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ABSTRACT
Smallholders in Village Trimulya Jala, Air Emas, and Bukit Jaya have attained their RSPO
certification in 2013. Following their engagement in this certification, certain practices might have
to change to abide by the standard. The compliance, however, is highly influenced by the working
system in the smallholder plantations. This case study explores the realization of the RSPO
standard on the work floor, which is carried out by groups of casual workers, by examining the
effects of the smallholder’s working system on the spraying and harvesting groups’ performance
especially in the implementation of the RSPO standard. To investigate the relationship, I use the
concept of group dynamics as an intervening variable that is influenced by the working system and
hence influence the group performances. I argue that the use technography in this study has
helped me deciphered the processes of spraying and harvesting, whose results are very useful in
portraying the effects of the working system on group performances. It is found that the working
system in smallholder plantations, depicted by its casual and kinship based employment, multiple
employers and the scheme of smallholder-company partnership, the frequency of multilevel
monitoring, and the characteristic of the tasks, is a crucial factor in determining the dynamics of
membership and leadership within the task groups. This dynamics of membership and leadership
affect the groups’ task re-distribution and role transfer, and ultimately the adjusted RSPO
standard, which is challenging the main purpose of RSPO certification. Nevertheless, the
engagement of smallholders in RSPO certification has contributed to the more organized task
management and the knowledge diffusion of sustainable oil palm productions.
Keywords: RSPO, working system, membership, leadership, performance
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
In this chapter, I develop arguments on why researching the dynamics of spraying and harvesting
groups in relation with the groups’ performance. The dynamics of spraying and harvesting groups
is an important element in the implementation of good agricultural principles of RSPO. First I will
introduce the issue of sustainability standards in smallholder oil palm productions, then followed by
the role of worker groups in this process and how I set up my research.

1.1 Sustainability Standards for Smallholder Oil Palm Productions
The development of the oil palm sector in Indonesia has been fostered due to its high contribution
to employments which can be used as an instrument for poverty alleviation and rural economic
development (Rist, Feintrenie, & Levang, 2010; Sinaga, 2013). Despite of the economic benefits
resulting from oil palm development, a vast number of negative impacts of oil palm have been
widely discussed in many studies (Bhatia, Tan, Mohamed, & Lee, 2009; Fitzherbert et al., 2008;
Henson, 1994; Obidzinski, Andriani, Komarudin, & Andrianto, 2012; Rist et al., 2010; Wakker,
Watch, & Rozario, 2004). The studies mainly pointed at its environmental impacts as well as social
and economic impacts on how people in general and their well-being have been negatively
affected by oil palm development: deforestations, land-use changes, biodiversity losses, pollutions,
food insecurities, economic inequalities, land conflicts, human rights violations, etc. Due to these
concerns, supported by various oil palm stakeholders (producers, traders, consumers, retailers,
investors, and NGOs), an initiative has been taken to minimize negative impacts of oil palm
development by setting a set of criteria that must be complied to by oil palm producers, called the
Round Table of Sustainable Oil Palm or RSPO (RSPO, 2016).
The RSPO was first initiated by the WWF in 2001 before officially being established in 2004 (RSPO,
2016). The aim of the RSPO is to transform oil palm development to be more sustainable. Its
vision is explained in eight principles which have to be accomplished by oil palm growers to receive
RSPO certification. The principles consist of ‘commitment to transparency; compliance with
applicable laws and regulations, commitment to long-term economic and financial viability; use of
appropriate best practices by growers and millers; environmental responsibility and conservation of
natural resources and biodiversity; responsible consideration of employees, and of individuals and
communities affected by growers and mills; responsible development of new plantings, and
commitment to continuous improvement in key areas of activity’ (RSPO, 2016 : 7).
RSPO issued its first certification to a big estate located in Columbia that manages 4000 hectares
of oil palm plantations in 2010, called Daabon Group (Daabon, n.d.; RSPO, 2016). Since 2012,
RSPO has started to attract independent smallholders to engage in the certification process,
marked by the emergence of the first certified independent smallholders in Thailand. In Indonesia,
Amanah Association is the first independent smallholders association that received RSPO
certification. With guidance from Asian Agri and WWF, this association attained RSPO certification
on 29 July 2013 (Ponte, 2015), a year after the establishment of the association. This very fast
process can be explained by the fact that independent-transmigrant-smallholders of Amanah
Association, located in Desa Trimulya Jaya, Desa Air Emas, and Desa Bukit Jaya, mostly also own
scheme-smallholder plantations. These scheme smallholders have received their RSPO certification
in 2011, so they were already familiar with the RSPO certification procedures and requirements
while preparing their RSPO (for independent smallholder) certification.
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Attaining RSPO certification means that smallholders have to comply with the stipulated principles
and criteria. These principles and criteria are a set of standards enforced by the RSPO committee
by considering environmental and social aspects of oil palm cultivation. As the standards come
from outside experts and smallholders already have locally perceived practices, some adjustments
might be needed in order to abide by the standards. The question is how this standard then is
realized in the daily activities of oil palm productions.

1.2 Problem Statement: Realizing RSPO Standard in Smallholder
Plantations
Following the engagement of smallholders in RSPO certification, a number of practices of the tasks
in oil palm plantations certainly have to change. The engagement of smallholders in RSPO
certification has been studied in a number of studies, mainly focusing on opportunities and
challenges faced by smallholders following their engagement in the certification scheme, but
putting relatively little attention on the implementation of the standard on the work floor (Brandi et
al., 2015; Dallinger, 2011; Hidayat, Glasbergen, & Offermans, 2015; Hidayat, Offermans, &
Glasbergen, 2016; Lee, Rist, Obidzinski, Ghazoul, & Koh, 2011; Markne, 2016).
The implementation of the RSPO standard has been indicated by the eight principles of RSPO:
which aspects that need to be accomplished to attain the certificate, emphasizing on the legal
aspects of the land, the social, economic, and environment consideration, and the implementation
of best practices. Throughout the principles, a study from Chalil (2012, in Rietberg & Slingerland,
2016) shows that the surveyed smallholders in North Sumatra did not comply with more than 50%
of the P&C, mostly regarding the implementation of best practices. Out of 56 issues of RSPO
incompliance, 23 of them are violations of the implementation of best practices (2012, in Rietberg
& Slingerland, 2016).
In this study, I aim to complement the finding of Chalil (2012) and (Rietberg & Slingerland, 2016)
by questioning how RSPO Principles and Criteria (P&C) of the implementation of best practices are
actually realized in smallholder plantations. The realization of this principle on the work floor can
be detected from the daily activities in oil palm plantations; therefore, I put much emphasize on
the on-farm tasks. The study focuses on the technical aspect (how are RSPO requirements
implemented) as well as the social aspect (by whom the requirements are implemented and how it
is organized).

Which tasks with what requirements?
Tasks in oil palm plantations can be classified into three phases: 1) preparation activities such as
land clearing, seedling preparation, and planting; 2) maintenance and harvesting activities; and 3)
replanting activities (Sinaga, 2013). Most of the work in oil palm plantations revolves around the
second phase considering the maximum age of oil palm trees which can reach 40 years (Guturu &
Singh, 2015). This second phase consists of various tasks such as weeding, fertilizing, and
spraying for maintenance activities and also picking, transporting, weighing and loading for
harvesting activities.
Of all maintenance and harvesting tasks in oil palm cultivations, spraying and harvesting tasks are
chosen as the focus of this study. Although all maintenance and harvesting tasks are affected by
the implementation of the more sustainable practices, spraying and harvesting tasks are chosen
with two main considerations.
Firstly, spraying and harvesting tasks have a relatively regular schedule, so it is possible to witness
the practices frequently in a limited fieldwork period. Tasks in the second phase have different
2

rates of intensity. Harvesting processes are held once in seven to ten days (Rankine & Fairhurst,
1999). Meanwhile, sprayings as means of weeding are carried out every five to six weeks and
fertilizer applications are held every three months (Agrifarming, 2015; Goh & Chiu, 2007;
Krishisewa, 2014).
Secondly, the different ways of managing spraying and harvesting tasks make it possible to find
out how different task-managements have implications on the implementation of RSPO standard.
In smallholder plantations of the studied area (Desa Trimulya Jaya, Desa Air Emas, and Desa Bukit
Jaya), spraying, fertilizing, and harvesting are organized differently. For spraying processes, some
of the smallholders use the services of a specialized and well-trained group of workers which is
hired as a group who gives whole package services. As for harvesting and individual spraying, the
recruitments are done individually (mainly only cover labor aspects) with a less strict requirement
for the workers’ skill (untrained workers are possible to be hired). More detailed information about
this organization will be explained later in Chapter 4.
How spraying and harvesting tasks should be carried out in certified-smallholder plantations? The
rules are written in the RSPO P&C, but it does not contain a very detailed guideline. In the annual
assessment, for example, there is no fixed or unified assessment format so the depth, length,
detail, and weight of each criteria of the assessments can vary widely depends on the third-partyRSPO auditors (RSPO, 2008; Voge & Hütz-Adams, 2014). In the table below, I present you the
rules of good spraying and harvesting practices in smallholders in Riau, as the interpretation of
RSPO P&C. These rules was recapped from RSPO training modules and the workers’ statements
that implicitly or explicitly mentioned about the rules during the interviews and observations.
Table 1-1. Rules of Good Spraying Practices in Certified-Smallholder-Plantations in Riau
SPRAYING
to put label on herbicides and store herbicides
at a designated place

to not spray pesticides in 3-meter distance from
rivers
to use clean water, to not fetch water from
streams and to not clean safety clothes in the
river
to wear necessary safety gears consisting of
gloves, boiler suits/chemical suits/full body
suits, rubber boots, apron/vest/jacket, and
welding shields/face shields/safety spectacle
googles/glasses, respirator breathing
apparatus, and make sure that there is no
leakage in the spraying equipment.
to manage and store wastes in a designated
place

HARVESTING
to harvest FFBs with 1:1 ratio of the number of loose
small fruits per kilogram of FFBs in scheme smallholder
plantation and to harvest yellow turmeric FFBs in
independent smallholder plantations
to cut FFBs stalks up to 2 cm from the edge of the fruit
to pick all fallen small fruits

to place all thorny branches in U-shape (in dead paths) or
following the contour (for hilly area), as a means of land
and water conservations (reduce erosion rate in high
rainfall rate period especially in hilly area, maintain land
humidity especially in dry season, prevent run
off/nutrients leaching in rainy season
to wear safety clothes: helmet (to protect heads from
fallen FFBs and ranches), glasses (to protect eyes from
pollens and dust), shoes/boots (to protect feet/legs from
thorns), covered sickles

to not mix different herbicides in one knapsack
sprayer
to use an appropriate herbicide concentration
Source: RSPO training modules of Amanah Association; Interviews; Observations
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By whom?
Several studies have been discussed the characteristics of workers who carry out tasks in oil palm
plantations by explaining the status, the hierarchy, and the income. These studies lead me to
further specify about whom to study and which aspects of worker arrangements are prominent in
examining the implementation of RSPO standard in smallholder plantations.
According to Sinaga (2013), working systems between big (private and state-owned) plantations
and smallholder plantations differ in terms of the worker status. Workers in big plantations are
variedly composed by permanent workers (known as SKU) and casual workers (known as BHL).
Meanwhile, in smallholder plantations, tasks can be performed by the smallholders or hired casual
workers. Independent smallholders who own a small plot usually complete the tasks by themselves
accompanied by their family members. They even often sell their labor to other smallholders when
works on their plots are less needed (Reemst, 2015). Whereas, more wealthy smallholders tend to
hire workers only at the time they are needed. The difference between permanent and casual
workers is that the former works regularly in the same plantation, while the latter keeps changing
working places, for example a casual worker can work in two or three different plantations a day
(Sinaga, 2013). Hence, membership arrangements of the groups of casual workers are not static.
Another distinct factor between working systems in big and smallholder plantations is the flexibility
of rules enforcement. In big plantations, all tasks in oil palm plantations are performed by hired
workers either by permanent or casual workers, under the supervision of a mandor or a field
supervisor (Bissonnette, 2012). On the other hand, Sinaga (2013) reported that casual workers in
smallholder plantations often are the family or relatives of the farm owner. With such relationship,
the workers tend to have a privilege to do not-allowed things, for example, to take loose small
fruits home (see Sinaga, 2013 : 73). During her interviews, Sinaga also found that out of six
interviews with workers in smallholder plantations, she only found one respondent who was
accompanied by the smallholder during the work time. This indicates that smallholders have a
relatively lax oversight on the performance of their workers.
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CHAPTER 2
THEORY AND METHODOLOGY
The realization of RSPO P&C at the work floor level which is directly carried out by casual-oil-palmplantation-workers has arisen a question on the effects of the working system in smallholder
plantations as indicated by Sinaga (2013) and Bissonnette (2012) on the implementation of the
standard, which later will be regarded as group performance. Group performance is crucial to
understand the capacity to and the way workers do things differently, for instance in implementing
RSPO standards. To investigate the relationship, I use the concept of group dynamics as an
intervening variable that is influenced by the working system and hence influence the group
performances. The use of group dynamics is preferable considering workers in smallholder
plantations are similar to workers in big plantations that they perform their daily tasks in groups.

‘Group dynamic’ is a term that is described as the way groups and individuals act and react to
changing circumstances which is used to describe all activities in a particular social group (Levin,
1951 in Forsyth, 2014). In this study, I borrow the term of group dynamics but do not use the
concept of group dynamics extensively as explained in Forsyth’s study as the concept mainly
stresses on the social interaction between the group members (2014). I chose membership change
and leadership as the elements of structures of group dynamics that will be the focus of this
research, due to their prominent characteristics as mentioned in section Error! Reference
source not found.. The main elements of the dynamic of group structure (roles and norms) as
mentioned by Forsyth (2014) are also elaborated by using the technographic approach, with an
additional focus on material aspects to show how material and social aspects are interrelated.
Technography emphasizes on coordination and rules creation as in group dynamics, but it also
puts much attention on technical aspect in studying performances. By using this Science and
Technology Studies (STS) perspective, which emphasizes on both social and material
configuration, I dig into the practices of daily activities in maintenance and harvesting tasks and
see how the tasks are performed. In this sense, I do not focus only on the activities (what is done
and what is not) but also the configuration of actors who are involved in the process and material
aspects that are inherent to the tasks.

2.1 Technographic Approach
In this research, performances are interpreted as the way groups of oil palm plantation workers do
their daily tasks, especially related to the implementation of RSPO P&C. The concept of
performance is not only related to technical and material aspects but it is also embedded within
social situations (Crane, Roncoli, & Hoogenboom, 2011; Woolgar, 1998 in Richards, 2005). RSPO
P&C is a set of standards to run oil palm plantations in certain ways which is considered to be
more sustainable. At work floor level, the implementation of RSPO P&C is not only about changing
technical ways of harvesting and spraying according to the new standards, but it is also highly
affected by social circumstances surrounding the plantations. As groups are adaptive systems, the
ways they perform their works are always affected by embedding context in which they are
engaged in (Arrow, McGrath, & Berdahl, 2000). In the case of spraying and harvesting groups, the
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underlying contexts include the casual and kinship based employment system, and task
characteristics and management.
According to Jansen & Vellema (2011), technography encompasses three main dimensions. First,
the process of making which is started with a description of the relationship between material and
social circumstances in the practices. This dimension encompasses the discovery on how actors
effectively make use of their skills (know-how), tools, knowledge and techniques in a given
situation. Linked to the concept of group dynamics, a group exists because its members have a
common goal (Forsyth, 2014). Therefore, through this research, I intend to see what they are
making together and for what purpose. Some literature shows that the members of the group in
oil palm plantations work together to perform their on-site plantation tasks, but it is still not clear
how this practice takes place. Several questions arise, such as “What do they do every day? What
kind of skills are needed? How do they adjust their activities to the changing circumstances?”.
In addition, before examining deeper on how processes of making take place, investigating the
process of group formation and composition will help me to understand the former better. Most of
the workers in oil palm plantation in Riau come from other provinces in Sumatra and Java Island
(Ponte, 2015). These migrant workers live side by side and form a new community in the
designated area given by the government through transmigration schemes. These facts intrigue
me to questioning whether or not kinship or their shared values as migrant workers influence the
process of group formation. Who becomes the member of the group? Do they exclude a certain
group of people? How do they recruit new members? How dynamic is the turnover rate of the
members?
The second dimension is distributed cognition. A group of people working together requires works
division and specification which are needed for team members to act coordinately (McFeat, 1974).
In this second dimension of technography, the focus is shifted from learning or knowing of the
individual to learning/knowing by the configuration of actors, where different knowledge and skills
are mobilized effectively (Jansen & Vellema, 2011). In the context of big plantations (estate and
private plantations) in Indonesia, the groups of workers work under a supervision of mandor or
supervisors (Bissonnette, 2012). However, in the context of smallholder plantations, there is still
no insights in how each individual in the group performs its tasks. Do they perform the same or
different task? How are the tasks divided? Under what criteria? Who has the authority to decide
who work on what? After answering these questions, I hope that tasks distribution and roles
division in spraying and harvesting groups become apparent. Thus, this will also help me to
describe coordination and communication among the members.
Lastly, the third dimension of technography approach is a construction of rules and routines. This
dimension emphasizes on the emergent patterns and regularities (routines) and the creation and
implementation or rules. In this part, I am interested to discover which process of rules creation
takes place in harvesting and maintenance groups, whether or not all the members have the same
contribution to this process, and how the members influence each other to follow a certain pattern
of rules. Moreover, studying the implementation of these rules will also be part of this dimension:
what is the role of a leader in the rules enforcement? How strictly do the rules bind the activities?
What are the consequences if the members disobey the rules? Is there any room for modification?
The creation of rules and routines is not an isolated process. It is always influenced by ‘sodality’ or
rules from non-local specialist structures in which the groups are embedded (Vellema, 2016). This
is in line with the definition of ‘groups’ given by Arrow et al. (2000) that groups interact with
smaller systems and are embedded in a larger system. Changes in the larger systems will have an
effect on the smaller systems. For instance, after the introduction of oil palm certification (e.g.
6

RSPO, ISPO), there is a difference in agricultural oil palm practices for those who are engaged in
this certification scheme, which head towards more sustainable principles (ISPO, 2016; RSPO,
2016). Thus, the practices of groups of workers have also changed; for example, spraying workers
in certified-smallholder-plantations now have to wear protective clothes while working.

2.2 Membership Change and Leadership in Spraying and Harvesting
Groups
Group dynamics have a wide range of spectrum in explaining all activities within groups such as
goal achievements, interdependence among group members, group structures, and cohesiveness
(Forsyth, 2014). The use of technographic approach helps me in understanding the practices and
the dynamics of spraying and harvesting groups through its three dimensions. Further, I
emphasize on understanding group structures as part of group dynamics, by focusing on
membership change and leadership.

Membership change
In smallholder plantations, workers relentlessly form groups to perform tasks on oil palm
plantations. This continuous group formation is a result of the workers hiring system in
smallholdings where hiring casual laborers is commonly found (Sinaga, 2013). As worker groups
on oil palm plantations are constantly changing, membership change is a factor that could
significantly affect group performance as indicated in several studies. Membership change
positively affects group creativities as a result from newcomer-oldtimer interactions (Choi &
Thompson, 2005). This finding is a result of an experimental study of 45 students and 21
managers in a private university. These participants were assigned to several groups in which
every group was assigned to do same tasks, but was separated from the others. The experiment
showed that open groups, where re-composition of the group members occurs in every task,
generated more ideas rather than groups with a constant membership composition. With members
keep coming in and out, it is expected for the groups to always be exposed to innovation, but how
this kind of effect can be perceived by groups of workers that need to rigidly follow the RSPO P&C
in their daily activities.
Other studies have also shown how membership change negatively influences group performances
such as re-adjustments of coordination among the members as newcomers have to adapt
themselves to existing structures (Levine & Moreland, 1999; Lewis, Belliveau, Herndon, & Keller,
2007). A study on production teams of a truck manufacturing plant shows that membership
change causes ‘…”social capital losses” resulting from departures, that is, decreases in the quality
and efficiency of network interactions’ (van der Vegt, Bunderson, & Kuipers, 2010 : 185).
Membership change in the production team that occurred within a year time span had a positive
correlation to the zero-defect percentage of the assigned tasks. By using a technographic approach
in understanding the practices of spraying and harvesting, and the configuration of the relevant
actors, I intend to elaborate, if membership change affects group coordination and social capital,
how both aspects are hampered and how this implies to the implementation of RSPO P&C.

Leadership
Worker groups in smallholder plantations might show different characteristics of leaderships than
group workers in big plantations (owned by state or private companies). In spraying and
harvesting groups of big plantations, groups of workers are always supervised by a mandor in
performing their tasks (Bissonnette, 2012). In smallholder plantations on the other hand, mandors
are also involved in the process of spraying and harvesting, but their role is rather unclear. To gain
insight on this matter, leadership in the spraying and harvesting groups is another aspect that
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becomes the focus of this study. Leadership has a strong connection with the realization of RSPO
P&C as rules enforcements are often reflected in leader behaviors which are frequently imitated by
the followers (Huberts, Kaptein, & Lasthuizen, 2007). Leaderships thus become a key factor in the
interpretation and implementation of rules on the work floor. To elucidate the link between
leadership and spraying and harvesting group performances, several studies provide insights on
how leadership styles affect group performances.
Different types of leadership styles are distinguishable, although they are often not mutually
exclusive. According to Bass & Bass (2008), there are three types of leadership styles: 1)
transformational leadership, a leadership style where the endeavors of a leader to accomplish the
desired goals are shown through his acts of articulating visions that inspires the followers, giving
examples as a role model, both supporting and acknowledging the followers’ feeling, and giving
opportunities to the followers to solve problems by themselves; 2) transactional leadership,
characterized by leaders that offer rewards and punishments as the way of achieving a successful
task completions, play a role as an active corrector or as a passive corrector who steps in only
when a problem arises; 3) laissez-faire, a leadership style that is often regarded as lack of
leadership. Several scholars cite that leaders can optimally lead the followers to achieve the set
goal when they apply both transformational and transactional leadership style (Huberts et al.,
2007; O’Shea, Foti, Hauenstein, & Bycio, 2009; Shea, 1999). Hubert’s study on “The impact of
leadership styles on integrity violations committed by police officers” shows that besides delivering
values, norms, and encouragements, leaders should also be strict in preventing violations by giving
punishments and sanctions. Punishments and sanctions can be used as a deterrence to prevent
group members making the same mistake in the future, as punishments leave a great impact on
violators as well as on the non-violator members (Trevino, 1992).
By using the three leadership styles as a guideline, I intend to identify which type of the three
styles is applied by the leader of the worker groups. Applying a certain type of leadership style
must fruit consequences on the realization of the sustainable standard. For this research, I raise
several questions: Who are entitled as the leaders in the spraying and harvesting groups: the
owner or the mandor or both? What are their roles? How their leadership affects the group
performances? Is the current applied leadership style effectively enforce the RSPO standard? And
how the context matters in determining the relationship pattern between the leader and the
followers?

2.3 Conceptual Framework
In all, the theoretical and methodological choices of this research are illustrated in the scheme
below. The scheme shows the hypothetical relationship between the independent variable
(working systems), the dependent variable (group performances), and the intervening variable
(group dynamics), and also the use of technography in unraveling the practices and explaining the
relationship between the three variables.
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Figure 2-1. Conceptual Framework of This Thesis

2.4 Research Questions
The purpose of this study is to investigate the effects of working systems in smallholder plantation
on the daily work performances of spraying and harvesting groups. This study particularly aims to
contribute to the discourse of how membership change and leadership affects group performances
(that the effects are contextual, influenced by the working system), and the discussion of oil palm
sustainable certification scheme for smallholders in the hope to support for better implementations
of best management practices in spraying and harvesting, particularly referring to RSPO P&C. To
achieve these objectives, I propose the following GRQ: “How does the working system in
smallholder plantations affect the daily working performances of spraying and harvesting groups in
oil palm plantations in Riau, Indonesia?”. To answer this GRQ, three SRQs are formulated as
follow:
1. What are the daily activities of spraying and harvesting groups?
2. How does the working system in smallholder plantations affect the dynamic of
membership and leadership within the groups?
3. How does the dynamic of membership and leadership affect the groups’ performance?

2.5 About the Area of the Study
The study was conducted in three villages: Desa Trimulya Jaya, Desa Bukit Jaya, and Desa Air
Emas. These three villages are part of Ukui Subdistrict which stands for Ujung Kampar Ujung Inhu
(UKUI), Pelalawan District, Riau Province. The area of study is specialized in oil palm production.
Around 51.59% and 28.04% of the total area in the three villages are allocated for scheme
smallholder and certified independent smallholder plantations respectively. The data do not include
uncertified independent plantations as well as backyard plantations.
Although Desa Trimulya Jaya, Desa Bukit Jaya, and Desa Air Emas are located in Sumatra Island,
most of the population comes from Javanese ethnicity due to the transmigration scheme under
President Soeharto’s regime where Indonesian government promoted transmigration schemes
which relocate people from densely populated islands to the ones with fewer people (Adhiati &
Bobsien, 2001). On the 9th of February 1987, people mostly from Java Islands moved to this area
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through PIR Trans Programme. Upon their arrival, they were granted two hectares of oil palm
plantation and 0.5-hectare land for a house and its backyard. The land was prepared by the
assistance of PT. Indosawit Subur (a subsidiary of PT. Asian Agri). To acquire the ownership rights
of the lands, scheme smallholders are obliged to pay Rp. 9,025,000,-. This amount of money was
paid through a credit system. A farmer recalled that he settled his debt in a four-year installment.
The payment itself was started after the first harvesting period had started which was about four
years after the planting phase. During this four year period, farmers worked on their farms as
laborers paid with daily wage by the company and also supplied with other necessary basic needs.
The influx of people coming to the villages continued until the 1990s and 2000s. As a note, in the
late 1990s, scheme smallholders, as well as newcomers in these villages, cleared forest land to
expand their plantations. Hence, many smallholders had two or more kavlings. Having heard the
success of these people and encouraged by life difficulties encountered in the origin area have
triggered the relatives of the citizens in the three villages to follow the same trace. More Javanese
people (and other ethnicities) came gradually and individually. These new people started working
on their relative’s plantations and then expanded their working range. They were called landless
farmers, while their successful relatives were called farmers. However, one of village officers
informed me that the classification is not clear anymore. There are a number of landless workers
who have been able to acquire land for farming. Although they still sell their labor, they are no
longer landless.
As mentioned above, smallholder plantations in the location where I did my study can be
categorized into two groups: scheme smallholders and independent smallholders. The main
differences between scheme and independent smallholders are the way of land acquiring and the
management of plantations during the immature stage of oil palm trees as indicated in the
previous paragraphs. In 2012, independent smallholders in this area formed an association called
Amanah and received their RSPO certification in 2013. Therefore, most of the independent
smallholders in the three villages are now certified. Only a few smallholders are still uncertified,
including backyard plantations. To distinguish one to another, we can see Table 2-1.
Table 2-1. Characteristics of Scheme and Independent Smallholders in the Studied Area
Scheme

Independent

Certified
Uncertified
Age of oil palm trees: 29 years, as consequences: Age of oil palm trees: < 16 years, as consequences:

Average height of trees is more than 12

Average height of trees is less than 12 meters:
meters
around 6 meters

Bigger sizes of FFBs

Smaller sizes of FFBs
Uniform type of seed
Mix seeds
The sizes of one kavling are exactly 2 hectares
The sizes of one kavling are not exactly 2 hectares
The lands came from transmigration scheme in
The lands were acquired by buying the land from other
which transmigrants had to pay around 9 million
farmers or governments or individual land clearing or by
rupiahs to acquire the land, while local people
working for another smallholder for certain period of
could freely acquire 2 hectares of land. These
time (e.g. four years) and getting the land as a gift.
lands were prepared by an incorporated
company, and then they need to work there for
four years before acquiring the land while also
waiting for the trees to become mature.
Have an agreement with a company to sell FFBs and also to gain other benefits
Have no agreement with a
certain company, instead
their sell their FFBs
through middlemen
Ripe criteria: one loose small fruit in every one
Ripe criteria: red fruits (flesh Ripe criteria: red fruits
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Scheme
kilogram of FFB (1:1 criteria), usually marked by
3-5 loose small fruits are found in the weeded
circle
Higher price
FFB price is determined once a week through a
meeting between farmers, companies, and
governments*
4% incentive from the total of harvested fruits
when no under-quality-fruits are found

Independent
Certified
Uncertified
color = yellow turmeric)
(flesh color = yellow
turmeric, light yellow is
sometimes allowed)
Lower price
Much lower price
FFB price is determined
FFB price is determined
solely by the supplier
solely by middlemen,
depending on the price
given by the mill
-

NOTE: *)This mechanism complies with the instruction of Peraturan Menteri Pertanian Nomor 14 Tahun 2013 tentang
Pedoman Penetapan Harga Pembelian Tandan Buah Segar Kelapa Sawit Produksi Pekebun (Pricing guidelines of purchasing
fresh fruit bunch of smallholders production), mentioning that K index which is a determining factor in pricing FFBs must be
fixed at least once a month through a meeting attended by Pricing FFBs Team that consists of delegations from
governmental offices at provincial and district level, estate companies, smallholder organizations, and other relevant
agencies.

2.6 Data Collection Methods
Studying practices of a certain group of people is a very locally specific and intense study. As
Gerring (2004) proposed, case studies can be define as ‘an intensive study of a single unit for the
purpose of understanding a larger class of (similar) units’ (p.342). Hence, I chose case study as
the most suitable way in conducting this research. Using case studies enables me to untangle how
the groups of workers in particular contexts perform their daily work which reflects the
configuration of technical aspects and social circumstances.
Two spraying groups and two harvesting groups in Desa Trimulya Jaya, Desa Air Emas, and Desa
Bukit Jaya were initially chosen as case studies in order to enrich the collected data. Two groups of
spraying workers (the number of observed groups was later expanded as shown in Table 2-2)
were selected due to its distinguishable working system: a spraying group which offers a whole
package of services and a spraying group which only offers laborers. As for harvesting groups, two
groups of harvesting workers, each consists of a fruit picker, a fruit mover, and a loose small fruits
collector were daily observed. However, the first few farm visits showed that following only the
two harvesting groups does not explain the whole process of harvesting which still continues until
the FFBs are delivered to the mill. In accordance with this finding, I decided to follow the process
instead of only focusing on the groups. I still observed the same groups of workers, but the
observation did not stop until the FFBs have been picked. I also carefully observed weighing and
loading processes which are inseparable activities in harvesting. As an entry point, the research
was started by visiting the village office of Desa Trimulya Jaya and Amanah Association with whom
I had a contact in advance. Through the recommendation of these people, I purposively (snowball
sampling) chose the object of studies.
The main data collection method was a participant observation in which I followed and observed
the daily working activities of each group. Observations are needed as the main data collection
method since the study focuses on practices. In doing the daily tasks, oil palm workers have the
so-called ‘know-how’ which is often difficult to transfer by verbal instruction and is more easily
detected through observation (Jansen & Vellema, 2011). Before the observations, I made a list of
activities that I wanted to observe which was helpful to remind me on what I should observe and
make a note of, but did not rigidly limit the activities being observed. During the observations, I
double positioned myself as a ‘participating observer’ in which I actively participated in collecting
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loose fruits and as a ‘complete observer’ in which I had no active participation in the performed
tasks (Bernard, 2011).
Besides observations, collecting data through interviews is also essential in order to fully
understand the observed phenomena. The interviews were used to confirm the result of
observation about how the practices take place, to ask further explanation of the practices, to ask
the reasons why they perform certain activities in the way they do, and also to ask questions that
are not part of three dimensions of technography but are necessary for understanding the context
of the practices. I conducted 22 interviews with detailed information as written in Table 2-2 and
Appendix 4: List of Interviewees. The collected data then are organized and structured by using a
coding method before being analyzed.
Table 2-2. List of Respondents and Collected Data
Method
Participant
Observation

Interview
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Respondent
TUS (Tim Unit Semprot/
Spraying Team Unit)
Non-TUS spraying group
Harvesting processes:
- FFBs picking and
transporting groups
- Weighing groups
- Loading groups

Number of
Respondent
1
2
2
2
2

NGO (WWF)

1

Head of villages

1

Amanah and/or cooperative
board members and/or
smallholders
Asian Agri employees
KT (Kelompok Tani or farmer
groups) board members
and/or smallholders
Smallholders
Spraying workers
Harvesting workers

2

3
3

1
6
5

Collected Data
The whole process of spraying and harvesting
from the beginning until the end
- Task divisions among the members: which
person does what and how tasks are divided
- Technical aspects of the process and how
each worker carried out his/her tasks (e.g.
tools and the way they are used, the way to
place fronds in harvesting)
- Communication among the members (work
related and beyond working matter
communication)
- The presence and influence of a leader on the
work floor
- The dynamic of membership change and its
influence on the work related activities
Information about RSPO certification and WWF’s
involvement in the process, and labor
organization in smallholder plantations
- Socio-economic conditions about the village
and its people
- Perceived experiences following RSPO
certification
- Self-information (age, occupation, place of
origin, family, income, etc.)
- Labor organizations on oil palm plantations
- Detailed information about spraying and
harvesting (technical and financial aspects,
including social dimension)
- Changes in practices after RSPO certification
- Leadership and membership change (who the
leader is, the role of a ‘leader’, patterns of
membership change, the influence of
leadership and membership change on daily
working activities)

CHAPTER 3
SPRAYING AND HARVESTING IN SMALLHOLDER
PLANTATIONS
This chapter aims to decipher the whole process of spraying and harvesting. The description of
spraying and harvesting activities is essential to elucidate the configuration of actors that involved
in the process and what kind of activities take place. The activities are presented sequentially by
explaining spraying tasks first then followed by harvesting tasks. Also, more detailed activities of
each task are presented based on the order of the activities (which is first and what comes next)
to give a systematic explanation on the process. The explanation is based on the three dimensions
of technography: 1) the use of skills (know-how), tools, knowledge and techniques; 2) the works
division and specialization to act coordinately; and 3) the creation and implementation of rules.
However, which activities belong to which dimension is not explicitly explained to maintain the
order of the activities. I will further elaborate on the aspects of technography in the last
subchapter.

3.1 Spraying: A Means of Weed Control
Spraying is a part of maintenance activities in oil palm plantations. Smallholders in Trimulya Jaya
Village, Air Emas Village, and Bukit Jaya Village spray their plantation once in four months. This
spraying activity only focuses on controlling weeds. As for pests, natural measurements are more
preferable unless a huge outbreak occurs.
“For instance to deal with leaf-eating [pests], we grow Tunera subulata (bunga pukul delapan),
Cassia cobanensis, and Antigonon (tanaman air mata pengantin). To deal with rats, we build owl
nests (Kandang Burung Hantu/KBH), as the population is there. However, if the rat population is
above 5%, we deliberately campaign rat poisons.” (A scheme smallholder manager)

Adapting big estate’s system in smallholder environments: TUS
TUS (Tim Unit Semprot/ Spraying Team Unit) is a task group under the supervision of three
cooperatives of the villages. The purposes of establishing TUS are “To effectively and efficiently
manage spraying funds from smallholder under one management, to implement the principles of
limited pesticide management, to store pesticides at a designated place, to care more about
environment and human health, and to hire limited-pesticide-management trained workers”, said a
manager of scheme smallholder at PT Asian Agri.
To use the service offered by TUS, smallholders who are mostly members of a cooperative or
Amanah Association or both can directly contact the head of or the mandor of TUS. The data then
will be recorded and the plantation will be scheduled for spraying. Farmers are required to pay the
service after the spraying being carried out by calculating the total price of the used herbicides,
employee wages, and other components such as operational fee, food provision (one can of milk
per worker per working day), annual bonus, medical check-up, and transportation. The fee for one
TUS service is paid in a three-month installment. The money is deducted from the smallholder’s
monthly income by the KUD (cooperative) they belong to. If farmers are not members of KUD, the
money is paid directly to the TUS or is deducted by the association.
TUS as a whole team consists of 16 workers: a head of TUS, an administration worker, a mandor,
a driver, and 12 female sprayers. The head of TUS and the administration worker are not directly
involved in on-farm tasks. A head of TUS is responsible to supervise and coordinate the whole TUS
management and to communicate with cooperatives and smallholders. He is appointed by the
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board members of the three cooperatives. Meanwhile, an administration worker is responsible for
recapping data on the number and name of sprayed kavlings, the types and volume of used
herbicides, and the number of present workers. This officer does not have experience working in
oil palm plantations. She was assigned to this position because of her ability to operate computer
and administrative tasks.
A. Coming late to work
The daily activities of TUS are started at the night before they work. The mandor asks three
representatives of workers from each village to contact their same-village-worker-mates. When
seven or more workers are able to work, the schedule for the next day has been determined. TUS
has a daily target to spray at least four kavlings a day. One kavling is covered by two workers,
means that one worker is targeted to spray 1-1.3 hectare of plantation per day. The individual
target’s size itself is not definite, because the sizes of oil palm plantations in independent
plantations especially are not uniform at exactly two-hectares. However, when the number of
spraying workers is odd, there is approximately one-hectare plantation left that needs to be
sprayed by the present workers. Each worker thus covers more than her own daily target, but the
amount of wage stays the same. For this reason, through short messages, the mandor always ask
the spraying workers whether or not they are willing to work if the number is odd.
In the next day’s morning, the driver will pick up the workers. All the workers are usually ready to
be picked up at 7 am. Since most of the workers’ houses are not located on the main village road,
they need to walk from home to the main road. With their orange uniform on and a bag filled with
breakfast and drinks on their back, they are standing by the road or sitting in front of a nearby
building. The pickup car with knapsack sprayers and pesticides on its back will come shortly after.
However, most of the time, the car comes very late. The driver has a problem with waking up
early and often comes late to work. This problem has been complained so many times by spraying
workers, yet no improvement is seen. At the time of my fieldwork, for example, me and the
sprayers were always ready and waiting for to be picked up at 7 am. However, most of the time
the TUS driver started picking up the other workers at 7.30 am and even at 8 am.
Previously, when the former farm assistant was still around, working had to start early. The day
always began with a briefing at 6.30 am, continued with breakfast. Then TUS workers start their
work at 7 am. By implementing this strict schedule, workers were able to come home before
midday. This strict system is believed to be more considerate towards workers’ rights. It gives a
certainty over the pickup-waiting period and allows workers to work from the morning until early
afternoon which relatively has less excessive sunlight.
B. Task simplifications
Unlike spraying workers who arrive at around 7.15 am and having breakfast immediately which
finishes within 10 minutes, the mandor who drives a separate car with a full tank of clean water
comes soon after the others. He then carefully yet quickly observes the plantation to decide the
types of herbicides to be used. According to the SOP of a mandor’s task, he is supposed to do the
observation the day before spraying. However, as working on the day prior to spraying is hassling
due to the spread of the farms’ location, he decided to carry out the observation on the same day
of spraying. The purpose of the observation (weed taxation) itself is to determine which herbicides
to use and the concentration based on the types and the thickness of weeds. The calculation
follows certain formulations which also gives detailed directions on spraying tasks such as volumes
of water and herbicides, output estimations, and numbers of workforces. Although the formulas
are given, calculating all technical aspects in spraying is quite complicated. Therefore again, the
mandor adjusts his daily practices by only observing the majority of weeds to determine the types
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of herbicide that are going to be used. The concentrations are constant, while the other technical
aspects are ruled out.
Three types of herbicide are mainly used by TUS. The first one is glyphosate, ‘a non-selective
herbicide that kills most plants’ (Monsanto, 2014). Glyphosate or locally known racun kuning or
Roundup is used to control narrow-leaved weeds. The second type of herbicide is triclopyr or
known as garlon, ‘a selective systemic herbicide used to control woody and herbaceous broadleaf
plants, … has little or no impact on grasses’ (Tu, Hurd, & Randall, 2001 : 7k.1). It is widely used to
kill Clidemia hirta (anak kayu). Last is paraquat or gramoxone, ‘A non-selective and non-systemic
contact herbicide’ that is used, although not recommended, to kill all types of weeds in a short
period (Srinivasan, 2003 : 24). The TUS group often mix glyphosate and garlon together for a
better result.
C. Mixing different herbicides
The practices of TUS in smallholder plantations have undergone several adjustments. In big
estates such as plantations of PT. Asian Agri, weeds are handled by different teams depending on
the type of weeds. As a consequence, mixing two or more pesticides in one knapsack sprayer is
not found. In smallholder plantations, on the contrary, implementing specific weed control teams is
less feasible. A trial on dividing TUS into more specific weed control teams resulted in a longer
working hour while the payment stayed the same. The mandor and farm assistant at that time
then decided to keep the TUS as one big group and to allow different types of pesticide mixture in
one knapsack sprayer.
D. Omitting responsibilities
Once the herbicides have been decided, the mandor informs the workers, especially the driver
about the types of herbicide that are going to be used. The driver then pours water and
herbicide(s) into the knapsack sprayers but he is often lazing around and neglects his
responsibilities. Although these tasks are assigned to the driver, most sprayers often take over the
tasks by themselves rather than remind the driver to do his job properly in order to avoid conflicts.
Having spraying workers pouring water and herbicides by themselves effectively avoids conflict,
but it results in herbicides’ volume deficiency between the recorded used volume and the actual
used volume. Although spraying workers know the right concentration for each type of herbicide,
they often roughly pour a higher amount of volume to work faster.
E. Unfixed path arrangements
As the names of workers are printed on the top of the knapsack sprayer, the worker whose
knapsack sprayer is filled first is called. Without a detailed paths division, the first worker walks to
the farthest path and start spraying. The next workers will follow her respectively. In the past,
each worker has a fix path assignment to make quality control processes easier. For example
worker A sprays the first path, worker B sprays the second path, and so on. However, as the
number of workers working per day always changes, such a rigid arrangement is more confusing.
F. The use of flags as an effective means of communication
One spraying knapsack sprayer consists of 15 liter mixture of water and herbicide. The number of
oil palm trees covered by 15-liters of solution differs depending on the thickness of the weeds.
According to the mandor, one knapsack sprayer can cover 14-16 trees on a thick weed plantation
and 18-20 on a thin weed plantation on average. TUS spraying workers use nozzles of a certain
specification: a yellow PLP 200 nozzle. With this type of nozzle, spraying one hectare of plantations
ideally needs 200 liters of solution.
One knapsack sprayer of water-pesticides mixture is often not enough to spray all oil palm trees in
one path. Spraying workers need to come back to the water-fill-in point to refill their knapsack
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sprayer. To save time and energy, one or two workers are usually sent to spray the unfinished
paths, while the other workers keep on going to spray new paths. Hence, these finishing workers
need to be informed in advance where the starting points for them to continue spraying are.
Spraying workers use plants that are available to them, mostly they pick Clidemia hirta or anak
kayu in local languages and put it in the middle of an unfinished path. This weed indicates that
from the spot where it is placed further, the trees have not been sprayed.
In the past, TUS workers use colored flags as a tool of communication, but it momentary lasted
due to its efficiency.
“We pitched a blue flag on the ground when we enter a path. One knapsack sprayer often cannot
reach the end of the path, so we placed a yellow flag on that point. A red flag was used to mark
the finished path. Later, the red flags were picked up by the mandor. That is why we do not use
flags anymore because it is tiring for the mandor. We, spraying workers have to move to another
plantation, so the only one left to pick the flags is the mandor. Now, we use clydemia or oil palm
fronds to mark the unsprayed trees.” (A TUS spraying worker, 2016)

G. Using stream water to refill knapsack sprayers
To refill the knapsack sprayers, spraying workers walk back to the main road, but not to the point
where the car was parked. The driver and the mandor move the cars following the direction of
spraying, so spraying workers, with full-of-water knapsack sprayer on their back, have a shorter
distance walking from the fill-in spot to the new paths. The car with a full tank of water
(approximately 1000 L) is always provided in every spraying day. However, if a plantation has long
paths, spraying workers prefer to fill-in their knapsack sprayer with water from rivers/drainages.
By so doing, they save time and energy to move forth and back. As for the herbicides, they are
brought by the driver, along with a small bucket to fetch water from drainages.

Figure 3-1. Spraying Worker Refilling Knapsack sprayers With Water from the Nearest Drainage

One kavling is sprayed with 17 knapsack sprayers of water-herbicides mixture on average (data of
August-September 2016). Thus, given nine spraying workers working per day on average, one
kavling can be finished in 2 rounds of refilling knapsack sprayers. In the last round, only eight
spraying workers are needed. The remaining spraying workers, thus, move first to the next
plantation together with the mandor by riding the car with clean water. Although some workers
transporting first after spraying the first kavling is more common, there is also an option to have
all spraying workers finish the first kavling (spraying with a not full knapsack sprayer) and move
together later. In all, the pattern of transporting is always the same: the mandor and water are
necessary to move first, but the number of spraying workers who move first changes every time.
Besides all activities mentioned above, spraying also involves an activity of repairing tools on the
spot. Spraying workers are always faced with technical problems during spraying processes. The
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problems include clogged nozzles, leaking tanks, and malfunctioned valves. Most of spraying
workers are able to solve these problems on the spot by using available tools: pounding nozzles to
remove the covering dust, pouring cooking oil instead of lubricants or using spoons to repair a
malfunctioned valve, and covering a leaking tank with a plastic bag to collect the solution droplets.

Figure 3-2. Repairing Tools

Despite the ever-changing number of spraying workers per day, spraying usually finishes by 12
pm. This working time is highly influenced by the distances between the sprayed plantations: the
larger the distances is, the longer time of working is needed. At the time when the work finishes,
the workers clean boots with the water from the tank where the car is parked (sometimes near to
rivers), before the driver escorts the spraying workers to the place where they were picked up. At
the first time of TUS establishment, workers were obliged to take on and take off safety gears at
the herbicide storage where two bathrooms for taking a shower and cleaning clothes after
herbicide applications are provided. As time passed, TUS workers prefer to do such activity at
home for time efficiency.
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Figure 3-3. Spraying Processes in the TUS Group Setting
NOTE: 1) Picking up sprayers; 2) Weed taxation; 3) Pouring water; 4) Pouring herbicides; 5) Spraying solution; 6) Weeds
as means of communication

Resistance towards the new system: Non-TUS
Since TUS was first introduced, the users of this whole package services have become lower in
number. On the one hand, scheme plantations in the three villages have reached the replanting
phase; hence, many farmers apply less intensive maintenance cares on their farm, including less
frequency of spraying. On the other hand, smallholders seem to have not fully accustomed to the
new regulations.
Farmers have been used to use high dosages of pesticide because they cared more about their
satisfaction rather than the impact. They wish to kill all weeds directly. Meanwhile, the principle of
RSPO which is applied by TUS is to reduce the usage of pesticides and also to implement systemic
weed-killing: to let weeds die slowly and to leave certain types of weeds. For example, we should
not kill weeds in dead paths (gawangan mati). Killing them would cause negative impacts such as
forest fires, decreases of production, bare lands, and pest attacks.
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Figure 3-4. Number of Smallholder Using TUS services

As a matter of fact, using TUS’ services is more affordable for smallholders. Without TUS, farmers
spend Rp 800.000 approximately for one herbicide application, including for buying the chemicals
and paying the sprayers. With TUS, farmers only need to pay half of it because TUS uses a lower
dosage of pesticide and since TUS organizes spraying on different plantations at one day, so it has
a lower cost spends for herbicides and laborers. Furthermore, the payment itself is organized
through cooperatives with a three-month installment system. Nevertheless, a high number of
farmers still prefer to spray their plantations individually or to chop and drop the unwanted weeds.
Smallholders who do not wish to spray their plantations by TUS, hire spraying workers by
themselves. The workers are often persons who usually work on harvesting or fertilizing, means
that a spraying worker is not always a woman. Unlike TUS, who finishes spraying in about one
hour per kavling, spraying individually varies in term of the length of working to finish one kavling.
A spraying worker who is spraying a certain plantation by herself and is paid daily stated that she
could finish spraying one plantation in three days. Workers who are paid as wholesale consist of
two or four workers on the other hand, complete their work in one day before noon.
H. Inappropriate dosages
Hiring spraying workers individually means that farmers hire their labors for spraying only. Water,
herbicides, and other operational fees are not included. Herbicides with the same type as used by
TUS are provided by the owner through KUDs. Meanwhile, for water, individual spraying use
natural water sources from drainages or rivers. The water is not always clean. As most of the oil
palm plantations are located in peatlands, the color of the water is often reddish or whitish. The
water also is not always available, especially in the dry season. Hence, farmers choose to postpone
their spraying schedule until rain pours or to get water from a farther water source, but a higher
fee to pay persons to move the water is needed.
As there are no mandors and drivers, spraying workers perform all the tasks by themselves.
Observing the types and thickness of weeds which is carried out by a mandor is not a part of
spraying task in non-TUS groups. Spraying workers use herbicides provided by the owners who
often use certain types of herbicides based on farmer friend’s recommendation. The farmers have
his own method on deciding the types and dosage of herbicide based on their previous
experiences (using the dosage with the most satisfying result) or they just simply imitate what
other smallholders do. 90-100 cc of glyphosate and 30 cc of garlon are used in one knapsack
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sprayer on average1. Even a lower (to reduce cost) or higher dosage (for the more satisfying
result) is possible upon the request of the smallholders. TUS workers, who also spray individually,
also use this lower or higher dosage when working outside TUS.
I. The use of safety gears
Not only task division and herbicide’s dosage, spraying activities in non-TUS-spraying groups also
differ in terms of safety aspects. In Figure 3-3, we can see a TUS spraying worker working a
relatively complete safety gears: an orange boiler suit, a masker, an apron, and boots. Meanwhile,
in non-TUS spraying groups, the workers tend to wear a less complete safety clothes. Using
aprons and boiler suits is not commonly found in individual spraying activities because of the price
of buying these safety clothes are not comparable to their low frequency of spraying. Even TUS
spraying workers, who own a complete safety gears, do not use the same gears as they work with
TUS while working individually. Wearing the safety gears outside TUS’ schedules is prohibited.
Besides spraying, a number of farmers choose to use a chop and drop method as a means of
weeds control. This method is believed to be less harmful to oil palm trees as it does not use
chemicals; thus, the yields are expected to be higher. Some of the smallholders hire two or three
workers to do this chop and drop method by using machetes. Some others have a weed cutting
machine and perform the task by themselves.

3.2 Harvesting: From Picking to Delivering FFBs
In this research, harvesting is defined as all activities related to picking fruits until they are loaded
into trucks. Harvesting activities in an oil palm plantation are conducted once in ten days. This
means that farmers harvest their plantation three times a month. Harvesting usually takes place
for a half day. Workers finish picking, weighing, and stacking fruits before 12 pm. After that, trucks
will come to deliver FFBs. Although the rule is to deliver FFBs maximum 48 hours after being
picked, the trucks usually finish delivering FFBs on the same day of fruit picking. However, some of
the KTs (farmer groups) arrange their harvesting schedule in a way that harvesting is carried out
on the day before delivery, especially when the day of delivering falls on Sunday because the mill
is often closed on Sunday.
I identify that there are three groups of workers working on harvesting. The first group consists of
two or three people who are responsible for picking FFBs (ngegrek), transporting them to a
weighing spot (ngangkong), and collecting fallen small mature fruits (ngebrondol). The second
group is responsible for weighing the harvested FFBs. The member of this group can be the same
workers as in the first group but can also be different workers consisting of three people. The third
group consists of workers working on loading FFBs into trucks and delivering them to the mill.

Picking FFBs
Picking an FFB means to cut one or two fronds below the ripe fruit which will be harvested, to pick
the ripe fruit, to place the cut fronds into U-shape around the harvested tree, and to move the
harvested fruit into a visible spot.

1

Based on observation of two non-TUS spraying processes and interviews with smallholders and
spraying workers
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Figure 3-5. The Process of Picking FFBs
NOTE: 1) Looking at loose small fruits on weeded circles or on intact ranches; 2) Making sure the red FFB has a yellow
turmeric color; 3) Cutting fronds and picking the FFBs; 4) & 5) Placing fronds in a U-shape

J. Harvesting FFBs without loose small fruits
Firstly, fruit pickers walk along the path to look for small fallen fruits on the ground. When 3 or 5
small fruits are found, fruit pickers will look up to see which one is the ripe FFB. This only works
when circles around the trunk are appropriately weeded. Shrubby weeded circles cover the fallen
small mature fruits, so fruit pickers often only look up and find fallen small fruits on fronds. The
activity of looking for fallen small FFBs is only carried out when harvesting in scheme smallholder
plantations.
Harvesting in scheme and independent smallholders apply different ripe criteria. In independent
smallholders, FFBs can be harvested as long as it is red, but the better FFBs are the ones which
have 1:1 ratio which means there are one fallen small fruit ( brondol) in every 1 kg of FFB, as
applied in scheme smallholder plantations. For example, if an FFB is 20 kg then there must be 20
fallen small fruits. To indicate this, harvesters usually take a look at the number of fallen small
fruits. When there are 3-5 fallen small fruits on the ground, the FFB is ready to be harvested, since
the rest of fallen small fruits will be fallen off when the FFB drops to the ground. In independent
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smallholders, since the ripe criteria are different, fruit pickers only identify ripe FFBs by looking at
its color without searching for the small fallen fruits. However, when there is a less strict
supervision, harvesting in scheme smallholders also applies the same criteria as in independent
smallholders.
Although oil palm trees in independent smallholder have just reached 6 meters on average and
fruit pickers can easily distinguish the fruits’ color, they are often doubtful with the dark red fruits.
They usually cut off a bit of the dark red fruit and check its flesh color. If it has yellow turmeric
color, then it will be harvested. After selecting a target to be harvested, fruit pickers will first
remove fronds under the ripe fruit which block the way to insert a sickle and the way of a fallen
FFB. However, although not too often, there is also an option to pick ripe FFBs without cutting the
fronds, known as a fruit stealing technique (nyolong buah). Then, they cut the stalk of the ripe
FFB. Placing the cut fronds into U-shape is the next step. Previously, prior to RSPO certification,
fronds were placed only at one side. Nowadays, fronds are stacked at three sides around the
harvested tree, forming a U-shape. Lastly, fruit pickers need to move a hidden harvested FFB into
a visible spot, else it is highly likely to be left behind by fruit transporters.
In independent smallholders, all the tasks above are usually finished within 1-2 minutes to
complete harvesting one fruit considering the height of the trees which are usually around six
meters. Meanwhile, in scheme smallholders with 12-meter-height average, it takes 4-5 minutes.
The difficulty of harvesting tall oil palm trees is to balance the aluminum pole which does not stand
firmly, which means that more energy is needed. In addition, finding the right spot to cut fronds
and FFB stalks is also difficult since they cannot be clearly seen.
The time needed to harvest an FFB is also highly determined by the frequency of pruning and the
distance between oil palm trees. Oil palm trees on smallholder plantations are supposed to be
pruned once a year. When farmers do not stick to the schedule, harvesters need to cut more than
1-2 fronds to pick one FFB. One harvester said that he usually finished harvesting in three hours
(at 10 am), but at the time of my visit, he only completed half of the kavling by 10 am. It was
because he needed to cut around seven fronds to harvest one FFB. The farmer who owns the
plantation had not pruned his oil palm trees for two years for money reason, as the farm will be
replanted next year. Hence, saving 1,5-2 million rupiahs per year as a cost of pruning is more
preferable.
Trees that are planted too close to each other render it difficult for the harvester to pick the fronds
because they are stuck to the fronds in the nearest distance. Oil palm trees are normally planted in
9 meter x 8 meter distance, called as mata lima, which allows trees to be seen from all directions,
although certain types of seed like Topaz only need 7 meter x 8-meter distance. However farmers,
especially in small plantations, often feel that the gap is too wide, so they plant other trees in
between (known as nyisip) and the distance between two nearest trees becomes shorter.
To work as fruit pickers, workers need to bring their own aluminum pole ( egrek) along with its
sickle (mata egrek). In the past, a harvesting pole is made of bamboos. Now, most of harvesters
use aluminum poles to harvest. Although there is new invention on harvesting machinery,
aluminum poles are still popular because using motorized cutter is too heavy and costly. Fruit
pickers buy an aluminum pole and a sickle out of their own money as their assets to work since
only a few number of smallholders provide these tools for their workers to use. The prices of these
tools are various, but workers often buy a standard quality set of tools which is around Rp 500,000
which is almost equal to five-time wage of harvesting one ton of FFBs. When harvesters also work
on high oil palm tree plantations, they need to buy two or three poles instead of one, plus the
extension to connect one pole to another.
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K. The use of safety gears
As harvesting is a high-risk job, besides bringing their own harvesting tools, wearing appropriate
safety gears is also an RSPO obligatory rule for harvesters. A covered sickle, a helmet, glasses,
gloves, and rubber boots are standard requirements in harvesting.
The main transportation mode that harvesters use to work is a motorcycle. To prevent more
severe self-injury if road accident occurred and to prevent other road users being injured by an
uncovered sickle, harvesters need to cover their sickle. They usually use regular sickle cover by
buying it from stores or use rubber or rubber pipe as alternatives as long as their sharp sickle side
is not directly exposed.
A helmet, glasses, gloves, and boots are important to protect workers from heads, eyes, and feet
injuries. Struck down by a big bunch FFB with its sharp thorns indeed can cause a serious injury,
but hit by falling small FFBs are also painful especially when they fall directly from high oil palm
trees. Besides, workers are not supposed to underestimate dust which falls during fruit picking
processes. This dust contains oil palm pollens which are sticky and very dangerous to eyes.
Therefore, harvesters especially fruit pickers need to wear a helmet and glasses to protect their
head and eyes, and to wear hand gloves and boots to minimize injury because of friction with
thorny FFBs and fronds. Putting fronds in a U-shape also aims to reduce foot injuries as fronds are
not placed on the path or in the circle.
According to my interviews with harvesting workers, all of them are knowledgeable about the risks
of working as harvesters and the use of wearing safety gears. They also have all necessary safety
gears, partly given by Asian Agri during harvesting-training sessions a few years ago, but they
often choose not to wear all these gears. For instances, instead of wearing a helmet and glasses,
fruit pickers prefer using a cap. Their reasons are that a helmet does not absorb sweat and that it
is heavy to wear. In addition, using glasses is hassling, because they use the type of glasses that
get foggy easily. Hence, they need to wear their glasses when cutting fronds and FFB’s stalks and
take them off when they are searching for ripe FFBs to get a clearer vision.
As fruit pickers are aware that caps (even helmets) do not protect them from fallen FFBs, they
position themselves to be always in safety zones. They stand not too close to the tree while
cutting fronds. However, they cannot maintain the same distance while picking fruits, especially
when harvesting high oil palm trees. They need to stand closer to the tree due to the narrow gap
between an FFB and its tree to place a sickle in between. The technique used by fruit pickers is to
not fully cut the stalk to make sure that the cut fruit still intact to its tree. Then they move to a
safer spot and hook the sickle to the cut fruit and pull it down. The distance of ‘a safety zone’ is
more or less 2 meters from the harvested tree. Nevertheless, although fruit pickers are already in
a safety area, reflex move and agility are still needed by closely watching the direction of fallen
fruits. Especially when the harvested tree has a bent rod structure and is planted in a contoured
land, the principle is not to stand on the lower side, because the fallen FFB will roll in a wild speed.

Transporting harvested FFBs to the weighing spot
Harvesting tasks do not stop when all FFBs have been picked. They need to be moved to the
weighing spot. This task is performed by a different person, called fruit transporters (tukang
nangkong). Fruit transporters start their work by following the path of fruit pickers. There is no
fixed pattern on the path of harvesting, but workers usually choose to harvest fruits from the
farthest path to a weighing point. Fruit pickers and fruit transporters do not discuss to decide on
this matter. A fruit picker will start his work from his preference path then a fruit mover will follow
him deliberately. Since it takes a longer time to harvest rather than to move fruits, fruit
transporters often come to work 30-minutes later after a fruit picker start his work. They know
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each other’s habit of the time of coming to work, but sometimes they still contact each other
through phones to make sure the exact time. Although there is no strict working hour in
smallholder plantations, harvesters usually start work in the morning around 7 am and finish
before noon because harvested fruits will be weighed at the midday and be directly delivered to
the mill. However, there are also workers who prefer to work in the afternoon when weighing and
delivering tasks are conducted in the early morning after.
With a one wheel cart in front, along with an axe and an oil palm lifter, they walk and look for
harvested FFBs. They do not directly move the nearest ones, but walk further to the edge of the
farthest path to minimize their energy use. When fruit transporters find a harvested FFB, the first
thing they do is cutting its stalk. The stalk needs to be less than 2.5 cm, usually 2 cm. In Asian
Agri’s estate, the stalk should be cut in V shape, but in smallholders’ plantation, a flat cut is more
common. This is also a recommendation from Asian Agri to differentiate the source of FFBs. After
that, fruit transporters stack the harvested FFBs into the cart. The number of FFBs in the cart
varies depending on the size of the fruit. A cart can be filled in with four to five big FFBs which is
30 kg per FFB on average or with 8-11 small FFBs which is 14-18 kg per FFB on average
(sometimes lower). These are the average numbers of FFBs move by male workers. As for female
workers, unless they are exceptionally strong, the number is usually lower.

Figure 3-6. Cutting FFB Stalk into 2 cm Length

Although many workers emphasize the easiness of transporting FFBs rather than picking them,
certain techniques and know-how need to be mastered by fruit transporters. Lifting fruits from the
ground to the cart is not as simple as plugging oil palm lifter into the fruit and then lift it. An oil
palm lifter has to be plugged in a certain depth to lift an FFB on an even keel. In addition, fruit
transporters need to carefully yet quickly choose a spot on an FFB, which is near to the stalk, to
place their oil palm lifter. Plugging an oil palm lifter into the spot when a kernel is located is not a
wise choice because of its hard structure and the lifter will likely be bounced back. Nevertheless,
the depth and the location of plugging to flip an FFB are different: the oil palm is plugged less
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deep on any spots. Flipping fruits is necessary to have a convenient and a safe position in cutting
the stalk and to stack fruits on the cart and at the weighing spot.

Figure 3-7. Arranging FFBs on a Cart and Transporting Them to a Weighing Spot

FFBs then are stacked in the cart. Some workers prefer to put more weight at the front, so the
cart is relatively lighter to push but has a higher chance to flip over, while some others prefer the
opposite. Some workers prefer to fill the cart until its maximum capacity and use their energy to
push a heavier cart rather than to have a higher frequency of going back and forth, while some
others prefer the opposite. Whatever the choice is, fruit transporters always have to keep their
balance while pushing the cart, especially when crossing a single wooden bridge over the drainage
that separates a plantation and its weighing spot. Pushing a cart in a contoured plantation
moreover, requires a higher amount of energy. Hence, a number of workers, including female fruit
transporters, have used obrok (a motorcycle with a basket on one or both sides) to work more
efficiently. An obrok has a higher capacity than a regular cart: about two or three times higher. By
using obrok, fruit transporters are able to save their energy and their working time since it reduces
the frequency of coming back and forth, especially if the plantations are located in a hilly area and
the paths are accessible for motorcycles. The cost itself is not too significant. Fruit transporters
only spend about one liter of fuel to harvest one plantation, which is equal to Rp. 7.500,-.
Harvested FFBs at a weighing spot are stacked at one side while the other side is left empty to pile
up the weighed FFBs. In scheme smallholder plantations, FFBs are arranged in a one layer heap to
give spaces for a krani. Meanwhile, in independent smallholder plantations, multilayer FFB stacking
is a common practice.
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Figure 3-8. A Motorcycle as an Alternative Means of FFBs Transportation

Fruit transporters are the first layer of harvested FFBs sorter. Although fruit pickers are skillful to
differentiate ripe and unripe FFBs, mistakes cannot always be avoided. Excessive sunlight or rat
tricks2 are often complained by fruit pickers as the main factor of why they pick unripe fruits.
Having found unqualified fruits being harvested, fruit transporters need to quickly decide their next
action. The common action of fruit transporters when finding an unripe harvested FFB is to hide it
around bushes and fetch it on the next rotation to get only the small fruits without the bunch.
Transporting unripe FFBs to the weighing spot when they already know the fruits will not be
weighed and their energy to move the unripe fruits will not be paid is such a waste. As for overripe
fruits and under 3 kg fruits, fruit transporters usually use their axe to smack the fruits to collect
the small fruits only. The empty FFBs then are thrown into a designated area, could be collected in
a corner as wastes or be placed in a weeded circle ( piringan) as a natural fertilizer3. However,
there are occasions when fruit transporters decide to bring the unqualified fruits to the weighing
spot. When the sortation process is less strict, unqualified fruits can easily pass the sortation.

2

Deceived by rats means “Loose small fruits of ripe FFBs that are eaten by rats are then thrown to
the other side of ripe FFBs. When oil palm trees are tall, we cannot clearly see the color of FFBs.
So, relying only on the location of fallen loose small fruits sometimes makes us harvest unripe
FFBs”. (A harvesting worker, 2016)
3
According to the mandor, empty FFBs contains a high amount of HCl which is good as fertilizer.
Famers are also aware of this fact, but sometimes they choose to pile them up in a vacant corner
to burn them later when the empty FFBs are dry because placing them in plates is hampering the
task of small fruit pickers as it takes time for empty FFBs to be degraded.
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Figure 3-9. Different Ways of Stacking FFBs in Scheme (left) and Independent (right)
Smallholder Plantations

Collecting loose small Fruits
The next task in harvesting is to collect loose small fruits. Collecting loose fruits is necessary
because the ones left behind on the ground will grow into shoots. These shoots compete with the
main tree in absorbing nutrients from soils. Loose small fruits can be easily found around the
weeded circle and the spots where fruits fall into. In the past, these fallen small fruits were
collected by fruit transporters. However nowadays, since fruit transporters who are mostly men
are reluctant to do such a meticulous job, fallen fruits are mostly collected by different (female)
workers. These workers can be a relative of the harvesters or a family member (wife) of the
owner.
L. Not thoroughly picking loose small fruits
The task of collecting small fallen fruits covers picking the small fruits, putting them into cleanused-fertilizer-bags, and bringing the bags to weighing spots. By squatting down, the workers pick
the fruits meticulously using their bare hands. They quickly sort small fallen fruits from leaf litters
and put the fruit directly into the bags or using a small bucket to be further transferred into the
bags. Both fresh and not fresh fruits are collected together. When there is a vast amount of small
fruits, but the time does not allow the worker to finish collecting all the small fruits, many fruits
will be left behind. These left small fallen fruits are getting dry and have low oil contents, yet the
workers still pick them all on the next rotation because the owners want their farm to be clean.

Figure 3-10. Collecting Loose Small Fruits into A Small Bucket

Collecting small fruits without using hand gloves is very dangerous. Especially when the circle of oil
palm trees is not weeded regularly thus becomes shrubby, the risk of being bitten by poisonous
animals is higher. Not long before I first arrived in Trimulya Jaya Village, a worker just got bitten
by a centipede on her thumb. She was hurriedly collecting fruit and did not carefully scan the area.
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However, although she already had such a dangerous experience, she continues her routine in
collecting small fruits without using hand gloves.
The last activity in collecting small fruits is to deliver these fruits to the weighing spot. Workers
who use a cart deliver a full bag of fruits (approximately 30 kg) or more at once. Meanwhile,
workers without a cart only move a third or a half bag at once by bringing the bag on their back.

Weighing workers
Weighing workers are responsible for weighing all the stacked FFBs at weighing points: one
kavling of oil palm plantation has one weighing point. Each weighing point has a set of woods
which is used as a cantilever during weighing processes. These beams are also equipped with a
steel net to place FFBs in, to be weighed. The workers just need to bring their own oil palm lifter
to move FFBs in and out of the net.
Besides weighing workers, at least a KT board member is also present at the time of weighing.
This board member brings a weighing scale with him. His task is to take a note of the number of
FFBs and the weight, and help to move the fruits occasionally when there is a shortage of workers.
This note is used as a standard4 in determining the wage of harvesters and weighing workers, and
the payment received by smallholders. In uncertified plantations without farmer groups, the task
of taking notes is taken over by the middlemen whom the farmers sells their fruits to.

Figure 3-11. A Series of Weighing Process
NOTE: 1) Placing FFBs into the weighing net; 2) Pushing the beam; 3) Checking the weight; 4) Taking a note of the weight

4

Weighing processes in the mill use a more accurate weighing scale. Therefore, the written weight
of FFBs on the note of KT board member and the one given by the mill show different numbers.
However, although the actual paid-weight of FFBs are higher than the one weighed at the farms,
workers are paid according to the weight written on the note of KT board member.
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Weighing workers have an ability to estimate the weight of an FFB. When weighing takes place,
weighing workers put a certain number of FFBs into the net. Both workers stop simultaneously
when they feel that the weight of FFBs on the net is more than 110 kg. Without being
commanded, except when this worker is not focused on his work and need to be reminded, the
net lifter pulls or pushes the beam to the ground, so the net is lifted up. If the weighing scales has
reached its balance state or more, the two weighing workers then move the weighed FFBs to the
other side of the weighing spot. However, if the balance state has not been reached, weighing
workers will pick an FFB which is estimated to have a proper weigh (to make the total weight more
than and nearest to 110 kg) and move it directly into the other side of the weighing spot without
putting it into the net.
The weighing processes are set in such a way to make the tasks easier. The written maximum
scale of weighing scale used is usually 110 kg. Therefore, the task of weighing workers is not to
put FFBs into a net and see the exact total weight, but to put FFBs into the net which the total
weight should be 110 kg or more. Take into account the weight of the net which is usually 6 kg or
8 kg, KT board members just need to write the same weight number for each weighing turn
(either 102 kg or 104 kg), except for the last one, and it makes easier for them to sum the data up
entirely. The simplicity of this system can be clearly seen when KT board members forget to bring
their notes. Instead of writing the weight on paper, they use a fern as an alternative by breaking
2/3 of its leaf after each turn of weighing, then calculate the number later.

Figure 3-12. Notes of Total Weight of Harvested FFBs

M. Weighing unripe or overripe FFBs
Weighing is not only about getting the weight noted, but it also involves sorting process. Sorting
means to separate fruits that do not meet the required quality. This task is carried out by a KT
board member and weighing workers under a mandor’s supervision. As a mandor is not actively
involved in sorting processes, sorting processes are in the hands of KT board member and
weighing workers. On scheme smallholder plantations, stamp men (krani) are sent by Asian Agri to
mark out the FFBs that meet the required quality before they are being weighed. Stamp men bring
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a stamp tool with them and tap it on the stalk of good harvested FFBs. He quickly scans the onelayer-harvested-FFBs’ stack and stamps the good ones. When an unqualified FFB is found, he
dexterously flips over his stamp to hook the FFB and separate it from the rests. Stamp men are
workers of Asian Agri who are paid with monthly wages. They are assigned and responsible for
sorting yields in certain areas. They have their working code on their stamp as a control form from
the company. If unqualified FFBs are found during sortation process in the mill, the stamp man
who owns the code on the stalks will be charged with payroll deduction.

Figure 3-13. Codes Stamped by A Krani

When under-required-quality of harvested FFBs are found, there is no sanction like payroll
deduction for the smallholders and/or their workers. Harvesting fruits without being weighed itself
is same as being punished. Workers have worked to harvest the sorted fruits but gain no money
over them. As for farmers, the loss they must bear for harvesting unripe fruits is that the fruits are
paid lower. When fruits are rejected, farmers have an option to sell them to middlemen, but of
course the price is lower. Another option is hiding the fruits in scrubs and smacking them later on
the next harvesting rotation to make it easier to get the small fruits and leave the bunches. In
addition, harvesting unripe fruits makes trees less productive which results in a greater loss for
farmers in the future.

FFBs’ loading and delivery
Weighed FFBs need to be delivered within 48 hours after being harvested. In the three villages,
FFBs are usually delivered less than 24 hours after harvesting, unless problems in transportation
arise. FFB deliveries are carried out by another group of workers. This group consists of a driver
and two stalkers. They are responsible for loading weighed FFBs into a truck and transport them to
PT. Indo Sawit Subur’s mill, which is located 11 kilometers away from the Desa Trimulya Jaya
which is located in between of Desa Air Emas and Desa Bukit Jaya.
Working started in the early afternoon by loading weighed fruits into a truck. Using oil palm lifters,
two stalkers (often helped by a driver) fill in a truck with ten-ton FFBs on average. One by one oil
palm FFBs is jabbed, lifted, and thrown into the back of a truck. The job as stalkers is the most
draining tasks in harvesting, for FFBs have to be lifted up to and thrown from above their head.
Once FFBs in the back truck has reached the same level with the highest point of steel grids
around the truck, one worker goes up to the truck to arrange the upper part of the stack neatly,
so no fruits will fall off when they are transported. Meanwhile, the other workers continue
throwing FFBs from the ground. The workers coordinate in such a way, so the thrown FFBs do not
make any harm to the worker on the truck who often does not wear rubber boots to walk more
freely and less slippery.
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Figure 3-14. Task Division in Loading Processes:
One Worker Throwing FFBs from the Ground, Another Worker Arranging FFBs on the Truck

Within one to two hours, loading tasks finish. The workers then deliver the FFBs to the mill.
Although the mill is located not too far from oil palm plantations in the three villages, delivering a
truck of FFBs might take hours as the truck needs to be in a long line until it reaches the mill to
unload the fruits. Queuing itself is a rest time for the workers. They have lunch in that period then
go back to the queue. In the process of unloading, the truck is also undergoing a sortation process
where FFBs are totally or partially graded by mill’s workers. After FFBs have been unloaded, the
workers go back to the plantations to have another round of loading-delivering-unloading process.

The role of a mandor in harvesting
Harvesting tasks are assessed, though not always, by a mandor who works for PT. Asian Agri as a
part of an MoU between the company and the smallholders to have a regular yield sale along with
its quality guidance. The mandor is responsible for training smallholders about harvesting,
maintenance, and all aspects in oil palm cultivations. Unlike harvesting workers who usually come
at 7 am and finish at 12 pm, mandors usually come to plantations at 9 am after coming to Asian
Agri’s office in the early morning. During harvesting process, a mandor usually checks the quality
of harvested FFBs which should meet the minimum criteria of ripe FFB.
A mandor should supervise every harvesting. However, as there are more than two KTs harvest in
one day, he usually implements rotated surveillance, so not all harvesting processed are
supervised in each period. As the members of Amanah (independent smallholders) now reach 501
farmers and there are 964 members of scheme smallholders (both are not mutually exclusive).
As farmers and harvesters are now knowledgeable about a good way of harvesting, intense
surveillances are not needed anymore. Mandors just need to check the result of harvested FFBs. If
the number of harvested FFBs that do not fit the required criteria is still tolerable, there is no
further action needed, but if there are too many FFBs are sent back from the mill, then it is the
task for the extension team in scheme smallholder and independent associations to hold a training
again. Overall, a mandor does not perform a detailed-active role in checking the harvested FFBs.
As mentioned in the previous section, sortation process is actively carried out by weighing workers
and KT board members in independent smallholders and by a krani in scheme smallholders.
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Figure 3-15. Tasks of Harvesting Mandors: Supervising Weighing Processes & Calculating AKP

One task that was clearly seen performed by a mandor was checking Angka Kerapatan Panen
(AKP/ Yield Density Index). He told me that during this season over-production is occurring: there
is a yield spike. This situation is often being questioned by his manager at the office. His office
management is afraid of stowaways. There are so many cases where FFBs from illegal lands are
included in the yield of Asian Agri’s farmer partners. Since Ukui Subdistrict is located near Teso
Nilo National Park, many people encroach forest to grow oil palm trees then they smuggle their
FFBs into the yield of certified farmers to get a higher price. To prevent this, his manager asked
him to calculate the AKP of each plantation.
AKP is calculated by dividing the number of harvested FFBs by the number of trees. A plantation
ideally has 30% of AKP. During my visit, an independent smallholder plantation has 41% AKP
while scheme smallholders have 25-28% AKP on average. One needs to keep in mind that there is
a different ripe criterion between scheme smallholders and independent smallholders. AKP
calculation or known as taxation is also carried out by KT board members on the day before
harvesting to estimate the weight of the yields. This calculation later will be compared with the
actual yield, which should show a similar result with ± 5-7% tolerable deviation.
A mandor also takes a look closely on the attire of the workers and remind them if they are not
wearing proper clothes. Since the scheme and independent smallholders are RSPO certified, there
are certain rules that must be complied during harvesting. Beside it rules about the ripeness of
FFBs, it also regulates on what workers wear in harvesting. Harvesting workers have to wear
safety gears such as a helmet, gloves, boots, and also glasses. Nevertheless, a mandor does not
have authority to give punishment when the rules are disobeyed. Instead, advices and suggestions
are given in a friendly manner to keep daily practices on plantations on the right track.
Above mandors, there are also farm assistants and managers, who have a higher hierarchy
respectively. Farm assistants and managers cover a larger working area. A farm assistant, for
example, mentioned that he supervises 2,800 ha independent smallholder plantations while the
mandor below him only supervises 1,000 ha. Unlike mandors, farm assistants and managers do
not perform daily field supervisions, only when there is a problem that could not be handled by
their subordinates. When there is a declining trend in harvested FFBs’ quality, farm assistants will
instruct the mandor to give more intense face to face advices.
In all, multilevel control is implemented in term of the quality of the yields. Harvested FFBs are resorted in the mill. Unqualified FFBs will be sent back. When the number of unqualified FFBs is
high, managers and farm assistants instruct the mandor to more frequently meet the farmers or to
hold a more formal extension program.
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3.3 The Technography of Spraying and Harvesting
After getting insights on how spraying and harvesting activities take place, I will bring you to
understand the activities by using a technographic approach. The explanation in the two previous
subchapters is based on the three dimensions of technography, but which activities belong to
which dimension is not explicitly explained.

The process of making: material and social configuration
The first dimension of technography brings us to see how the performance of spraying and
harvesting tasks is variable, depending on material (tools, equipment, and environments) as well
as social (the team and its member) configurations. In Chapter 3, I have described the process of
spraying and harvesting in which these material and social configurations are also explained
implicitly. Here I present you several examples on how this material and social configuration affect
the performance based on the descriptions more explicitly to give insights on the use of
technography in this research.
Firstly, the agreed time when the team starts to work requires compliance of all team members.
When one of the worker does not obey the rule, the group performance changes accordingly. In
the studied TUS, the driver that brings the spraying gear is always late, creating a different time
management for the entire TUS.
Secondly, the spread of the location of and the landscape of oil palm plantations create certain
task adjustments. In the studied TUS group, the mandor omit his responsibility to make daily plans
before the spraying days because the sprayed plantation is often located far from another. So, the
dosages of herbicide are determined through a constant volume. In the same group, the
landscape of oil palm plantations where not all spots in the farm are easily accessible by car makes
the TUS workers refill their knapsack sprayers with water from the nearest stream. By doing this,
the workers save the time and energy to coming back and forth to the water-filling spot where the
car is located.
Thirdly, the tools and equipment which are not perfectly suitable for performing certain tasks
affect the use of the tools on the everyday activities. The use of safety gears in harvesting, for
example, is also dependent on the fact that the tools obstruct the activities. The helmets which do
not absorb sweat and glasses which get foggy easily do not efficiently protect the workers, so the
use of these safety gears is low.

Distributed cognition and its relation to membership change
The practice of specialized task division in TUS and harvesting groups is in line with the notion of
distributed cognition in technography, where ‘no single respondent has complete knowledge of all
the steps involved in a specific process of making’ (Jansen & Vellema, 2011 : 171). Although each
member of the spraying and harvesting groups has no complete knowledge on the tasks, every
worker is knowledgeable on what every subtask is about, as what Hutchins (1993 : 49) calls as
‘substantial sharing of knowledge’. Hutchins gives an example that a bearing time-recorder in a
ship also knows well the task of being a bearing taker as every bearing time-recorder was a
bearing taker and the task of a plotter through a communication by sharing the chart table with
the plotter. Similarly, in harvesting groups, every fruit picker is able to transport FFBs (see
Appendix 1: Informal knowledge sharing and learning). However, this kind of substantial shared
knowledge is shown to be insufficient in overcoming the leave of a highly specialized worker such
as the TUS mandor since the sprayers only ‘know-that’ weed taxation is carried out in a certain
way, but do not possess the ‘knowing-how’ or the leave of a fruit picker when the fruit mover is
not skillful in picking FFBs (see section 4.3).
33

Rules implementation and its relation to leadership and membership change
Spraying and harvesting in certified oil palm plantations have to follow certain procedures required
by the RSPO P&C. The implementation of this RSPO P&C on the work floor, however, is also
affected by the rules and routines within the groups that regulate the activities. So the rules from
RSPO P&C are re-created by the groups and most of them are agreed by the workers and
smallholders as the ‘(informal) rules’ of spraying and harvesting. the In the next chapter, I will
show you how rules and routines within the groups and the contexts of smallholder plantations
affect the group performance in implementing the RSPO P&C by focusing on the membership and
leadership of the spraying and harvesting groups.
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CHAPTER 4
THE RELATION BETWEEN WORKING SYSTEM,
MEMBERSHIP CHANGE AND LEADERSHIP, AND GROUP
PERFORMANCES
The configuration of actors and materials have already been elucidated in Chapter 3. Based on this
result, I further identify in this chapter which parts of the process of spraying and harvesting that
are influenced by the membership change and leadership within the groups. I mainly emphasize
on the third dimension of technography: on how the groups implement the rules of RSPO P&C on
their daily activities according to the membership-change pattern and leadership style of the
groups. Before that, I will bring you to elaborate on the groups’ membership change and
leadership traits which are highly influenced by the working system in smallholder plantations.

4.1 Group Formation and Composition
Laborer on oil palm plantations, in general, is organized in three ways. The first is using own
laborers. There are a few smallholders who still fully work on their own plantations. Their main
reason is that they need to do physical activities and that they are strong enough to do so.
Another reason is that using their own labor is more profitable than hiring people, especially for
smallholders whose size of their plantations is still self-manageable. The second way is the
collaboration between the first and the third ways. The third way of organizing labors in
smallholder plantations is by hiring workers. Oil palm is a type of plant that does not require
intensive maintenance measures. An oil palm plantation is ideally fertilized six times a year and
sprayed three times a year. The most intensive task on oil palm plantations is harvesting, which is
carried out in an every ten-day interval. As smallholders in the studied area have only one or two
plantations on average, hiring permanent workers to work daily on their plantation is not
necessary. Therefore, workers in smallholder plantations have close characteristics to the so-called
casual workers5.

Group formation
As casual workers, spraying and harvesting workers are hired individually; hence, the formation of
spraying and harvesting groups is mostly done by the employers. Employers refer to the one who
recruit and pay the wages of the workers. The word employers do not always associate to
smallholders. TUS spraying and loading workers, who offer their service to smallholders as a
group, are recruited and formed as a group by the TUS management and truck owners.
Table 4-1. Group Formation
Tasks
Spraying

Harvesting

Groups
Non-TUS*
TUS*
Picking, transporting, and collecting
fruits
Weighing
Loading and delivery

Employer/Group Creator
Smallholders/workers
TUS management (offer services to
smallholders)
Smallholders/workers
Smallholders/farmer groups
Truck owner (offer services to farmer groups)

NOTE: *)TUS (Tim Unit Semprot)
5

In big estates, casual workers (known as buruh lepas or karyawan harian lepas) are regarded as ‘daily
workers registered or not on the paying list of the company; with or without guarantee of minimum daily
wage; no formal social benefits’ (Bissonnette, 2012 : 134)
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In some occasions, worker groups are formed by the workers themselves. For example, when
spraying jobs are offered through a wholesale system (target based oriented), the members of the
non-TUS spraying group are determined by the worker who is contacted first by the employer.
Another example, in harvesting groups, when a worker who usually performs harvesting task in a
certain plantation is not able to work, it is the responsibility of the absent worker, not the
employer, to find his replacement.

Group composition
Spraying and harvesting workers vary in terms of economic status, genders and experiences.

Landless and land workers
As previously mentioned, tasks in smallholder plantations are carried out by workers which either
can be landless or land workers. Landless workers are usually migrants who came after the
transmigration scheme and do not have sufficient wealth to buy lands. Land workers on the other
hand, are regarded to migrants who came after the transmigration scheme and managed to afford
lands or transmigrant-smallholders who are still working at farms, mostly at their own plantations.

Men and women compositions
Task division in smallholder plantations is less strictly gendered divided: as long as workers can
perform the tasks, they can work either on spraying or harvesting. As working on smallholder
plantations is based on kinship, smallholders tend to attach to certain workers. When one worker
carries out harvesting task in a certain smallholder, regardless men or women, he/she usually has
a kind of privilege to also work on other tasks on the same plot such as fertilizing, pruning, and
spraying, unless he/she is not able to do so.
Although both men and women can work on spraying and harvesting, certain tasks are mainly
addressed for women or men only. Picking and loading FFBs, for example, are considered to be
strenuous for women (Li, 2014). These tasks are only carried out by men, although there is always
an exception, for example, there is one woman in the three villages that is, interestingly, a fruit
picker. In the case of spraying, spraying workers in the TUS group are only occupied by women.
Unlike non-TUS spraying groups, TUS applies a system where only female workers are hired for
spraying. This system is also applied in big estates with a consideration that women are known to
be more painstaking.

Figure 4-1. Non-Gendered Task Division

Experienced and less experienced workers
Although working as spraying and harvesting workers needs certain knowledge and skills as
elucidated in Chapter 3, the workers do not have the same level of knowledge and skills. Both
harvesting and spraying groups are composed of experienced and less experienced workers, with
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age ranges between 20 to 50 years old. Due to a kinship based recruitment system, workers with
no experiences in spraying and harvesting are not excluded to be hired, although of course being
skillful is undeniably rewarding6. In smallholder plantations, the first name on the list when farmers
are looking for workers is their nearby family members. There are also cases when farmers call
their unemployed relatives who live in another region to work on their farm. Then the list moves
down to neighbors. A smallholder said, “When you see your neighbor has an economic difficulty,
you pity them, but rather than giving cash to them, I rather hire them (as a form of helping)”.
I also met a smallholder on his farm when I followed harvesting workers to work on fertilizing. He
carefully warned me not to tell his wife that the workers worked on fertilizing his farm. His wife
has a principle to save money by working on maintenance tasks by using their own labors.
However the husband thinks that if he has enough money (rezeki), it is a good thing to share it
with others. Therefore he hired these workers to perform maintenance tasks on his farm such as
fertilizing and spraying, and hide this fact from his wife.
The concept of hiring workers as a form of helping is similar to the concept of altruism. Family
companies usually adopt this concept in running their daily activities (García & Duréndez, 2007). In
smallholder plantations, the concept of altruism often has a higher hierarchy than competences
and commitments. For instances, a smallholder in Air Emas Village trusts his family member who
came from another region and know nothing about oil palm to do spraying or a smallholder in
Trimulya Jaya Village still employs his harvesting worker who always comes late to work and even
did not give a prior notification upon his absence, which once caused the FFBs were not harvested.
As a consequence, less or un-experienced workers can be found working and learning at the same
time in oil palm plantation (see Appendix 1).

4.2 The pattern of membership change
Spraying and harvesting groups on smallholder plantations show different patterns of membership
change. The pattern of membership change within the groups vary in terms of group compositions
and the number of the members.

A regular change of group compositions
A regular change of group composition is shown by harvesting groups in which the same workers
form the same group every ten days. As harvesting processes in a plantation are only scheduled
three times a month, harvesting workers only work three times in a month for a certain plantation.
They work on different plantations on the rest days, but their schedule is fixed. If a harvesting
worker work on plantation A on the 1st, 11th, and 21st of January, he/she will work on the same
plantation on the same dates for the rest of the months and has the same fixed schedule to work
on harvesting on other plantations. If he/she has a full schedule (working in ten different
plantations per month), his/her working scheduled is roughly illustrated below.
The illustrated work schedules below show that a harvesting worker might pair up with different
harvesting workers every time he/she works, but the change is on a regular basis. In harvesting
groups, changes in the number of members or group composition out of the existing group
member arrangement might only happen when a particular member is absent from work. A
newcomer will enter the group at the request of the absent worker. If the absence happens too
6

For example, not all fruit pickers have skills to pick FFBs in scheme smallholder plantations which
the height of tree is 12 meter on average. By acquiring this skill, a fruit picker has a bigger
opportunity to not only work at independent but also scheme smallholders which has a higher
payment (see more in section 3.2, Table 2-1, and Table 7-1)
37

sudden and no replacement worker can be found, the remaining worker will work with a less
number of worker or regrettably cancel the schedule.

An irregular change pattern
Non-TUS-spraying groups have an irregular change pattern. Unlike harvesting tasks, non-TUS
spraying groups have no fixed schedule. Although spraying is usually carried out three times in a
year, the date of each spraying is not predetermined. Furthermore, the number and name of
workers for each spraying can always change with no fixed pattern.

A dynamic change of the number of members
The number of TUS’ members are constant at 16, but not all of them are always present during
spraying processes. TUS has no fixed spraying schedules and there is no fixed number of working
days per month (see Appendix 2), so most of spraying workers also work at other places and tasks
such as harvesting, individual spraying, or fertilizing. When their individuals’ schedule overlap with
TUS’ schedule, the workers tend to choose to work outside TUS for economic reason (see
Appendix 2). As a result, also taking into account that the head of TUS and administration officer
are not in fieldworks and that the minimum number of sprayers is seven, the number of TUS
workers present at one spraying day always varies between nine to fourteen people.

4.3 The effects of membership change
Partial or total membership changes in spraying and harvesting groups have indeed influenced the
group’ performance in certain ways. Membership changes affect group’s schedules and task
divisions, but in some cases, the impact of the changes does not significantly influence the way a
group functions.

Unfixed daily schedule, daily target, and individual plot arrangement
The TUS spraying group has 16 members consist of a head of TUS, an administration officer, a
mandor, a driver, and sprayers. However, only 14 of them, except for a head of TUS and
administration worker, are necessary to be at farms during spraying processes. These 14 workers
are essential in determining spraying schedules. A spraying schedule will be canceled when the
mandor or the driver is absent or when there are less than seven sprayers present.
As the number of TUS workers present at the time of spraying always varies between nine to
fourteen people, the group’s daily targets are also flexible. An individual daily target of sprayers
(the mandor and driver do not have individual daily target, they play a supportive role) is half of a
kavling. Before spraying, the TUS mandor already makes a plan of the number of and which
plantations will be sprayed, but the plan is flexible and adjusted to the number of present workers.
Although the schedule is rather flexible, the TUS group’s daily targets are ideally between four and
five kavlings per day.
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Changes in the number workers attend at work also make a constant spraying path arrangement
less feasible. It was initially planned that each spraying worker has a constant order in entering
plantation paths. By so doing, controls over the quality of work of each worker will be much easier.
However, as the number of workers keeps changing, this kind of fixed plot arrangement is unlikely
feasible (see section E).

Business runs as usual
Levine & Moreland (1999) cites that changes in group compositions might tamper socializations
and coordination among the group members. In spraying and harvesting groups, as workers
continuously form groups, changing membership is perceived as a routine. Task divisions among
the group members are clear, so changes in group composition are not detrimental if all members
fulfill their own responsibility and are able to maintain good communication and coordination
manner.
“We understand our own roles. As a fruit mover, I just need to follow the fruit picker.”
(A harvesting worker)
“(When we change partner) everything works as usual, we all know [our role and responsibility].”
(A harvesting worker)

In addition, a departure of a group member does not leave destructive effects when a substitute is
available. In the TUS group, for example, the mandor once left the members working without him
due to a sudden personal reason. The TUS mandor is skillful and has specialized tasks in the
group. Some of his tasks include pointing the border of the sprayed kavlings and driving a car with
a clean-water-tank on it. The first task was easily handled by one of spraying worker as if nothing
changes in the group composition. Taking over the mandor’s task as a border-pointer is habitual
for this worker even with the presence of the mandor; hence, the leave of the mandor did not
disrupt this delegated task. To handle the second task, however, an additional human resource
from the outside of the group is necessary since there is no a spraying worker who is able to drive.
Fortunately, a person with an ability to drive was easily found within the mandor’s relative circles.
Although spraying and harvesting worker have indicated that membership change is not a
detrimental factor, the change has indeed influenced the way of a group functions as also
highlighted in Lewis et al. (2007) and van der Vegt et al. (2010). The influences will be explained
more in the next sections.

Increased individual workloads
An absence of group members burdens the remaining members with a higher workload (Nyberg &
Ployhart, 2013 in Kuypers, Guenter, & van Emmerik, 2015). It is shown in this study how a
departure of a group member increases individual workload.

Fruit picking and
transporting group

When a fruit collector does not show up at work, her responsibility to
collect loose small fruits is taken over by the fruit mover.

FFBs loading group

FFBs loading task is assigned to be done by three workers. When a
worker is absent, his portion is divided to the remaining two workers

TUS group

The daily group’s target of TUS is four to five kavling. Every one
kavling is targeted to be sprayed by two workers. If the number of
present workers is odd at the time of spraying, the group still has to
finish spray all kavlings which ideally is completed by an even number
of workers. It is impossible to leave half of a kavling behind because
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it perplexes the cost calculation. Therefore, the responsibility if
spraying a half kavling that should be sprayed by an absent worker
will be shared among the remaining workers.
With a target based payment system (see Appendix 3), the increase of workload in harvesting
groups is compensated with a fair amount of money. On the other hand, in the TUS group which
employs a daily based payment system, the increase of individual workload is not rewarded with a
higher wage. However, the workers have rights to decide whether or not they are willing to bear
an increased workload without getting additional wages.

Disrupted existing routines
The effects of membership change on group performances are more significant when the
departure member is irreplaceable due to his/her highly specialized task. These types of effects are
shown the cases of the departure of the TUS mandor and a fruit picker below.
In the absence of the TUS mandor as also explained in the previous section, his role as the one
who determines the type of herbicides could not be replaced by other workers. The remaining
workers are knowledgeable about the basic principles to decide what kind of herbicides to use on
which type of weeds as they often see the mandor performs this task as indicated in the
transcriptions below (substantial shared knowledge). However, deciding the types of herbicides
without the mandor was taking a longer time because the workers did not have the same opinion
on it. They were arguing about what type of herbicides they should use until ultimately they came
into a conclusion. For me, as an outsider who witnessed this process, it was not clear on how they
came to that particular conclusion. There were no explicit theoretical arguments.
“We use paraquat for ferns, glyphosate for narrow-leaved weeds, and garlon for soapbushes”
(The TUS mandor)
“We use gramoxone (a brand of paraquat), the green or black one, to kill soft ferns and wire ferns.
We also use garlon to kill soapbushes and Clidemia.” (A spraying worker)
“Garlon can be used to kill grasses and soapbushes, but not for ferns. We usually mixed yellow
herbicides (glyphosate) and garlon [to kill grasses and soapbushes], and use gramoxone (a brand
of paraquat) to kill ferns” (A spraying worker)

Through their statements, we can identify that they hold a different depth of the shared
knowledge: indicated by how they refer to the same thing differently. For example, the mandor
uses paraquat in referring to a type of herbicide for killing ferns, while the spraying workers use
the word gramoxone (a brand of paraquat that is usually used) or the color of the herbicides. The
different levels of knowledge might be influenced by the way they acquire the knowledge. The
mandor was trained by an Asian Agri’s farm assistant on how to determine herbicides by
calculating the majority and the thickness of weeds, and he articulates this theoretical knowledge
in every spraying activity. Meanwhile, spraying workers gain their knowledge only by watching the
mandor without really practice it. Moreover, the activity of determining herbicides in individual
spraying is usually carried out by the smallholder, so TUS spraying workers also have rare
opportunities to conduct this practice even when they work outside TUS.
In the case of a FFBs-picking-and-transporting group, the departure of the fruit picker caused the
cancelation of the group’s schedule. It was difficult to find a substitute fruit picker because other
fruit pickers already had their own schedule. Meanwhile, an option to take over the task by the
fruit mover or fruit collector was not possible because none of them have an ability (knowing-how)
to pick FFBs. After a deliberation with the farm owner, the group reluctantly postponed the
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harvesting process until the next rotation 7. Unlike the fruit picker case, the absence of a fruit
collector in another occasion did not leave a significant disruption. The task of a fruit collector to
pick loose small fruits could be handled by the fruit mover (full substantial shared knowledge).
Even if the fruit mover is not willing to take over the task, leaving the loose small fruits to be
picked on the next rotation do not give many impacts (not to the degree of a harvesting
cancellation) on the harvesting activity.

4.4 Identifying Leadership in Spraying and Harvesting Groups
Leadership is surely a significant aspect in spraying and harvesting tasks, although it is rarely
recognizable in the field. Spraying and harvesting workers, except for TUS, seem like working
without instructions and supervisions of a leader. When performing their tasks throughout the day,
the presence of a leader is hardly seen at a glance.

Who are the leaders?
Then, who can potentially be regarded as leaders in spraying and harvesting groups? Through
observations and interviews, I discover different actors that can be entitled as leaders of the
groups.

Mandors as quality
controllers of harvesting
processes

Farm assistants and
managers

Mandors have a role as a harvesting supervisor who mainly focuses
on supervising the quality of harvested FFBs. Mandors are not actively
involved in the harvesting processes: they step in when intolerable
unqualified FFBs are found by giving advices to the workers and
smallholders. As extension workers, mandors also remind workers and
smallholders to follow the rules of harvesting properly (ripe criteria,
the use of safety gears, etc.) through an informal and convenient
conversation.
Farm assistants and managers play roles as multilevel controllers of
mandors’ tasks. They also have a role as extension workers to
educate oil palm smallholders and workers about best agricultural
practices (the scope covers all activities in oil palm production)
through informal and rarely formal settings.

Mandors as instructors
and supervisors of TUS
spraying processes

A TUS mandor has his own responsibility to do weed taxation at the
beginning of each spraying process, choose herbicide accordingly, and
to make a report on every daily spraying activity. Besides that, he also
acts as an instructor who arranges TUS schedules, determines which
kavlings to be sprayed, and leads the whole processes of spraying.

Farm owners as quality
controller of TUS
spraying processes

Smallholders who use TUS services have nothing to do with the
process of spraying. However, if the smallholders find the result of
TUS spraying is not satisfying, they can ask for another spraying for
free. This respraying service is a part of the paid fee, although the
amount only covers for herbicides. Thus, spraying workers are not
paid for respraying services.

7

As the plantation is RSPO certified, the FFBs can only be harvested on the designated date. If a
harvesting process is canceled, the smallholder has to wait until the next rotation, which will be in
ten days. Meanwhile, in non-certified plantations, the harvesting schedule is more flexible.
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Farm owner as invisible
instructors and
supervisors of non-TUS
spraying and harvesting
processes

Smallholders are regarded as invisible because they are often not
present during harvesting, except for KT board members who are
actively involved in every weighing process. Nevertheless, work
qualities of their workers (e.g. the way of cutting and placing fronds,
the rigor in collecting loose FFBs, the punctuality, the immaculacy of
weighing spots after FFB loading, etc.) are always monitored.

Farmer groups’ (KT)
board members

Smallholders who are also KT board members are responsible for
‘supervising’ weighing and loading-and-delivery processes. KT board
members have to always be present at every weighing process to
take notes of the FFB weight and to make sure that only qualified
FFBs are weighed. Meanwhile, during loading processes, KT board
members do not give an intense surveillance. However, they always
check whether or not the loading workers leave the weighing spots
clean (without scattered small fruits). Occasionally, KT board
members also tag along with the loaders to the mill in case a problem
(mainly about harvested unripe FFBs or wastes and dust that are
mixed with fruits) arises.

Workers as leaders of
their group

The absence of mandors or farm owners in non-TUS spraying and
harvesting processes has brought out occasional leaders. Who
become the leaders and followers is often not clear, and the workers
themselves are not aware. For example, in harvesting processes, a
fruit picker unconsciously become the leader of a fruit mover and
loose fruits collector, who determines the starting point and path of
harvesting or in spraying processes, a spraying worker becomes the
one who directs others spraying workers the exact starting point of
spraying a kavling to prevent them from spraying a wrong plantation.

Based on the descriptions above, spraying and harvesting groups do not have a single leader. Each
actor has a role in leading other members to assure that the process of spraying and harvesting is
carried out as it should be, although sometimes they deliver similar messages. Except for the TUS
group who always has a mandor directing every spraying activity and weighing groups who always
have a KT board member leading every weighing process, spraying and harvesting groups are not
intensely supervised by the leaders.

Leadership styles
If I have to describe leadership style in spraying and harvesting groups according to leadership
style classification posits by Bass & Bass (2008), leadership style shown by the groups’ leaders is a
combination between transformational and passive-management-by-exception. The style is
passive-management-by-exception in the sense that smallholders, mandors, farm assistants and
managers are not always actively involved in the processes of spraying and harvesting unless a
problem arises. On the other hand, the style is also transformational in the sense that knowledge
deliveries and problem-solving are carried out in a friendly manner by motivating workers to work
according the rules in order to achieve a better result and stressing the urgency of doing good
practices.
Leadership has a strong connection with rules enforcement: the leadership styles described above
result in a less strict rule enforcement. The contexts of smallholder plantations, where
employments are kinship based and where mandors, farm assistants, and managers have no
power of ruling the workers and that they have no linear hierarchical relationship with
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smallholders, greatly influenced the leadership style in rule enforcement. With these
circumstances, the leaders of the groups tend to tolerate mistakes. Smallholders who have an
authority to take firm actions against the worker’s mistakes or poor performances often feel
uneasy to play such assertive roles. Although there are hierarchies between them, due to a kinship
based employment in smallholder plantations, where workers and smallholders have family or
neighborhood ties, smallholders do not intensely assess their workers working. “(The farm owner)
sometimes visit us, but not to watch us working (the whole day), they will feel uneasy about that”,
said a harvesting worker. Meanwhile, the efforts of mandors, farm assistants and farm managers
to convey good spraying and harvesting practices that are sometimes neglected by the workers
cannot be followed by sanctions or punishments as they have no power to do such strict
measurements.
The tolerance and flexibility of rules enforcement in spraying and harvesting group shown, for
example, in the case of absences of TUS workers. Spraying workers have rights to refuse working
whatever the reason is. In the past, there was a maximum limit on how many days spraying
workers have days off. Spraying workers were not allowed to skip work in four consecutive days.
But now, there are no sanctions over skipping works. Spraying workers can always come back to
work as long as they do not state their resignation. A TUS worker, for example, was absent for
about a month because of her another working schedule, but she came back to the team later
without any problems. Another case is when there is no sanction over repetitively wearing
incomplete safety gears.
Although tolerances and flexibilities are mostly detected from rules enforcement in spraying and
harvesting groups, the groups claim they have a punishment system for certain deviated practices.
In harvesting processes, picking unripe FFBs which will not be paid is considered to be a
punishment. Meanwhile, in spraying processes, dissatisfactions of smallholders which result in free
respraying services are also considered as punishments. In the end, being fired is ultimately the
heaviest punishment of repetitive mistakes.
A strict rule enforcement can be seen when there is a sudden inspection from the higher ups of
the company or RSPO auditors. Their presence evokes smallholders, mandors, and workers into a
fear of being punished or having a bad image. As a result, the smallholders and mandors become
more active in ensuring that spraying and harvesting tasks are conducted according to the rules.
Not only the smallholders and mandors, the workers are also aware of these concerns by readjusting their practices as illustrated in the following transcriptions.
“Many workers do not wear complete safety gears, although they have. If audit teams come, we
hold a raid and order workers to wear their safety gears…”. (A smallholder)
“Triclopyr and glyphosate cannot be mixed. We do so to work faster. We do not mix herbicides
when guests come”. (A spraying worker)
“… when there is a strict supervision [from the higher ups], I am usually informed by [mill]
insiders. Thus, we only harvest ripe FFBs with loose small fruits”. (A harvesting worker in scheme
smallholder plantations)

4.5 The Effects of Leadership: Adjusted Performances
Leadership styles in spraying and harvesting groups influence the groups’ performance in certain
ways. A leader has a function as a controller who ensures that the group performances work in
accordance with the stipulated rules (Huberts et al., 2007; Trevino, 1992). I discover that the
groups’ performances have undergone several adjustments as the effects of leadership styles, as
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described in the previous section. I call the effects as ‘adjusted performances’, which means that
there are deviations on what spraying and harvesting workers are actually doing from what it
should be done or in other words from ‘rules’. The adjusted-performances phrase perfectly
describes the deviation itself and also the impact of the deviation of a certain performance on
changes in other performances.
The table below summarizes all types of adjusted performances based on the making processes in
Chapter 3. The first column contains rules in spraying and harvesting as shown in section Error!
Reference source not found., but also includes rules on commitment and integrity. The second
column shows how particular activities are carried out on the work floor by referring to the case
descriptions in Chapter 3. In this part, we can see that some rules are properly followed by the
workers while some others are sometimes adjusted.
Table 4-2. Adjusted Performances
Rules in Spraying and Harvesting

Implementation/ Adjusted Performances

Principles of Good Spraying Practices
to put label on herbicides and store
herbicides at a designated place

to not spray pesticides in 3-meter
distance from rivers

to use clean water, to not fetch water
from streams and to not clean safety
clothes in the river

to manage and store wastes in a
designated place
to not mix different herbicides in one
knapsack sprayer
to use an appropriate herbicide
concentration

to wear necessary safety gears

Herbicides are stored in a designated room located in the cooperative.
The storage also stocks up herbicides that are sold to farmers for
individual sprayings. Farmers who prefer individual sprayings usually
buy a small amount of herbicide (enough for one application) and
store it in their home sheds.
Spraying near water sources is inevitable because in smallholder
plantations, leaving 3-meter distance from rivers vacant without oil
palm trees is a big loss for the smallholders, although there is an
option to use a chop and drop method instead of spraying.
TUS uses clean groundwater for spraying, while non TUS spraying
groups mostly fetches water from drainages/river which often has
reddish or whitish color. There are also cases when spraying workers
clean herbicide-contaminated boots in the river (see section G and
Section H)
Herbicide wastes are collected by TUS and cooperatives which later
will be included into wastes from PT Asian Agri to be recycled by a
partner waste company.
Spraying workers often mix two different herbicides (garlon and
glyphosate) together (see Section C)
In TUS, herbicides are carefully poured using a dosage cup. However,
when spraying workers take over this task, the dosage often is not
too precise (see Section D). In non-TUS spraying, using a higher
concentration is commonly found, although there a few farmers who
prefer using a lower concentration to save money (see Section H)
Wearing incomplete safety gears (see Section I)

Principles of Good Harvesting Practices
to harvest FFBs with 1:1 ratio in
scheme smallholder plantation and to
harvest yellow turmeric FFBs in
independent smallholder plantations
to cut FFBs stalks up to 2 cm
to pick all fallen small fruits
to place all thorny branches in U-shape
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Harvesting ripe FFBs without loose small fruits in scheme smallholder
plantations, harvesting slightly ripe red FFBs (have not reached yellow
turmeric color) in independent smallholder plantations and weighing
unripe/overripe FFBs (see Section J and Section M)
FFB stalks are neatly cut into 2 cm length
Not thoroughly picking all loose small fruits and sorting out wastes
from loose fruits (see Section L)
Fronds are placed in U-shape, although seldom workers do not neatly
place the fronds or leave the cut frond intact in the tree

Rules in Spraying and Harvesting
to wear safety clothes

Implementation/ Adjusted Performances
Fruit pickers prefer using a ‘safe zone method’ instead of wearing
complete safety gears (see Section M)

Commitment and Integrity
to come work on time and fulfill
individual responsibilities






Coming late to work causes readjustment of working time (see
Section A)
Unfulfilled tasks of the TUS driver cause task redistribution for the
other members (see Section D)
TUS’ mandor responsibility is carried out in a more simple way
(see Section B)
Using flags as a means of performance control is not followed
(see Section F)

Source: RSPO training modules of Amanah Association; Interviews; Observations

Summary
To summary, the descriptions of this chapter show us how membership and leadership affect the
implementation of RSPO P&C. The stipulated rules of RSPO P&C is implemented with some
adjustments which are ‘fit’ to the groups’ rules and routines. These rules and routines about
membership and leadership, which emerge from the everyday activities of the groups, shape the
way of each task is performed. So the group performance in spraying and harvesting, not only
affected by the material aspects of the task such as explained in section 3.3, but also by the social
aspects as well as the rules that are embedded within the groups and the contexts of smallholder
plantations where the groups are embedded in. The adjusted practices show that there is a
process of re-creation of rules, where rules from RSPO P&C are interpreted and implemented
based on those circumstances. These adjusted practices are agreed by the involved actors as a
kind of ‘(informal) rules’ of performing spraying and harvesting. However, there are also adjusted
performances where the practices of individuals or groups deviate from the agreed rules.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
In this chapter, I discuss my research findings and its limitation by referring to the theories and
methodology that I used as a framework for conducting this study. Then, I conclude my findings in
order to briefly and directly answer the research question and the implication of the study to the
current practices of spraying and harvesting. In the end, I discuss the limitation of this study and
give suggestions for future research.

5.1 Theoretical Implications
The Effects of Membership Change on Group Performances
An experimental study from Choi & Thompson (2005) on the effect of membership change shows
that the presence of newcomers induces creativity by stimulating idea generation among the
members. As spraying and harvesting are non-creativity based tasks which are characterized by
repetitive and follow-the-stipulated-rules task patterns, membership change has a little significant
influence on new idea generation. Social interactions between workers indeed have brought
innovations to spraying and harvesting practices, the use of motorcycles as an alternative means
of FFBs transportation for example, but the cause is rather ambiguous whether it is caused by
interactions with newcomers or by a wider range communication (beyond a small group) between
workers. Spraying and harvesting groups are not isolated from outsides where interactions
between individuals who are ‘…carrying multiple group membership with them…’ are unavoidable
(Guzzo & Shea, 1992 : 298).
This study shows that membership changes influence task divisions and routines to a certain
degree. Members in a group work based on a designated task division. When a change in
membership occurs, in terms of numbers or compositions, the designated task division is
disrupted. Lewis et al. (2007) in their study of group cognition and membership change shows that
adaptations of existing labor division by newcomers are necessary prior to task executions after
their arrival. The findings of my research show that levels of skills hold by each member of a group
and task specialization play an important role in determining the level of disruption. The role of
few numbers of specialized workers is hard to be replaced. For instance, the absence of TUS
mandor causes confusion among the remaining members of which types of herbicide should be
used. Although the other TUS workers have knowledge of determining the types of herbicide, the
loss of a mandor figure as the one who always performs the task throws group members into
confusion. Without a mandor who usually has a final decision, the process of determining the
types of used herbicide becomes longer. This finding is in line with the study of van der Vegt et al.
(2010) study about capital losses resulting from group member departures which decrease ‘quality
and efficiency of network interactions’.
Routine disruptions are less significant when substitute roles can easily be found within or outside
the groups and when the group has a ‘rich organization-specific experience and knowledge’
(Kuypers et al., 2015; Levine and Choi, 2004 in Lewis et al., 2007). On the same occasion on the
absence of TUS mandor, another task of a mandor to point the boundary of sprayed kavlings that
is usually delegated to one of sprayer workers is smoothly handled by the same spraying workers
without any disruption despite the absence of the mandor.
Changes in group compositions, meaning that old timers are switched by newcomers, can be
destructive as it changes group socialization and coordination among the members (Levine &
Moreland, 1999). In spraying harvesting group case, however, the impact is nowhere to be
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destructive. As (casual) workers continuously move from one to another plantation to work,
changing partners becomes a routine. Work runs as usual as long as each worker fulfill his/her
own responsibility and is willing to work together, although there is no guarantee the replacement
workers hold the same quality of work.
Besides task divisions and routines, membership change also has a significant impact on individual
workload. When members depart or are absent from the group, the remaining members have to
bear additional responsibilities to achieve the same targets with a more limited number of workers
(Nyberg & Ployhart, 2013 in Kuypers et al., 2015; van der Vegt et al., 2010). It is shown in this
study how uncertain numbers of TUS workers working per day burdens individual daily target.
Spraying workers have a higher workload when the total of the group member is odd.

The Effects of Leadership on Group Performances
Leaders indeed have a crucial role in determining group performance. According to Huberts et al.
(2007), leaders are role models, to which subordinates look upon. This premise prevails to a
certain degree when leaders are present at the moment of working and actively involved in the
process. For instance in harvesting groups where the owners are also part of the group, the
members of the groups always imitate certain behaviors of the owners: when the owners stop
working to have a coffee break, the other workers follow immediately without being commanded.
Farm owners are natural leaders for the workers. However, not all farm owner behaviors are
imitated by the subordinates, the use of safety gears for example. Smallholders who are involved
in harvesting processes tend to wear a more complete set of safety gears than the workers.
The act of disobedience might be caused by the failure of the leaders to be charismatically
followed by the followers or to become inspirational leaders (Bass & Bass, 2008; Maccoby, 2004).
The endeavors of knowledge sharing and motivation to enforce the rules are present at the
moment, performed by mandors, farm assistants, farm managers, and smallholders. Advices are
used in enforcing rules because harvesting mandors have no authority8 to force workers to do
certain things and because farm owners and TUS mandor often feel uncomfortable to intensely
supervise and carp over the process. However, advices given by mandors and smallholders are
always responded differently by workers through words and their actions (show an obedience
through words but not reflected in actions). The effectiveness still has a long way to reach a
perfection, it is necessary to be followed by the strictness of rules enforcement (Huberts et al.,
2007; Trevino, 1992). The translation of rules (the way leaders perceive the importance of certain
rules and to disregard some other rules) and how the rules are implemented heavily depend on
leader discretions. When leaders keep overlooking certain acts of deviation, not followed up by
sanctions or punishments, for example, the waywardness becomes a habit. The strictness of rules
enforcement to successfully accomplish tasks can be expressed by giving rewards and
punishments (Bass & Bass, 2008; Huberts et al., 2007; O’Shea et al., 2009; Trevino, 1992). In the
smallholder plantation working system, however, rewards and punishments are not easily found.
To conclude, the leaders employ passive-management-by-exception and transformational
leadership styles. These styles are characterized by passive involvement of leaders, who only step
in when huge problems arise, mostly by giving advices and stressing the urgency of working
according the rules (Bass & Bass, 2008; Durue, Nahrgang, Wellman, & Humphrey, 2011). We also
have to realize that besides of the leadership factor, the act of disobedience might be caused by
the fact that the followers have their own identity to act (Maccoby, 2004). According to Maccoby,

8

According to Bass & Bass (2008), “leadership is a power relationship”, but the types of power
possessed by each actor are different. Mandors have a power to give advices but not to force
smallholders to do certain things.
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actors have a capability to rationally act because of money, status, power, and fear. However, he
also emphasizes that actors can act irrationally.
Although it is rare, a strict rule enforcement seems to be effective in maintaining spraying and
harvesting practices on the right track. Detailed and assertive supervisions from Asian Agri’s higher
ups and RSPO auditors have forced oil palm plantation workers and smallholders to try their best
in obeying all spraying and harvesting rules. This finding is in line with what Arrow et al. (2000 :
34) define as groups, “Groups are open and complex systems that interact with the smaller
systems (i.e., the members) embedded within them and the larger systems (e.g., organizations)
within which they are embedded”. The enforcement of rules on the work floor is greatly influenced
by monitoring and supervisions from the higher systems, either by the smallholders and mandors
or by company higher-ups and auditors.

5.2 Conclusion
The purpose of this study is to investigate the realization of RSPO P&C on the work floor by
examining the effects of the working system in smallholder plantation on the daily work
performances of spraying and harvesting groups. This study aims to contribute to better
implementations of RSPO P&C by investigating the relation between working system, membership
change and leadership, and group performances of spraying and harvesting groups in smallholder
plantations as illustrated in the scheme below.

Figure 5-1. Relationship between the Working System, Group Dynamics, and Group
Performances
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The working system in smallholder plantations, depicted by its casual and kinship based
employment, multiple employers and the scheme of smallholder-company partnership, the
frequency of multilevel monitoring, and the characteristic of the tasks (frequency of execution), is
a crucial factor in determining the membership change and leadership within the task groups. This
pattern of membership change and leadership affects the groups’ performance in many ways. The
leadership style in spraying and harvesting groups causes several adjustments in the daily
activities of the groups. The adjustments often take a form of deviations from the stipulated rules,
but also sometimes related to task redistribution. On the other hand, membership change often
causes a role transfer, where particular tasks are being performed by non-designated-skilled
workers which result in deviations from the way the tasks should be properly carried out.
Furthermore, I also highlight the effect of membership change on an increase of individual
workload. The increase of individual workload without fair compensations are contradictory with
the sixth RSPO P&C about responsible consideration of employees.
Coming back to the discussion of the realization of RSPO P&C in smallholder plantations, the
findings show that the implementation of the standard has gone several adjustments, where RSPO
rules are articulated differently. These findings are in line with the studies of Chalil (2012) and
(Rietberg & Slingerland, 2016) and complement the studies by illuminating how the incompliances
occur, though not all RSPO P&C are identified during this study. The adjusted practices are mostly
related to the fourth, fifth, and sixth P&C, about the implementation of best practices,
environmental responsibility, and responsible consideration of employees.
Reflecting on the main purpose of RSPO standard to minimize the negative impacts of oil palm
production, the engagement of smallholders in RSPO certification scheme indeed contributes to
positive changes in the daily practices of spraying and harvesting, indicated by the more relatively
regular schedule and collectively organized of spraying and harvesting tasks. I also found that
good agricultural practices (based on RSPO P&C) have been sufficiently understood by oil palm
workers and smallholders through extension activities. Knowledge about ripe criteria of FFBs or the
way to kill seeds systematically are similarly understood. Nevertheless, knowledge diffusion
processes to enhance individual comprehension and to continuously build the awareness and selfmotivation of the workers and smallholders in implementing more sustainable practices are still
needed to be boosted up simultaneously. Mismatches between their knowledge and actions are
detected at this moment, meaning the sustainable practices are only embedded in the mind but
not in the heart of the smallholders and workers as the members of the groups, so strengthening
the transformational role of the leaders is necessary. However, we also should realize that the
groups are embedded in the smallholder working system with its defined characteristics.
Therefore, to expect better performances of spraying and harvesting groups in a short term, the
current practice of giving advices and motivations need to be supported by a multilevel supervision
which has shown an effective result. In a long term, reviewing the RSPO standard or
implementation guidelines to be more suitable with the context of smallholders might also be
needed. For example, spraying near water sources is commonly found because leaving 3-meter
distance from rivers vacant without oil palm trees is a big loss for the smallholders. Another
example, not wearing safety gears for non-TUS workers is preferable because of the relatively high
cost of buying safety gears compare to their spraying frequency per month. Forcing smallholders
to only hire TUS is an alternative solution, but it might threaten the livelihood of non-TUS workers.
In sum, the overall conclusion of this thesis is that the implementation of RSPO P&C emerges from
the act of the persons who perform the tasks and that the stipulated rules are adjusted to the local
contexts of working systems in smallholder plantations, both socially and technically. This implies
that the RSPO P&C has to be match to the context of smallholder plantations and that the act of
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the workers has to be led in such a way for them to work according the rules (e.g. by intervening
the leadership styles).

5.3 Limitations and Future Research
This research was conducted qualitatively by choosing a number of spraying and harvesting
groups as case studies. Case studies are characterized as an intense and comprehensive study of a
certain phenomenon. Therefore, the presented data in this research contain in-depth information
about the chosen specific groups, but are insufficient for generalizing a larger population.
Furthermore, as the main data collection method used in this study is observation, the collected
data are profoundly influenced by my point of views as the researcher. However, although
researcher biases and subjectivities cannot be avoided, several measures such as data collection
method and data source triangulations have been taken to enrich and strengthen the findings.
During this study, I am also facing several ethical dilemmas. As a researcher, I want to answer all
the research questions by providing facts that I found during my fieldwork. However, the matter
being studied is a very sensitive issue for the smallholders as the result of my study might affect
their RSPO certification status. Therefore, I affirm my position in this study as purely being a
researcher without any intention in assessing the compliance of the smallholders with RSPO
certification, although I aim to contribute to the better implementation of best management
practices in smallholder oil palm plantation (mainly based on RSPO P&C).
The use of technography has helped me deciphered the processes of spraying and harvesting,
whose results are very useful in portraying the effects of the working system on group
performance. By so doing, considering the research was conducted in a non-experimental
environment, the findings do not only contribute to the discourse of the effects membership
change and leadership on group performance, but also give insights on how contexts and material
aspects matter in the relationship. Through technography, foremost the first element, I found that
implementing spraying and harvesting tasks not only about implementing the prescribed rules,
rather, the task emerges out of the act itself. However, using group dynamics and technography
as the conceptual frameworks made the study put much emphasizes on the small groups, not on
the individuals (what Maccoby calls as individual identity) nor the bigger system. Hence, to support
better implementations of RSPO P&C, I propose a further research in studying the nature of
advices and suggestions given by mandors and other extension agents by examining the contents,
the delivery methods, and the rate of acceptance of the shared knowledge and studying
individuals’ motivation in implementing the knowledge. Studies on how the RSPO P&C fit to the
contexts of smallholder plantations are also necessary.
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APPENDIXES
Appendix 1: Informal knowledge sharing and learning
Knowledge on harvesting and spraying is usually learned by workers in smallholder plantations
through informal learning processes. Prospective new workers follow their experienced relatives to
receive direct explanation and demonstration on how to do the job properly. A harvesting worker
who came to Trimulya Jaya Village in 2006 said that he worked as a fruit mover at first. This job
was relatively easier for him, as a person who had no experience working on oil palm plantations,
than being a fruit picker. For the first few months, he only worked as a fruit mover, but he also
harnessed this opportunity to learn. He keenly observed his fruit picker partner performing his job.
Actively asking questions was also a compulsory part of his learning process. He then
complemented his cognitive knowledge by directly trying to pick fruits at the time of his fruit
partner picker taking a break. He and other harvesting and spraying workers noted that this last
step, learning by experience, is the most important element in learning the ways of harvesting and
spraying. At the moment, he mainly takes a job as a fruit picker and weighing worker. Moreover,
his remarkable skill at harvesting high oil palm trees makes his job opportunity more widely open.
Besides informal learnings through friends and relatives, knowledge about spraying and harvesting
is also diffused through a more formal setting such as training and extension programs either from
governmental or private agencies. As scheme smallholders and independent smallholders in the
area of study mostly have an MoU with PT Asian Agri, all extension programs that are delivered to
smallholders and workers are under the assistance of the company. At the early stage of RSPO
certification, extension programs were held twice a month or even once a week to prevalently
disseminate new knowledge about cultivating oil palm plantations sustainably. Now, three years
after RSPO certification of independent smallholder plantations and five years for scheme
smallholder plantations, oil palm smallholders and workers are well informed about sustainable
practices; hence, intensive training, especially for workers, is not necessary. Training for TUS
workers for instances, is only held once a year. Meanwhile, formal trainings for non-TUS spraying
workers and harvesting workers have no regular schedules.
From workers’ perspective, attending trainings does not give much value added to their job.
Firstly, the knowledge that is delivered in trainings mostly is a repetition, so workers already have
knowledge of the training materials. Secondly, having training certificates means nothing because
employers in smallholder plantations do not even ask whether or not workers have training
certificates when hiring new workers. These certificates, however, are obligatory for TUS workers
(one certificate is enough) and very useful for workers who intend to work abroad or at big
companies.
Although workers and smallholders have understood more sustainable principles in oil palm
cultivations, the implementation yet has not fully reflected the theoretical principles. As PT Asian
Agri has assigned mandors, farm assistants, and farm managers to supervise the whole processes
of oil palm cultivations at scheme and independent smallholders, continuous advices are always
given by these workers. These workers for instance, through personal approaches and relax
conversations, remind harvesting workers to wear their safety gears or inform farmers on how to
handle weeds sustainably. However they, even the company itself, has no authority to force
smallholders or workers in doing particular practices. They only provide better choices, but the
decision is in the hands of smallholders and workers themselves.
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Appendix 2: TUS Working Day Average
Due to the uncertainty of and the low number of working days per month (16 days per month on
average), many TUS workers have other side jobs either oil palm related tasks or off-farm jobs.
TUS workers also accept offers to spray individually, but the frequency is much lower. However,
although the frequency is lower, the payment is considerably higher especially if the smallholders
use a target based wage system. Spraying individually is paid Rp. 300,000-400,000 per kavling.
With three or four workers in a team, spraying one kavling can be finished in one day. Thus the
wage per person per day of spraying individually is higher than as TUS workers. Furthermore, a
number of TUS workers highlighted the tendency of working as TUS to be more tiring because of
the movement between plantations.
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Figure 7-1. TUS Workers' Working Days Average per Month (2015-2016)
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Appendix 3: Payment Systems
Hired workers in smallholder plantations are divergently paid depending on the payment system
followed by the smallholders. The most common wage systems in smallholder plantations are daily
wages and target based wages. Wages in daily wage payment system are paid according to the
number of working days, usually from 7 am to 12 pm. Meanwhile, wages in target based wage
system are paid according to target achievements, which can be based on the weight of FFBs or
the number of worked kavlings.
Table 7-1. Wage Payment Systems in Smallholder Plantations
Wage
System
Daily
Wages

Target
Based
Wages

Task
Fertilizing, weeds
chopping
Spraying (NonTUS)
Spraying (TUS)
Weighing
Spraying (NonTUS)
FFBs picking and
transporting

Weighing
Collecting loose
fruits
Loading

Amount of Wage
Rp. 60,000-70,000 per day per person
Rp. 60,000-70,000 per day per person

Driver: Rp 100,000 per day per person

Other workers: Rp. 70,000 per day per person
Rp. 50,000-60,000 per day

Rp. 300,000-400,000 per kavling (near water sources)

Rp. 600,000 per kavling (far from water sources)

In independent smallholders:
Rp. 110,000-130,000 per ton per 2 workers (with/without lunch)

In scheme smallholders:
Rp. 150,000 per ton per 2 workers (with/without lunch)

Percentage based: 1.3% x weight of FFBs x price

Weight based: Rp. 15,000 per ton

Rp. 30,000 per sack (30 kg of loose small fruits in a sack on average)



Rp 45-57 per kg (including operational fee and car rent to the truck
owner)
Workers receive Rp. 11-12 per kg per person+ meal allowance (Rp.
100,000 per trip per group)
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Appendix 4: List of Interviewees
No
1

Name
Margaretha Nurunnisa

2

Rastam Gotem

3

Narno

4
5

Sulis
Taram

6

Sarji

7
8
9
10
11

Fitri
Siti Nuayah
Ari
Sugeng and Suparyono
Ade Kurniawan

12

Tajib Permadi

13
14

Zen
Siti Masruroh

15

Wasini and Partini

16

Siti Julaeha

17

Tarmo

18

Leni and Rondiah

19

Hermawan

20

Rusman

21

Agus

22

Djuamsyah
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Affiliation
NGO (WWF)
 The head of Trimulya Jaya Village
 Smallholder
 The head of Amanah Association
 Scheme and independent smallholder
Asian Agri's worker (mandor)
Scheme and independent smallholder
 Harvesting worker
 Independent smallholder
TUS worker
Maintenance and harvesting worker
Harvesting worker
Maintenance and harvesting worker
Asian Agri's worker (farm assistant)
 Amanah's board member
 Farmer group's board member
 Independent smallholder
TUS worker
TUS worker
 TUS worker
 Maintenance and harvesting worker
 TUS worker
 Maintenance and harvesting worker
 Farmer group's board member
 Scheme and independent smallholder
 TUS worker
 Maintenance and harvesting worker
Harvesting worker
 Amanah's board member
 Farmer group's board member
 Scheme and independent smallholder
 Farmer group's board member
 Scheme and independent smallholder
Asian Agri's worker (farm manager)

Date of Interview
21 September 2016
23 September 2016
26 September 2016
26 September 2016
26 September 2016
26 September 2016
4
5
7
9
10

October
October
October
October
October

2016
2016
2016
2016
2016

13 October 2016
14 October 2016
16 October 2016
17 October 2016
18 October 2016
21 October 2016
25 October 2016
1 November 2016
1 November 2016
7 November 2016
13 November 2016

