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ABSTRACT 

Conflicts arise because of deficient coordination between actors during the exchange of goods and services in 
agribusiness systems. The aim of the study was to assess conflicts at the smallholder level by reviewing literature 
resources. From the systemic analysis, it is evident that price imposition is the main conflict that smallholders 
face during commercialization with suppliers and agro-industries. Conflicts arise due to the high bargaining 
power of large corporations. The concentration of companies in input supply and processing markets also 
generates conflict environments during transactions. Collective forms and the use of contracts are conflict 
mitigation alternatives in agrifood chains. 
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1 Introduction 

In recent years, agribusiness systems have focused on increasing their competitiveness to achieve a product in 
line with market demands. In this context, agri-food chains with a predominance of small-scale production, typical 
of developing countries (Lowder et al., 2021), present gaps to be solved at organizational, economic, institutional, 
technological and commercial levels (Daum et al., 2020; Hussain et al., 2022; Osmani et al., 2021; Tabe-Ojong et 
al., 2022). 

A central axis for improving competitiveness is to achieve efficient coordination between specialised actors in  the 
systems (Belaya and Hanf, 2016; Zylbersztajn, 2017). However, farmers face various conflicts during coordination 
with their interacting agents, a situation that limits the development mainly of smallholders in structural, 
commercial and social terms (di Marcantonio et al., 2020; Gerard et al., 2022; Grasse, 2022; Sebhatu et al., 2020). 
In the same vein, agribusiness systems that are "less specialised" in production are more vulnerable to global 
problems such as food security, sustainability, global warming, pandemics and war (Bilali, 2021; da Silveira Bueno 
et al., 2021). 

For this reason, the scientific community is concerned with analysing and responding to the conflicts faced by 
smallholders in agri-food chains (Abubakari et al., 2020; Ahmad and Afzal, 2022; Maloku et al., 2021). Figure 1 
shows the number of original articles published in the Scopus database during the period 1985 -2022, based on 
the search concepts "agribusiness-conflicts-smallholder". From the data analysed, Figure 1 (a) shows a significant 
increase in the number of articles published from 2015 to the present. In the last two periods, a total of 285 articles 
were published, while during the years 1985 and 2014, only 34 articles were published. Figure 1 (b) shows that 
the conflicts most researched by the scientific community are related to governance, rural development, 
sustainability, land use and food security. 

 

 
Figure 1. Number of scientific articles published (a) by period and (b) by topics of interest, for the study of conflicts of 

smallholders in agribusiness systems, years 1985-2022. Source: Scopus data (2022). 

Furthermore, few review articles have been published under the agribusiness approach. Therefore, based on the 
systemic approach, an analysis of the conflicts between smallholders and their interacting agents in agribusiness 
systems will be conducted through a review of scientific documents. Results obtained will allow a better 
understanding of the coordination of economic actors in agri -food chains. 

2 Theorical framework 

Agribusiness systems are designed with the goal of enabling the flow of a product and service according to 
consumer tastes and preferences. Systems are made up of economic agents that fulfil specific roles such as 
operational and transactional activities, depending on the organizational designs and arrangements within the 
system (Ménard, 2014). To achieve this, economic agents must interact efficiently throughout the different 
production stages of the systems (Beber et al., 2021; Neves et al., 2019; Senesi et al., 2017). However, the 
complexity of markets in agri-food chains generates inefficient forms of coordination between actors due to 
information asymmetry and opportunism (Perito et al., 2017; Wangu et al., 2021; Williamson, 2008). In this 
framework, information asymmetry is an obstacle and conflict generator in agro -industrial systems, causing high 
exchange costs or positive transaction costs, based on the theoretical-conceptual analysis of the Transaction Cost 
Economics (Williamson, 2008). 
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The existence of conflicts seems inevitable due to the complexity of the relationships between the actors in the 
systems (Belaya and Hanf, 2016). The concept of conflict has been defined by many authors, however, for t he 
focus of this study, conflict is defined as a situation that arises when an agent in a stage or channel perceives the 
actions of its interacting agent as inappropriate behaviour to prevent or impede the achievement of its goals, 
objectives or effective performance (Coughlan et al., 2002; Gaski, 1984). Conflicts between actors can have 
positive, negative or neutral effects on the efficiency and performance of the whole system. In turn, a very 
indifferent and passive channel may be masking major differences in motivation and intention (Coughlan et al., 
2002). 

In this framework, agri-food systems with predominantly smallholder or livestock farmers face problems when 
trading with their input suppliers backwards, and their customers, such as industrial com panies, forwards. 
(González-Ramírez et al., 2020; Osmani et al., 2021; Villacis et al., 2022) . During the exchange, conflicts appear 
due to the lack of transparency during the transaction because of the unknown market by one of the parts 
(producers) which generates the appropriation of the value of the product by the other parts (suppliers and 
customers). In transactions between agents, there also appears the power that is defined by the ability of a 
dominant firm to mediate rewards, punishments, prescribe a specific behaviour, knowledge or expertise over the 
more dependent firm (Belaya and Hanf, 2016). Therefore, market imperfections and failures encourage value 
capture and the generation of transaction costs in agribusiness systems (Zylbersztajn, 1996). 

Conflicts should be resolved as soon as possible, as their existence impedes the functioning of food chains. In this 
sense, actors develop strategies to mitigate their structural problems and improve their competitive position in 
the markets. In this situation, smallholders and their interacting agents seek to align themselves by designing 
different models or forms of organization to cope with market demands (Ménard, 2014). In this framework, several 
authors have also developed application methodologies for the analysis and strategic management of agribusiness 
systems with the purpose of improving their competitiveness (Neves et al., 2020; Senesi et al., 2016). Thus, both 
the study of the complexity of agribusiness systems and their conflicts are topics of interest to the academic 
community. 

3 Methodology 

The methodology for this article was divided into two stages: the first stage consisted of a search for information 
on the concepts under study (Clay and Feeney, 2019), and the second stage involved content analysis based on 
data processing using bibliometric analysis software (Misra and Mention, 2022). The concepts "agribusiness - 
conflicts - smallholder" were set up as search topics (all fields) in the Scopus database. Data collection took place 
in May 2022. The search was filtered by subject area (agriculture, economics and business), docu ment type 
(article) and language (English). A total of 319 scientific papers published since 1989 were obtained. The data of 
the documents were downloaded in a CSV file, exporting the information about the citation of the article, abstract 
and keywords. This information was used for data processing and next content analysis according to the object of 
study. 

The bibliometric analysis was performed using the VOSviewer software, following the co -occurrence analysis 
route, unit of analysis: keywords and counting method: fractional counting. The processing of keywords was 
performed considering a minimum occurrence of five times, without considering words alluding to a country or 
geographical region, as well as "literature review". Likewise, several words that hav e the same meaning or are 
already considered by another word were replaced ("agricultural development", "agricultural intensification", 
"agricultural land", "agricultural market", "agricultural production" and "agricultural worker" by "agriculture"; 
"developing world" by "development"; "farmers knowledge" by "farming system"; "governance approach" by 
"governance"; "land grab" for "land grabbing"; "land use change" for "land use"; "land use planning" for "land 
use"; "land-use change" for "land use"; "oil palm" for "palm oil"; "rural area" for "rural development"; 
"smallholders" for "smallholder"; "supply chain management" for "supply chains"; "sustainable agriculture" for 
"sustainability" and "sustainable development" for "sustainability").  

Figure 2 plots the co-occurrence between 87 keywords using the network visualisation (a) and the overlay 
visualisation (b). The size of the circles and their label represent the number of occurrences of each keyword, while 
the relationships between keywords are defined by their proximity (circle and label). It also finds that the five 
most relevant keywords were agriculture (38 occurrences), smallholders (30), sustainability (25), food security (22) 
and land use (21).  
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Figure 2. Co-occurrence analysis between all keywords (a) network visualization, (b) overlay visualization.   

Source: VOSviewer data (2022). 

In Figure 2 (a), the analysis of network visualization reveals four clusters formed for the following keywords: 1) 
"agriculture" associated with "food security"; 2) "smallholders" associated with "rural development" and "farming 
systems"; 3) "land use" with "palm oil" and "deforestation"; and 4) "sustainability" with "governance" and "supply 
chain".  

The first cluster shows a strong relationship between the concepts of agriculture and food security based on the 
search criteria. In this line, the processed documents reveal that agriculture and livestock farming present conflicts 
that hinder food supply and limit food security in the main regions  around the world (Haile et al., 2022; Lee et al., 
2022; Osuna and Barrantes, 2020).  
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The second cluster reveals the relationship between the performance of smallholders in agribusiness systems with 
the agronomic management of fields and the adoption of agricultural technologies (Grasse, 2022; Kibriya et al., 
2016).  

The third cluster provides evidence that the term land use is linked to deforestation and agro-industrial crops such 
as oil palm (Ayompe et al., 2021; Ordway et al., 2019; Tabe-Ojong et al., 2022). Finally, the last cluster reveals the 
strong relationship between the different models and forms of governance in food supply chains and agribusiness 
systems on the sustainability of smallholders (Almeida and de Souza, 2021; Cunico et al., 2021; Gerard et al., 2021; 
Grashuis and Su, 2019; Lemos and Zylbersztajn, 2018; Salcido et al., 2020). Thus, based on the systemic approach, 
it is possible to perform a qualitative analysis for each search topic in function of the bibliographic resources.  

Figure 2 (b) is the overlay visualization of the "keywords" from the bibliometric analysis of the data. This graph 
reveals the performance of the topics as a function of time. The type of colour reflects the most recent appearance 
of the topics in the scientific documents, yellow towards 2020, green towards 2019-2018, and blue towards 2017. 
The yellow circles for the words "economics", "poverty", "forestry" and "palm oil" reflect the execution of scientific 
studies in the last two years related to the oil palm industry, mainly from Southeast Asian regions. Likewise, the 
terms "sustainability", "land use" and "deforestation" of green circles are also issues of current relevance to the 
academic community when researching the performance of smallholders in agribusiness systems, as verified in 
published articles (Ayompe et al., 2021; Pappa et al., 2019). 

4 Conflicts at the smallholder level 

Several studies show the presence of conflicts in agribusiness systems due to a number of factors such as 
organizational complexity, institutional framework and technological development (Abubakari et al., 2020; Belaya 
and Hanf, 2016; Casali et al., 2020; Solano Gaviño, Castro Santander, and Palau, 2021). The bibliometric review 
also reveals that conflicts appear at various levels, in different forms and under different circumstances. In this 
framework, when mapping an agribusiness system, conflicts can be found at the level of transactions between 
economic agents (Figure 3). Therefore, taking farmers and their performance as the unit of analysis, the review of 
bibliographic resources reveals the appearance of conflicts during the exchange of property righ ts with their 
interacting agents.  

 

 
Figure 3. Conflicts between the agents of agribusiness systems.  

Based on the systemic approach, conflict environments arise mainly because of coordination failures between 
actors at the level of the organizational environment (Senesi et al., 2017). In this context, conflicts are influenced 
by the macro environment of the systems, such as the institutional environment (rules of the game), the business 
environment (consumption trends) and the technological environment (level of innovation) (Neves et al., 2020). 
Furthermore, micro-environmental factors such as relationships between agents, organizational structure and 
scale of production also lead to the emergence of conflicts.  

Farmers are key players in the food sector, supplying raw materials to agro-industries and fresh produce to 
different markets. "Smallholders" refers to small farmers, pastoralists, fishers and foresters with limited resources: 
financial, material, technological, etc. (Food and Agriculture Organization-FAO, 2019). Depending on the country 
or region, smallholders are generally defined by their land size or number of animals. For instance, in Peru, a small 
farmer or small livestock farmer is one who owns less than 5 hectares of land or fewer than 10 head of livestock 
(Instituto Nacional de Estadística e Informática, 2013). 

Pröll et al. (2022), Sano et al. (2022) and Shokoohi et al. (2019) report that smallholders are the agents with the 
lowest bargaining power within agribusiness systems because of limited production volume, low productivity, 
deficient access to financial credit, market information asymmetry, limited technological infrastructure, among 

 
Macro environment: institutional, commercial and technological 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Micro environment: organizational  

Input and 
technology 
suppliers 

Farmers 
Agro-

industries 
Retailers Wholesalers 

F
in

a
l 

C
o

n
s

u
m

e
rs

 

C C C C C 

C: Conflict level 



Juan Carlos Solano-Gaviño and Raúl Siche / Int. J. Food System Dynamics 15 (1), 2024, 29-43 

34 

others. In this sense, the low power of smallholders is a disadvantage factor when it comes to the exchange of 
goods/services, backwards with their input and technology suppliers, and forwards with packing companies and 
agro-industries. As a result, during commercialization, smallholders are more vulnerable when negotiating prices, 
quality, volume and certifications. In this environment, high inter-exchange costs are generated during 
transactions. Thus, conflicts may arise due to misalignment of transactions between agents (Zylbersztajn, 1996). 

4.1 Conflicts between input suppliers-smallholders 

Smallholders interact with input suppliers to supply seeds, seedlings, genetics, agrochemicals, fertilisers, 
technological equipment, farm machinery, materials and infrastructure (Figure 4). The supply of inputs depends 
on the farmer's activity in the agribusiness system: production of cereals, fruits, vegetables, meat, milk, eggs and 
fibres. Smallholders purchase inputs according to their requirement, financial availability and quantity offered by 
suppliers. During transactions, governance structures via prices (spot market) and contracts are most used by 
smallholders (Ménard, 2014; Williamson, 2008). 

 

 
Figure 4. Flows and conflicts between smallholders and their interacting agents.  

The first conflict appears during the interaction between the smallholder and his seeds, seedlings and genetics 
supplier. The imposition of selling prices by the supplier is one of the main conflicts faced by smallholders now of 
commercialization. Rutsaert et al. (2021) argue that the concentration of suppliers generates unfair competition 
and deficient access to the input market. In this context, suppliers are the agents that exert the most power over 
demanders (Zylbersztajn, 1996). According to the type of supplier, the assets involved during the transactions are 
of high specificity (Solano Gaviño, Castro Santander, Perales Dávila, et al., 2021). In general, large suppliers invest 
heavily in research, technological development and infrastructure, such as technology centres in plant or animal 
genetics. The high specificity of the inputs determines the elevated prices in the markets, as well as the high 
bargaining power of the large suppliers (Williamson, 1991). Therefore, at the global level and especially in 
developing countries, large suppliers dominate the market and set up their  own governance structure according 
to their interests, such as the spot market or contracts (Cunico et al., 2021). 

During post-sale, conflict arises because of the low-quality of inputs at the time of use in the field or on the farm. 
Opportunism on the part of suppliers arises from the information asymmetry of smallholders (Williamson, 1996). 
In this context, distrust weakens relationship building and limits the performance of actors, as in the Kenyan 
mango agribusiness system (Mutonyi et al., 2018). Small "non-specialised" companies often offer inputs (e.g., 
seeds) at cheaper prices but of lower quality. These types of suppliers have a limited technological infrastructure 
in contrast to large suppliers and supply scarcely any accompaniment to smallholders during the planting season 
of the crop or livestock breeding. Furthermore, the shortage of suppliers also means that smallholders have less 
choice when buying (Rutsaert et al., 2021), and therefore end up buying from small suppliers. In this sense, limited 
access to quality inputs is characteristic of the most remote and isolated production areas (Branca et al., 2021). 

The next conflict occurs during the sourcing of synthetic and organic fertilisers, agrochemicals and veterinary 
inputs for crop cultivation or livestock breeding. The cause of the conflicts is also the low bargaining power of 
smallholders vis-à-vis chemical input suppliers during commercialization (Fu et al., 2020). In countries where no 
industrial park exists for the production of inputs, suppliers are mainly distribution companies of large firms, such 
as Bayer, BASF, The Mosaic Company, Nutrien Ltd. etc. Benson and Mogues (2018), Sunyigono et al. (2021) and 
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Zavale et al. (2020) report that the scarcity of agrochemical suppliers and their limited presence in the different 
production sites lead to the concentration of the input market. The suppliers have a high investment in 
technological infrastructure to produce inputs, so they manage the quality and selling prices in the markets . 
However, the products on offer, mainly low-priced ones, are not specialised for each type of crop. Chemical inputs 
can be used on a variety of agricultural crops. As such, the use of non -specialised inputs can affect agronomic 
management and crop productivity in the field (Villacis et al., 2022).  

Turbulence in input markets has created an uncertain environment for farmers. The abrupt changes in the markets 
are because of the Covid-19 pandemic, the war problems in Europe, the container crisis, the shortage of raw 
materials in the supply chains, among others (Ababulgu et al., 2022; Bonilla Cedrez et al., 2020). Prices of most 
agrochemicals and fertilisers have risen considerably globally, but especially for importing countries in the South 
American, African and Asian regions. As a result, rising input prices have increased agricultural production costs 
by 70 to 100 % (Sapbamrer et al., 2022). This situation complicates access to inputs for farmers, independent of 
their size and financial capacity. Bonilla-Cedrez et al. (2021), Mthembu et al. (2022) and Prosper Bright et al. (2021) 
mention that the limited use of inputs due to excessive costs is reducing the productivity and competitiveness of 
smallholders. Consequently, low farm productivity is limiting the supply and raising the prices of agricultural 
commodities and food products. In this context, the soaring prices of commodities such as soya, maize and wheat 
are causing food shortages in different markets around the world (The Economist, 2022). 

At this stage, the final conflict arises during the interaction between smallholders and machinery, technological 
equipment and infrastructure suppliers. The imperfect market due to the high concentration of supplier 
companies and the low power of smallholders also generate conflict environmen ts. In general, the goods or 
services exchanged are of high value, therefore, suppliers manage their prices and conditions at the time of 
purchase-sale. Large suppliers usually have offices or subsidiaries in all production sites for the distribution of 
their products according to the agro-industrial sector. However, the presence of supplier companies is scarce in 
places with difficult access, such as the Andean region of South America. For this reason, there is a gap in 
technological infrastructure when comparing the coastal regions with the remote regions of the highlands and 
jungle (Solano Gaviño, Castro Santander, Perales Dávila, et al., 2021). In this sense, it is possible to appreciate the 
implementation of innovative drip irrigation systems by large agro-industrial exporters in Peru versus the still 
existing flood irrigation systems of smallholders in the inter-Andean valleys. 

Agricultural suppliers offer a wide range of equipment and machinery for farmers. However, few suppliers sell 
technological equipment that is tailor-made for smallholders. For the most part, the agricultural equipment and 
machinery on offer is mainly designed for medium and large-scale farmers. Limited access to small-scale machinery 
and technological equipment by smallholders reduces the proper agricultural management of crops. In that sense 
Hoque et al. (2021), Takeshima and Liu (2020) and Zeleke et al. (2021) evidence that the use of technology for 
production at any scale improves the productivity of agricultural fields and livestock farms. Alternatively, farmers 
prefer to rent machinery on an as-needed basis rather than buy because of its expensive price and high 
maintenance cost, as in the case of tractors for agricultural use (Takeshima, 2017). Smallholders often use the 
services of private companies or agro-industrial corporations for the use of agricultural tractors, combine 
harvesters, and crop spraying machines. In this context, failures also occur during negotiation because of rental 
price, service performance, contract conditions, among others. Therefore, conflicts arise due to deficient 
coordination between farmers and services suppliers. 

4.2 Conflicts between smallholders-intermediaries/agro-industries/distributors 

Smallholders engage in transactions with various agents to market their harvested products. These agents include 
packaging companies, agro-industries, food industries, collectors, intermediaries, wholesale/retail distributors 
and final consumers (Figure 4). The diversity of actors with whom smallholders interact depends on the trade flow 
of the product within the agribusiness system (Adams et al., 2022). For instance, in the case of commercialisation 
of fresh vegetables and fruits, smallholders can sell their harvest to packaging companies, wholesale distributors 
and retailers. However, if the trade flow is a processed product, the farmer sells his harvest to the agro -industrial 
company (directly) or through an intermediary-collector (García et al., 2021; Osuna and Barrantes, 2020; Salcido 
et al., 2020). 

In this context, the major conflict arises between the smallholder and the processing company or food industry. 
Chizari et al. (2018), Ito and Zylbersztajn (2018) and Shokoohi et al. (2019)  mention that market concentration in 
agribusiness systems such as dairy and citrus, leads to industries imposing their own pricing systems and buying 
conditions on their raw material suppliers. In this situation, farmers often confront the industry over the 
(uncompetitive) price paid during the purchase-sale. Both the price and the quality of the raw material is set by 
the companies to manufacture high-value products for the market. Industries value quality significantly by paying 
more for high quality raw materials, in most cases. Against this background, quality is still a constant challenge in 
smallholder agriculture, as is the case in the coffee and cocoa agro-industry sector in South American countries 
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(Villacis et al., 2022). In cases, the raw materials on offer lack the quality and freshness demanded by industrial 
companies. As a result, smallholders are often susceptible to the less competitive prices on the market.  

Heterogeneity at the organisational level of smallholders limits their productive performance in  agribusiness 
systems. Cavicchioli (2018), Shokoohi et al. (2019) and Stalgiene et al. (2017) argue that the atomisation and 
fragmentation of smallholders are factors that further encourage the concentration of large industries in 
processing markets. Likewise, the disorganization of farmers increases the power of industries to impose the terms 
of purchase of raw materials. In this context, institutional and legal gaps in the states lead to deregulation of 
markets and unfair competition between economic actors, especially in regions where small-scale production 
predominates (Solano Gaviño, Castro Santander, and Palau, 2021).  

Another conflict arises when the smallholder and the intermediary exchange goods. The intermediaries are agents 
who often commercialize with smallholders in food chains (Michelson et al., 2018). The intermediary is also known 
as a collector in those areas with limited access and little presence of industrial companies. Naseer et al. (2019) 
and Yaseen et al. (2020) evidence that intermediation in the food chain is crucial for the development of 
production areas, such as in the citrus industry sector in South Asia. However, the bargaining power of 
intermediaries is often high, which is why they fix the price and quality now of commer cialization of harvested 
products and can lead to conflicts with farmers (von Oppenkowski et al., 2019). Low quality and small production 
volumes result in low prices paid for products during commercialization. Therefore, intermediaries are also agents 
that detract from the competitiveness of smallholders, as is the case in the oil palm sector (Ayompe et al., 2021; 
Ordway et al., 2019). The non-existence of commercialization alternatives and the informality of the market are 
aspects that allow the appearance and growth of intermediaries in small-scale production areas. In general, this 
situation is limiting the competitiveness of agribusiness systems. 

Conflicts occur between smallholders and wholesalers/retailers in the negotiation of prices during 
commercialization. Arinloye et al. (2015), Flores and Villalobos (2018) and Zhang et al. (2019)  mention that 
agribusiness systems with fresh products flow use wholesale and retail channels, as these are higher value markets 
for smallholders. However, distributors often manage their own purchasing conditions. In this context, 
coordination failures lead to conflicts because of opportunism due to farmers' lack of knowledge of market 
dynamics (Osmani et al., 2021). Therefore, distributors often pay a price below the market standard to 
smallholders. Among other factors, low product quality is often the main cause for capturing less competitive 
prices. Smallholders lack the implementation of Good Agricultural Practices (GAP) in their fields (Wosene and 
Gobie, 2022), however, GAP is essential to obtain a quality fresh product according to the demands of customers 
(Kotey et al., 2021). Likewise, the quality related to the perishability of the product is also determinant for 
accepting the terms of negotiation. The price system is the one most used by the agents during the transaction, 
nevertheless, this structure often does not value the quality of the fresh products at the time of commercialization.  

Finally, conflicts arise at the level of smallholders and final consumers. Interactions between the two actors take 
place mostly in so-called rural or communal markets (Lee et al., 2022). According to Abate et al. (2022) and Haile 
et al. (2022) the direct connection of farmers to consumer markets allows them to earn higher incomes. However, 
the misalignment of transactions can lead to losses for smallholders during commercialization. The causes of the 
conflict are also low selling prices. Consumers tend to appreciate agricultural or livestock products according to a 
quality attribute such as colour, size, weight, calibre, freshness, and more. Nevertheless, smallholders hardly sort 
their lots by attributes as they prefer to sell their produce by volume and not by quality. Furthermore, small -scale 
agriculture is characterized by a lack of varietal standardization of crops, mainly due to deficient agronomic 
management. Therefore, factors decide an environment of conflict in the final market for the products of the 
agribusiness system. 

4.3 Strategies for the sustainability of smallholders 

There are various strategies for smallholders to mitigate conflicts and increase their competitive position vis-à-vis 
their interacting agents (Table 1). Collective forms are presented as a possibility to increase the bargaining power 
of smallholders when buying inputs and during the sale of harvested products. In this sense, scientific studies show 
the positive impacts of the adoption of associative and cooperative models by smallholders in the agribusiness 
systems of dairy, meat, fresh fruit, cereals, etc. (Bagchi et al., 2021; Kehinde and Ogundeji, 2022; Liu et al., 2019; 
Ma and Abdulai, 2017). Partnerships between actors for the commercialisation of end products are also an 
important mechanism to cope with market turbulence due to global problems, e.g., Covid 19 (Lopez-Ridaura et 
al., 2021). In this sense, collective organisations are a strategy to increase the competitiveness of smaller 
companies in food chains (Neves et al., 2019; Wangu et al., 2021). Both associations and cooperatives improve the 
insertion of small holders into food chains through joint purchase-sale, optimising commercialization processes 
and minimising the occurrence of conflicts. 
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Table 1.  

Conflict mitigation strategies in agribusiness systems. 

Level Strategies References 

Organizational 

Associations, cooperatives, horizontal 
organisations, consortia and other collective 
forms. 

Bagchi et al. (2021), Kehinde and Ogundeji (2022), Liu et al. 
(2019), Lopez-Ridaura et al. (2021), Ma and Abdulai (2017) 

Formal and informal contracts, 
vertical/horizontal integration 

Bagchi et al. (2021), Kaur et al. (2021), Meemken and 
Bellemare (2020), Mishra et al. (2018), Vabi Vamuloh et al. 
(2019) 

Institutional 

Public policies, laws and regulations for the 
promotion of agro-industrial enterprises 

Derville and Fink-Kessler (2019), Haddad et al. (2017), Neves 
et al. (2019), Ramírez-Mejía et al. (2022) 

Free Trade Agreements-FTAs and trade 
agreements 

Ahmed et al. (2021), Amare et al. (2019), Darmanto et al. 
(2021), Narisa et al. (2013), Prina (2013), Timsina and Culas 
(2020) 

 
Another alternative to improve the position of smallholders is the use of formal and informal contracts for the 
provision of inputs and technology, especially for the purchase of high-value goods. (Meemken and Bellemare, 
2020; Vabi Vamuloh et al., 2019). Contracts between two actors are a governance structure that serves to make 
the negotiation topics transparent during commercialization (Ménard, 2014; Williamson, 2008). The contract 
model is being used by farmers and industries in various production areas, such as in the potato agro -industrial 
sector in South Asia (Behera et al., 2022). In general, the use of contracts by smallholders improves their conditions 
for buying inputs and selling harvested products, increasing their competitiveness in the agribusiness system  (Kaur 
et al., 2021; Mishra et al., 2018). 

On the institutional environment side, public policies are crucial for the development of smallholders in agr i-food 
chains. (Neves et al., 2020). The implementation of clear “rules of the game” encourages agricultural and livestock 
production (Ramírez-Mejía et al., 2022). Therefore, the establishment and enforcement of laws and regulations 
makes commercialization between economic actors transparent (Williamson, 1991). Likewise, the institutional 
framework of the states promotes fair competition between agents and the development of markets. Amare et 
al. (2019), Narisa et al. (2013), Prina (2013) and Timsina and Culas (2020) mention that the signing of trade 
agreements is important for the promotion and insertion of agro-industrial products in different international 
markets. Therefore, the implementation of a proper institutional environment will strengthen  the participation of 
smallholders in each agribusiness system. 

4 Conclusions 

Conflicts arise during the performance of economic actors in agribusiness systems. Deficient coordination between 
the actors is the main input for the occurrence of conflicts. The misalignment in supplier-smallholder-agroindustry 
transactions shows the major conflicts at the organisational level. In this context, smallholders are the most 
vulnerable and susceptible agents in the food chain. Therefore, the main conflicts affecting smallholders were 
analysed based on a review of bibliographical resources. 

The imposition of prices during the purchase-sale of goods and services are the main conflicts faced by 
smallholders. Conflicts between suppliers and farmers occur due to the high b argaining power of large suppliers, 
the asymmetry of market information, the limited accessibility and low presence of distributors in the production 
regions, the fluctuation of markets due to global problems, among others. Conflicts between smallholders a nd 
industry arise because of the low purchase prices imposed by large companies during commercialization. In this 
context, the concentration of processing markets leads to a misalignment of coordination between actors. During 
the smallholder-distributor transaction, conflicts arise over low sales prices due to low quality and small lots 
offered. Therefore, conflicts have been discouraging the productive growth of smallholders in agribusiness 
systems. 

Associative or collective forms of smallholders are presented as solutions to mend fences with their interacting 
agents. Likewise, the use of contracts is a tool that makes negotiations during commerciali zation more 
transparent. In the same vein, the implementation of an adequate institutional environment promot es and fosters 
the development of farmers, as well as strengthens the competitiveness of the members of the agribusiness 
systems. 

Finally, the present study will serve for the implementation of projects and management plans for smallholder 
development. The results will also serve for the establishment of public policies with the aim of improving and 
increasing the competitiveness of smallholder agriculture within agribusiness systems, especially in developing 
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countries. Future research should focus on assessing the impacts of conflicts on smallholder performance and on 
analysing conflict mitigation strategies by product/service line in agribusiness systems.  
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