you are going to
use?

Do you use
agrochemical
prefer?

the
you

Who
takes
decision?

the

‘We have agrochemicals only
when we have money to buy
some. Most of the time we
don’t. COCOBOD gives some
for free but it’s never enough.’

‘We do not have any choice
available when we don’t have
money, we just don’t have
agrochemicals.’

‘We prefer the free
version.’

‘We can only buy the
agrochemicals which
have been validated by
Lindt & Sprüngli.’

Which trainings are available
for you? Would you like any
other training?

How do you choose which
trainings you are going to
follow?

Do you get the
trainings you prefer?

Who
takes
decision?

‘We only have the Lindt &
Sprüngli trainings.’

‘We follow all the Lindt &
Sprüngli trainings we get, we
really like them as they really
follow up on us and always
come back. They are reliable.’

‘We would Lindt &
Sprüngli to make other
trainings
available,
such as alternative
livelihood
trainings
like batik ‘tie and dye’,
soap making and a
farmers’
business
school.’

‘Lindt & Sprüngli
decides
which
trainings we get.’

Which projects are available
for you? Would you like any
other project?

Can you choose which projects
you are going to get in your
community?

Did you get the project
you wanted?

Who
takes
decision?

‘We usually have water
boreholes and PSM in our
communities and we’re very
happy with it, but a lot of other
communities still need access
to water.’

‘No, we can only tell the PC
and the Commercial Officer
whenever we really need
something and with some luck
something will happen. We can
only make a claim.’

‘No, some of us would
really need a borehole.
We would also need a
corn mill and a tricycle
for transportation.’

‘Lindt & Sprüngli
decides on the projects
we get.’
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Appendix 6: Measuring choice with farmers selling to Kuapa
Kokoo (FG3)
Subject

Cocoa seeds

Availability of choice

Which cocoa seeds
available for you to use?

are

‘We either use the ones from
our own trees, buy it from
other
farmers
or
get
COCOBOD’s pods.’

Recorders

Loans

Inputs

Agrochemicals

How many recorders from
different companies are active
in your village? Is there
another recorder you would
like to sell to?

Exercise of choice

Achievement of choice

How do you choose which
cocoa seeds you are going
to use?

Do you use the seeds you
prefer?

Who
takes
decision?

‘Not always, when we do
not have the money we
have
to
wait
for
COCOBOD’s
pods
which is the most
complicated option.’

‘We are the ones
taking the decisions.
We decide the quantity
and the quality of our
pods ourselves.’

Do you sell to the
recorder you prefer?

Who
takes
decision?

‘Yes, otherwise we would
just
elect
another
recorder.’

‘It’s us, we can switch
any time we want.’

Do you get the loan you
prefer?

Who
takes
decision?

‘No, we all wish Kuapa
Kokoo could create a
loan system. However, if
it was the case, we would
have to deposit a bag of
cocoa and we don’t like
this solution.’

‘There
are
no
decisions to take.’

Do you get the input you
prefer?

Who
takes
decision?

‘No, sometimes we vote
and we don’t get the input
we picked. We would also
like to have motorised
sprayers,
PPEs,
agrochemicals
and
knapsack sprayers.’

‘We vote for the free
inputs, but then we but
the rest ourselves with
the money we have.’

Do
you
use
the
agrochemical you prefer?

Who
takes
decision?

‘We

‘We have a choice

‘It depends on the money
we have. If we have enough,
we prefer to buy it from
other farmers as it gives us
purchasing power.’
How do you choose the
recorder you are going to
sell to?

‘There are many other
recorders in this community,
we have the choice.’

‘We pick loyalty first. We
sell to Kuapa Kokoo’s
recorder because we trust
him and he’s very helpful.
We elected him after all.’

Which loans are available for
you? Would you like any other
form of loan?

How do you choose the
form of loan you would like
to get?

‘We have loans form the
recorder when he has money.
We also lend money to each
other when we can.’

‘No we take the only
available option.’

Which inputs are available for
you? Would you like any other
form of input?

How do you choose the
form of input you would
like to get?

‘We get the basic inputs
ourselves. Kuapa Kokoo
distributes cutlasses. We wish
we could have access to
motorised sprayers, fertilisers
and agrochemicals.’

‘We can vote for the free
input Kuapa Kokoo is going
to distribute each year. For
the rest, it depends on the
money we have, but also on
the season.’

Which agrochemicals are
available for you? Would you
like any other agrochemical?

How do you choose which
agrochemicals you are
going to use?

prefer

the

free

Presence and degree
of self-advocacy in
the process of choice
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Trainings

Projects

‘We have agrochemicals only
when we have money to buy
some. Most of the time we
don’t. COCOBOD gives some
for free but it’s never enough.’

‘We do not have any choice
available when we don’t
have money, we just don’t
have agrochemicals.’

version. Kuapa Kokoo
has a selection we have to
use but we are content
with it.’

among
four
agrochemicals
because we have to
follow the Fairtrade
standards.’

Which trainings are available
for you? Would you like any
other training?

How do you choose which
trainings you are going to
follow?

Do you get the trainings
you prefer?

Who
takes
decision?

‘We are only trained by Kuapa
Kokoo.’

‘We follow all the Kuapa
Kokoo trainings and do not
choose the ones we get;
they do that in Kumasi. The
only selection available is
when women organise to
ask for an alternative
livelihood training.’

‘Some
of
our
communities would like
alternative
livelihood
trainings for women, but
also for men such as snail
or bee keeping.’
‘Some of us would like
the PSM they have in
other LBCs, and a
farmers’
business
school.’

‘The Union decides
which trainings we
get.’

Which projects are available
for you? Would you like any
other project?

Can you choose which
projects you are going to
get in your community?

Did you get the project
you wanted?

Who
takes
decision?

‘No, some of us would
really need a borehole.
We would also need a
corn mill and the mobile
clinic to come see us.’

‘The Union decides on
the projects we get.’

‘We usually have water
boreholes in our communities
and we’re very happy with it,
but a lot of other communities
still need access to water.’

‘Yes, we can make a
petition and meet with the
executives.
But
the
executives are the ones who
decide
in
the
end.
Sometimes, the Union
decides even without asking
us when the problem is very
obvious.’
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