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Abstract

Supply networks are increasingly complex networksnterdependent organisations. In the case of fewgbply
networks, globalization seems to be one of the rdaivers for change. Agricultural producers havedéal with
longer and more complex supply and value chainsvé¥er, globalization has resulted in both winnerd bsers
among small farmers. This research looks at drif@rsollaboration that may support small farmengéégration to
successful food supply chains.

Even though cooperatives are a prominent form ohéa organization, there is little evidence thajgmsts that
these have served as frameworks for successfujratten of small-farmers into global supply chaiklence, this
paper focuses in an alternative Mexican legal gfor land collective ownership (‘ejido’) and exps their
members’ propensity to collaborate. An explorat@gearch is conducted and initial findings are joed.

As an initial outcome, this paper suggests the rfeeda complementary research approach to increasall
farmers’ propensity to collaborate and work togetieeas for further research are identified.
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1. Introduction

It has been suggested that supply networks arentiegancreasingly complex due to globalization [Lhis has had
implications in business practice. For instancehim case of Latin America, changes in supply i@lahips have
manifested themselves in the development of panattecurement systems, an increasing reliance etrilolition

centers, direct procurement from primary producerg] the use of quasi-formal contracts [2]. In #uei-food

industry, globalization has also changed supplyagks; agricultural producers now supply longer ptex value
chains [3]. Furthermore, there is evidence thagests there is the trend for multiple retailersi¢velop exclusive
relationships with fewer, favored, single sourcededicated partnerships [4]. In this context, thegarity of small

producers still rely on intermediaries to sell th@ioduce, this meaning that their transactionsnateas effective
considering the power imbalance that charactetiese relationships [5]. Against this backdrop, énent years
there is a re-emerging interest in farmer orgaiomat and their capability to integrate small-farmefhese
organizations are seen as appropriate institufimnbuilding capacity among small-farmers and felping them to
participate in more competitive and globalized neadnvironment$6].

Extensive research in this direction has focusedvhather agricultural cooperatives can facilitateal-farmers
access markets [7, 8, 9]. Supporters of this idegest that one way for small-farmers to overcommalenges
presented by unfavorable policy and market conuitis through their integration into farmer growpsroducers
organizations [9]. The rationale behind being ttwatacting collectively small-farmers would be abtecompete
more effectively with larger farmers and agribusmdn the same lines, it has also been suggdsa¢ddoperative
selling institutions are potential catalysts fodueing transaction costs, stimulating entry inte tharket and
promoting growth in rural communities [10]. Somesearch aimed at determining factors influencingnfs’

participation in agricultural cooperatives has beenducted in South Africa, where agricultural cexgives play a
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prominent role both historically and in terms oé thiolume of trade [11]. However, there is littleidance that
suggests that cooperatives have served as framsdarkuccessful integration of small-farmers igtobal supply
chains. Furthermore, there is relatively littleeash aimed at investigating drivers for collabioratoutside the
cooperative framework. For instance, engaging wittall-farmers and make them active participants fasearch
to explore their individual preferences and motiwad about what would motivate them to work witthers is
limited.

Hence, the objective of this paper is to condudnéial exploration about the drivers for integoat between small-
farmers, and to develop a tool for discussingetswance in terms of global supply networks. Ineortb conduct
this exercise, we will focus on the role that atipatar collective land-ownership structure in Mexi(Ejido) plays
to support the integration of small-farmers. Thasmn for this selection is twofold: on one handshibws the
collective dimension as it involves a set of snfiattners inside a legal figure that collectively eavone or more
plots of land; on the other hand, it considers itiividual dimension agjidos allow their members to act as
independent business entities for producing arfshgeiccording to their own preferences and retetiops.

The structure of this paper includes first a backgd, where we describe some characteristics af communities
in Mexico, with special emphasis on the municigatit Mazatlan. Second, we propose a methodologgXptoring
small-farmers integration. Third, several findirfgsm the application are presented. Fourth, anainéxploration
on these findings is developed. Finally, conclusiare drawn and future research identified.

2. Background

Agricultural cooperatives, a prominent form of famorganization [6], have been defined as grougarafiers who
combine their resources together in certain areactifity to facilitate optimal production througtfficient use of
these resources [11]. This pooling of resources imawde joint purchase of farm inputs like seedtnf machinery,
aiding members morally and financially during cedtion and seeking marketing channels for farm petsl to
ensure better and fair prices [11].

When researching on agricultural cooperatives, maad categories concerning the formation and fonictg of

farmer groups have been proposed [9]:

1) Characteristics of the produce and markets. Becamsdl-farmers can access local markets more edkége
markets are suggested to offer low gains from dmjyag since each farmer can sell individually. Howe
collective action may offer significant benefitsahowing small-farmers to reach larger marketse Thoice of
market depends on the type of products that sraaihdrs grow, and vice versa. Agricultural prodwaa be
categorized into three main groups: staples, pabigls and cash crops. Staples are relatively eastote and
transport and therefore a good portion of such sigpdestined for local markets. Perishables requiore
sophisticated storage and transport thus preclusingll-farmers from successfully marketing dueackl of
funds, capital and technical expertise. Cash crepglly require processing, so small-farmers atenofeft
with no choice but to sell to larger farmers wha e#ford processing costs.

2) Characteristics of the user groups. It has beepgsed that smaller marketing groups have higharnat
cohesion because it is easier to monitor other neesniMost cases of successful collective markegiffigrts
report a group size in the range of 20-40 membldmvever, larger groups are more likely to achieve
economies of scale.

In considering requirements for the success aniisability of agricultural cooperatives in deveilop areas, four

pre-requisites have also been suggested [7]:

1) A shared recognition by members of the advantagdsetgained by cooperation, such as scale economies
and/or increased bargaining power. It is difficuitkeep members engaged if they do not perceiveeitiste
benefits from working together.

2) Strong leadership among cooperative members. Coiltynlegaders should fully understand cooperative
principles and respect the views of potential mesibeho would have the power to make or influence
decisions in a cooperative.

3) Basic business skills for all members so that tbagy be informed participants in strategic decisiand
management oversight. (A general lack of educatimong potential members in rural areas could bejarm
constraint at present.)

4) Access to a labor market for capable managers.oaparatives grow, it is often necessary to hire agans
with experience and expertise beyond that whichbeaprovided by cooperative members.
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Previous categories and pre-requisites are foumtedt least two assumptions. First, the presenca ‘central

authority’ that monitors and controls interactidmtween participants and their environment — iustamers and
regulators. Second, members follow a rational deaimaking process that shows the undeniable adgastof
working with others. However, when observing snfiatihers’ business behavior, none of these assungtan be
taken for granted. In the following section we wiilustrate a situation where (a) there is an oizgtion with a
central authority, but it does not regulate exteomanmercial relations, and (b) it is not throughational decision-
making that small-farms are run, there are othasaes such as lifestyle, family, and peer and loaabgnition to
name a few. This illustration is based on a Mexitegal figure for collective land ownership, tlgdo —

expropriated plots of land handed over to commesitis collective holdings for cultivation in 191dridg the

Mexican Revolution. The selection of this case iexMo is because communal effort is already deepdyed in

their rural communities [12]. Evidence of these fmd in the configuration and functioningeyifdos.

2.1 Characteristics of rural communities in Mazatlé, Mexico

It is by law that thegjido structure is constituted from three main elemefssamblea, supreme authority integrated
by all members of thejido — some sort of direct democracy. Situated belaat likvel areComisariado gidal and
Consgjo de Vigilancia. The former is an executive organ integrated byesigent, a secretary and a treasurer. The
latter is integrated by a president, a first seggetand a second secretary and is responsible uditieg the
Comisariado gjidal. This structure provides small-farmers with legabresentation and allows them to manage
communal land but it does not necessarily encoucatieboration in terms of production and commeizaion.

According to the rural censu€enso Ejidal 2007, there are 31,514jidos in Mexico [13]. These are distributed
along 105,948,306 hectares (261,803,966 acre$fleatduntry’s territory, with 30% of the area divideto plots of
land. A small fraction is assigned to human settiets (1.3 %). The rest of the territory belongsigo comun —
undivided area that belongs to and can be expldite@ll members of thejido, very much in the tradition of
English Commons. Collaboration among small-farmeas also been documented by tBenso Ejidal 2007.
According to the census glossary, small-farmergaaizations are associations which are formed Hgaat two
small-farmers and its objective is to coordinatedoictive, commercialization and mutual assistamtieities. The
results related to this topic show that only 4%/eiicanejidos have attempted to collaborate in this way [13].

In order to conduct an initial exploration on thevers for collaboration between small-farmers, fweused our
study in angjido located in Mazatlan, Sinaloa. Sinaloa is the npostinent state in Mexico in terms of agriculture
and is administratively divided into 18 municipa#. 43% of the State’s territory follows tegdo legal figure.
Mazatlan is one of those municipalities, where @ af its 45€jidos are dedicated to agriculture and none of them
has reported working collectively. This result ansistent with Sinaloa’s trends that suggest onlp% ofejidos
(that are dedicated to agriculture) work collediv&he Censo Ejidal 2007 also shows that 40% of thgfidos in
Mazatlan struggle with access to credit and 20%rtgation water [13]. The census also reported tt@urses
aimed at providing small-farmers with knowledge akills on commercialization have been deliveredt, dnly
8.9% of thegidos in Mazatlan benefited from this.

3. Methodology

As indicated before, the intention of this exerdséo build a conceptual framework useful to idfigrdrivers and
barriers for small-farmers’ cooperation and smaithfers’ propensity to cooperate and to develop ch for

discussing its relevance. To this end, we choseotmluct in-depth interviews which are useful whenducting
intensive individual interviews with a small numbef respondents to obtain detailed information abtheir

thoughts and behaviors [14]. The selected intereesmvere small-farmers, entirely dedicated to fagnait the time
of the interview. This providence took place beeatl®ere are many members of rural communities dhatno
longer dedicated to agriculture but still own lakée also selected potential interviewees baseti@inlbcation and
availability.

The initial plan was to interview no more than Ifafi-farmers, with the possibility to stop if we tived that
qguestions were clear and understandable to anlyeointerviewees. We assumed that this would indiesiough
clarity for an extended application of the questi@ine, and would suggest the achieving of closure.
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It was in December, 2015 when a questionnaire tnceievance were tested. In-depth interviews werelucted
during two weeks. The participants were small-fasyfeom San Francisquito, a rural community of apnately
820 inhabitants and 96 small-farmers, situated imz&llan in the State of Sinaloa, Mexico. Nine opeded
questions, based on the frameworks described inptheious section, considered small-farmers’ bamkgd,
characteristics of their products and markets &edl tviews on collaboration. One of the authorsdted to the
community and carried out the interviews face-toefeEach interview lasted about 30 minutes.

Table 1 — Questionnaire

Question

Rationale

How long they had you been dedicated
farming?

tom order to identify if there was any relation betm
experience and propensity to collaborate with ather

Characteristics of your products?

It has been sstgdethat the choice of market depends on
the type of product that small-farmers grow ancewersa

9]

Which are your markets and customers?

Are theyngelheir products individually or collectively?
We also wanted to know whether the respondentsliisma
farmers) have access to global markets.

Do you receive fair prices for your productg?

? Tentfy if economic drivers are the main reason to
collaborate. It has also been suggested that daratlers
have a low bargaining power [8]

How do you set a price for your products?

These ba done individual or collectively, being the
former case usually weaker than the latter.

Are small-farmers interested in access

other type of markets?

ngo identify their views about growing from local tegional,
national or international markets, and what thegutt
about others’ views.

Have you thought about organizing in ord
to compete more effectively?

€fo explore their propensity to collaborate anddenitify if
they were able to recognize any benefits from bolfating
with others

Are you interested in organizing with oth
farmers in order to sell their produd

effo identify potential drivers for collaborate. Ikete any
tshared rationale to collaborate?

collectively? If yes, what would motivate yqu

to participate?

9. Can you identify factors that you considefo check other approaches that do not necessalagerto
important for having access to better pri¢ellaboration.
for your products?

4. Findings

Interviews revealed that most participants wererggted in collaborating and organizing with othersrder to
commercialize their products. Several drivers follaboration where identified; “access to betteicgs” and
“access to credits and training” stood out as irtgidrfactors. Other factors such as “more barggipower” and
“access to technical training” were also cited bme participants. When asked whether they had quslyi thought
about organizing themselves in order to competeenadfectively, most of the participants suggesteelythad
discussed the idea but no further action had balent The prevalent feelings were that they didkmoiwv how to
organize themselves and that they needed a le@iws.of the participants commented that a small-€aisn
organization had formed before but had failed tugpess and consolidate due to the sudden dedteiofeader — it
was integrated by small-farmers from differejitios of Mazatlan to commercialize papaya.

All participants said that they cultivate maize drehns. Other products are occasionally grown (sisctomatoes
and pepper) but most of them agreed that they lysstatk to maize and beans since the productipntimare much
cheaper and they are more experienced in growioly staples. In terms of markets and customers, diegreed
that ‘coyotes’ are the primary customer. In Mexicoyote is the nickname for an intermediary purchaser and
according to the respondents they are the most conuustomer around the ar&yotes usually pay immediately
after buying the product and sometimes even prositell-farmers with production inputs (such as seadd
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fertilizer) when they struggle with access toditse However, the prevalent feeling of intervieweeas an interest
in accessing other markets in order to receiveebetices for their products.

Finally, when asked to identify factors that theynsider important for having access to better gricaost
participants agreed that they need access to atlagkets, better production inputs (in terms of fjygland
technical training. Only a couple of the respondédéntified the need to organize themselves aspartant factor
for improving their commercialization.

5. Initial exploration

Findings from San Francisquito case suggest adliterest between the interviewees to find newooemities for
better commercialize their products — e.g. betterepand trustworthy customers. They also showagedversion to
risk illustrated by their preferences to cultivatere resilient products (i.e. staples) — e.g. mand beans.
However, few of them recognize the advantagesdbbective efforts in improving their commercializa channels
by adding value through new products and shariegatbsociated risks. This surprised the researcwsdl the
participants are members of gido and it was expected that collaborative practiceeweore spread.

Some answers suggest the importance of leadershi@ pre-requisite to organize collectives. Thisidation
deserves additional research as there is a wedlldped body of literature that builds on self-oligarg processes
as a way to develop and maintain collaboration.ikstance, Axelrod [15] recognizes that propengitgooperate
between individuals relates to their expectationshaving future interactions. This might indicateatt being a
member of argido does not involve interactions with others inside tinganization, but as no more evidences are
available this requires additional research foetds understanding.

Another possibility why the interviews resulteddnch unexpected outcomes could be the way theroksess
conducted. Collecting data about individuals’ prefeees by means of interviews, does not necesganilyide
high-quality observations. When doing interviewsswers are dependent of what is asked, and questimn
usually more relevant to the interviewer rathernttibe interviewee. In this context, when using rviews,
researchers use particular rules in order to devdiscriptive outcomes that usually involve no ioy@ment or
effect in the interviewees’ situations. The resigtknowledge lies with the researchers and nodkearched.

In the particular case of aiming at increasing pinepensity to collaborate, it seems that we needotrduct a
research exercise of different nature. As mentioabdve, in order to develop such propensity Axelfdd]
proposes developing initial links and to strengthieese by ensuring future interactions. This suggas active
participation of the involved in the process of rpithe research [16]. Hence, to explore alternategearch
approaches to increase propensity for collaboratémms worth to develop in future explorations.

6. Conclusion

The aim of this document was to conduct an iniggbloration on which are the drivers for integratizetween
small-farmers, and if such integrations would dewvant in terms of global supply networks. At tharent stage of
this investigation, we recognize that both data,devm interviews an€enso Ejidal 2007, point toward the same
direction. Currently, there is no propensity tolabbrate between small-farmers. Interviewees’ ansvahow
interest on participating, mainly because of theaathges in terms of better prices and strongeitipos to
negotiate. However, the main reason why this isdute is the need for others’ direction — i.e. &aHip. This
contradicts current research literature that shihesadvantages of linking ‘collaboration’ and ‘seffjanization’ —
e.g. community operational research.

This might be interpreted in a different way. Us$yathis kind of research exercise involves linkisgts of
observations with other data structures; for instaifi researchers want to measure certain respotisgswould
link observations with a set of humbers by means gfrticular rule. Accordingly, to do research gdoumply

looking at current examples and collect observatamout them. The different sets of observati@amsbe linked by
comparing similar scales, for instance by identifythe relations between the observations anddhemon scale —
i.e. statistical analysis. However, what can weifdeuch observations cannot be collected, because tare no
current examples? In this case we need to builddthiect of study; we need to create the propenfsity
collaboration. This implies a different researctpraach, which have been explored in other contgk&$ with
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promising results. In summary, to increase propgrisi collaborate between small-farmers, they nmedecome
active participants in the research process.
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