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Good morning, 

As-salaamu alaykom(peace be upon you)

Sabah il-khayr (good morning)



Greetings, protocols



Your royal highness Prince Sultan Bin Abdulaziz

Excellencies; Distinguished Guests; Gentlemen! 







It is a great pleasure to be here today, and I wish to thank the organisers of this conference for the honour to speak here this morning at the first conference ever conference on “Corporate Social Responsibility” in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia



My name is Peter van Grinsven, and I work in the cocoa sustainability team for Mars



Background to STCP
• Concept in 1999, active 2003
• Work on:

– how to bring efficient ‘technical transfer’
– building Farmer Organisations
– develop ‘enabling’ policies for government
– preventing damage to environment
– promoting appropriate social conditions

• Ways of Working:
– Help develop all the above together with local institutes, 

whom will then carry on…

• Where: Ivory Coast, Ghana, Nigeria, Cameroon, Liberia, others



Background to STCP
• Funds:

– 1 mio/yr USAID
– 1 mio/yr Industry
– up to 1 mio/yr Govt or project funds

• Organisation:
– steering committee
– IITA scientists in key functions
– few but powerful local staff
– cocoa network representation

• Result: 
– a very complex program, with lots of Monitoring and 

Evaluation work to keep developing better approaches
– no ‘single donor satisfaction’ but needs to satisfy group 

of stakeholders



STCP and M&E
• STCP is heavy on M&E

– it is part of the intended ‘learn and feedback loop’, but 
STCP also has to satisfy ‘different customers’, such as 
industry, donors as well as the scientific community

• STCP can do this because 
– it is the part of the project and an IITA mandate
– it is not ‘donor driven’ and has its’ own success indicators
– it is a ‘medium or long term’ program
– it has human resources allocated to M&E

• The STCP project is very good, and it’s M&E 
activities get a lot of attention - but is it perfect?



STCP - base line data

Agronomic Indicatiors of Cocoa 
Productivity and System Sustainability

Cameroon 
(n=845)

Cote d'Ivoire 
(n=1188)

Ghana 
(n=900)

Nigeria 
(n=1070)

Mean productive cocoa area per household (ha) 4.6 4.3 4.9 3.9
Mean young cocoa area per household (ha) 0.50 0.86 1.10 0.26
Proportion of young cocoa (%) 10% 6% 5% 16%
Mean cocoa yield (kg/ha) 350 393 257 475
Fertilizer use (% of households) 1% 14% 2% 3%
Mean no. of years since farm establishment 30 21 13 25
Mean of shade index (1=none, 4= heavy) 2.65 2.12 2.07 2.50
Proportion of farms with no shade 8% 28% 28% 3%
Proportion of farms sharecropped 23% 30% 22% 69%
Household size 12 10 9 10
Household Cocoa Sales in 2000
Gross Revenues per household US$) 976 916 256 1069
Per Capita Gross Revenues (US$) 82 88 27 105
Per Capita Share in Gross Revenues (%) 50% 51% 56% 67%
Mean quantity marketed in 2000 (kg) 1492 1668 943 1734
Mean farm gate price (US$/kg) 0.65 0.55 0.27 0.62

Base line data - even surprised ‘experts’
Information leads to identification of challenges, opportunities



STCP - regional differences
Same interventions, different countries: what is most effective?

Estimated changes in mean income among program 
farmers selling collectively and having participated in 
FFS training in Cameroon and Cote d'Ivoire

Cameroon, 
2004

Cote d'Ivoire, 
2004

Area in production (ha) 3.64 4.16
Average yield control group (kg/ha) 175 205
Average yield following FFS (kg/ha) 247 245
Difference in yield between control farmer vs FFS 
farmer (kg/ha) 41% 20%
Total production FFS participants (kg/ha) 899 1020
Price individual sales (FCFA/kg) 564 329
Price collective sales (FCFA/kg) 648 344
Difference in price between individual and collective 
sales (FCFA/kg) 15% 5%
Gross revenues wih collective sales following FFS (FCFA) 582,604 351,025
Additional labor costs following FFS ICPM (FCFA) 12,886 4,675
Additional marketing cost of grouped sales (FCFA) 12,587 0
Gross revenues less collective sales and ICPM cost (FCFA) 557,131 346,350
Gross revenues of the mean control farmer (FCFA) 359,268 280,500
Difference between Gross Revenue for farmers with 
FFS and collective sales vs individual farmer (FCFA) 55% 23%
Net addition to houselhold income (FCFA) 197,863 65,850



STCP - 
example of survey data

Some Good Information



STCP - 
example of monitoring

More good information



STCP - FFS parameters 
monitored and evaluated

Great
Information

but not
for general

consumption



STCP - what do data 
mean? Success or not?

This is probably very good information, but without knowing details on how 
data were collected, who/what is in or is out, it is open to interpretation

Good communication is not easy -
•scientist to layman, public sector to private sector
•civil society organisations to industry

The data must be scientifically correct, but need to be communicated in a 
language that the target audience can comprehend - a professional job...

Survey Data

?



STCP: Needed to satisfy 
the steering committee

Participation rates of childern living in household of :
Activity FFS-trained farmer Control farmer Probability
Machete clearing
6 to 8 years 8.90% 3.90% 0.252
9 to 11 years 17.30% 21.20% 0.596
12 to 14 years 29.30% 47.70% 0.013
All cohorts 17.30% 26.50% 0.012
Pesticide Application
6 to 8 years 3.70% 2.00% 0.548
9 to 11 years 4.50% 9.10% 0.283
12 to 14 years 3.40% 10.80% 0.048
All cohorts 3.70% 7.20% 0.076
Heavy Load Transport
6 to 8 years 14.10% 13.70% 0.951
9 to 11 years 33.30% 33.30% 1
12 to 14 years 47.40% 67.70% 0.009
All cohorts 30.10% 41.40% 0.008
No Participation in Tasks
6 to 8 years 83.70% 82.40% 0.825
9 to 11 years 62.80% 54.50% 0.375
12 to 14 years 44.80% 27.70% 0.023
All cohorts 65.30% 53.00% 0.005

Under pressure from US government (Harkin/Engel) a lot of work is done on:
•(worst forms of) child labor, slave labor etc. but
•survey results on WFCL don’t show a huge problem with forced labor but 
rather with dangerous activities. Farmers don’t see the problem, not in their 
needs assessment. Western Civil, Political perception on African environment?

STCP was the only program ‘in the field’ and thus must work on these issues
•Good or bad use or abuse of program (which is participative)?
•And how to include these activities in M&E?

Is M&E ‘trying to make the most of it’ but data not good?

STCP has to work on activities that are not a natural fit, and it has to respect 
steering committee’s demands. What is the situation for single donor projects?



Conclusion on M&E in 
STCP

• Great M&E in base-line surveys, impact of technical interventions, adoption rate. 
• Interventions are based on need assessment, field and scientific information
• Interventions are tested before becoming part of standard training
• Very good ‘feedback loop’, use newly learnt information to improve interventions
• Information from M&E robust: buy-in from local governments, and many donors  

from USA, EU, Japan etc. 

But also STCP has Challenges:
• Many different data and ‘facts’ are (must be) considered, many published... 

– risk of: paralysis through analysis (borrowed from Nic)
– efficiency: better approximately right than precisely wrong (Nic again)

• Confusing or Ambiguous information - or confusing reporting?
– But who is to say what is right/wrong, publish/not publish?

• Why is this happening?
– Donor, Steering committee push? 
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