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ABSTRACT
For over a decade, cocoa corporate sustainability programs (CSP) have been growing in Indonesia. CSP
programs mainly aim to improve cocoa productivity in Indonesia by providing facilitation services to
cocoa farmers and local suppliers. In their operation, CSPs typically appoint field facilitators, who act
as the intermediary between the CSP team and the cocoa farmer. This role puts the facilitators in an
important position within the program. However, the involvement of facilitators is rarely explored in
CSP-related research. Therefore, this study aims to explore how facilitators experience and use their
agency to carry out their role as facilitators within the CSP structure. The research uses a case study
to analyse the facilitators’ experience and agency through the integration of two lenses, namely
Global Value Chain (GVC) and Actor Oriented Approach (AOA). Due to COVID-19 pandemic, qualitative
research was done by conducting online, semi-structured interviews and textual analysis. The findings
show that facilitators use their agency in the daily implementation of CSP to embody their personal
concept of sustainability. In exercising their agency, field facilitators’ draw on their experience and
networks. In dealing with the hierarchical structure of CSPs, facilitators may not be able to directly
influence the main strategy of CSP but rather use their agency to contribute to the knowledge
production process within the CSP network. Furthermore, the use of a combined GVC and AOA
framework has shown that structure and agency in CSP implementation goes hand-in-hand, where
they coexist to influence the knowledge production process as well as change
towards sustainable cocoa practices. Through this research, I provide an insight into the social
dynamics and interaction between agency and structure in the operation of CSP. In this way, this
research contributes to a more holistic discussion that considers the importance of facilitators as both
CSP and social actors. Furthermore, ethnographic research and network analysis between actors is
recommended to fully capture the dynamics of CSP operations and its impact on the cocoa
community.
Keywords: corporate sustainability program, facilitators, global value chain (GVC), actor oriented
approach (AOA), agency, structure.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
1.1. BACKGROUND & PROBLEM STATEMENT
This thesis focuses on exploring how field facilitators exert their agency and how it might influence
the implementation of cocoa Corporate Sustainability Programs (CSP) in Indonesia. The concept of
sustainability in food value chains has been exercised by different actors including cocoa and chocolate
companies. The operationalization of the sustainability concept is introduced and transferred
throughout the value chain by involving actors such as field facilitators as an intermediary between
upstream actors and downstream actors in cocoa value chains. Through this chapter, I will first
elaborate the historical background of CSP in cocoa value chain followed by an explanation of the role
of field facilitator and the importance of the study to understand the dynamics in cocoa CSP
implementation in Indonesia. The understanding process of how facilitators use their agency within
cocoa CSP is analysed through a conceptual framework combining Global Value Chain and Actor
Oriented Approach which will be explained further in the next chapter.
Consumer criticism of agricultural agribusiness practices has been increasing due to growing
environmental awareness, indicating a growing awareness of how socially and ecologically
unsustainable agricultural activity is (Korzeniowski as cited in Mazur – Wierzbicka, 2015). In the
discussion of food and agricultural sustainability, public or consumers have their own concept of
sustainability “which often includes concepts like social justice, animal welfare, fair labour and trade,
local farming, organic food production, and the concept of “natural,” (Mowaricki and Gonzales, 2018,
p. 192). In cocoa value chain, there are two main challenges prompting the rise of corporate social
responsibility and stakeholder participation in cocoa sustainability in the beginning of the 2000s
(Bitzer, Glasbergen, and Leroy, 2012). First, the industry recognized that potential supplies of cocoa
were not guaranteed due to concentrated production in politically unstable West Africa and the
decline of production elsewhere. Second, the cocoa sector became and still is the focus of a global
campaign by non-governmental organizations, lawmakers, trade unions, and the media that protested
child labour in West Africa’s cocoa plantations (Tulane University, 2008). These main challenges
encouraged a wide base of cocoa companies to participate in production-level operations, that is
through the focus on shifting to a sustainable cocoa production (Bitzer and Leroy, 2012). Over the past
few years, a growing number of corporations have voluntarily embraced and introduced a wide variety
of sustainable practices that are integrated into their business models, strategies, and organizational
processes in response to evolving issues and stakeholder demands across the environmental, social,
and governance dimension (Eccles, Ioannou and Serafeim 2014; Ioannou and Serafeim, 2019). These
sustainability strategies are in line with the value chain intervention concept in which the private
sector have an active role in the development sector and economic growth by increasing smallholder
farmers' access to markets, encouraging more effective market operations, and facilitating the sharing
of knowledge and resources along the value chain to provide opportunities for smallholder farmers in
the domestic as well as global value chain (Humphrey and Navas, 2010). Although the focus in cocoa
CSP began in West African cocoa production, CSP implementation is growing to other potential cocoa
producing countries in order to secure more raw materials for the chocolate production.
Among other cocoa production countries, Indonesia is one of the five largest cocoa producers in the
world. The trend of CSP in Indonesia started in early 2011 and a growing number of private actors
started their sustainability initiatives between 2011 and 2013 (Hafid, 2017). Indonesian cocoa
productivity has been the lowest among the world’s three leading producers since 2011 (FAOstat,
n.d.). This condition is caused by several reasons including ageing trees, cocoa disease outbreak,
ageing cohort of farmers and the fact that cocoa is not a high priority crop for the Indonesian
government (Abdullah, 2017). Following this fact, private sector initiatives in cocoa sustainability
programs are primarily concentrating on educating farmers with the intention to improve the cocoa
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production, hence supply can be secured, and farmers' income will also increase. However, cocoa
production continues to decline over the past years despite the massive private sector intervention in
cocoa sustainability (Figure 1). Consequently, many farmers decided to leave cocoa sector to work as
other profession or plant other commodity (Cocoa Barometer, 2018). Given these problems, it is clear
that more research is needed into the operation of CSP, such as research in economic development
and sociology field.

Figure 1. Cocoa Production in Indonesia from 2015 to 2019
Source: ICCO Quarterly Bulletin of Cocoa Statistics

The analysis in relation to sustainability program has been done in research which mainly take a
simplistic value chain approach using Global Value Chain (GVC) analysis. Through the analysis of the
governance of GVC, Le Cog (2016) argues that the development of private standards over a
product depends on the existing value chain structure which is the result of historical dynamics and
public policies. Arce (2009) gave the example that private sector initiatives, through Fair Trade
certification projects, may lead to an unintended outcome such as exclusivity of the group of farmers
in the community. Sustainable certification such as Fair Trade required some fee and some standard
which only specific group farmers could access and afford. Moreover, Ingram et al. (2018) argue that
private initiative sustainability programs may improve the sustainability of the cocoa industry but do
not address the structural problems and underlying causes of smallholder vulnerability to provide
sustainable good quality cocoa and fail to increase producers' resilience to climate change. GVC lens
has helped research on CSP to focus on the structural relations throughout the value chain within
CSP and how the strategies of CSP exercised along the chains. However, findings on the outcomes of
cocoa CSP above rarely include the discussion on the dynamics of actors’ interaction and how
actors exercise their agency, especially intermediaries' actors.
One important intermediary actor that existing studies have not focused on is the role of field
facilitators in the operation of CSP value chains. Private sector interventions in Indonesia, moreover,
include on-field supervision Intervention from private sectors in Indonesia, typically includes on-field
2

supervision by partnership building with non-governmental organization (NGOs) or relevant
companies to support monitoring activities (Glorya and Nugraha, 2019). The on-field supervision done
by NGOs or other private companies, which are also known as service provider companies, are usually
run by facilitators who are increasingly becoming the primary contact for cocoa farmers in corporate
sustainability programs. The facilitation approach usually emphasizes coordination and networking in
its implementation (Cristóvão and Koutsouris, 2012). The role of facilitators, also called as mediators
or brokers to are: “(a) acting as points of passage to external actors outside the network, bringing in
experience and expertise; and (b) building internal network resources and network structure – upon
which network governance and processes depend” (Haga, 2009, p.19). Referring to the role of the
facilitator as explained by Haga (2009), facilitators in CSPs are not only acting as a point of contact
with the cocoa farmers and the organization they work for, but also the network around them. They
are not only acting as a project implementer on the field but also as a social actor who has
knowledgeability and capability. Their knowledgeability and capability are a form of their human
agency where social actors learn to intervene in social events around them and at a certain level by
involving self- reflection (Giddeon, 1984). Their role as an actor in CSP and also a social actor in the
community makes their role important to understand.
The role of facilitators appears crucial to the implementation as well as the shaping of sustainability
schemes in cocoa. However, how facilitators navigate the CSP scheme and experience the scheme in
their daily role has not been explored sufficiently. The way facilitators use their agency within
the change towards sustainable cocoa production while managing the expectations of all stakeholders
within the CSP network is still under-researched. Such insight related to facilitators’ experience and
reactions to their experience in CSP is critical to understand the dynamic in CSP implementation and
how the CSP scheme could impact the cocoa community and cocoa market. Therefore, this research
aims to understand how field facilitators use of their agency may or may not influence the
operationalization and outcomes of CSP in Indonesia. The capacity of field facilitators to influence the
scheme will be analysed through examining how power, influence, knowledge, and efficacy may shape
the responses and strategies of the different actors (Long, 2001, p. 19). Furthermore, in studying the
use of agency by field facilitator as a social actor in CSP process through, this research will combine
GVC with Actor Oriented Approach (AOA). Engel (1994) in his research on facilitating agricultural
innovation use AOA to understand the influence of facilitators in the implementation of agricultural
innovation. Combination of GVC and AOA will result in a comprehensive understanding on how
facilitators experience and use their agency as a reaction to the dynamics of sustainable cocoa value
chains.
The GVC approach is applied in this research to understand how lead firms govern cocoa sustainable
value chains through CSP. Several researchers have applied GVC to study the social or sustainable
strategies in GVC governance. Fransen et al. (2019), for example, use GVC approach to study the
complexity and dynamics of Corporate Social Responsibility standard in GVC. Le Cog (2016) applied
GVC to explore how the growth of sustainability labels influence the governance of coffee GVC.
Therefore, the application of GVC lens in this research will not only capture the governance of cocoa
GVC through CSP but also how facilitators as the actor in CSP become a part of the governance in
cocoa GVC. Meanwhile, AOA will be use as a tool in understanding how field facilitator use their
agency within the sustainable cocoa value chain. AOA is mainly used by researchers to identify the
actors involved in development or innovation program as well as their roles and strategy. Such
research is done by Biggs and Matsaert (2004) to explore actors' linkage, learning and response in
natural resource-based development case study or by Turner (2012) in exploring the role of social
actors in the decision-making processes in Upland Vietnam. Moreover, AOA in this thesis will provide
a tool to explore field facilitators’ experience, social interaction and response in implementing
CSP. The combination of both approaches in my conceptual framework is expected to provide a useful
perspective on the dynamic in facilitating process in CSP, including the debate of structure and agency
in the operation of cocoa sustainability value chain.
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In this thesis, the integration of GVC and AOA will be used in analysing the case study of the Cargill
Cocoa Promise Program, one of the biggest sustainability programs implemented in Indonesia. Cargill
Cocoa and Chocolate is one of the dominant firms in the global cocoa value chain. According to Hafid
(2017), there are at least seven sustainability programs initiated by seven different cocoa and
chocolate business firms in Indonesia. Cargill operates in all industrial stages of the cocoa value chain,
including cocoa production, cocoa processing, and cocoa and chocolate manufacturing (Cargill, n.d.).
Cargill is a food and agricultural company who has been operating in different food and agricultural
industries since 1865. The Cargill Cocoa and Chocolate division, which produce cocoa and chocolate
products including cocoa powder, cocoa butter, cocoa liquor, chocolate coatings and fillings for
industrial applications, was later established in 1970’s. (Cargill, n.d.). Cargill becomes an important
company in Indonesia especially after they invest a cocoa factory in Indonesia with a capacity
of 70,000 MT. This large investment is also followed by an investment in the sustainability program
in main cocoa production areas in Indonesia by including assistance service for cocoa producers by
facilitators. Cargill’s sustainability initiative is known as Cargill Cocoa Promise and was established in
2012. The ambition of the program is “to accelerate progress towards a transparent global cocoa
supply chain, to enable cocoa farmers and their communities to strengthen their socioeconomic
resilience and to deliver a sustainable supply of cocoa and chocolate products from bean to endproduct” (Cargill, n.d.).
In Indonesia, Cargill started their Cocoa Promise program in 2013. Their sustainability strategies are
varied from adopting certification scheme such as UTZ and Rainforest and/or having a collaborative
program with other chocolate company like Mars Inc and Mondelez. The program is currently working
in five provinces in Indonesia including South Sulawesi, Southeast Sulawesi, West Sulawesi, Central
Sulawesi and Nusa Tenggara Timor. To cover all program locations, Cargill Cocoa Promise, assisted by
service providers called Koltiva, employs 218 field facilitators spread in five provinces. Additional
projects focusing on specific issue such as child labour have been implemented in collaboration with
NGO such as Save The Children which involve 13 facilitators. Field facilitators’ main role is to convey
knowledge related to sustainability introduced by Cargill Cocoa Promise to program beneficiaries
including local suppliers, producers and the cocoa community. Facilitators then become the main
intermediary actor between Cargill and the beneficiaries whose positions provide both direct or
indirect access to upstream and downstream actors within cocoa CSP. In the operationalization of the
program, these facilitators are assigned to similar roles but their daily interaction with different actors
is certainly bring different experience and use of agency which will be explored in this research.

1.2. RESEARCH OBJECTIVE AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS
Based on the background elaborated above, the objective of this research is to understand how the
field facilitators use their agency to shape the production of knowledge and the operation of Cargill
Cocoa Promise in Indonesia. To achieve this objective, the study will focus on answering the following
main research question:
How do field facilitators use their agency to influence the production of knowledge and the
operation of cocoa CSP in Indonesia?
Three Sub-Research Questions are compiled to support the operationalization of the main research
question:
a. Who are the field facilitators and what is their position within the cocoa value chain?
b. How do field facilitators understand their roles as an actor in cocoa CSP?
c. How do the facilitators shape the implementation of cocoa CSP?

4

1.3. THESIS OUTLINE
This chapter has included the problem statement and research questions of this
research. Furthermore, in total, this thesis consists of seven chapters. Chapter 2 presents the
theoretical and conceptual framework which will support the analytical discussion of this thesis.
Chapter 3 illustrates the research design, methods and positionality of me as researcher as well as
ethical concern. The findings of this research are elucidated into two chapters. Chapter 4 focuses on
describing the background of Cargill Cocoa Promise and the roles of field facilitators in its
implementation. Chapter 5 explores the experience of facilitators and factor influencing the use of
their agency in Cargill Cocoa Promise. The dialog between Chapter 4 and 5 alongside theoretical
framework is elaborated in Chapter 6. Chapter 6 also means to discuss the respond to problem
statement raised in Chapter 1 and serve analytical arguments to answer the main research question.
The thesis is concluded in Chapter 7 which also provides recommendation for future research.

1.4. CONCLUSION
This chapter has highlighted the importance of studying field facilitator’s agency in the
implementation of CSP and the structure of this thesis. In Indonesia, the trend of CSP is growing since
2011 involving various chocolate companies, including Cargill. CPS is implemented by introducing and
transferring the concept of sustainability in cocoa value chain by involving actors such as field
facilitators as the intermediary between producers and lead companies. Field facilitators has a crucial
role because they are both a value chain actor and a social actor in the community. The analysis in
relation to sustainability program has been done in research which mainly take a simplistic value chain
approach using Global Value Chain (GVC) analysis. GVC lens has helped research on CSP to focus on
the structural relations throughout the value chain within CSP and how the strategies of CSP exercised
along the chains. However, GVC lens barely capture the importance of facilitators in CSP, including
how facilitator’s use their agency within the change towards sustainable cocoa production while
managing the expectations of all stakeholders in CSP. Furthermore, this thesis will explore the use of
agency by field facilitator as a social actor in CSP process through AOA in combination with GVC to get
a full understanding how facilitators experience and use their agency as a reaction to the dynamics of
sustainable cocoa value chains. While GVC will capture how the CSP is used to govern cocoa value
chain, AOA will provide a tool to explore the ways field facilitators use their agency in operating CSP.
The details on how GVC and AOA will contribute to this research and the study of CSP will be
elaborated on the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 2: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
This chapter outlines the theoretical framework I will adopt in this thesis. As introduced in Chapter 1,
I develop a conceptual framework that combines the strengths of Global Value Chain analysis and the
Actor Oriented approach. I will first elaborate on how the Global Value Chain and Actor Oriented
Approach analysis help me answer the main research question. The analysis through Global Value
Chain will mainly focus on the concept of GVC governance of CSP as well as the role of facilitators in
the process. Furthermore, the Actor Oriented Approach is mainly being used to understand the
interaction between field facilitators and other actors as well as the different ways of field facilitators
use their agency in implementing CSP. I then discuss how I bring these two approaches together into
a combined conceptual framework.

2.1. GLOBAL VALUE CHAIN (GVC) ANALYSIS
The Global Value Chain (GVC) framework was designed to understand how value in all forms of
industries is generated, collected, maintained, and leveraged (Gereffi and Lee, 2014). The approach
is used to understand where, how, and by whom economic, social, and environmental value are
generated and transferred through the chain. This provides the understanding on interconnection and
the governance of power in value chain coordination between buyers and suppliers without ignoring
the actors in both sides of value chain (Gereffi, Humprey, and Sturgeon, 2005). The GVC analysis of
this research will use a holistic global value chain view from the perspective of GVC governance which
will be explained in the next section. GVC governance perspective will be useful in this study to
understand CSP as a form of governance strategy of lead firms in deploying the global value chain.
GVC analysis is defined by fourfold components, including attention to the input-output, territoriality,
institutional, and governance (Neilson & Pritchard, 2019, p. 47). GVC governance was initially focused
on the role of leading companies in the industry to optimize the amount of production in their supply
chain (Gereffi, 1994). Over time, the discussion on GVC governance has expanded to the interaction
between leading companies, suppliers as well as other actor that influence the dynamics in GVC such
as governments, certification agencies, non-governmental organisations (NGOs), multi - stakeholders’
initiatives, trade union, and producers (Bair and Palpacuer, 2015; Raj-Reichert, 2015). Accordingly, the
definition of GVC governance is now expanded into ‘the actions, institutions and norms that shape the
conditions for inclusion, exclusion and mode of participation in a value chain, which in turn determine
the terms and location of value addition, distribution and capture’ (Dallas, Ponte, and Sturgeon, 2019,
p. 667). Humprey and Schmitz (2001) added that governance shows the relationship and institutional
structure between companies where the coordination of nonmarket activities in the value chain is
achieved. Analysing governance in GVC become important to study the market access of the producers
in global south, fast track of production capabilities, distribution of gains along the chain, leverage
point for policy initiatives and the channel to technical assistance from the firm to producers (Humprey
and Schmitz, 2001)
According to Gereffi, Humprey and Sturgeon (2005, pp. 83-84), “governance in GVC is classified into
five typologies: (i). Markets, where arrangement in the value chain is made is spot price or repeated
transaction which resulted the cost of switching to new partners are low for both parties; (ii) Modular
value chains, characterized by the production of products made by producer which following the
detailed specification from customers; (iii) Relational value chains, shows a complex network which
create a mutual dependence between suppliers and customers; (iv) Captive value chains, mainly
characterized by a high degree of monitoring and control by lead firms since suppliers tend
transactionally dependent of larger buyers; (v) Hierarchy governance, portrayed by vertical
integration along the chain which involve a managerial control.” To operationalize the typologies of
value chain governance as explained above, Gereffi, Humprey, and Sturgeon (2005, p. 85) came up
6

with “three key factors of GVC governance: the complexity of information and knowledge transfer,
the extent to which the knowledge and information can be codified, and the capabilities of actual and
potential supplier.” The governance typologies and key factors influences the formation and dynamic
of governance typologies is shown on Figure 2. The dynamics or GVC governance then will help to
study of power dynamics in GVC and lead us to a better understanding on how GVC evolves.

Figure 2. Dynamics of Global Value Chain Governance
Source: Gereffi, Humprey, and Sturgeon (2005, p. 90)

The concept of sustainability in GVC is adding the dynamic into how the global value chain is governed.
The development of sustainability schemes arises from the globalization of food chain, which
encourages consumers to explore the global food source and seek information about the origin of the
food they are going to buy (Ponte et al, 2004). Consumer’s involvement in sustainability concept
motivated leading firms in maximizing the creation and learning process of sustainability concept as a
new value by demanding more sustainable products in the market. This was done as a form of
upgrading to their global and local value chain. The relationship between companies and buyers, and
the willingness of these two actors encourage the upgrading process of GVCs to facilitate transfer of
knowledge and skills at the upstream level which results in the upgrading concept to becomes
attractive to development practitioners (Neilson, 2014). The concept of development intervention in
the GVCs practice emerged through the local company’s incorporation in GVC with the support from
other institutions such as governments, NGOs and development institutions to improve the
competencies of value chain actors (Vicol et al., 2018). In theory, the operationalization of
sustainability scheme through sustainability certification or private sector initiative could facilitate a
closer relationship between producers and consumers, together with a better information flow on
markets, prices, and customer demands of sustainability concept (Ponte et al., 2004). Sustainable
value chain concept suggests reconsidering new forms of communication and coordination between
actors to produce a synergistic effect from the contribution of actors to form a common sustainability
strategy (Monastyrnaya et al., 2017). With the involvement of producers in sustainability standard
settings, “sustainability systems could provide a more equitable forum for governing relations and
activities along the supply chain than that provided through the market alone” (Ponte et al., 2004 p.
41).
Therefore, study through GVC governance lens is useful to understand how Cargill as a lead firm is
using CSP to govern the actors in their cocoa value chain including cocoa suppliers and producers and
transmit the information about sustainable production. GVC analysis will also support the
understanding of how the strategies of each value chain actor including Cargill and the downstream
actors influence the production process, especially in relation to the newly introduced sustainability
concept. Field Facilitators seen from GVC perspective can be seen simply as a knowledge transfer
actor, a part of the governance strategy developed by Cargill in the knowledge transfer from the
7

downstream to the upstream actors. The GVC approach, however, only concentrates around the
analysis of structure, the dynamics within value chain and the distribution of value-added along the
chain (Bolwig et al., 2010). The GVC analysis is still lacking in exploring the different experiences,
relationship and behaviour of chain actors in responds to how the value chain is locally situated. Thus,
to complete this theoretical gap, integration between GVC and a theory that captures actor-oriented
aspect in the operationalization of CSP could become a solution to this study.

2.2. ACTOR ORIENTED APPROACH (AOA)
Actor-oriented approach is a useful theoretical context to analyse how the CSP is being implemented
on the field by understanding the interaction of extension agents or field facilitators with other actors
in complex interfaces of interests, knowledge and power. The actor-oriented approach as introduced
by Long (2003) emphasizes that the knowledge generating processes within agricultural development
are a result of the thought, actions and decisions of social actors. AOA “focuses attention on social
relations among individuals, embedded within local socioeconomic system” (Turner, 2012, p
404). Long (2004) in his paper, Actor, Interfaces and Development Interventions, highlighted the range
of implications of the actor-oriented approach on analysing or designing the intervention process,
including the area of development or organizational change. From the point of view of actor-oriented
approach, the intervention process cannot be limited to specific space and function through official
policies and plans. Unlike the GVC approach that is exploring the dynamics of value-added process
within the value chain without considering the possible dynamic outside of the value chain space and
function, AOA is exploring on how this process is experienced and influence the action from actors
within and beyond the value chain. People who involved in the intervention program are interpreting
their own perceptions of ‘project’ and ‘intervention’, as well as creating their own impressions of the
context of the intervention system by examining the perspectives of other individuals and actors in
their socio-spatial networks (Long, 2004, p. 26). This concept is applicable for people inside or outside
the target population as well as the project implementers, such as facilitators. Therefore, the process
of intervention is formed by collective and personal memories of state-civil society relations, local
initiatives, and inter-institutional conflicts where each actor engages in a complex collection of social
process involving various and possibly conflicting agenda (Long, 2004). Moreover, Long also described
the possibility of collaboration between actors by raising the idea of ‘actor-collective’ which includes
three different contexts (Long, 2001, pp. 56-57): 1. Having shared common definition, objective,
interest and values and agreed to pursue a specific social action; 2. Actor-network, where there is an
interaction between human and non-human units to make some joint effort; 3. Having the
understanding the social life is “full of images, representations and categorizations of perceived
objects” where institution such as the government, market and society are believed to have influenced
the orientation and behaviour of actors.
Furthermore, AOA in this research is being applied as a heuristic research tool to help us identify how
field facilitators use their agency in the implementation of CSP. AOA is emphasizing the exploration of
voices and experiences of individual actors, in this case, the field facilitators’ experience, knowledge,
and agency. Moreover, the analysis will also expand on how their experiences and knowledge interact
with the value chain structure and how the use of their agency influences the way they implement the
CSP strategy on the field. In an effort to analyse the interaction of actors, the concept of social
interface will be taken into consideration. Social interface analysis is mainly characterized by how the
roles, beliefs, principles, expectations, and relationships of actors are strengthened or reshaped
through the cycle of social discontinuities (Long, 2001). The social interface between farmers and the
extension agent, for example, can be understood through the power dynamics that arise from the
status of extension agents who are considered as experts or carriers of knowledge (McDonald and
Macken-Walsh, 2016). The difference in power between different actors is a critical determinant of
how knowledge is transferred and exchanged in the pursuit of agricultural development. This is in
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accordance with the idea that agricultural and rural development are not limited to technological,
scientific and other sources of information or expertise but that we can also understand outcomes by
focusing on the actor’s information, power, and goals (Skutsch, 1996; Vanclay, 2004). However, the
application of AOA approach brings the risk of overlooking the influence of structure in the interaction
between actors, since structure could influence the rules setting in individual interaction and providing
only some possible choices for their action (Šimral, 2007). Applying AOA as the only theoretical
framework to this research will be insufficient. Therefore, integration between AOA and GVC here aim
to combine the values of both approaches as well as filling the limitation of each theories.

2.3. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK: THE INTEGRATION BETWEEN GVC AND AOA
As explained in foregoing sub-chapters, I acknowledge the strengths and weaknesses of GVC and AOA
in studying the issue I raise in this thesis. Based on the acknowledgement, I will combine GVC and AOA
into one conceptual framework with the aim to capture a holistic understanding on field facilitators’
roles, experiences, and actions in the implementation of cocoa CSP. Furthermore, the integration of
GVC and AOA will be supported by the conceptual framework for value-chain analysis introduced by
Bolwig et al. (2010) and the structure versus agency debate. I will first elaborate the conceptual
framework based on the linkage of vertical and horizontal elements in value chain referring to Bolwig
et al. (2010) then continue with the discussion on how this conceptual framework can contribute to
the structure versus agency debate.
In regard to this research, this conceptual framework will first explain how AOA can optimize GVC
analysis, especially to complement the analysis of horizontal elements in the value chain which involve
the role of field facilitator in CSP. GVC analysis is generally emphasizing the ‘vertical’ relationship along
the chain from buyer to producers which includes material resources, finance, knowledge, and
information (Bolwig et al., 2010, p. 175). In the cocoa value chain, vertical relationship is captured
from the production and processing of the commodity – cocoa, which refer to the structure of value
chain. Cargill as a lead firm wants to be able to sell their cocoa to consumers and other actors in the
chains as ‘sustainable cocoa’ because consumers are demanding the sustainability of cocoa. CSP
becomes a way to govern the production process to achieve the ‘sustainable cocoa’. In the
implementation of CSP, vertical relationship also can be seen from how the knowledge is circulating
within CSP network and how the partnership between company, producer and other actors is
governed. Vertical relationship shows how the strategy of CSP is governed and upgraded by the
company management. However, the analysis of ‘horizontal’ aspect of value chain such as the
dynamic of social process, power relations influence, participation as well as access to social agency
and empowerment are still lacking in the GVC analysis (Bolwig et al., 2010).
Therefore, the actor-oriented approach could fill the gap of the analysis of horizontal aspects in
GVC, by providing an analysis of “local social process, teasing out the implication of power relations
and resource access for participants’ social agency and empowerment” (Bolwig et al., 2010, p. 185).
Integrating AOA with GVC in this case will provide an understanding to the dynamic in the social
interfaces experiences by field facilitator considering the complexity of interest, knowledge, and
power in the process. Through the combination of AOA and GVC (Figure 3), the conceptual framework
will provide a comprehensive analysis and exploration on the dynamic within value chain
governance and the interaction between facilitators with different actors influenced by the
vertical and horizontal aspects in sustainable cocoa value chain.
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Figure 3. The integration between GVC and AOA to understand the use of agency of Field Facilitator in CSP
Source: Author’s own

Second, this conceptual framework aims to contribute to the structure and agency debate. Structure
refers to social structure but could also imply to fixed organizational structure, including the dynamic
political, economic, and religious organizations (Rafie, Mirzaee, and Hashemzadeh, 2014; van Breda,
2016). Meanwhile, agency refers to the individual power in shaping their own reality and exercising
the power to influence their social surroundings (Rafie et al., 2014; van Breda, 2016). Referring from
the above description of structure and agency as well as the above explanation on GVC and AOA, in
this conceptual framework I classify GVC approach as the structure focused theory and AOA as the
agency focus theory.
Relationship between structure and agency in the sociological history has been long described as
contradicting with each other. However, recent studies believe that structure and agency are mutually
dependent where “structure shape people’s practice but it is also people’s practice that constitute
(and reproduce) structure” (Rafie et al., 2014, p. 143). On one hand, focusing attention on structure
will not just limit understanding the nature of society but also neglecting the fact that individual has
capacity to shape their own destiny (Connor, 2011). On the other hand, avoiding the study on structure
and only focus to agency will only cause the ignorance towards the understanding and the effort to
address social and economic inequalities that affect the individual life opportunities (Connor, 2011).
Through this conceptual framework which based on GVC and AOA approach, this research will study
how structure and agency affect field facilitators in carrying out their roles in CSP. To what extent
which CSP structure affects and/or is influenced by their agency as a facilitator and as an individual. In
addition to understanding the impact of facilitator’s role in CSP, through this conceptual framework
we can also see how structure and agency interwoven with one another.
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2.4. CONCLUSION
Chapter 2 has shown how the conceptual framework will be beneficial to the study of field facilitator’s
agency in cocoa CSP. GVC approach will emphasize the vertical relationship and the structure within
cocoa CSP. Through GVC, the way Cargill use CSP as a strategy to govern cocoa value chain can be
explored. This will lead to a discussion on the role of facilitators, as a knowledge transfer actor within
the CSP itself. Since the focus of GVC is the analysis of structure and dynamic if vertical relationship in
cocoa CSP, it can only give us an analysis on environment surrounded facilitators. GVC does not
provide an approach to explore the personal experience of facilitators. Therefore, AOA will fill the gap
by providing an analysis on the horizontal relationship and the agency of facilitators in the
implementation of CSP. AOA is a heuristic research tool that will help to explore how facilitators use
their agency in facing their experience within CSP. The integration of GVC and AOA will give a holistic
view on facilitators’ experience in using their agency and dealing with the structure of cocoa value
chain. The conceptual framework can also contribute to the debate of structure versus agency, in
where we can explore the interaction between structure and agency in facilitators’ experience. To
answer the main question of this thesis, some steps need to be taken to collect the pertinent data.
Such steps will be discussed in Chapter 3.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY
This chapter describes how research was undertaken in order to obtain data that contributes to
research subjects. The research methodology is described in a simple manner in order to provide
reference for data collection process for further research. This chapter will include case study
description, data collection and analysis methods, and positionality and ethical concerns.

3.1. CASE STUDY DESCRIPTION
In Indonesia, Cargill started Cargill Cocoa Promise (CCP) program in 2013. In the implementation of
CCP, the program is always engaging some cocoa stakeholders including cocoa farmers, local
cocoa suppliers and buyers, local governments, certification bodies and nongovernment
organizations. By 2018, CCP has worked with 18,402 cocoa farmers and 14 suppliers in 19 districts in
Indonesia (Figure 4). 17 districts are located on Sulawesi island, which is the main cocoa producer area
in Indonesia. Cocoa farm productivity in Sulawesi is estimated to reach the average of 832.67 kg/ha,
the highest compared to the rest of other cocoa producer area in Indonesia (Fahmid et al., 2018). The
other two districts included in CCP project location are located in Flores island, which is considered by
Cargill as a potential cocoa producer area. The CCP program activities in 19 districts are based on the
sustainable certification standard, named UTZ. Some locations have additional activities which are
tailored to the situation in the project location. However, all project activities are assisted by the field
team, in particular field facilitators.

Figure 4. CCP Project Location Map
Source: CCP Project Document, 2019
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Data collection for this thesis will be carried out by involving informants from all Cargill program
areas in Sulawesi. Unfortunately, Project locations in Flores cannot be included in this research due to
limited access of internet connection in that area. The reason for including the whole project areas in
Sulawesi is to capture the dynamic of CCP program as a whole. Selecting one district only may reduce
access to some information, particularly regarding to the operation and network of CCP. The details
of how the data will be collected is explained on the following sub-chapter.

3.2. DATA COLLECTION METHODS
This research applies qualitative study involving various data collection methods in an effort to collect
data on various subjects covered in the proposed research sub-questions. Qualitative study was
chosen since qualitative methods are often used to undertake systematic analysis of social
phenomena,
including
but
not
limited
to
people’s
experiences,
perceptions, behaviours, and interaction towards a subject seen from the viewpoints of research
informants (Teherani et al., 2015; Hammarberg et al., 2016). The data collection was conducted from
October until December 2020 by conducting semi-structured interviews and textual analysis.
First, in order to capture a broad and different experiences of field actors in CSP implementation, indepth semi-structured interviews was done to gain information from the relevant informants. All
interviews were done online due to COVID19 pandemic which omits the option to have in-person
interaction. Semi-structure interview includes open and close ended questions which often times lead
to follow up questions (Adams, 2015). Semi-structured interview is usually employed when researcher
aim to capture personal thought of individuals they interviewed. Semi-structured interviews are
guided by semi-structured interview guidelines which includes the collections of questions or topics
need to be explored by researcher (DiCicco-Bloom and Crabtree, 2006). Interview guidelines is
important for assisting researchers in exploring the subject more systematically and focusing on topics
relevant to the research objectives (Jamshed, 2014). In this study, semi-structured interview is used
as an effort to understand the agency of facilitators and how they use their agency in carrying out
their role. Semi-structured interview gives me flexibility in exploring the individual thought of
informant while providing me with guidance to focus on the research objective. Interview guidelines
for this research (Annex 1) was developed based on relevant literature, theoretical framework as well
as my personal perception on the subject.
In selecting the respondents for semi-structured interview, purposive sampling was used. Purposive
sampling is mainly use in qualitative research by selecting informant with experience and knowledge
of the topic and the ability to express their experience and opinion in a reflective manner (Bernard,
2002; Creswell and Plano Clark, 2011). The informants are also selected by the availability and
willingness to be involved in the research (Bernard, 2002). In order select the relevant informants, I
started by having an information session with the high-level manager of each organizations involved
in Cargill Cocoa Promise. Field facilitators who are still actively carrying out field activities became the
key informants in this research. Other actors such as the project management team including Project
Manager, Project Coordinator, and Cluster Leader was interviewed to provide additional information,
especially the dynamics of program implementation that involve the roles of facilitators and other
relevant stakeholders. To elicit information about the relationship between the facilitator and the
target beneficiaries of the program, interviews were also conducted with cocoa farmers and
local cocoa suppliers registered in the Cargill Cocoa Promise program at several locations.
The table below will describe the details of the interview sessions:
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Table 1. List of Interview Sessions
Interview
Sessions
Information
Session
Key
informants

Number of
Sample

Description

3

In depth explanation on program from highlevel managers of each organizations
involved.

Duration: 60 – 120
minutes

10

Active Field Facilitator: Field Facilitators
who are still working actively on the field
with several project activities.

Semi-structured
Interview
(Duration: 45 to
60 minutes)

•
Supporting
Informants

Target
Beneficiaries

Type of interview

Project
Implementation
team,
including Project Manager, Project
Coordinator and/or the team from
Service Provider Company.
Some of the informants has
background
experiences
as
field facilitators.

Semi-Structured
Interview
(Duration: 30 – 45
minutes)

Target
beneficiaries
of
CCP
Program are including cocoa farmers and
local cocoa traders.

Short Semistructured
Interview
(Duration: 15 – 30
minutes)

7
•

6

There were several limitations occurred during the conduct of interview through online platform.
Interviews were sometimes conducted without a video call due to several reasons such as weak
internet connection, other technical issues or informants did not feel comfortable turning on the
camera for personal reasons. It results in limitation for me in observing the informant’s body language.
Another limitation of online interviews also occurred when conducting interviews with target
beneficiaries. Only target beneficiaries in certain groups can be interviewed. The target beneficiaries
chosen generally had internet access and smartphones. As for those who do not have access to the
internet, were farmers who have close relationship with the local supplier, so the interviews were
conducted through media owned by the local supplier. Having interviewed around local supplier
might influence the answer of farmers to the questions I have.
Second, to support the semi-structured interviews, textual analysis was done by reviewing project
documents including facilitation or training guidelines for field facilitators, training guidelines for
facilitators and target beneficiaries, project reports, Way of Working of the Program, UTZ Code of
Conduct and the organization chart of the program. Textual analysis was done to understand how the
knowledge of cocoa sustainability was produced between the program strategies, field facilitator, and
cocoa farmers. Both the information from in-depth interview and the project documents was
compared to see the flow of information, relationship between each actor in the program, and the
way the facilitators interpret and share the information.
To support the data analysis process, Computer Assisted Qualitative Data Analysis Software (CAQDAS)
named Atlas.ti was used in this research. Atlas.ti is a CAQDAS that provide tools to manage, code, and
visualize the qualitative data materials. Data analysis began by going through detailed reading of
documents and interview transcripts and going through relevant notes taken on the interviews. The
collected data then go through coding process which “enables essential themes to be identified,
codified, and interpreted in the service of a research study focus and contributes to the associated
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literature” (Williams and Moser, 2019, p. 47). Open coding schemes were created where I identified
the key themes from the data materials. Once the key themes determined, I came up with some codes.
Open coding schemes also provide a chance for sub-coding data which will produce a list of unique
codes and categories and an explanation of the content of these codes to support the observation and
discussion that are relevant to the development of study (Flick, 2009; Williams and Moser, 2019). Since
the purpose of this study is to understand the way facilitators use facilitators’ agency in operating and
influencing CSP, therefore the coding process focused on identifying and coding different factors
experienced by facilitators as well as different perception of facilitators from other actors in the
program. The coding process mainly involved identifying and coding the emerging ideas on factors
that are influencing their agency including background, motivations, limitations, networks,
relationships with beneficiaries, and interpretation on sustainability. The final result of the coding
process is a set of codes including factors that affect facilitators’ agency and sub codes that support
these factors which will be explained in detail in Chapter 5. The codes represent selected data based
on the meaning contained in the texts (O’Dwyer, 2003). All passages relating to important aspects of
this research are marked with a code function that is provided by Atlas.ti to facilitate identification
and provide easy access to the themes during data analysis process.

3.3. POSITIONALITY AND ETHICAL CONCERN
As someone who has been working in Cocoa CSPs in Indonesia for almost five years, it is very important
to recognize my positionality in this research. I become an ‘insider’ of this topic since I have a basic
understanding of the implementation of Cocoa CSPs in the field. My personal understanding and
interpretation on the field implementation of Cocoa CSP might influence the result of the study. Since
I am currently registered as Cargill Cocoa and Chocolate employee myself, bias towards the company
I am working for also needs to be recognized. By recognizing my own bias, the addition of values will
be anticipated or embraced in the process and results of this research. However, the fact that I have
not been responsible for Cargill Cocoa and Chocolate in Indonesia for a year and a half, help me
distance myself from the program and can position myself as an ‘outsider’ when conducting this
research. These two conditions have positioned me as both ‘insider’ and ‘outsider’ in this
research. One’s position in qualitative research are often being debated, whether they should or
should not be a part of group that are being studied. Dwyer and Buckle (2009) argue that qualitative
researcher reasonably is positioned in between where they do not need to be
fully an ‘insider’ of ‘outsider’ of the targeted group. Being both insider and outsider then will
help me to “embrace broader ways of knowing and ways of being to understand peoples, cultures,
and practices so different from and increasingly so similar to who we are” (Kanuha, 2000, pp. 445446).
In conducting the research, I felt that it was important to be transparent so there was a need to inform
the informants about my background, not only as a master student but also a part of Cargill. On one
hand, this came with the concern that by knowing my position as employee of Cargill Cocoa and
Chocolate could also influence how the informant responded to the interview question. To ensure
that they can remain comfortable in conducting interviews despite of my position, I explained the
points related to ethics in this research so that they do not feel hesitant in determining information
that they are comfortable to share. The ethical points are included (i) all personal data of informants
will remain confidential in which their identity does not appear in the final report, (ii) the informants
were first received information sheet before they decided to get involve in the research process, (iii)
their involvement is voluntarily where their consent is given to the researcher and (iv) the interview
only be recorded if the informants agreed. To store the data safely and avoid data loss or confidential
information accessed by unwanted parties, data is stored using a double password in a secured data
storage. On the other hand, my experience in working in Cocoa CSPs in Indonesia helped me to
connect more with the informants and earning trust from them. In addition to easily connected to the
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informants, I believe my personal experience and perception could bring additional value to the
analysis of this research. By this means, recognizing my positionality and potential bias has helped me
anticipate the downfall and embrace the goodness that comes with it.

3.4. CONCLUSION
This chapter is focusing on the methodology of the study which is meant to obtain data that can
contribute to the research subject. Cargill Cocoa Promise (CCP) program in Indonesia is the case of this
study where CCP has implemented the program in Sulawesi and Flores. Due to COVID-19 pandemic,
unfortunately, the study can only be done online and access to the data in Flores is difficult to obtain
through online platform. Therefore, the study is focusing on the CCP implementation in Sulawesi. The
research applies qualitative study by using various data collection methods. First is the semistructured interview, in which informant from CCP program including facilitators, program
management team and target beneficiaries will be interviewed. The respondents of semi-structured
interview chosen by using purposive sampling. Respondents are selected due to their experience,
knowledge, the ability to express their mind and the availability of willingness to contribute to the
study. Furthermore, textual analysis on project documents, project reports, and other necessary
document to CCP were completed the study. All the data from interview and textual analysis were
analysed through coding by using Atlas.it that provide a tool to manage, code, and visualize the
qualitative data materials. All passages relating to important aspects of this research are marked with
a code function that is provided by Atlas.ti to facilitate identification and provide easy access to the
themes during data analysis process. My positionality and ethical consideration were also mentioned
in this chapter. It is important to highlight my positionality and potential bias as a master student and
also a Cargill employee to embrace my position within the research. The ethical concern was also
elaborated in this chapter to secure the data and personal information of all respondents. The data
obtained from the data collection process and analysis will be explained in the Chapter 4 and 5.
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CHAPTER 4: TOWARDS A THRIVING COCOA PRODUCTION
Chapter 4 serves for two purposes. First, to reveal the underlying motivation of CCP through
understanding the value chain structure of cocoa sustainable products and the strategy chosen by
Cargill to govern the value chain. This purpose will be elaborated in sub-chapter 4.1, which is meant
to exclusively give the reader an overview of the structure where facilitator engage in cocoa
sustainability practice. This background is necessary to apprehend how field facilitators react in
playing their roles within the cocoa value chain structure, which will be further discussed in the
following chapters. The second purpose, elaborated in sub-chapter 4.2, will describe the
position and function of field facilitators within the value chain and CCP strategy. Through these two
purposes, we will get the idea of the working environment of facilitators as well as their position in
the environment itself. Understanding both the structure of cocoa value chain and the position of
facilitators within the structure, will bring us to the discussion on how the agency of facilitator interact
with the structure.

4.1. CARGILL COCOA PROMISE IN ACTION: An Overview of Value Chain Structure
Cargill Cocoa Promise (CCP) in Indonesia started in 2013 but it was only in 2017 that the program
used UTZ certification as the basic of their sustainability strategy. CCP Asia Pacific has exclusively
chosen UTZ certification due to the recognition they gain in Asia and Pacific, especially in Australia and
New Zealand. Although the market uptake in Asia for certified cocoa product is not very high, Cargill
is still driven to base their sustainability strategy on UTZ certification in order to cover the certified
cocoa demand from Australian and New Zealand market. In addition to its popularity, UTZ is also seen
by the program management team as having a more holistic cover in their sustainability standard
compared to Fairtrade, which particularly emphasize fair labour practices, while Rainforest Alliance
has more focus on the environmental aspects. The UTZ certification flow and explanation how UTZ
certification is implemented can be seen in Figure 5. Cargill’s sustainability representative also added
that the company believes their sustainability action in their business should be backed by third party.
“My understanding is - certification is because we believe all of our work should be backed by a third
party….. It makes us credible in the market that we did what we said we did, because someone else
verified it”
-

Cargill’s Sustainability Representative
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Figure 5. The Implementation of UTZ Certification
Source: UTZ official website

The main activities in the CCP program covers the preparation of upstream actors1 in cocoa value chain
to get UTZ certified. The upstream actors are including local cocoa suppliers and cocoa farmers. CCP
project activities are based in partnership between Cargill, local suppliers and farmers (Figure 6). Local
cocoa suppliers act, on behalf of farmers and their buying unit, as the UTZ certificate holder. Cargill
and local suppliers’ partnership is legalized by an agreement and trading contract between Cargill and
local suppliers which state the willingness of local supplier to take part and supply the UTZ certified
cocoa to Cargill. The agreement and contract are both exclusive, meaning that Cargill will support
suppliers in the process of UTZ certification and suppliers can only supply UTZ certified cocoa to Cargill.
In the CCP implementation, suppliers’ role is not only to supply UTZ certified beans to Cargill but also
engaging buying units and farmers under their networks to involve in Cargill program. Once farmers
and suppliers are registered in CCP, CCP then involve them in some project activities. The activities for
local suppliers are UTZ Code of Conduct training and traceability assistance. The main activities include
the initial data collection of farmers, training which covers the topic of Good Agricultural Practices
(GAP) and topics that are part of the UTZ Code of Conduct, internal audits, farmers coaching, and
preparation of the UTZ external audit. Apart from these main activities, some project areas also have
side activities such as child labour remediation and cocoa seedlings nursery project in which CCP
support the nursery business of some of their partner farmers. In carrying out the mentioned
activities, Cargill does not involve in the field activities directly but with the help of a third party.
The strategy of implementing the field activity with the help from a third party is based on several
reasons. First, Cargill believes that third party has more knowledge on the field strategies which are
1

Upstream actors are also considered as target beneficiaries since they are involved in all program activities
and expecting to receive benefits from CCP program activities. Hence, the term target beneficiaries in this
thesis refer to the upstream actors, namely local suppliers and farmers.
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seen as the focus of the organizations. Second, Cargill also realizes that the network in cocoa supply
chain in Indonesia is wide. To cover the networks in their sustainability strategy, having a third party
on the ground is seen as a solution. Third is the fact that Cargill has certain safety regulations, which
limit the mobility of its staff on the field. For example, certain project locations can only be reached
by motorcycle, while Cargill employees are not allowed to ride motorcycle due to Cargill’s safety
regulation. Third party, on the other hand, has more flexibility on this matter. In the division of roles,
Cargill plays more roles in the discussion and determination of the bigger picture of program strategy
and focuses on the cocoa sustainability market. Meanwhile, the third party is focusing on the
implementation strategy, including the field operation and management. In the CCP program, Cargill
collaborates with Koltiva and Save the Children (STC) as implementers of the CCP strategy in the field.
The operationalization map of the CCP program can be seen on Figure 6.

Figure 6. CCP Program Operationalization Map
Source: CCP Program Document

In CCP operationalization, Koltiva is responsible in the cocoa farming and UTZ related activities.
Koltiva is an Indonesian- and Switzerland-based company that works with international clients all over
the world. The company is focusing on an integrated agricultural technology that provides tailor-made
software solutions and services for end-to-end business processes (Koltiva, n.d.). Apart from end-toend software solutions and services, Koltiva also provides other services to their client including
implementation of responsible sourcing standards, sustainable certification, farmers training and
coaching as well as household surveys and farm evaluation. It is the services offered by Koltiva that
has become a consideration for Cargill to have Koltiva as a partner in implementing CCP. Koltiva is
seen as the only company that has developed agricultural traceability system with a ground support
and has sufficient staff numbers to cover all the CCP project site. In the field operation of CCP, three
services provided by Koltiva are implemented by field facilitators or called as Field Agent2 by Koltiva.
Table 2 provided the organizational structure of Koltiva team for CCP implementation and show the

2

Field Agent is a term used by Koltiva to refer to their field facilitator. However, in this thesis, I will use the
term of field facilitator to refer to both field agent of Koltiva and field facilitators in CCP program in general.
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position of field facilitators in the structure. The details of Koltiva’s facilitators’ function in CCP
program will be explained in the following sub-chapter.
Table 2. CCP Program Implementation Organization Structure

Function
Back-stopping

Position
Chief Operation
Officer (COO)

Project Manager
Project
Management
Project Coordinator

Description of role
Managing overall company operations and
contract management. Responsible for any partner
and client in Koltiva, not only Cargill.
Overseas overall CCP Project implementation.
Responsible not only CCP Project but also any other
cocoa sustainability project with other private
partners.
Coordinates with field teams to monitors and
control project plans.

Field Level
Coordination

Cluster Leaders

Manages field staff and track progress.

Output delivery

Field Facilitators

Various types of facilitators supporting traceability,
inspection, training and coaching.

In addition to the UTZ certification related activities that are supported by Koltiva, Save The Children
(STC) is also providing facilitation program in non-farming project activities. In response to some critics
of child labour practice in cocoa value chain, CCP is implementing Child Labour Remediation and
Monitoring System (CLRMS) in several project location with the assistance of Save The Children
(STC). The implementation of CLRM Project on the field is done in a collaboration between STC and
local NGOs. Local NGOs is responsible on facilitating cocoa farmers and cocoa community. Since, local
NGOs will work closely with the local people, the involvement of local NGOs in the implementation is
seen as a strategy to ensure the sustainability of CLRMS in the targeted area. In carrying out the
program with CCP in eradicating child labour in cocoa supply chain through CLRMS, below are the
facilitation strategy made by STC. More information on how STC facilitators involve in these strategies
will be explained in the following subchapter.
1. Strengthening the capacity of cocoa supply chain community, including capacity and
awareness building to recognize the issue related to child labour and child protection.
2. Strengthening capacity and contribution in village community, especially to identify the
categories of child labour, working children and hazardous works.
3. Advocacy effort including capacity building for local government to be able to support
concrete policy support.

4.2. AGENT OF COCOA PROMISE
This sub-chapter will focus on understanding the engagement of field facilitator in CCP program based
on the project description. For implementation in the field, each organization assigns field facilitators
as a part of their strategy to reach get closer to the project beneficiaries. Coordination between STC
and Kotiva’s field facilitators sometimes take place. Koltiva started their activities before STC star their
activities give them the benefit of being more familiar with the cocoa community and field
conditions. Coordination is mainly done at the beginning of STC activities. Koltiva will first getting a
training in relation to child labour from STC. Then, in the field, Koltiva will support the introduction of
CLRM project to cocoa community. Other than that, Koltiva and STC are working separately by
focusing on their specific roles within the program.

20

4.2.1. Koltiva’s Facilitators
The field facilitators in Koltiva organization structure are divided into three different roles (Figure 6).
These three types of FAs coordinate with each other daily and are all supervised by a Cluster Leader
in their work location. First, field facilitators for Internal Inspections (FA ICS) are responsible to inspect
the farmer’s cocoa farm by following the UTZ Code of Conduct. ICS are working based on commissions
for output and constantly move every three to four months in accordance with inspection schedule in
different project locations. Second, field facilitators for Training and Coaching (FA TC) are responsible
to train and coach farmers. The training of farmers is done before the internal inspection and coaching
take place only to specific group of farmers after internal inspection is done. The coaching focus on
the non-compliance of control point in UTZ standard and how it can be fixed while also supporting
farmers issue on their cocoa farm. Different with ICS, TC worked in one location with the possibility of
working continuously by following the upcoming contract cycle between Cargill and Koltiva. Third,
field facilitators for Internal Management System (FA IMS) who are focusing on the traceability of
certified cocoa from farmers to Cargill, business support to Cargill’s partner trader, monitoring and
facilitating the maintenance of nurseries and demo plots. Same with FA TC, FA IMS are staying in one
location in the entire project year.

Figure 7. Koltiva’s Facilitators Division of Role
Source: Authors’ Own

Prior to the implementation of the projects, facilitators received training when they first joined the
program, and the training is refreshed annually. Facilitators are usually recruited nationally with
several requirements. The main requirements are having an educational background related to
agriculture or forestry and/or having experience in facilitation in the agricultural development sector.
However, this requirement is flexible which resulted in a diverse background of recruited
facilitators. Due to the various background of facilitators, an introductory training in cocoa and cocoa
sustainability approach is carried out to provide an equal knowledge level for all facilitators. The topics
of the training include program strategy, UTZ Code of Conduct, Good Agricultural Practices, Seasonal
Calendar, fair employment practices, sustainable environment, and implementation planning. The
training for new facilitators is taken place in two and three days with more in-depth session on the
related topic and field practice meanwhile the refresh training for the existing facilitators is given for
240 minutes. Besides training, facilitators are provided with facilitation kit as follow:
1. Modules including Good Agricultural Practice, Farmers’ Field School Preparation and
Evaluation, Good Training Practice, and Farmer Coaching Plan
2. Good Agricultural Practice and UTZ Code of Conduct Flipchart
3. Cocoa Farm Management Pocketbook for farmers
4. Cocoa Trace application for android
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4.2.2. STC Facilitators
STC are engaging both their own staff and local NGO staff in implementing CLRM project as a part of
CCP program (Figure 8). STC and local NGOs have different roles in implementing the program. STC
mainly focus on the main strategy of the program while also facilitating the CLRM process with the
supply chain actor. Local NGOs are acting as the facilitator for the CLRMS approach mainly for local
apparatus, farmers and villagers. Facilitators from local NGOs also responsible to facilitate the
formation and implementation of Community Based Integrated Child Protection or known as PATBM
(Perlindungan Anak Terpadu Berbasis Masyarakat) in Bahasa Indonesia.

Figure 8. STC’s Facilitators Division of Role
Source: Authors’ Own

Similar to Koltiva, the facilitators under STC implementation structure also mainly have different
background and recruited nationally. Therefore, each of staff in STC and local NGOs received training
in relation to child protection and child labour prior to project implementation. Prior to starting the
activities on the field, STC gave their field staff some trainings on several topics, including child save
guarding, child protection, child’s right, and child labour. Due to COVID19 pandemic, unfortunately,
the training was done online. Besides training, facilitators working on the CLRMS activity are provided
by some tools such as child protection flipchart and CLRMS guidelines.

4.3.

CONCLUSION

Throughout this chapter, I have shown how Cargill organize their sustainability practice by focusing
their strategy on UTZ certification. In its implementation, UTZ certification covers a holistic
sustainability standard including different topic in cocoa value chains such as farming, environment,
working conditions and traceability. Since the UTZ sustainability standard covers the entire value
chain, CCP involves many actors in the implementation of their program. These actors include the
direct value chain actors such as local suppliers and farmers, as well as indirect actors such as Koltiva
and STC who take part in the CCP program activities. The holistic standard of UTZ and also the big
number of actors involved lead to a rather complex structure of CCP. This chapter also explained the
position of the facilitator in this complicated structure. In implementing the program, facilitators are
first provided with training and tools by Cargill. It is expected that this training and tools can be used
by facilitators to facilitate upstream actors towards sustainable cocoa practice. This chapter only
provides an overview of the program but does not yet indicate the actual field conditions. Therefore,
Chapter 5 will describe in more detail about the experiences of facilitators in the field in implementing
the CCP program and also the opinion of the program management team and target beneficiaries
regarding the role of the facilitators.
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CHAPTER 5: FACTORS INFLUENCING THE AGENCY OF FIELD
FACILITATORS
In Chapter 4, I have outlined the sustainable cocoa value chain structure as well as CCP strategy in
governing the value chain. In CCP, the field facilitator is one of the actors who acts as an intermediary
between the program and the beneficiaries. Their function, as described by the project, is to convey
information as well as provide assistance to beneficiaries by following the program standards. Based
on the result of my interviews with informants from different background, in this chapter, I will
elaborate how the field facilitators use their agency as understood by different actors, including the
Program Management Team, the field facilitators themselves and the beneficiaries of
CCP. Throughout this chapter, I will explore how the role of the facilitator is seen by various actors
and what factors can influence the way of they are using their agency. The use of agency among the
facilitators may be similar and different, despite of the similar roles that has been assigned to them.

5.1. FIELD FACILITATORS IN THE EYES OF PROGRAM MANAGEMENT TEAM
From the eyes of program management team, field facilitators are seen as the main actor who plays
a role in mobilizing the targeted community (in this case, the farmers) and encouraging farmers to
pursue sustainable cocoa practices in accordance with the program direction. In the end, Cargill
expects the role of field facilitators can result in farmers benefiting from the program. The
representative from Cargill also added:
“They really are eyes and ears on the ground. You know, to put it simply though, they are the ones
who actually doing the work. We see them as the first point of contact for the farmers, if they
need something, they need help that they can't get within their farmer social network - the
facilitators are the first point of contact. They are the ones who really know the farmers. And
they're the ones who like really know what's going on in a particular area.”
Cargill Representative
Based on the way program management team sees the role of field facilitators, it can be seen that
the program is very dependent on field facilitators and their role in the field. Not only for the
continuity of the program but also for the success of the program outcomes. Field facilitators are
expected to not only do tasks such as gathering data, inspecting farmer’s sustainable practice,
knowledge sharing through giving training or coaching as describe on the previous sub-chapter, but
they are also expected to become the support system for farmers and the agent of change in the
community. In understanding the role and influence of field facilitators, informants from program
management teams identified the success factors that influence the expected performance
of field facilitators in the operationalization of CCP (Figure 9).
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Figure 9. Success factors influencing the performance of field facilitators
(according to Program Management Team)
Source: Author’s Own

The five key factors are interrelated with each other. For example, the motivation of
field facilitators to work in the program can influence their personal approach to target beneficiaries
which then will help the emotional relationship building between field agents and the target
beneficiaries. Moreover, skills and competencies also seen as the result of motivation and
commitment. Some informants from the project management team stated that motivated and
committed field facilitators will improve their skills and competencies in order to support their task
and build emotional relationship with farmers. Some examples are given by the informants from
Project Management Team. Project Coordinator from Cargill stated that when facilitators only focus
on achieving quantitative targets, they did very little effort to build an emotional relationship with
farmers. He also added from his own experience as a facilitator that motivation to help farmers made
him spend more time building emotional relationships with farmers. Motivation is also seen as a root
of field facilitators’ commitment in doing their tasks and maintain the quality of their jobs. Project
Coordinator from Cargill highlighted his motivation to help farmer encouraged him to put more effort
in his job as a facilitator back then.
“They (the facilitators) are the main actors in the field who have a role in encouraging farmers so
that farmers can understand (the concept of sustainable cocoa) and get the benefits of the program
they are participating in. So far, the staff (facilitators) themselves are more concerned with the
data (quantitative target). If they are really committed, they should not only do the bare minimum
like providing training. They would also have their own agenda with farmers……. Like, when I
worked as a facilitator on the field. I really loved my job, I worked to help the farmers community so
sometimes, even on Saturday and Sunday, I spend the days to meet farmers, to discuss with the
farmers.”
- Cargill’s Project Coordinator
Another Project Coordinator from Cargill and Cluster Leader from Koltiva mentioned that they expect
facilitators to have a holistic understanding not only about the topics in sustainable cocoa but also
about the ultimate goal of the programs. Lack of understanding about the topics and programs could
lead to lack of understanding on farmers level as well, which means that the knowledge transfer
process does not meet the expectation.
"Facilitators must know and have a complete understanding about the program. They must have the
capacity to be close to farmers and be able to motivate them so that they can explain the
program objectives. Inadequate capacity of the facilitators - not understanding the program makes
the program not run (as expected)"
- Cargill’s Project Coordinator
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“They (facilitators) must understand and also (able to) make farmers understand that this
certification is a profitable program for farmers. Not only from the technical point of view of the GAP,
but this certification program is also a business for farmers.…..They seem to understand very well
about GAP, now (they have to figure out) how farmers in Soppeng can manage their cocoa
farm to become a profitable business for them.”
- Koltiva’s Cluster Leader
By identifying these key factors that influencing field facilitator’s performance, the program
management team believes that if field facilitators are motivated, committed, highly skilled,
competent, and able to build and maintain good emotional relationships with target beneficiaries,
then the results expected by the program will be achieved. Those qualities could also support field
facilitators to face the challenges that influence their mobility on the field. One informant mentioned
that one of the challenges was that the number of meetings between beneficiaries and facilitators
was lower than expected. This challenge arises due to several condition such as duration of fieldwork
planned by the program is considered short, field facilitators responsible for other task such as data
verification which reduces their time with target beneficiaries or the COVID-19 situation that limits
their mobility to meet people. Apart from the lack of meeting with target beneficiaries, program
management also see that field facilitators have pressures on achieving the target of the program thus
their focus has shifted from building relationship with target beneficiaries to pursuing quantitative
targets.
According to the program management team, facilitator’s role is indeed influenced by the internal and
external factors, but success factors would definitely have a big support for facilitators to carry out
their duty in the sustainability programs. The next questions are, do the field agents agree with the
statement of the project management team? Is their experience consistent with what the project
management team stated or are there other details that have not been recognized? Do they see their
role merely as a duty or do they have other views about their role as field agents? The findings leading
to the answer to these questions will be discussed in sub-chapter 5.2, which is mostly obtained from
interviews with field agents.

5.2. LIFE EXPERIENCE OF FIELD FACILITATORS
In understanding the field facilitators’ role and factors that influence their actions in implementing
CCP sustainable strategy, I will elaborate here the field facilitators’ experience based on six factors
that emerged from the interview data (Figure 10). These six factors will give us an overview of
the external and internal conditions faced by the facilitators as well as their responses to these
conditions. By having this overview, we will be able to explore how these factors influence the way
field facilitators implement the cocoa sustainable strategy.
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Figure 10. Factors influencing the use of facilitator’s agency.
Source: Author’s Own

5.2.1. Backgrounds
According to the data collection, I categorized the background of field facilitators in: (i) locally and
non-locally hired, (ii) related and non-related education, (iii) farmer or part-time farmer and nonfarming background, (iv) experience in related field and newcomer.
Locally hired or non-locally hired
Half of the informants are locally hired, which gives them the advantage of having familiarity with the
field conditions, social practices and, sometimes, an established social network. However, even if they
are locally hired, some of them do share neither same ethnicity nor dialect with local people. In
Sulawesi itself, there are at least 40 local dialects (Friberg and Laskowske, 1989). Those who have the
same ethnicity with the majority of target beneficiaries have the advantage of being able to
communicate easily using their local dialect.
Education background
Most of the informants have a relevant academic degree, mainly a in agricultural or related study.
Only one has degree in Christian education. The facilitators from STC have a slightly diverse
background but generally hold a degree in social science – which, according to them, provides them
enough to get familiar with facilitation technique and social issues. Although the educational
background can support the facilitators with some skills, the knowledge on sustainable cocoa is mainly
given through the training from CCP.
Farmer or non-farmer
Among field facilitators, some of them come from a cocoa farmer family or consider themselves as a
part-time farmer. A facilitator who is also a daughter of farmer admitted that her status as a child of
a farmer has helped her to have an established social network, especially since she was assigned in
the exact location where her parents lived. As for facilitator who owned cocoa farms, they have an
advantage from their status as a part-time farmer. They said having the same experience with farmers
in cultivating cocoa has helped them to engage with farmers. Farmers usually trust the field facilitators
better once they prove that their farm has a good cocoa production.
Level of experience
Speaking of the experience, more than half informants had past experiences in facilitator work. The
others do not have any facilitator-related experience and are considered as newcomers, although
they usually had an internship in a sustainability program. Newcomers stated that the nervousness
from not having previous experience gradually disappeared after a lot of practice and assistance from
experienced staff. Experienced staff claimed that they have an advantage because they have had more
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intensive training and got to practice from their past experiences. Hence, they are willing to give
assistance to the newcomers since they feel like the training for newcomers is not intensive enough.

5.2.2. Motivations
The motivations of field facilitators according to the data collected is grouped into (i) personal gain,
(ii) performing field work or experiencing direct interaction with farmers, and (iii) supporting farmers
development. Personal gain includes gaining income, knowledge or experience. As stated by a
facilitator in Central Sulawesi:
“the first is of course to have living income, to make ends meet. Then another motivation is to gain
my knowledge as well as complement the existing knowledge I have (on cocoa farming)”
- Koltiva’s facilitator
Field facilitator’s preference for technical work is usually the main cause of their motivation for
performing field work along with interacting with farmers. Moreover, this motivation is often
intertwined with other motivations along with the aspiration of field facilitators to obtain personal
gains by increasing the social capital through interaction with farmers, as mentioned by a facilitator in
South Sulawesi:
“I was informed that if you become a facilitator, you will work directly in the field, that was why I am
interested (to become a facilitator). Plus, by being a facilitator, we deal directly with farmers. If we
meet farmers often, our social capital will be high as well”
- Koltiva’s facilitator
Supporting farmers’ development is the most popular motivation stated by half of the informants.
This motivation often appears together with the motivation to work on the field and interact with
farmers, as stated by a facilitator in South Sulawesi:
“Since we interact directly with farmers, we can practice all the knowledge we gained from university
and use them to motivate and help farmers. We might not be able to completely help farmers, but
we can support farmer bit by bit to improve their farm production”
- Koltiva’s facilitator
Motivation is considered a very important factor for facilitators to perform well in their job, according
to the program management team. However, based on the discussion with field facilitators,
I notice how the field facilitators have more than one motivation to become a facilitator. Motivation
can also be seen as their expectations for this job. Do they get enough living income by
becoming facilitators? Do they get enough field experience and interaction with farmers
by becoming facilitators? By becoming a facilitator, are they able to provide assistance for the
livelihood of the farmers? It is not only the initial motivation that encourages them to be committed
in carrying out their duties as facilitators as well as possible but also how
these motivations are fulfilled from their duty as facilitators. When these motivations and
expectations are not met, it is not impossible for the facilitator to become demotivated and carry out
the task as it is without a strong commitment.

5.2.3. Interaction with different actors
As field facilitators as well as social actors, field facilitators will have to interact with different actors
in CCP. Often, they experience dynamics in these interactions to engage with beneficiaries as an effort
to carry out their duties as facilitators and to achieve the goals of sustainability that they believe in.
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Dealing with Conflicts
From the discussion with field facilitators, interaction with actors in CCP implementation is considered
very dynamic. The dynamic between field facilitators and target beneficiaries usually occurs at the
beginning of the program, where new knowledge is introduced to target beneficiaries. Conflicts in the
CCP implementation in Indonesia occurred in three different conditions including: (i) the concept and
standard of certification considered new by target beneficiaries, (ii) social hierarchical system in the
village, and (iii) beneficiaries’ experiences with other cocoa related programs.
First, the concept and standard of certification is considered new by some farmers or local suppliers,
which cause a clash in cultural paradigm. UTZ certification standard includes specific conducts such as
prohibition of certain pesticide types, payment of wages with a minimum amount or restriction on
children's activities on the farm. The concept of child protection, for instance, is not easily accepted
by the cocoa farmers community because farmers in Indonesia are used to take their children to cocoa
farm. This activity has often been carried out as a farming training for the children. Meanwhile, UTZ
standard limit certain activities to be done by children as a child protection effort.
Second, social hierarchical system in village community causes a limitation for field facilitators in
knowledge-sharing process. Conflict, in this case, does not appear because of different perceptions of
knowledge, but because of the image of the messenger. Indonesian culture has an age-based social
hierarchical system where the older generations are believed to be more knowledgeable than the
younger ones. Thus, the age of the field facilitators is conveyed to be an obstacle for farmers to accept
new information or technology from field facilitators. In this case, the friendly approach to key person
in the cocoa community eventually becomes a solution where the close relationship between
field facilitators and beneficiaries increases the social capital of field facilitators. Close relationship,
eventually, also help in producing richer context in the knowledge in relation to cocoa or/and
sustainability.
Third, beneficiaries’ experiences with other cocoa-related programs resulted in different reactions to
CCP program. This condition occurs in two distinct interface cases:
i. Different programs usually offer different services and benefits to target beneficiaries. For
example, Cargill main strategy is to support farmers in their farm development process without
offering free goods. Meanwhile other program provides free goods to farmers, including agroinput and household needs of farmers. The facilitators, as the first point of contact on behalf of
Cargill, is having a difficult time because of this situation. Beneficiaries would complain excessively
to the field facilitators if the CCP program does not meet their expectations. Unfulfilled
expectations usually lead to reluctance of beneficiaries in applying the knowledge shared by CCP
or even quitting the CCP program.
ii. Beneficiaries, especially farmers, have an unpleasant experience with other cocoa-related
programs. At the beginning of the program, beneficiaries will consider this experience, which
resulted in the assumption that CCP will also provide them the same unpleasant experience.
Field facilitators have difficulty introducing the program strategy as well as recruiting farmers into
the program.
Other than the dynamic between beneficiaries and field facilitators, conflict can also occur in the
interaction between field facilitators and the program management team. Field facilitators, with their
own experience and knowledge from the field, do not always agree with the program strategy. For
instance, preparing UTZ certification documents is labour- and time- intensive, which leave the
facilitators with very little time with target beneficiaries. With a very limited time between
field facilitators and target beneficiaries, emotional relationships are more difficult to build. Hence,
knowledge sharing process will take more time to maybe occur better than realize.
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In dealing with these conflicts, field facilitators have implemented several efforts to convince target
beneficiaries. In some cases, Cargill’s local supplier partner usually interferes in this process to
influence farmers in accepting CCP program strategy. The long cooperation between local suppliers
and farmers provides initial trust building in CCP program. In this scenario, field facilitators’
relationship with local supplier plays a big role in addressing the challenge. In the cases where farmers
are uncertain with CCP strategy, field facilitators would ask some support from the Program
Management Team to help them with more explanation or even involve farmers in their self-made
strategy to meet farmer expectation.
Engagement with Beneficiaries
To get into the point where field facilitators are able to address the conflicts, field facilitators indeed
had to apply some strategies. Apart from implementing CCP strategies in their daily duties, field
facilitators carry out additional engagements. The most basic strategy is to be open to any
communication media from farmers including phone call, text message or WhatsApp message, as well
as requests for face-to-face meetings outside the program agenda. Moreover, informal approach such
as accepting invitations to celebratory events such as weddings or harvest celebrations also help to
strengthen the relationship with target beneficiaries are also taken.
“I often (discuss) with the village secretary - the leader of PATBM (Community Based Integrated Child
Protection). After working hours, I sometimes go to his house at night to drink tea. We discuss and
plan activities for the (CLRM) program while having tea. Of course, we have to take personal
approaches by making visits like that. To gather with them… not only in the interests of this program
but also to win the hearts of the people. Especially with the PATBM cadres because their position is
very important for the success of the program.”
- Facilitator, STC Local Partner
The following are very specific self-made strategies carried out by several field facilitators based on
the interviews. These strategies below are very focused on the learning process for cocoa farmers in
the CCP program, but also does not rule out, involving farmers who are not registered in the CCP
program. These strategies mainly brought up in the interviews by field facilitators with past
experiences in other cocoa sustainability program done by NGOs or other cocoa companies.
i.

Conducting a meeting and learning session at the field facilitator’s farm
As previously mentioned (in sub-chapter 5.2.1), some field facilitators own cocoa farms. In
their own farms, they usually apply cocoa good agricultural practices in order to improve their
cocoa production rate. Therefore, their farms become a demonstration plot in which farmers
could come and have a discussion and/or practice there.
“They (farmers) also usually visit WOW farm (demonstration plot); I have established a WOW
farm here as a learning centre for farmer. So, they usually visit my farm. I devoted my farm
for them to interact (with each other) there, as well as to motivate the farmers”
- Koltiva’s facilitator

ii.

Having social media groups with farmers
In the digital age, some farmers already have access to internet connection. Field facilitators
made use of this means to create learning and discussion media on WhatsApp and/or
Facebook groups.
“there is a farmer’s WhatsApp group in Bulukumba, they often share (information) in the
group. However, those who joined the group are only farmers who own Android cell phones.
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Then (these) farmers will provide information from that (WhatsApp) group to other farmers
or farmers who are in the same farmer group with him (who do not have android phone)”
- Koltiva’s facilitator

iii.

Establishing cocoa seedlings nurseries
CCP program only supports an establishment of cocoa seedlings nursery in some of
their project locations. The locations that have not received this support end up having little
access to cocoa seedlings. Knowing this condition, some field facilitators took the initiative to
build small nurseries together with farmers, which become a place for farmers to meet and
share knowledge.

iv.

Forming a farmers’ working group
A year ago, a facilitator in Central Sulawesi formed a farmers’ working group consisting of six
people, including himself. Initially, these farmers had already planted cocoa, but it tended not
to be in good condition. After joining the working group, the facilitator stated that he saw
some improvement on their cocoa farms. He also added that there were sometimes other
innovations resulting from their group works. Although he considers this working group as a
success, he limits the maximum number to six people.
“I formed a small working group and was involved as a member myself. I recruited cocoa
farmers who really wanted to learn together. Every Sunday, I meet with farmers and arrange
a schedule for whose farm to visit. Each garden will be visited in turn. And there we can have
an open discussion (about cocoa farming)”
- Koltiva’s facilitator

v.

Establishing a vegetable garden
Establishing a vegetable garden with farmers is an additional strategy carried out by one of
the facilitators. This strategy is intended to provide alternatives for farmers to meet their daily
needs. Apart from vegetable garden, the facilitator added that he and several farmers also
worked together to plant other commodities. The choice of commodity is specific to other
commodities that are not competitive cocoa. That way, farmers can have alternative income
besides cocoa.

vi.

Learning session by visiting other villages
A facilitator from Central Sulawesi mentioned that farmers in his project location came from
various ethnicities in Indonesia. In agricultural practice, each ethnic group usually has different
knowledge about cocoa farming due to differences in access to training and information
between each ethnicity in the past. With the aim of knowledge sharing, the facilitator
conducted visits between ethnic villages. This is also expected to prevent the emergence of
conflicts caused by differences in social status between ethnic groups.
“In the past, there was a conflict in Poso area (conflict between religions caused by other
things - and usually different ethnicity have different religion). And now in general, Pamona
ethnic group is left behind in terms of cocoa farming. While the farmers who came (from
other ethnicities) were quite advanced (in terms of cocoa farming). To anticipate conflict
because the migrant farmers managed to build this, buy this, buy that, I decided to finally
invite them. I invited them to the neighbourhood village (the majority of which have different
ethnicities)”
- Koltiva’s facilitator
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The interaction between facilitators and various actors, especially beneficiaries, can be one way
to understand how facilitators respond to a situation by using their agency. In general, all responses
are taken to build an environment that supports them in running the program, one of which is to build
emotional bonding with the beneficiaries. Particularly in engagement with farmers, I observe that the
facilitators do not always follow the program directions in interacting with beneficiaries. Engagement
with farmers is not only carried out to achieve the goals of CCP program, but also to meet farmers'
expectations and achieve facilitators’ individual agenda. Eventually, efforts to deal with conflict and
engagement with beneficiaries also affect the relationship between farmers and beneficiaries, which
will be explained in the next sub-chapter.

5.2.4. Network
Throughout the interview process, field facilitators shared some actors they personally know who
directly or indirectly support their job as field facilitators. When talking about networking,
field facilitators usually have more than one network with more than one various actor. The actors
mentioned by informants included (i) cocoa farmers community, (ii) government, (iii) cocoa research
centre, (iv) sustainable cocoa practitioners and (v) within CCP network.
Cocoa Farmers community
Facilitators, especially the experienced ones, usually have network within the cocoa farmers
community. Having a close relationship with the cocoa farmers gave field facilitators more access to
larger farmer’s communities and help them having easier knowledge sharing process. Through this
bonding, facilitators said that the work environment becomes more comfortable for themselves and
beneficiaries in meeting their respective needs, both from a program and social perspective.
Facilitator usually describe their relationship with cocoa farmers community in various way, such as
family-like relationship or friendship. The following are some experiences of facilitators with their
cocoa farmers community.
“….we sometimes hangout with them. When we visit the village, we sometimes stay overnight at the
house of the village secretary and have a chat with the head of farmer’s group about the program and
other matters outside of the program”
- Facilitator, STC Local Partner
“When we meet farmers, there are no boundaries between farmers and (Koltiva) staff. Just like
family, we don't position ourselves as better than farmers only because we are from Koltiva. With
farmers, we both learn and when we get a new information, we will immediately convey it to the
farmers. But actually, the farmers have more knowledge than us because they have been in the field
longer. So, on the field, we are just mingling like families.”
- Koltiva’s facilitator
Engagement with Government
Engagement with government officials is highly recommended by the program since the program
implementation requires official permission to run legally. Especially for the implementation of the
child protection program, engagement with the government is a part of program strategy.
However, several field facilitators have networks with government officials apart from engagement
for program purposes. One facilitator in Central Sulawesi, for example, had acquaintances with
government extension agents which allow him to participate in government’s events.
Another facilitator in Central Sulawesi shared that his network in the village official has helped him
support cocoa farmers to fulfil their needs.
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“(Apart from cocoa suppliers and farmers, I also usually communicate) with village officials. (I usually
discuss on) how the village can make village programs related to cocoa plants. For example, how the
village could establish a nursery which is managed by Bumdes (Village Owned Enterprise) at
affordable prices.”
- Koltiva’s facilitator
Cocoa Research Centre
The cocoa research centre that the informants referred to is the Cocoa Research Centre in Sulawesi,
founded by Mars Inc. Apart from conducting agronomy-related research, Mars Cocoa Research Centre
is also active in conducting training related to Good Agricultural Practice. Several
of Koltiva’s facilitators had experience at the Mars Cocoa Research Centre. Some had been trained as
a ‘Cocoa Doctor’ for around three months, while others have worked as cocoa farm technicians or
have received other training at the research centre (between one to six months long). Cocoa Doctor
is the term used by the Mars Research Centre for people who have gone through a number of trainings
and can become trainers or facilitators related to cocoa GAP. The experiences as Cocoa
Doctor provide a network to field facilitators who have been involved in the research centre. Through
this network, field facilitators usually ask questions to the experts at the research centre. They also
sometimes discuss cocoa matters with the ‘alumni’ of the research centre wherever they are currently
working. For the cocoa doctor, they even have a special community as explained by one
facilitator, who is also a cocoa doctor:
“As a cocoa doctor, no matter in which organization we are working, we still have our status as a
cocoa doctor. We belong to Cocoa Doctor community from all over the world. From there we get
updates on all technology, especially related to cocoa – but there are other technologies as well”
- Koltiva’s facilitator
Sustainable Cocoa Practitioner
Sustainable Cocoa Practitioner network can be varied from former colleagues or other sustainable
cocoa practitioner who work in different programs and organizations. Former colleague is mentioned
in interviews especially when discussing information sharing. Some field facilitators refer their former
colleague as ‘senior’ since they have been in cocoa sector longer than field facilitators themselves.
Senior also used to describe their former colleague who is older or is considered to have more
knowledge. The network of fellow sustainable cocoa practitioners include staff from Certification
Body including UTZ and Rainforest Alliance, and other cocoa companies. Networks with former
colleague or fellow practitioners generally become a knowledge-sharing platform to field facilitators.
Field facilitators usually come to them to ask questions on doubtful situations at the field or some
updated information related to cocoa in general. This network provides a learning platform for
field facilitators in addition to the formal training or module they receive from the program.
“One of the former staff (of Koltiva) has a lot of experience. We often discuss with him, for example
about a (cocoa) disease in our project location. Later he will let us know if there are new pest and
disease management methods that we can share with farmers. For example, to control the walnut
borer, it turns out that we don't need to apply pesticides, but we can use soap so that the
larvae come out or we can also use tobacco leaves. We haven't learned things like that
before. Fortunately, one of the former staff here is still willing to welcome us if we want to have
a discussion”
- Koltiva’s facilitator
CCP Network
Apart from the various external networks already mentioned, CCP Program has become another
network for the field facilitators. Although from the project organizational chart all
field facilitators are included in the CCP network, each field facilitator has a different connection
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within the CCP network due to the people they personally know and/or their specific duties as
field facilitators. For example, facilitator IMS who is responsible to deal with local suppliers and
traceability, usually have connections with Cargill’s commercial team to discuss about the price of
cocoa beans. Furthermore, the project locations with child protection activities or having collaborative
projects with other chocolate companies will have a wider network because there are more actors
involved. One facilitator who works in project location where Cargill and Mars Inc are in partnership
explained her interaction with Mars Inc in the project implementation:
“Sometimes we have discussion with the team from Mars, since Mars is a partner in the CCP program
(in our project location). We have a (WhatsApp) group for the facilitators and the Mars team. Once a
month, there will be mentoring with the Mars team. We will update the knowledge (about cocoa)
and also discuss about our daily experience here and what are the obstacles in the field”
- Koltiva’s facilitator
Based on the discussion about networking, I perceive networks as a source of social capital for field
facilitators in carrying out their daily tasks. In addition to providing wider access to the latest
information on cocoa, sustainability and agricultural technology, the network described also provides
facilitators with access to support in implementing individual agenda. Network is important not only
for achieving the objectives of the program but also for doing beyond what the program has planned
and expected.

5.2.5. Limitations
Limitations can be described as challenges faced by many field facilitators in their daily life. Based
on field facilitators' opinion, I group the limitations into (i) hierarchical communication, (ii) timing with
farmers, (iii) limited interaction with target beneficiaries, (iv) lack of training, (v) language barrier and,
(vi) field conditions.
Hierarchical Communication
Hierarchical communication is a way of working agreed upon by Cargill and its partners for the CCP
Program (Annex II). The communication flow was agreed to minimize uncontrollable communication
directions that can lead to misunderstandings and communication irregularities within the
organization. However, this rigid communication flow is also seen to limit the mobility and
communication of field facilitators by some actors. The facilitators, for example, must have permission
from Cluster Leader before they could share certain information with target beneficiaries. In the
interviews, understanding field facilitators’ social interaction with several key actors was troublesome
to me because the informants conveyed that they had limited communication access. There could be
social interaction, but they do not dare to convey or there could be no social interaction whatsoever
– which I cannot assume from the data collection process.
Timing
Timing with target beneficiaries is mentioned very often by informant, considering that target
beneficiaries in CCP project have their own respective activities. Local suppliers are certainly busy with
their business, where most of the suppliers are not only doing cocoa beans business but also have
other commodities or goods business. Cocoa farmers in Indonesia usually do not only farm cocoa but
also work in other commodities or even have a part time job. Their busy activities pose a challenge for
field facilitators to carry out their duties since it is difficult to make a schedule with them. This case is
also seen as a challenge to achieve some goals of the programs, e.g. increased cocoa production and
traceable cocoa beans. Very tight schedule can make target beneficiaries to not fully follow the
program recommendation.
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“The busy schedule of farmers can become a problem. Farmers usually go to the cocoa farm every
day. If they don’t go to the farm, they usually go to their paddy field. Sometimes we
make appointment on Monday but then sometimes the farmer cannot fulfil the appointment. (We
got) trouble in scheduling (the meeting), because farmers do not only focus on cocoa.”
- Koltiva’s facilitator
Limited Interaction with Beneficiaries
The busy schedule of field facilitators and target beneficiaries also translates in a poor interaction with
target beneficiaries. Several field facilitators stated that they sometimes must spend time outside their
working hours to have an optimal amount of interaction with target beneficiaries. Since the main goal
of the program is to pass the UTZ certification, facilitators sometimes spend more time collecting and
verifying the data of farmers and local suppliers, instead of training or coaching the target
beneficiaries. This condition become a challenge for facilitators to achieve the goal of sustainable
cocoa expected by them.
Lack of Training
Lack of training was mentioned very few by field facilitators. However, more experienced Koltiva’
Facilitators or program management team, who had experience as facilitator, informed me that the
training given to current field facilitators was very basic compared to what they had been received.
“Farmers must have judged facilitator by their capacity, whether they were able to assist them, able
to provide maximum assistance to them. Most of (current) facilitators have not yet reached that level
(of assistances) so there is still a lot to learn.... (therefore) it requires support from the program to
provide a full package training, not just 2-3 days (of training).”
- Koltiva’s facilitator
Several field facilitators explained that the lack of training was, after all, compensated by the informal
discussion with experienced staff or with other networks they have. This ‘compensation’ really
depends on their respective networks and their initiatives, which could result in unequal amount of
information among field facilitators. Nonetheless, no comment mentioned the lack of training
received by STC facilitators, suggesting agreement with the current training.
Language Barrier
Language barrier is mostly faced by field facilitators who are not originally from the project location.
Although most of Indonesian understand the national language, field facilitators stated that some
farmers who lives in the mountain hardly speak Bahasa Indonesia. These farmers are not able to
express themselves independently on whether or not they understand the language. One facilitator
from STC added that even though most of the target beneficiaries speak Indonesian well, they are
generally more comfortable and engaging when they interact with the local language. To cope with
this issue, field facilitators who cannot speak the local dialect are usually accompanied by farmers or
village officials who are able to speak both Indonesian and local dialects.
“The difficulty is when visiting remote areas where farmers do not know Indonesian language, now
that is the challenge…… I usually ask for help from the village apparatus or a friend to become the
translator”
- Koltiva’s facilitator
Field Condition
Limitation in relation to field conditions is usually indicated by field facilitators who have duties in
mountainous locations. The mountainous terrain possesses a high risk and threat and takes a longer
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time to reach. To overcome such risks, facilitators normally inform their colleagues about their daily
plans and coordinate with village officials of the visited locations.
“We are required to be independent, since we cannot always be accompanied to our project location.
It becomes a challenge in itself. Moreover, I am a woman, and the location of the farmer is in a quite
difficult location where I have to go through (some kind of) terrain. So far that is my concern as a
facilitator. A personal fear - fear that something can happen on the road”
- Koltiva’s facilitator
Another issue related to field conditions is the bad internet connection. The data collection and
traceability report processes in CCP are using smart-phones applications that require an internet
connection. Facilitator and local suppliers who perform traceability reports often must go back and
forth to a location with a good internet connection to complete their tasks. Despite of the non-optimal
field conditions, field facilitators feel motivated and overlook field conditions issue once they notice
the enthusiasm of target beneficiaries.
This sub-chapter provided a broader picture of the challenges faced in the field. The limitations
experienced by the field facilitator vary from limitation caused by the project setting to limitation
caused by the social and physical conditions of the project location. Understanding the limitations and
challenges faced by a field facilitator can indicate the ability of field facilitator in responding to
the situations that limit their mobility range. Strategies such as broadening their knowledge through
their individual network is one of the examples of how facilitators respond to the challenging
situation. However, in some situations, field facilitators do not have enough resource to come up with
any strategy that can make the situation easier for them. Therefore, this sub-chapter also
show how the external factors could affect facilitators into the point where they are not able to get
out of the situation.

5.2.6. Interpretation on Sustainability
The interpretation on sustainability is divided into the interpretation on sustainability concept and the
ideal sustainability approach. When asked about their opinion on the concept of sustainable cocoa,
the answers of the informants generally led to an increase in cocoa production to improve farmers'
livelihoods. It is seen that sustainable cocoa has been achieved when all actors involved in the cocoa
value chain benefit from cocoa production. This may not be separated from the influence of the
corporate sustainability concept, which aims to ensure the sustainability of the production of the raw
materials needed. As for other sustainability concepts such as environmental and social issues, these
concepts are recognized by field facilitators as issues that needs attention to ensure that cocoa
production does not cause any bad impact to the community and environment.
On the discussion about the ideal sustainable approach, field facilitators agree that the assistance
provided by CCP to beneficiaries is a good start. However, additional support is needed in order to
achieve the best result. The additional approaches according to field facilitators are mainly focusing
on supporting farmers farming activities, including (i) agro-input or tools support, (ii) intensive
coaching, (iii) better price for farmers and market transparency, and (iv) government engagement.
These ideas are, indeed, inseparable from the goal of increasing cocoa production and improving the
livelihoods of farmers.
Agro-input or tools support
Cocoa farmers in Indonesia face some difficulties on finding agro-input for their cocoa farm since
subsidy
programs
from
the
government
are
often
not
well
targeted.
Other government programs, such as distribution of free cocoa seedlings, usually does not distribute
good quality seedlings. Agro-inputs that are commercially sold are difficult to find and usually
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considered quite expensive by farmers. For these reasons, many facilitators believe that agro-input
and agricultural tools need to be provided by the program in order to achieve sustainability.
“I hope the program will pay more attention to the condition of farmers, by providing (agro) inputs
that can improve their crops. For example, input materials such as seedlings. Maybe
program can support the farmers group for the provision of some nurseries. Maybe with such
support, the farmers will be motivated, to motivate them, to have enthusiasm since they will feel that
Cargill is care. When they are motivated, they will have a desire to improve their cocoa (quality)”
- Koltiva’s facilitator
Intensive Coaching
Referring to a discussion related to the lack of interaction with target beneficiaries,
many facilitators argue that the sustainability programs should provide more intensive coaching, in
order to provide optimal assistance services for farmers so that farmers could improve their
productivity and cocoa production. In addition, more intensive capacity building is also required for
local suppliers. The role of local suppliers is considered very important for the sustainability of cocoa
and could replace the program’s role once the program ends.
“The facilitators hope that assistance to farmers will be improved, not just one or two times meeting
with farmers for the purpose of passing certification. Facilitators are given technology transfer in one
week and sometimes we still don't get it. Let alone farmers who have different levels of education.”
- Koltiva’s facilitator
Market Transparency
Facilitator are also expecting a better cocoa market price on farmers’ level or more transparent access
to information about cocoa prices to farmers. Better prices are seen as a stimulant for farmers to
improve their cocoa productivity as well as motivation for them to keep farming cocoa. Cocoa was
reported by facilitators had a bright market in the early 2000s. Therefore, cocoa is still considered to
be able to increase farmers' income again through increasing prices – although it might not be as
simple as that. As for the market transparency, a facilitator believes that farmers should receive
updated information on cocoa price in order to gain a bargaining power on selling their cocoa to local
suppliers.

“In relation to cocoa sales, I want transparent pricing information to farmers. Sometimes suppliers
who work with Cargill have different prices on the same day. If farmers know about market
information, they can be in a position to make the bid and decide where they should sell at the best
profit.”
- Koltiva’s facilitator

Government Engagement
Field facilitators believe that support from company and/or NGOs is not enough because they have
limitation on reaching farmers. According to field facilitators, a lot of farmers complained since
government’s programs are not fairly distributed. Government programs are mainly allocated to other
commodity, especially staple food commodities. This fact has made many farmers switched to staple
food commodities in the hope of getting more support from government. As stated by a
facilitator from South Sulawesi, increasing cocoa productivity and sustainability of cocoa has not been
achieved because the government's attention to cocoa is still lacking:
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"Cocoa farmers have complaints, they said the reason why many farmers have to switch commodity
is because the facilities and infrastructure needed by cocoa farmers are not supported. For example,
the government focuses on the availability of fertilizers for paddy fields. The productivity of cocoa is
not good because the nutrients are not fulfilled. Even though the farmers have money they cannot
buy it because the fertilizers sold are fertilizers for corn or paddy, not for plantation crops. To get
farmers motivated, there must be assistance from the government. Cocoa is indeed having a future,
but many farmers switch commodity because there is no support on agro-inputs for cocoa plants."
- Koltiva’s facilitator
The perception of field facilitators on sustainability concept is still strongly influenced by CCP concept
of sustainability. Sustainable cocoa is seen as a form of economic sustainability which will bring
sustainable economic advantages to the actors involved, including target beneficiaries. Discussions
about environmental and social issues tend to appear less frequently in interactions between
beneficiaries and field facilitators. However, the ideal sustainability approach, according to field
facilitators, is somewhat different with the main approach of CCP. Field facilitators perceive that the
ideal sustainability approach should include support to agro-input procurement and market
transparency to keep farmers motivated and thus productive. When agro-input and market
transparency are not met, sustainability of cocoa cannot be achieved since farmers would have lack
access to capitals in keeping their livelihood from cocoa farming. To conclude, the ideal sustainability
concept according to field facilitators includes knowledge sharing, assistance through coaching,
market provision and market transparency as well as meeting agro-input needs for farmers.

5.3. BENEFICIARIES’ EXPERIENCES
This sub-chapter will focus on elaborating the beneficiaries’ experiences in CCP program, especially in
relation to their interaction with field facilitators. This section is intended to provide an overview of
the interactions between field facilitators and beneficiaries in day to day basic. As explained
previously, target beneficiaries include both local suppliers and cocoa farmers. I will first begin with
the experience of local suppliers with facilitators, and then move to cocoa farmers’ perception about
field facilitators. Finally, I will explore beneficiaries’ perception on sustainable cocoa to understand
how the knowledge about sustainability is being translated by beneficiaries.
Local Suppliers’ Experiences
Local suppliers are mostly interacting with facilitator IMS. Although they are included in the target
beneficiaries' group, suppliers are also considered as partners in the program. They have their own
power where their network with farmers can determine whether the latter would participate in CCP
program. In interviews with suppliers, it is often stated that suppliers also mobilize farmers and
sometimes become the intermediaries between farmers and field facilitators. For example, when
farmers start asking about several issues, such as training schedule or premium certification
distribution, farmers sometimes convey it first to the supplier, who will later contact the field
facilitator. Moreover, when conducting meeting with farmers, field facilitators will sometimes contact
suppliers to ask for their support to arrange the meetings. The suppliers interviewed described their
relationship with field facilitator as very professional. Most discussions are held around the
preparation of UTZ certification audits and purchasing and traceability of certified cocoa beans. The
suppliers do not always have direct interaction with facilitator IMS. Some big suppliers usually hire
administrative staff whose responsibility is to coordinate with the facilitator IMS in the
implementation of the CCP program.
“At most I see them (facilitators) once or twice a week. We usually discussed on how far is
our progress to cover (cocoa beans) quotas, obstacles to fulfilling unfulfilled quotas, more so to
purchase (certified cocoa beans from farmers)… (Our) relationship is limited to work, professional
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(relationship). Sometimes we meet outside of work matters. Discussions outside of work matter do
exist but are rare”
- CCP-Registered Local Supplier
Cocoa Farmers’ Experiences
Farmers are usually more familiar with the names of institutions or organization represent by
the field facilitators. They mentioned Koltiva and Swisscontact to refer to field facilitators of CCP
program. Swisscontact is a non-profit organization founded and registered under Swiss
authority (Swisscontact, n.d). The organization focus on the implementation of international
development project, including agricultural project called SCPP (Sustainable Cocoa Production
Program) in Indonesia. From 2012 to late 2019, the CCP program is in partnership with Swisscontact
specifically in implementing training and coaching activities for farmers. Through
their SCPP consortium, Swisscontact has created a training and coaching curriculum and places its
facilitators in the CCP program. By 2020, the partnership with Swisscontact was terminated and the
implementation of training and coaching activities for farmers was taken over completely by
Koltiva. Some former Swisscontact facilitator are currently working as Koltiva’s facilitator.
However, despite of the non-involvement of Swisscontact in CCP Program anymore, some farmers still
refer field facilitators as Swisscontact.
Most farmers mentioned that they see facilitators as informants or trainer to new farming
technology. According to farmers, on their interaction with facilitators, they mainly discussed on
the topics around cocoa good agricultural practices and cocoa market. Only one farmer mentioned
that their field facilitators did not really interact intensively, except for the UTZ certification
preparation. Farmer’s perception of their relationship with field facilitators are varied from family-like
relationship, friendship, and working colleague.
“I am very close (with Facilitator), I know them very well because they taught me a lot (about cocoa
farming). (They) also always come to (my) cocoa farm”
- CCP-Registered Farmer
“Every time I have a question and I ask them to come (to my place or cocoa farm), they will
always come. We are just like family”
- CCP-Registered Farmer
Sustainable Cocoa in The Eyes of Beneficiaries
The term of sustainability (or ‘keberlanjutan’ in Bahasa Indonesia) is still not very familiar to the
suppliers and farmers. Most farmers are not even aware with the term sustainability; hence their
perception of sustainability is difficult to explore. Likewise, suppliers may be more familiar with the
term but not with the whole concept of sustainability itself. CCP as a program is not seen by the target
beneficiaries as a program that promotes cocoa sustainability. According to beneficiaries, CCP focuses
on increasing cocoa production and quality. The concept of certification used in the program is seen
solely as an effort to stay in cocoa market and get more benefit from cocoa sales. This fact can
illustrate how the focus of the program objectives is received and processed by target beneficiaries.
Both local suppliers and farmers are economically motivated to engage in the sustainable cocoa
strategy. Local suppliers are motivated by the profit they might gain from participation in sustainable
cocoa value chain. Being in partnership with Cargill gives them a market certainty which resulted in
the improved trust from farmers. Sustainable cocoa is mainly interpreted as the continuity of the
cocoa production.
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“As a businessman, of course I think about the benefits I can get from the program. I want to get the
benefit by joining the (CCP) program. I can also know how to maintain a good
cocoa production. If (the production of) cocoa is not sustainable, it means my business will not be
sustainable as well”
- CCP-Registered Local Supplier
“Because joining this program is a good (opportunity). I can have a contract with farmers and Cargill,
I find it easier to get beans from farmers and because I am in partnership with Cargill, farmers will
prefer to sell their beans to me.”
- CCP-Registered Local Supplier
As for farmers, their motivations vary from getting a premium price from selling their cocoa beans in
Cargill's supply chain to gaining knowledge to increase the productivity of their cocoa farms. Their
motivation is sometimes based on the contented feeling from getting a technical assistance from the
programs.
“Because CCP program is offering a premium to our cocoa beans purchase”
- CCP-Registered Farmer
“Because the results are promising. I can get a lot of learning experience, the production (of my
cocoa farm) is also very satisfying”
- CCP-Registered Farmer

5.4. CONCLUSION
In this chapter, I have shared some point of views from program management team and beneficiaries
as well as the experiences of field facilitators. In sub-chapter 5.1, program management team
described five factors that influence in the expected performance from field facilitators. These factors
are believed, by the program management team, to equip the facilitator in carrying out their duties in
the midst of the challenges they face. Meanwhile sub-chapter 5.2 captured more in-depth experiences
of the facilitators on the field. The facilitators outlined six factors that influence their efforts to carry
out their task These factors provide dynamics in the implementation of CSP by the facilitators. In
dealing with factors that include challenges, such as limitation and dealing with conflicts, the facilitator
must make personal strategies. The ability to carry out personal strategies, in general, cannot be
separated from supporting factors as background and network. Furthermore, sub-chapter 5.3
provided an overview of the experiences of target beneficiaries with facilitators. Their experiences
indirectly show how the role of the facilitator is accepted by the target beneficiaries. These
experiences show the results of the field facilitator's actions in implementing CSP. In summary,
Chapter 5 has provided information on the dynamics and interactions experienced by CSP actors in
the field, especially with the facilitators. Furthermore, the information gathered in chapter 4 and 5,
along with the conceptual framework introduced in chapter 2 will all converge for an analytical
discussion in chapter 6.
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CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION
The preceding chapters provided a descriptive summary of the empirical evidence on Cargill Cocoa
Promise operation and how the ways field facilitators use their agency influenced the operation and
outcomes of the program. This chapter shall highlight more in-depth analysis on the connection
between the main research findings with the conceptual framework. As stated on the first Chapter,
the main research question of this study is: How do field facilitators use their agency to influence the
production of knowledge and the operation of cocoa CSP in Indonesia? To answer the research
question, the analytical discussion will focus on (i) governing GVC through CSP, and (ii) power relation
and the exercise of one’s agency. The first sub-chapter will have more focus on understanding the
governance of cocoa value chain through CSP. Throughout sub-chapter 6.1, we will not see the
influence of facilitators on CSP implementation yet, but rather how the sustainability knowledge
interpreted by Cargill is being governed throughout the chain. Furthermore, the discussion in subchapter 6.2 will elaborate how facilitators use their agency within CSP structure governed by Cargill.
In this sub-chapter, we will discuss how the facilitator, despite of the power interaction within the
structure, continues to use his agency to manoeuvre in this structure. It is from this discussion that we
can see the influence of the facilitator on the operation of cocoa CSP. Later in this chapter, I also
elaborate the reflection of conceptual framework used in this research.

6.1. GOVERNING GVC THROUGH CSP
Information on sustainable cocoa value chain exercised by Cargill in Chapter 5 has given us an
overview on how Cargill, as a lead firm, govern the value chain. Cargill Cocoa and Chocolate
sustainability strategy is not a transformative concept but rather influenced by the market demand.
Cargill's understanding of the demand for sustainable products leads to value chain governance
through a sustainable strategy. According to Gereffin and Lee (2014), the core business practice of
lead firms includes the concept of sustainability that aims to maximize benefits for all actors in the
value chain and minimize the negative practices through achieving economic benefits while
maintaining appropriate social conditions and being environmentally responsible. In their
sustainability effort, Cargill exercise their control along the chain by enforcing the sustainability
requirement to the upstream actors. The fundamental requirements in value-chain governance are
what are the products and how these products should and are being produced by the producers
(Humprey and Memedovic, 2001). Sustainable cocoa is a product demanded by Cargill, whose
production process must comply with sustainability standards. Such standards in value chain
governance are mainly regulated by the lead firms but often times also can come from third party,
which emphasizing on market transparency, safety standards or labour and environmental standard
(Humprey and Memedovic, 2001). In the current CCP strategy, Cargill uses the sustainable cocoa
standards set by UTZ. When standards are enforced by a third party, the lead firm remains responsible
for determining and monitoring the standard compliance process along the chain to accomplish the
expected outcomes (Humprey and Memedovic, 2001). Therefore, UTZ becomes a tool for Cargill in
governing its value chain towards a cocoa sustainable value chain.
In addition to enforcing sustainable standards to actors in the value chain, the use of UTZ certification
as one of the strategies in CCP program is also attributed to Cargill's economic motivations. UTZ
certification, especially in Asia and Pacific cocoa sustainability market, maintains to have a high
demand. Although Cargill sustainability concept matches the certification content, which also trying
to address the social and environmental sustainability in cocoa value chains, the delivery of CCP
sustainability concept is still very much highlighting economic sustainability. The main activities of CCP
program are giving technical assistance to cocoa farmers that lead to a sustainable production of cocoa
through a sustainable agricultural practice. The provision of technical support to producers in
improving profits in GVC is likely to occur in several conditions such as ensuring continuity of supply
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and maintaining a responsible corporate image (Humprey and Memedovic, 2006). Through CCP
program, Cargill has gained access to a secured supply from producers and showed an image as a
considerate company. Cargill is securing supply to sustainable cocoa beans through exclusive
agreement with local supplier. The exclusive agreement is defined as all sustainable cocoa beans
purchased by a local supplier from farmers can only be distributed to Cargill. Through the certification
program, local suppliers also have the opportunity to secure supplies from cocoa farmers. The supply
chain for sustainable cocoa that is bound by this contract is also documented through a traceability
record, which is one of the requirements the UTZ standard. To maintain this agreement, of course
Cargill as a company needs to make efforts to ensure that Cargill is favourable in the eyes of suppliers
and farmers. One way is through the activities offered by the CCP program, such as technical
assistance and coaching for farmers, and premium payments to suppliers and farmers in accordance
with the agreement. That way CCP offers a win-win solution to upstream actors to keep them in cocoa
supply chain hence the sustainability of cocoa production is secured.
As I discussed earlier in this chapter, sustainable cocoa beans volume remains as the primary target
of CCP program, which also integrate to the premium received by local suppliers and farmers
calculated from the volume they deliver to Cargill. It shows on how the production focus is projected
into the way facilitators and target beneficiaries interpret sustainability goals. Knowledge sharing
between both facilitators and target beneficiaries is mainly focused on the good agricultural practices
and cocoa market dynamic. On sub-chapter 5.3, I also brought up the fact that target beneficiaries are
not familiar with the term and concept of sustainability. This fact means that beneficiaries interpret
the CCP program not as a sustainability-focused program but as a program focusing on the
improvement of cocoa production. The knowledge received by beneficiaries regarding sustainability
cannot be separated from how the knowledge is produced and distributed along the CCP
structure. Knowledge in global value chain governance is transmitted through the chain and buyers
play an active role in transmitting knowledge to their supplier (Humprey and Memedovic, 2000,
p.12). In CCP, knowledge is first produced by a high-level discussion between Cargill and the
implementers of CCP, which is highly influenced by UTZ standard. This high-level discussion does not
only include what information the program wants to share with beneficiaries but also how the
information should be shared. The economic aspect of sustainable cocoa value chain is embedded in
the training and coaching guidelines for beneficiaries. Social topics such as child labour implemented
by Save the Children are currently only become a small part of the program as an effort to meet market
demand. Therefore, the knowledge which is dominated by the economic aspects of sustainable cocoa
produced by high-level management is passed on to farmers through the facilitators.
However, knowledge is not just about receiving the given information but is also generated through
interaction (Ponte and Cheyns, 2013). The knowledge production process does not stop where
farmers received knowledge from the facilitator but continues to develop as long as there is still a
meeting between the program and the beneficiaries. When examining the governance of
sustainability networks, “it is necessary to analyse process management and to expand the range of
key actors beyond those found in corporations, governments, NGOs, and civil society to include expert
groups and epistemic communities” (Ponte and Cheyns, 2013, p. 461). Moreover, understanding the
role of facilitators as one of the agents in knowledge dissemination becoming essential in order to
comprehend how knowledge is being produces, transferred and shared along the chains.

6.2. POWER RELATION AND THE EXERCISE OF ONE’S AGENCY
This sub-chapter will begin with the discussion of power relation within CPS program then continue
with the way facilitator’s exercising their agency. In order to understand the structural power in CSP,
power in the lens of GVC mainly remained in the favour of lead firms and tend to be asymmetric (Dallas
et al, 2019; Humphrey and Schmitz, 2002). If referring to this narrative, Cargill as one of the lead firms
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has absolute power in determining the value and quality of the cocoa market supply. However, this
narrative has evolved since the emergence of several discussions about power in the GVC. Dallas
(2019) argues that not only lead firms can shape the GVC governance but also standards and
certification related to quality and sustainability, the initiatives of various stakeholders, and social
movement. Although lead firms have the main source of power in controlling the qualification of a
particular product, there is contribution of other actors in the value chain,
which might ultimately challenge the power of lead firms (Dallas, 2019). Cargill’s strategy in this
case, is based on engaging a sustainable cocoa supply chain and produce UTZ certified cocoa
product. This strategy is inseparable from the demand from consumers and initiative from other
institutions that encourage cocoa production. The conception of power in GVC has switch from
centralizing power on one actor to realizing that power occur from different functional actor inside or
outside of value chain, including NGOs, governments, and multi-stakeholder initiatives (Nadvi and RajReichert, 2015; Ponte and Sturgeon, 2014). In the implementation of CCP, Cargill also depends heavily
on local suppliers in order to persuade farmers under their network in Cargill’s sustainable cocoa value
chain. Cocoa farmers in Indonesia usually have strong bonds with the local suppliers, which can be
caused by financial, family, or cultural reasons. Unwillingness of local supplier to be involved in CCP
could result in a limitation for Cargill to expand their sustainable cocoa value chain.
Hence, do the cases above mean that hierarchical structure does not take place in determining the
global value chain? Although I agree that power in sustainable GVC play in different shapes, I argue
that hierarchical structure is inevitable. In the CCP operation, CCP strategy might be influenced by
other actor’s initiative yet the operationalization strategy is still very much determined by
Cargill’s management objective. In addition to the previous case, Cargill's strength as a buyer with a
stable financial structure has the opportunity to negotiate with a local supplier to include their
network of cocoa producers in Cargill’s cocoa sustainable value chain. Moreover, in sub-chapter 5.2.3,
conflicted idea about sustainable approach for cocoa producers between field agents and CCP
Program Management Team were explained. In dealing with the disagreement on sustainability
approach of CCP, facilitators exercise their agency by using their personal resources to engage in
additional activities with beneficiaries. However, the outcome of the program, such as encouraging
farmers to be involved in UTZ certification, remains the main task and goal of the
facilitators. Ultimately, the goal of CCP as the lead firm is still considered as the core of the program
even though, in practice, it is widely negotiated and adapted to the social context.
Even though they have to deal with the hierarchical power in the CCP structure, the facilitator also has
at least a portion of the power gained from being a part of that structure. According to Long (2001),
power is fluid and includes the possibility of control, privilege, and some extent of capacity to take
action. Field facilitator as the actor who represent a major structure - the corporate sustainability
program - might have more accessible ways to mobilize the community compared to actors who are
not included in such structure such as the target beneficiaries (von Benda-Beckmann et al., 1989).
However, the findings on facilitators’ interaction with other actors show otherwise. Facilitators have
to encounter value differences, cultural context as well as other actor’s perception. Field facilitators’
status as the agent of change or sustainable development practitioner does not position themselves
as people in power when they encounter several cultural beliefs, such as age-based social hierarchical
or bringing new knowledge that is not in line with the local cultural context. The involvement of other
actors with power in the local cultural context such as community leaders or local supplier is very
much needed in the knowledge sharing process. Power relations between each actor
involved eventually includes a negotiation and compromise process in which the actors have to work
on to influence certain components while attempting to maintain others (Long, 2001).
Besides dealing with power relations, Chapter 5 has acknowledged the confined capacity of
field facilitators in playing their role as the facilitators in CCP program. On the following discussion, I
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will focus on exploring how field facilitators recognize their capability in manoeuvring and form a
strategy despite of the confined capacity (Long, 2001). Analysing how field facilitators react to the
constrained experience in implementing CCP will require the understanding on how field facilitators
exercise their agency to build personal engagement with target beneficiaries.
In subchapter 5.1, I have identified the five factors that are believed by Program Management Team
can influence the performance of facilitators in carrying out their duties to achieve the objective of
CCP. Program Management Team sees that if facilitator has these five factors, then the program
objectives will be achieved regardless of the challenges or limitations in implementing the program.
Nonetheless, the discussion with facilitators described in sub-chapter 5.2 shows how, in their daily
lives, field facilitators must continue to manoeuvre in playing their role as facilitators. From the
six factors explained in sub-chapter 5.2, field facilitators’ background, networking and interpretation
on sustainability have the most impact on field facilitators’ personal engagement with target
beneficiaries. Field facilitators with working experience as facilitator on other projects usually have
more networks outside of CCP program and tend to have richer personal strategy. For example,
one Koltiva facilitator, who established farmers’ working groups, comes from a cocoa farmer family,
and has a degree from agricultural vocational school. Prior to working in CCP, he used to work as
facilitator as well as farm technician in Mars Research Centre. His experience not only provided
expertise in cocoa cultivation and facilitation but also provided him with networks. His social networks
vary from cocoa farmers, experts from different organizations, and local officials. His different idea on
how ideal sustainability approach should made him use the network and things he learned from his
background experience to support his personal strategy. Both background and network have given
him the knowledge and self-capacity to establish new strategies when the program activities are not
sufficient to fulfil his ideal sustainability approach concept. Koltiva’s facilitator in the given example
does not limit the ideal sustainability approach only as defined by CCP strategy. He constructs his own
experience and knowledge and consider the experience within his socio-spatial network to later form
a farmer working group as a part of his personal strategy to engage farmers in sustainable cocoa
practice.
The finding mentioned above is in accordance with the concept of agency as a change-making action
to a pre-existing state which can only be realized through social relations (Long, 2001). The agency
relies heavily on the creation, use or adjustment of social relations for the transmission of information
through certain interactions and interpretations (Long, 2001). Network for field agents in CCP
program is not only built through their previous social encounter but also as a strategy to fulfil their
role as facilitators. According to some field facilitators, the training provided by CCP program is lacking
in some content. This perception towards the CCP support made field facilitators build a network in
order to expand their knowledge. They reached out to former field facilitators of CCP, expertise from
other cocoa company or even farmers to gain the knowledge and skills they need as a facilitator. As
stated by Long (2001, p. 89) “the networks become key standpoint, mobilising resources, and for
bridging, defending or creating social and political space within or transcending specific institutional
domains.” In other words, network becomes the key standpoint in exercising one’s agency in dealing
with conflict and knowledge production.
The explanation above is slightly different from the factors described in sub-chapter 5.1, where the
network, background, and interpretation of sustainability is not one of the factors for the success of a
facilitator. Subchapter 5.1 shows the success factors to become a good facilitator but has lack
explanation on how and factors can ultimately give or limit the facilitators from accessing these
qualities. Factors mentioned in sub-chapter 5.2 show the deeper experiences of facilitators on dealing
with challenges and how the developed their resources and their ability, not only to carry out their
duties as a facilitator but as a social actor. For instance, program management team thinks that
motivated facilitators will most likely perform well in implementing the program. However, the
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discussion with facilitators showed that their motivations are vary and sometimes
intertwined. Motivation does not only act as the driving force behind an action but also can be
translated as their expectation as a facilitator in CCP program. Eventually, whether the action taken is
influenced by other factors, such as background, network and interpretation on sustainability as
described on previous paragraph. These other factors could support facilitators to access the
success factors mentioned in sub-chapter 5.1. Facilitator's experience, their network and
how they interpret the sustainability approach influence how the facilitators exercise their
agency, which give them the competence, skills, commitment, and emotional relationship with
farmers.

6.3. REFLECTION ON CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
In this section, I would like to reflect on how the conceptual framework has guided me on studying
the ways field facilitators use their agency and how they influence the knowledge production and
operationalization of CSP. I first designed this study by hypothesizing that field facilitators could use
their agency to act and make their own choices independently within the structural
environment. However, in the process of understanding the operationalization of CSP, I came to
realize that cocoa - as a globally marketed commodity - has a strong structural relationship in its value
chain between the global north and south. The relationship within the chain has influenced the
creation and distribution of sustainability concept. Through the above conception, I decided to focus
this research on understanding how field facilitator with their agency managed to manoeuvre within
the constrained caused by the value chain structure. The conceptual framework (Figure 3) not only
shows how the analysis in this research will be formed but also shows the daily situation faced by field
facilitator where they need to deal with the vertical and horizontal relationship in carrying out their
roles.
Both GVC and AOA are missing one idea in their approach yet completing each other. GVC is very
strong in the idea of structural relationship between actors in the chain where one knowledge is
provided and distributed, mainly by the downstream to the upstream actors. This can be seen quite
clearly in the cocoa value chain where market development is highly depends on what the
downstream actors desire. Their demand could suggest how the market should be in the future.
Upstream actors who mainly located in the global south needs to catch up with the global
demand which may not be the same as their domestic demand (Gereffi et al., 2005). Understanding
the relationship within sustainable cocoa global value chain through GVC approach has helped me to
study whose knowledge become the centre in sustainability practice and why does it matter to the
value chain. It shows me how the knowledge governance in GVC could be profitable and, at the same
time, a burden to some actors in the value chain themselves.
Recognizing the paradox of knowledge in GVC which could be both profitable and a burden to some
actors helps me to realize that GVC is lacking on analysing the social dynamic and actors’ experience.
Combining AOA with GVC provided me with an understanding of how the limitation given by the GVC
structure to the effort of sustainability practice at the producer and local supplier level are
experienced and overcome by facilitators as actors in CSP. The role of facilitator, if seen from the
perspective of GVC, is sometimes overlooked since they are not the direct actors in the supply chain.
However, since the recent GVC practices include social and environmental aspects in the core business
of lead firms, the importance of facilitators is worth to consider. Their position makes them different
from the rest of value chain actors with their own knowledge and experience from the rest of value
chain actors.
Being assigned by CSP will indeed put facilitators in the position where their interpretation over
sustainability is influenced by the sustainability concept introduced by CSP. However, the knowledge
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process in social settings is more than just transferring knowledge from one actor to the other. It
requires adjustment, negotiation, and re-definition. In this kind of situation, the facilitators
manoeuvre in the knowledge process which could end with either knowledge sharing or knowledge
production between actor in CSP, instead of one-way knowledge transfer. Studying these dynamics
through the GVC and AOA approaches opens the veil in which knowledge introduced in the value chain
remains at the core in knowledge process but adjusted according to social dynamics. Through this
learning process, I find the relation between agency and structure is inseparable. I argue that it is not
structure or agency that form the social encounter but rather the affiliation of both. The two are
interconnected within a back-to-back process and an endless chain of reactions. Referring to Sewell
Jr. (1992, p.4), “structures are enacted by what Giddens calls "knowledgeable" human agents (i.e.,
people who know what they are doing and how to do it), and agents act by putting into practice their
necessarily structured knowledge.” The use of this conceptual framework captures how, through GVC
and AOA approaches, the sustainability concept in cocoa value chain affects the actions of actors and
how the actor’s agency influenced sustainability practices in the value chain.
The conceptual framework I present could be beneficial for research looking for a holistic
understanding on actors' experiences in relation to global value chain. Study on agricultural
development, especially when it includes new knowledge or technology introduction related to
globally marketed commodity could benefit from this conceptual framework. In order to capture more
the network within the case, the conceptual framework used. However, this framework may not
enough for any research that wants to capture intersectionality context as well as the deeper
understanding of network between stakeholder in agricultural development. To apply this conceptual
framework in the study including intersectionality and network study, modification or combination
with intersectional analysis and network analysis might be needed.

6.4. CONCLUSION
This chapter has served three purposes. First is to analyse how knowledge of sustainability is being
governed by Cargill as the lead firm. Cargill is enforcing their sustainable requirement along the chain,
especially to the upstream actors. In CCP case in Indonesia, Cargill use UTZ standard as a tool to govern
cocoa value chain towards a more sustainable value chain. The knowledge adopted from UTZ standard
vary from sustainable agricultural practice, sustainable environment, and social practice. However,
the delivery of CCP sustainability strategy is still focusing on the economic sustainability which
highlighting the improvement of cocoa production. The economic aspects of the sustainable cocoa
value chain are embedded in training and coaching guidelines for target beneficiaries. Discussions
between CCP program facilitators and target beneficiaries will usually cover themes of increasing
cocoa production or the market. Social topics such as the eradication of child labour in cocoa value
chain are currently only a small part of the program in an effort to meet market demand. To conclude,
knowledge about sustainability is dominated by the economic aspects of sustainable cocoa produced
by high-level management and is passed on to farmers through facilitators.
Moreover, the understanding of the facilitators’ role in Cargill’s sustainability program becoming the
second purpose of this chapter. Although the knowledge of sustainability mainly comes from lead
firm, such as Cargill, knowledge is also produced through interaction including the interaction
between Cargill, facilitators and target beneficiaries. Power relation between actor usually occur in
such interaction. The experience of power relations faced by the facilitators are analysed at two
different levels, including the power relations within cocoa value chain and the power relations in the
interactions with target beneficiaries. Cargill’s position as a buyer and donor in the program provide
them power to determine which knowledge should be delivered and what is the goal of their
sustainable practice. However, despite of the strong influence from Cargill to the sustainability
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concept in CCP, facilitators with varying experience also had their own sustainability concept.
Therefore, facilitators will use their agency to realize their own sustainability concept while achieving
the goal of the program. Likewise, in dealing with power relation when interacting with target
beneficiaries. Facilitators as part of the CSP may gain a portion of Cargill's power but that is not enough
to get the sustainability concept accepted into the cocoa community. In order to get access to the
cocoa community and be able to implement Cargill's sustainability strategy, facilitators must also use
their agency. This chapter also explains how the background, network, and interpretation of
sustainability are motivating factors for facilitators to exercise their agency in the CSP operation.
The third purpose is a reflection on the use of integration between GVC and AOA as a conceptual
framework. Understanding the relationship within sustainable cocoa global value chain through GVC
approach has helped me to study whose knowledge become the centre in sustainability practice and
why does it matter to the value chain. Meanwhile, AOA serves as guidelines in recognizing facilitators
as an actor with their own agency. Combining AOA with GVC provided me with an understanding of
how the limitation given by the GVC structure to the effort of sustainability practice at the producer
and local supplier level are experienced and overcome by facilitators as actors in CSP. In summary,
integration between GVC and AOA has provided me insights on actors' experiences in relation to
global value chain. The same conceptual framework could be beneficial to analyse the similar study,
especially in relation to the introduction of new knowledge and technology in the globally marketed
commodity value chain.
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CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
In this thesis, I have attempted to understand the use of agency by field facilitators and how it
influences the operation of cocoa CSP through a case study on Cargill Cocoa Promise program
implementation in Indonesia. This thesis aims to contribute to the study of CSP, which generally
discuss the involvement of facilitators as actors neither in CSPs nor in the value chain. To do so, I
combined the GVC approach with AOA analysis to get the holistic picture of CSP operation on the field.
Through the combination of GVC and AOA, this research focused on analysing the deployment of
sustainable value chain done by CCP team in Indonesia and how the strategy was captured and
transferred by field facilitators. Capturing the field facilitators’ experiences on taking their role in the
program allowed this study to disclose the dynamic in field facilitators’ effort to exercise their agency
to manoeuvre within the value chain structure. Moreover, through the conceptual framework I also
attempted to contribute to the discussion of how the sustainability concept in cocoa value chain shape
the actions of actors in cocoa value chain, including field facilitators and how their agency may or may
not be exercised in their actions.
The study explored the dynamic on field facilitator’s experience in playing their roles in CCP. The power
relation between actors in CCP has become a constraint for facilitators to influence the strategy of
leading companies, in this case Cargill. Cargill’s position as a buyer and donor in the program provide
Cargill with more power to determine the sustainability concept and goals. However, the study also
found that despite of the strong influence from Cargill, field facilitator maintained to have their own
ideas about the ideal sustainability strategy and approach. Within the strong hierarchical structure in
CCP, I have showed how field facilitator managed to exercise their agency to embody their personal
concept of sustainability approach.
To realize their personal sustainability approach, the study reveals that field facilitators’ experience
and network became the main factors in exercising their agency and dealing with challenges. Field
facilitators’ experience sometimes provide facilitators with wide network as well as pre-knowledge
about sustainability and the cocoa community. Moreover, both experience and network do not only
give them connection but also social position and self-confidence in taking their role as facilitator.
From these findings, I concluded that facilitators with more experience and strong network tend to
have more confidence in deploying their personal strategy to fulfil their own sustainable goals and
motivations. Therefore, facilitators use their agency not only to transfer the knowledge from CCP to
beneficiaries but rather to produce knowledge between actors within their own network, inside or
outside CCP network. To conclude, facilitators might not be able to directly influence the main strategy
of CCP because they are a part of a rigid hierarchical structure, however the use of their agency can
contribute to the knowledge production process within CCP network.
To be able to reach the conclusions described above, the conceptual framework is the main pillar in
the process of analysing how facilitators use their agency in CCP. The integration of GVC and AOA lens
as the conceptual research in this research’ offers a way to unravel the dynamics between the
structure of value chain and the agency of value chain actors. Through this conceptual framework, the
research has found that in the dynamic of knowledge transfer process in CSP, knowledge introduced
by the lead firm in value chain remains as the main knowledge, but the knowledge is also being
adjusted and developed according to social dynamics. As a final remark, I argued that structure and
agency in the implementation CSP are intertwined and coexist along each other to influence the
knowledge production process as well as social and behavioural change within the value chain. In the
future research, the integration of GVC and AOA could be beneficial to explore the actors’ role and
use of agency in the value chain.
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With the noted conclusions, I would recommend that the future research should analyse network
between stakeholders within CSP with more depth. The study might include analysis through network
analysis such as Actor Network or the Global Production Network lenses which focusing more on the
relationship. To have a holistic view on CSP, future research should also include the study of agency
of other actors in CSP especially the beneficiaries. Understanding the agency of beneficiaries could
help to unravel the relation between agency and the impact of CSP. Finally, ethnography study using
the presented conceptual framework of this research is highly recommended to fully capture the field
situation and agency of stakeholder involved. My experience in doing the research online due to
COVID-19 has limited myself from capturing the real-life experience of field facilitators, which could
help me having a deeper understanding of their agency as facilitator and social actors.
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ANNEXES
ANNEX I. INTERVIEW GUIDE
Semi-Structured Interview Questions with Field Facilitators
Demographic Information
Name:
Age:
Origin:
Interview Questions
1.
2.
3.
4.

5.

6.
7.
8.

9.
10.
11.

How long have you been working as a facilitator in cocoa sustainability program (CSP)?
What is the reason you work as a facilitator?
What are the trainings you had to become a facilitator in CSP?
What are the activities you have with cocoa farmers?
a. Other than the program activities, do you usually communicate with farmers? (any
informal activities with farmers?
b. What things do the farmers usually discuss with you?
Other than with cocoa farmers, with which stakeholders you coordinate in the field in
implementing CSP?
a. What are the formal and informal activities do you have with these stakeholders?
How do you describe your relationship between facilitators, farmers, and other actors on the
field? (cooperative, middlemen)
Where did you get the latest knowledge/information about cocoa sustainability?
What are the challenges you have as a facilitator in providing the latest information about
cocoa sustainability to farmers or other stakeholders?
a. How do you overcome with these challenges?
What results do you expect from the CSP strategy? (results for cocoa production and farming
communities)
How do you describe sustainability?
What do you think about the current CSP strategy?
a. If there is any, what strategy you think needs to change and how?
b. Did you develop your own strategy in the field to support the main strategy from the
program? If yes, can you explain?

Semi-Structured Interview Questions with Field Facilitators
Demographic Information
Name:
Age:
Position/Role:
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Interview Questions
1. Can you explain what is your role in Cargill Cocoa Promise?
2. How do you describe your relationship with field facilitators?
3. How often do you have contact with field facilitators?
a. When you are in contact with them, what do you discuss?
4. What is your expectation from the role of field facilitators in implementing the project
strategies?
a. What do you think is the success factor of becoming a facilitator?
5. What do you think about the dynamic of project on the field? (the challenges and
opportunities of the projects)

ANNEX II. CCP PROJECT COMMUNICATION FLOW
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