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Following the first Memorandum1, this short paper first presents some findings on the 51-
farmer preliminary sample. All the findings are provisional but nevertheless confirm the main 
conclusions about the overwhelming importance of pesticides in farmers’ strategies to reduce 
losses due to CPB. In most farmers’ perception, the only efficient way to control CPB is using 
pesticides. 
 
In the second section, we give more detailed arguments for the need to reconsider the IPM 
methods currently promoted by extension services, and hence for more vigorous participative 
research. 
 
 
1. Preliminary findings 
 
What were the first farmers’ spontaneous technical responses to CPB infestation? We were 
expecting more diversified answers but the two sets of answers were similar in the Bungku 
district (Central Sulawesi) where infestation occurred recently and in the three Luwu districts 
(South Sulawesi province) where the infestation occurred a longer time ago. Only one farmer 
referred to ‘local’ practices such as smoke. Not even one farmer mentioned ‘alternatives’ such 
as bagging, sleeving, or rampasan (collective pod removal), or biological control by ants; in 
other words, the overwhelming response was “Pesticides”. 
 

                                                 
1  Entitled «A need for participative research in CPB-related extension programmes », by the same authors, dated 
January 2007. 



 
Table No 1. First farmers' response to CPB infestation

Nothing 0 2 4%
Starting to use pesticides 1 27 53%
Maintaining or intensifying previous spraying against helopeltis or ants 2 21 41%
Smoke 3 1 2%

51 100%

Source : CIRAD pre-survey, Dec 2006, 51 farmers  
 
Smallholders involuntarily drew attention to a certain gap between researchers’ hopes and 
their own perception of biological control. Some researchers and extension experts continue 
to place their hopes in biological control by ants, but well before the arrival of the CPB, many 
farmers used to control ants with pesticides! Of course, these are not necessarily the same 
species of ants.  Researchers are trying to promote black ants while farmers try to get rid of 
aggressive red ants for two reasons of their own: 1/simply to make harvesting less painful (not 
to be bitten by ants during harvesting), 2/ reduce the negative effect of ants destroying the 
flowers of the cocoa trees). Nevertheless, the divergence between farmers and researchers’ 
perceptions of ‘ants’ illustrates the kind of gap that can exist between perceptions of different 
stakeholders.  
 
The overwhelming opinion of farmers in favour of pesticides does not appear to have been 
affected by contact with extension services and or by the different CPB-related projects.  
 
In Luwu, the farmers’ answers show they were aware of persuasive and sometimes enforced 
schemes for bagging or IPM packages comprising high harvest frequency, pruning, digging in 
husks of contaminated pods and no pesticide use (table 2). But since the farmers believed 
pesticides are the main tool to control CPB, they were relatively oblivious to the pressure.  
 
In Lewonu, which was the first place CPB infestation was observed in 1996, farmers are still 
bitter about the rampasan programme  (enforced programme of removing all pods and 
cherelles) that did not work at all, see table 2). 
 
Table No 2. Programmes received by farmers from extension services in Luwu

Noling Lewonu Total
No contact with extension services 0 0 0 0%
Pesticides 0 0 0 0%
Smoke 0 0 0 0%
SPE (Extremely Severe Pruning) 0 0 0 0%
Bagging 9 5 14 41%
Rampasan (+ some pesticide) 0 5 5 15%
High frequency of harvests 0 0 0 0%
IPM without pesticides (pesticides not recommended) 9 5 14 41%
Extension services / projects sometimes do not allow spraying 0 1 1 3%

18 16 34 100%

Sources : CIRAD pre-survey, Dec 2006.  
 
 
 
 



In Bungku, where the infestation only started in 2005, we cannot evaluate the impact of any 
actions taken by extension services since they were mostly aimed at rice and oil palm and 
there were apparently no actions targeting cocoa, at least up to 2006 (table 3). 
 
Table No 3. Programmes received by farmers from extension services in Bungku

Total
No contact with extension services 31 100%
Pesticides 0 0%
Smoke 0 0%
SPE 0 0%
Bagging 0 0%
Rampasan (+ some pesticide) 0 0%
High frequency of harvests 0 0%
IPM without pesticides (pesticides not recommended) 0 0%
Extension services / projects sometimes do not allow spraying 0 0%

31 100%

Sources : CIRAD pre-survey, Dec 2006.  
 
 
Finally, in Bungku, the rate of pesticide consumption is continuing to increase over time 
(Fig.1). This will not be necessarily the case in older and more infested cocoa producing 
regions but we can nevertheless make three comments 
 

- This regularly increasing trend can be partially explained by the cocoa life cycle: most 
cocoa trees are still very young and use of pesticides starts to increase when the cocoa 
trees start bearing fruits. 

- The first significant increase in 2003 can be partially explained by the increase  in the 
price of cocoa and thus in income in 2002/03 

- The apparent increase in 2006 seems to be the initial response to the first CPB 
infestation in 2005 and 2006. 

 

Fig.1  Pesticide Application in Bungku 
Cocoa Farms
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  Sources : CIRAD Surveys, 1999 to 2006.



2/ A gap between farmers’ perceptions and CPB-related extension schemes 
 
Gaps between what farmers need and what extension services offer are frequent in the 
agricultural world. However, in Sulawesi, there is a general contradiction between what 
farmers see, think and do and what extension services and projects propose (Boxes 1 and 2) 
 
 
 
Box 1. Actions proposed by extension services and smallholders’ reactions 
Actions proposed by extension 
services (with approximate 
periods)  
 

Diagnosis: how the action was judged by farmers 

SPE (1993) 
 

Very negative reaction 
Trees are weakened and never recover properly 

Rampasan (1996) 
 

Very negative 
- 6-month loss of revenues for nothing. 
- As soon as pods start emerging again, they are infested 
- The trees never bear as many pods as before 

Information about the biology 
of the insect 

Positive reaction 
Farmers at least learned the name and something about the life 
cycle of the pest 

IPM PSP  (2001-2004) 
- Frequent harvesting 

 
 
 
 
 

- Sanitation (burying 
husks) 

 
 
 
- Fertilizer 
 

 
- Pruning 
 

 
- Recommendation NOT 

to use pesticides or 
their use prohibited. 

 

 
Neutral reaction 
Farmers already harvested twice a month before the arrival of 
the CPB  
A weekly harvest would be impossible as no time would be left 
for other activities. 
 
Indifferent reaction, practice not feasible 
Too labour intensive even in the plains, and impossible in the 
stony soils in the hills.  
Plastic cover too costly 
 
Nothing new. Already used 500 kg/ha well before the arrival of 
the CPB  
 
Nothing new. Already one high quality heavy pruning per year 
before the arrival of the CPB 
 
This sometimes resulted in confusion and doubts and probably 
contributed to slowing down the use of pesticides 

Bagging/Sleeving  
(2004-2005) 
 

Overall reluctance and rejection 
- it favours black pod 
- Too labour intensive 

Side Grafting (2004) 
 
 
Top Chupon grafting  (2005) 

Already known around 1995 but only by a limited number of 
farmers. Farmers are interested, some try in their backyards, but 
continue testing it with a touch of scepticism 
A true innovation in Sulawesi.  

 
 
 



Box 2. Smallholders’ strategies and extension services’ reactions  
What is an issue for farmers  
 

Extension services’ reaction 

 
Control CPB and other pests at the 
same time, 
including ants which are considered as 
pests! 
 

 
No advice was given on pesticides or only limited 
advice that came close to a recommendation not to use 
pesticides in particular for ants which are supposed to be 
potential CPB enemies (although not the same species) 
 

Need to form groups from 
neighbouring farms to organise 
coordinated pesticide spraying 

 
? Apparently Nothing 

Subsidies and/or credit for chemicals 
and labour 
 

 
? Apparently Nothing 

 
Reduce post-harvest labour on pod 
breaking and bean splitting 
 

 
? Apparently Nothing 

 
Replant 
 

 
?  

Diversify towards other crops such as  
- pepper but a disease is ruining 

this strategy 
 

- Vanilla but the price has 
collapsed. The low price could 
be partially due to low quality 
but also to a too long 
marketing chain 

 

 
Nothing 
Nobody seems able to tackle the problem of the pepper 
disease 
 
Nothing 

Under the influence of promises of 
projects, diversify towards other crops 
such as 

- oil palm 
- teak 

 

 
 
 
Not much in recent years 
Projects show no signs of arriving 
 

 
For instance, the “good cultural practices” promoted under the IPM label had  

- either already been adopted years before the arrival of CPB in which case the 
extension services were teaching farmers what many of them already knew.  

- or were not economically acceptable, and were thus naturally rejected by smallholders. 
 

Farmers’ knowledge and capacity appear to be underestimated. This is not unusual but is 
particularly apparent in the cocoa production sector in Sulawesi, where recommendations by 
extension services and projects have occasionally been based more on dogma and ideology 
than on practical considerations.  
 
One positive point seems to be the effort to promote side-grafting. Farmers do not yet take 
this technique for granted. They are still waiting for convincing results, but the promotion 
campaign has paved the way for strategies of replanting and rehabilitation. More recently, the 



technique of grafting clones at the top of a chupon, transferred from Brazil to Sulawesi by 
Smilja Lambert (Prima Project) looks extremely promising. 
 
 
3. Preliminary suggestions for participative research and extension strategies 
 
Rethink the current strategy: 
 
Taking into account that:  

1. Farmers already use reasonably ‘good cultural practices’ such as pruning and frequent 
harvesting,  

2. Pesticides are still the only proven way to efficiently control CPB 
 
The logical conclusion is that efforts should be directed towards rationalising and optimising 
reduced use of pesticides by:  

- Providing information about products: which type of products to use (efficient, 
environment- friendly and safe for human health, not forgetting the issue of ‘fake’ 
products) 

- Providing information and organising exchanges on spraying methods 
- Exploring why farmers need outside help to organise co-ordinated spraying 
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