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Abstract

There is a believe among development donors, practitioners and academics that
improving market access for smallholders will lead to increased income, food security,
more rural employment and sustainable agricultural growth. However, persistent market
failures as a lack of information on prices and technologies, high transaction costs,
credit constraints, low bargaining power or small quantities of production often limit
smallholders’ ability to improve their market access. Moreover, as the new procurement
systems require larger supply volumes, smallholders are left behind to larger farm
enterprises. To address these challenges, value chain interventions such as horizontal
integration and support of collective action is often proposed as a tool to overcome
these obstacles. There is an increasing evidence that if acting collectively, farmers can
reduce transaction costs for market exchanges, attain economies of scale and bargaining
power, obtain necessary market information, secure access to new technologies and tap
into high-value markets. Therefore, our main research question was to find out, if acting
collectively, farmer cooperatives in Moldova can gain better access to markets and if
agricultural cooperative groups are an efficient form to improve farmers’ livelihood and
contribute to food security in Moldova. We investigated factors influencing small
farmers’ access to local and international markets among 23 cooperative groups, that
covered 134 farmers across the whole country using stratified sampling techniques
accompanied by questionnaires administration. The analysis considered factors as:
institutional, socio-economic, innovation, financial and infrastructural factors of the
groups. The results show that gender specifically males, farm size, frequency of
meetings, cooperative existence and AMIS were the factors that statistically influenced

small farmers’ access to improved market.

Key words: Social capital, adding value, farmer cooperatives, horizontal integration
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1. Introduction

It is widely known that agriculture is important to the society in terms of poverty
alleviation, food security and economic growth (Matsane & Oyekale 2014).
Agricultural development will not occur without engaging small scale farmers who
account for most actors in this sector (Barham & Chitemi 2009). As market system is
transforming fast and traditional marketing channels are replaced by coordinated links
between farmers, processors, retailers and other actors, small farmers need quickly to
adapt to these conditions (FAO 2007).

International Fertilizer Development Center IFDC (2017) pointed out that
improved knowledge of how to access markets and how to engage in transactions in
competitive markets is required for small scale farmers. Enabling, favourable policies

that allow for the development of farmer-to-market linkages are much demanded.

Despite these efforts, markets in developing countries are still characterized by
pervasive imperfections such as lack of information on prices and technologies, high
transaction costs, and credit constraints. Moreover, the new procurement systems often
expect larger supply volumes, favouring larger farmers (Markelova & Meinzen-Dick
2009). Farmers are also required to produce products that can meet regulations relating

food safety and quality standards and at competitive prices (Bhagat & Dhar 2012).

Collective action in this case play a crucial role. It is well known by many
development agencies and academics as a reliable strategy to improve market access for
smallholders that consequently lead to increased income and food security.
Smallholders would be able to reduce transaction costs for exchange, obtain needed
information, access to new technologies, enter into high value markets and consequently
these will facilitate them to compete with larger enterprises, when working together
(Markelova & Meinzen-Dick 2009).

While there are vast studies recommending collective action as a means for
increasing smallholder farmers’ market access (See Tembachako et al. 2013 for
Zimbabwe; Matsane et al. 2014 for South Africa; Antwi & Seahlodi 2011 for South
Africa; Zhou et al. 2013 for South Africa) or studies finding determinants of
participation in collective action (see Lucila et al. 2006; Shiferaw et al. 2009; Fischer &
Qaim 2012; Ampaire et al. 2013; Kirui & Njiraini 2013) there is less evidence of studies
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examining the underlying factors that brought small farmers better market access after
collective action incentives. Secondly, whereas we can find much literature on that case,

proper quantitative study done for Moldova is still not sufficient.

From these considerations, this thesis intended to fill the scarcity of literature
within the body of knowledge regarding this case and to serve as a reliable source for

further implications and policy recommendations in Moldova.
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2. Background

2.1. Agricultural Sector

Agricultural sector in Moldova remains the most important sector for the
country’s economy and welfare. During the communist period, Moldova was the
leading country producing and exporting; vegetables, fruits and crops to all union
countries. Moldova ranked the 6th place in the 1980s among the soviet republics for
annual outcome of the agricultural products, exporting to Russia, Ukraine, Belarus,
Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan. Transnistria used to produce more than 40% of vegetables
and 30% of fruits for market (Selari 2010). In the current period of economic transition,
the agricultural sector fulfils an important role of social support since a large mass of
migrants may return to agriculture because of the lack of better employment
opportunities. It provide jobs and livelihoods for rural residents, thus mitigating
considerably the adverse consequences of the aging population and fulfils an important
social function by reducing the danger of increasing poverty and social exclusion in
rural areas of Moldova (Moroz et al. 2014). From the last data it was found that
agricultural sector contributes in Moldova around 12% of the country’s GDP with 31%
of country”’ labour force (GOV.MD 2012; KAS 2015). It is not a surprise that one of the
main focuses of the National Development Strategy “Moldova 2020 — a budget of 2
billion EUR is committed to finance the National Strategy on Agriculture and Rural
Development 2014-2020, with the objectives of increasing the sector’s competitiveness,
ensuring sustainable resource management, and improving living standards in rural
areas (MAIA.GOV 2014; MIEPO 2016; WB 2016a).

Among others, attempts to support agricultural development by Moldovan

government are as follows (KAS 2015):

1. Small and Medium-sized Enterprise Sector Development Strategy 2012-2020;
2. Development strategy for internal trade in the Republic of Moldova 2014-2020.
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2.1.1. Main Agricultural Products

Moldova has exceptional high fertile land. Much of the country’s arable land
consists from black chernozem soils, which cover 75% of the country, especially in the
northern districts. High quality soil resources, along with various microclimates, support
a wide array of annual and perennial crop production across the country. Among the
most important crops are winter and spring grains, including wheat, barley and maize.
Main varieties of vegetables are: tomatoes, onions, cabbage, cucumbers, pumpkins,
peppers, carrot, red beet, garlic, squash, aubergine, potherb, and green peas. The main
fruits in Moldova are: apples, plums, sweet and sour cherries, pears, peaches, nectarines,
quinces, apricots, soft fruit, walnuts and grapes (FAO 2016; MIEPO 2016). Crops like
apples and potatoes are produced in the Northern part of the country while plums are
produced in the Central part. Peaches in the South and table grapes in the Southern and
Central areas. The total annual production of fruits is about 486 thousand tons, with
apples taking the lead and followed by the production of vegetables, which is annually
about 246 thousand tons (MIEPO 2016).

2.1.2. Employment in Agriculture

Approximately 75% of the population live in rural areas and majority of them
depend on agriculture as it represents their main source of income. Since 2009 the
number of people employed in agriculture has been stable at about 320,000-330,000. In
2017 the number of people employed in agriculture increased to 366,000 constituting
31% of the total number of employed people (MAIA.GOV 2014; NBS 2018). In the
sector in the past few years, the sector has experienced some favourable conditions that
have attracted people to agriculture and invariably increased labour retainment. About
60% of the country’s agricultural output is produced by individual farmers on
household plots of 10 hectares or less (FAO 2016). The value of Moldova’s agricultural
output has followed a strong upward trend over the past 5 years (NBS 2017). However,
the sector is vulnerable to fluctuations driven by climate or market effects. These
unfavourable conditions create an important reason for the country to find new available
markets for its agricultural produce and to help farmers increase the value and diversity

of their crops, thus maintaining a stable employment in agriculture (WB 2016b).
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2.2. Process of Transition and Land Reform

As most of the East European countries after Soviet Union collapse in 1990s the
Republic of Moldova has passed through a process of country’s economic
transformation to market economy which led to land reform. Economic reforms
included privatization of agriculture land and restructuring of state and collective farms.
Significant changes started to be visible when National Land Program (NLP) was

launched.

Former state and collective farms were replaced by big number of individual
agricultural producers in the country (Lerman & Sutton 2006; Cimpoies et al. 2008;
Millns 2013; Moroz et al. 2014). Between 1990 and 2000, land plots were physically
distributed among over one million Moldovan residents (30% of Moldova’s population)
that became owners of land, changed their status and functioning forms of farm
enterprises (Csaki & Lerman 2002; Lerman & Sutton 2006). Back in the early 1990s,
state farms were controlling about 90% of the agricultural land. The individual sector
was managed just by the remaining 10% (Lerman & Sutton 2006; Selari 2010; Moroz et
al. 2014).

Today Moldova’s agricultural land is 74% in private ownership (1.84 million ha)
and 26% is owned by the state (Millns 2013). The larger part of agricultural land is still
controlled by larger corporate farms with more than 100 ha land, that have succeeded
the traditional collective and state farms in the past. Another important share of
agricultural land (37%) is cultivated by households and small farms with less than 10 ha
of land (Lerman & Sutton 2006; Moroz et al. 2014). Among largescale corporate farms
with private ownership of land and assets are newly created organizational forms as:
joint stock companies, limited liability companies, agricultural cooperatives (see Table
1) (Lerman & Sutton 2006; Millns 2013; Moroz et al. 2014).
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Table 1. Total number of agricultural holdings in Moldova, 2011

Total agricultural holdings/Small size agricultural units

Total enumerated units

number total area (hectares)
AGRICULTURAL 902214 2243540.02
HOLDINGS
Agricultural holdings with 3446 1272666.01
juridical status
Agricultural cooperatives 204 148737.07
Joint stock companies 158 52788.24
Limited liability companies 1986 694868.67
State enterprises 89 18430.04
Other type of holdings 1009 357841.99
Agricultural holdings without 898768 970874.01
juridical status
SMALL SIZE 164831 9830.63
AGRICULTURAL UNITS
Total agricultural holdings + X 2253370.65

Small size agricultural units

Source: General Agricultural Census, 2011

2.3. Moldavian Smallholders after Reforms

Smallholder farmers are defined as farmers that have up to 10 ha of the land
(Orlova et al. 2017). Despite their smaller share in the total land area small farm forms
are an extremely important part of the agricultural sector, as they provide a fundamental
contribution to the overall food production and food security in Moldova and are more
efficient than large farms (Lerman & Sutton 2006; WB 2016a). In Moldova
smallholders make up 95% of all farms and they have a significant share in total
agricultural production accounting for 71% of total agricultural output (NBS 2011;
Moroz et al. 2014; WB 2016a).

Most of the households and small businesses are focused on producing potatoes
(85%), vegetables (85%), grapes (73%), grain maize (65%), leguminous crops (61%),
dairy products, livestock and wine. Crops such as sugar beets, sunflowers and tobacco
are mainly produced by large farms (Millns 2013; Moroz et al. 2014; KAS 2015).
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Most of their production is self-consumed in the households and the surpluses
are mostly sold in local open air agricultural markets. one of the typical characteristics
of smallholders is small size of cultivated areas but with a large diversity between

technological levels, varieties, quality and quantity of products, and access to markets.

As a result of these processes of privatization after Soviet Union breakdown
majority of smallholders nowadays suffer from lack of access to agricultural land
(Lerman & Cimpoies 2005; Moroz et al. 2014; WB 2016a). Because of insufficient land
resources and less alternatives of business activities most small farms are not capable to
generate an adequate income. Moreover, small scale agricultural farms are poorly
equipped and lack necessary experience to penetrate markets like the EU and other

countries (Moroz et al. 2014).

2.3.1. Accessing Markets

Smallholders contribute to the growth of the agricultural sector, due to delivered
surpluses to the market (World Bank 2008). Basically, small farms in Moldova engage
in more diversified production, but the share of their products that goes to markets is
very low. They hardly can reach export markets as they are not fulfilling necessary
requirements in terms of food safety and quality. One of the most important
precondition to change the situation is modernization and growth of commercially
oriented smallholder farms. However, most recommendations and support from the last
years, smallholders’ commercial engagement into integrated and coordinated value
chains through the marketing of outputs, supply of inputs remains very low (Millns
2013; WB 2016a).

Currently the number of small scale commercial farms that produce for the
market is limited by underdeveloped agricultural infrastructure and limited access to
finance (Moroz et al. 2014).

2.4. Market Deficiencies

Moldova has comparably open market access and a market oriented economy,
but weak institutional structure and incompetency impede country to reach stronger

trade results (ITC 2014). For example, Moldova fulfilled set of required legislations
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regarding phytosanitary and veterinary controls, technical regulation, quality standards
and others, however these practices are not consistent with legislation used in EU (ITC
2014; Stiftung 2016). some problematic factors for trade are: identification of potential
markets and buyers, inappropriate production technology and skills, access to trade
finance, access to imported inputs at competitive prices and technical requirements and
standards abroad (Lawrence et al. 2012). Moldova suffer from lack of horizontal and
vertical coordination of supply chains. This impede to further development of
competitiveness of the agricultural sector. Currently, farmers are faced with low
producer prices because of underdeveloped wholesale markets, low bargaining power,
changing quality of produce, lack of distribution channels, poor infrastructure and
limited access to foreign markets. When in the market are present value chain
deficiencies the differences in prices between farm gate and consumer increase. This is
leading to low farmers’ incomes, low investments and worsened quality of production at
farm level (MAIA.GOV 2014). In Moldova, there is still a lack of strong established
long-term relationships between intermediaries, processors, exporters, food retailers
with suppliers of raw material and recognizing the farmer as a key business partner.
Most of the buyers prefer to buy products on the spot market and pay the lowest price to
farmers. Food retailers prefer larger imports. This factor disregards potential farmers to
integrate into vertically coordinated supply chains.

To improve the bargaining power of farmers and consequently their position in
markets, in relation to the processing industry, there is a need to create local associative

structures such as marketing and production cooperatives (Moroz et al. 2014).

2.5. Collective Action of Agricultural Producers in Moldova

Basically, small farmers in Moldova do not fully use the advantage of
cooperatives, that can bring them market integration through increasing supplies, setting
better prices with buyers, or jointly owning post-harvest facilities (MAIA.GOV 2014;
IFAD 2016). Lack of cooperation and organization of farmers in Moldova impede them
from integration in supply chains and efficiently grasp potential market opportunities.
The Moldovan government is currently undertaking measures to encourage formation of
producer groups by offering them financial support for association formation and
engagement within markets (Millns 2013; MAIA.GOV 2014; IFAD 2016).

17



2.5.1. Forms of Agricultural Producers’ Associations

During the soviet period the dominant part of the agricultural production was
grown and supplied by large scale collective farms (kolkhozes) and state farms
(sovkhozes). After Soviet Union collapse collective and state farm were restructured to
private one. In 1992 was launched a major reorganization of collective farms that
assumed also the exit of peasants from collective farms and state farms (Csaki &
Lerman 2002). The peak in creation of the post-soviet kolkhozes was registered in 1993
and was followed by a rapid decrease until 1996 when none of newly created kolkhozes
was registered by the State Registration Chamber. At present a couple of so called
“kolkhozes” are still active in the Republic of Moldova but under the legal form of
production cooperatives (IFAD 2016).

Due to strong state financial support the number of production cooperatives
increased between 2002-2006. But after 2006 the number of newly created agricultural
production cooperatives is continuously decreasing around 2-3 cooperatives per year,
possible because of the transformation into limited liability companies. Currently, there
are 204 agricultural cooperatives in Moldova, consisting 6% from all agricultural
holdings in the country (see Figure 1) (Lerman & Sutton 2006; NBS 2011; Millns 2013;
Moroz et al. 2014).

o% 5% . .
Agricultural cooperatives

& Joint stock companies

Limited liability companies

i State enterprises
58%

= Other type of holdings

Figure 1. Agricultural holdings in Moldova

Source: General Agricultural Census, 2011
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Another form of collective action in the agricultural production that occurred in
the Republic of Moldova in the post-soviet period was AGT, initiated for small-scale

farms that would jointly work in different fields of agricultural production.

Another type of organization structure created in past years and considered more
efficient in Moldova is the entrepreneurship or marketing cooperatives. The peak of the
agricultural entrepreneurship cooperatives was recorded for 2000-2002 years when

about 180 new cooperatives were created with the support of the PFAP project.

Besides entrepreneurship and production cooperatives in Republic of Moldova
have been created also some other forms of collective action such as savings and credit
cooperatives and water users associations which also represents some forms of

associations in agriculture and rural area (IFAD 2016).

2.5.2. Legal Framework for Agricultural Associations’ Development

The legislative framework on the association of agricultural producers was
changing since 1992. Entrepreneurship cooperative got its legitimacy with adoption of
the first law, that defined enterprise founded by at least five legal entities or individuals
engaged in entrepreneurial activities, which aims to help its members to obtain profit. It
comprised few ideas on the association and just in 2001 the law on business
cooperatives provided more general conditions on the process of association. In 2013
was adopted law on agricultural producer groups and their associations, comprised with
a wide range of principles of association of agricultural producers (Millns 2013; IFAD
2016).

The most significant laws adopted in last years are depicted below:

Law on entrepreneurship and enterprise N0.845-XI1 of 03.01.92;

Law on small business support and protection, No.112-XI11 of 20.05.94;

Law No. 1353 of 11.03.2000 on households (farms);

Law No. 73 of 12.04.2001 on business cooperatives;

Law No. 1007 of 25.04.2002 on production cooperatives;

Law for supporting small enterprises sector, N0.206 of 07.07.2006;

Law on organization and functioning of agricultural and food markets, No. 257-
XVI of 27.07.2006;

e Law No. 312 of 12.20.2013 on agricultural producer groups and their
associations.
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2.5.3. State Support Measures of the Producers’ Cooperation Initiatives
“Moldovan Village” program

In the last years a set of measures were taken by Moldovan government to
enhance the development of the farms association. Among the first attempts was the
National Program “Moldovan Village”, undertaken during the years 2005-2015 (Spinu
2013).

The Program was established with the purpose of enforcement the associations
of agriculture producers. In the process of program implementation the following
priorities were defined: ensuring of vertical and horizontal integration of the farmers in
different organizations, including cooperatives; establishing agricultural production
cooperatives, producers associations and distribution cooperatives; negotiation of

wholesale purchasing contracts (IFAD 2016).
Subsidy policies

The first financial support addressed to producer groups was established by
AIPA in 2013 was in form of subsidies. According to regulation, the subsidy can be
recognized to those farmers who fulfil following requirements (case of vineyards): a)
compact unit of group, b) established by a group of producers (at least 5 persons), c) are
designed to produce consistent quantities of grapes both for processing and export, d)

have an area of at least 25 ha on flat land and 12 ha land on the slopes.

Starting with the year 2015 the subvention policies were revised to implement
the provisions of the Law No 312 of 20.12.2013 on producers’ groups and their
associations. Agricultural producer groups registered according to the Law 312 of
24.02.2014 could now have benefits from the financial support up to 40-50% compared
to ordinary producers (IFAD 2016).

2.5.4. Donor Supported Approaches
Private Farmers Assistance Program (PFAP)

In the framework of PFAP program in the period of 2001-2002 registered about
180 of business cooperatives. A large part of these cooperatives signed agreements with
PFAP for assistance with financial management, business plan development,

applications for bank loans, grants, and business evaluations.
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Development of Marketing Cooperatives Program (People in Need)

The finalization of the project was held in 2014 year. The donor of the project
was Czech Development Agency who partnered with Czech University of Life Sciences
Prague. The main goal of the project was to secure local markets in Moldova with
products from small and medium sized farmers. People in Need helped the cooperatives
to optimize their existing conditions and business strategies. They provided groups with
necessary knowledges and know-how in management and marketing of agricultural

products.

Moldova Agriculture Competitiveness Project (MAC-P)

MAC-P is an ongoing project, started in year 2012 and with the intended
finalization in 2019 year. The main goal of the project is to enhance the competitiveness
of the agri-food sector by supporting the modernization of the food safety management
system, facilitating market access for farmers, and mainstreaming environmental and
sustainable land management practices (WB 2018). It is funded by the WB, the IDA,
SIDA. MAC-P is implemented from 2012-2019 and has a total budget of USD 28.4
million with the following set objectives of the project are to “strengthen country
capacity to manage the increasingly complex food safety agenda; to increase levels of
farmer organization and improving post-harvest infrastructure; to promote adoption of
sustainable land management practices by farmers and to ensure a strengthened

response by the authorities to soil degradation challenges.”

“Moldovan Orchard” Project

The period of realization of project is established from 2012 year to 2020 year.
The project aims to creation and modernization of orchards and equipment to improve
resource efficiency in the production. Among the beneficiaries are producers’
associations. The financed activities are directed towards mechanization of primary
production processes of horticultural production, modernization of post-harvest
processes, improvement of the phytosanitary control and other (IFAD 2016).
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3. Theoretical Framework

3.1. Market Access

Market access refers to a state where there are minimal barriers to domestic,
regional and international trade for agricultural products and whose presence will not
significantly affect the exchange of agricultural products and equitable profitability on
the actors involved in the exchange (AICC 2016). Some other authors defined market
access as increasing proportion of marketed output, increasing cash crop production or
transition from subsistence towards market-oriented production (Okezie et al. 2008;
Zhou et al. 2013).

Smallholder farming is a very important economic activity in developing
countries. Improving market access for smallholders lead to increased income, food
security, more rural employment and sustainable agricultural growth, that will lead to
poverty alleviation (Barham & Chitemi 2009; Gyau et al. 2014; Mutai 2014).

Development practitioners have shifted recently their focus from supply-based
programs to market-oriented ones, which means that farmers can produce for markets

itself instead of trying to market what they produce (Gyau et al. 2014; Mutai 2014)

Despite all the advantages market access offer to farmers, they still face
numerous marketing constraints such as; lack of information on prices and technologies,
high transaction costs, credit constraints, low bargaining power, small quantities of
production (Antwi & Seahlodi 2011; Zhou et al. 2013; Mukwevho & Anim 2014,
Chamberlin & Jayne 2015).

3.1.1. Smallholder Farmers and The Key Market Challenges

It is not a question if market access increases smallholders’ income and improve
their living standard but, how can they utilize market opportunities to this end.
According to Mukwevho and Anim (2014) the reason why most rural communities
cannot improve their living standards is because they face difficulties in accessing
markets. Access to market is an essential requirement for the rural poor communities to
benefit from agricultural growth, thus their participation in accessing markets is

significant. But unfortunately, nowadays majority of smallholder farmers face
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difficulties to get involved and participate in existing market opportunities, especially in

developing countries where markets are not well coordinated.

Very often smallholder farmers do not have access to information regarding
prices in urban areas and they mostly must sell their produce to local traders at farm-
gate prices to local traders. Also, as the new procurement systems require larger supply
volumes, smallholders are left behind by larger farm enterprises. Because individual
farmers offer small quantities of produce for sale, they have little bargaining power with
traders and most often accept almost any price offered (Gyau et al. 2014). The large
scale commercial farmers occupy the high-value markets that pay premium price for
quality products while emerging small scale farmers have limited access to such
markets (Antwi & Seahlodi 2011). Even if farmers can produce surpluses, they often
remain trapped in poverty cycle because of the lack of access to profitable markets and
are forced to sell their production at very low producer prices (Tembachako et al. 2013;
Mukwevho & Anim 2014; Chamberlin & Jayne 2015).

With the increasing number of free trade agreements between countries,
affecting domestic as well as international commodity markets, smallholders face
greater competition not only at local level, but also with farmers from other countries.
All of these requires larger quantities of production, modernization of production,
standardization and diversification of products and quality standard certification holding
(Markelova & Meinzen-Dick 2009; Gyau et al. 2014; Kiirschner et al. 2016; WB
2016a).

If acting individually, farmers have less chances to participate in new markets
such as supermarkets, where larger quantities and standardization of products are often
required (Markelova & Meinzen-Dick 2009). To address all challenges depicted above,
market interventions such as collective action is often proposed as a strategy for
smallholder farmers to address all these constraints to remain competitive in rapidly
changing markets.

23



3.2. Collective Action

3.2.1. Defining Collective Action

By many authors collective action was defined as a voluntary action taken by a
group with the same shared interest and arises when people collaborate in joint action
and decisions to accomplish an outcome or shared objective (Markelova & Meinzen-
Dick 2009; Gyau et al. 2014; Arouna et al. 2016).

Modern theory of collective action was developed to overcome free-rider
problems and through cooperative solutions manage common resources. In recent years,
collective action incentives where applied to group activities that directly or indirectly
intended to enhance the production and marketing of agricultural and food products.
Collective action reflects an ongoing global trend caused by the increased market
competition and integration (Gyau et al. 2014). Collective action has been
conceptualized also as production methods and group dynamics that subsequently
enhance marketing of products by members of cooperatives to reduce transaction costs

and enhance economies of scale (Gyau et al. 2014).

It is very important to mention that cooperatives are promoted by many
development practitioners and there are numerous attempts to facilitate engagement of
farmers to work collectively (IFAD 2016). Also, sometimes the creation and
development of cooperatives and other forms of associations of agricultural producers
must be seen as an evolutionary process that is internally formed through the motivation

and socio-economic interests of small-scale agricultural producers (IFAD 2016).

3.2.2. Types of Collective Action

There are two types of collective action: (i) cooperation: bottom-up, farmer-to-
farmer collective action and (ii) coordination: top-down, agency-led collective action.
While some bottom-up collective action may receive government support, others may
be carried out without government support. Similarly, some top-down collective action
are promoted by government policies but do not receive any support, while other
collective action receive support by government (Vanni 2014). Top-down approach

involves identifying market demand and then seeking a group of farmers to satisfy it
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when bottom-up approach identify farmers to work with and then finding markets that
they could supply (FAO 2007).

3.2.3. Collective Action to Address Market Failures

Smallholder producers can sell their products to different markets: local, urban,
regional or international. Local market seems to be easily accessed, because it is not
requiring high transportation facilities or quality standard certifications, but also
because of less competition compared to international ones. According to Markelova
and Meinzen-Dick (2009) as marketing chains are longer they present greater
disadvantage for smallholder farmers. But, because smallholders can access local
markets more easily, these markets offer lower gains. Regarding these circumstances,
collective action can address these market gaps, increase market access for smallholder
farmers and help them to remain competitive in rapidly changing markets (Ton 2008;
Barham & Chitemi 2009; Fischer & Qaim 2011; Gyau et al. 2014). Collective action
can help farmers to reach larger domestic urban, regional, and international markets. If
acting collectively smallholders can deal with transportation and storage issues, acquire
necessary technologies and certificates to comply with required quality standards for
international markets, and also reach more attractive quantity to supply of their products
to traders (Markelova & Meinzen-Dick 2009; Shiferaw et al. 2011). Due to larger
offered quantities they can attain higher bargaining power withy buyers, which results
to higher producer prices. Thanks to better resources as storage, packing etc., obtained
with the purpose to enhance the value of production, they represent an attractive source
of produce for large processors or wholesalers due to larger quantities supplied and
better quality of produce. That consequently result in penetration into high value
agriculture. Moreover, farmer organizations can provide an important platform for
capacity building, information exchange, and innovation in rural communities (Mutai
2014). Association of small farmers into productive partnerships, whether cooperative
or producer groups, is likely to stimulate bigger capital flows towards them, as well as
longer-term seller-buyer partnerships with other actors that would allow smallholders to
achieve better market and value chain integration, and ultimately higher incomes. All
these criteria can potentially facilitate the operation of farms as true business entities
(MAIA.GOV 2014).
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3.2.4. Reducing Transaction Costs

Market-oriented collective action has potential to overcome the high transaction
costs that would be faced by farmers if acting individually (FAO 2007; Shiferaw et al.
2009; Ampaire et al. 2013). Lucila et al. (2006) opined that transaction costs originate
typically from; information about potential contracting parties, monitoring and
enforcement of contractual terms. The author further argued that collective action
through cooperatives can reduce transaction costs by; overcoming smallholders’ barriers
of access to assets, information, and services, settling disputes and obtaining,
interpreting and disseminating information about production, markets, and farmer and
trader competence and creditworthiness and by collective negotiations with suppliers or

buyers.

3.2.5. Conditions for a Successful Collective Action

Collective action has been proved to be an excellent way to help farmers to
reach better markets, but this cannot be achieved if certain conditions are not taken into
consideration. Such as; unavailable specialized skills and knowledge within the group,
its activities may be hindered by the lack of expertise, thus nullifying the incentives for
collective marketing (Lucila et al. 2006; FAO 2007; Markelova & Meinzen-Dick 2009).
If the group does not share the same norms and values, there is less probability of the
groups’ success. A group success it is also affected of how much its group leaders are
knowledgeable and skilled in collective enterprise, and motivated and trusted by the
group members. One of the other important conditions is simple registration process,
which should facilitate the easy formation and operation of a group in accessing inputs
and services (FAO 2007; Markelova & Meinzen-Dick 2009).

It has been demonstrated that existing groups have more group dynamics and
social cohesion than newly-established ones. This implies that, existing groups have the
capacity to undertake collective action activities as a group, due to a certain level of
group interconnectedness, motivation and capacity build through the years. Resulting
that, social benefits are important for success of the group, which according to Gyau et
al. (2014) indicates that collective action should not only be promoted for economic

gains but for social benefits as well.
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And the last, but not the least, success of collective action depends on existence
of a favourable environment for farmers as external continuing support for
organizations, low level of settings to enter external markets, governmental bodies that
do not undermine local authorities, and supportive external institutions (FAO 2007;
Fischer & Qaim 2011; Gyau et al. 2014).
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Figure 2. Conceptual framework on factors influencing the success of collective action for producer
organizations
(Adapted from Shiferaw et al. 2011)

3.2.6. The Role of Public, Private Sectors and Civil Society

The establishment and sustainability of cooperative organizations is often

conditioned on external support, for example by NGOs, government agencies, or private
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businesses (FAO 2007; Markelova & Meinzen-Dick 2009; Shiferaw et al. 2009, 2011,
Fischer & Qaim 2012; Ampaire et al. 2013). Involvement of the public, private sectors
or civil society, needs to be carefully planned and time managed as too long period may
create dependency on support, especially in initial stages and may undermine the group
sustainability and effectiveness. Facilitating agents either from public, private or civil
society, needs to assess their role, capacity, participation and well-planned exit strategy
to not affect the natural working dynamics of the group. Public sector contributes by
providing financing opportunities for example in form of subsidies. But as said before,
financing must be well time managed as its continuous presence may create perverse

incentives for collective action.

3.2.7. Criticism of Collective Action

It is worthy to note, that collective action is a good intervention to improve
market access of smallholders, but as all interventions it may have its pros, cons and
might not be replicable in all situations.

Many case studies demonstrate that collective marketing can enhance livelihood
for smallholders who would not be able to overcome barriers to entry on their own.
However, certain studies carried out in Kenya show that participation in farmer groups
often requires entry and membership fees making it less affordable for the poorest. In
addition, creating and sustaining the group by outside assistance may add to the high
physical costs that are involved in organizing farmers to market access. All these
indicates that collective action may not be suitable to make markets work for all poor
(FAO 2007; Markelova & Meinzen-Dick 2009). Even if they succeed to raise their
incomes by participating in more profitable markets, these smallholders often do not

represent the poorest members of the rural communities.

Collective action is also considered to be an appropriate tool for rural
development, but institutional problems as low institutional capacity, inadequate
qualified personnel, low entrepreneurship skills, lack of financial resources, lack of
market information, poor members participation, patronizing the business activity of the

groups, impede it from having a positive role (Mutai 2014).

The third point is that forming farmer groups is not sufficient on its own to

enhance market performance and is not a guarantee for increasing profit. Exist situation
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where it is either more profitable to sell as an individual rather through a group.
Collective marketing goes with many transaction costs and time impediments in
planning and selling. The gains of selling through a group should compensate the

producer, in contrary it will make collective approach inefficient (Kaganzi et al. 2009).

From the other side other authors do not see the problem to be raised in high
transaction costs. Contrary, they agree that market-oriented collective action overcomes
the high transaction costs that would be faced by farmers acting individually. In this
situation problem has psychological character. Awareness of the potential benefits that
collective action brings among the farmers are not sufficient to overcome their
suspicions about working with each other. According to FAO (2007), implementing
group linkage is thus easier when farmers were already working together, and they are

used to collaborating.

3.3. Cooperative

According to International Co-operative Alliance (ICA) a cooperative is an
autonomous association of persons united voluntarily to meet their common economic,
social, and cultural needs and aspirations through a jointly owned and democratically
controlled enterprise. (ICA 2018). Members of cooperatives share the same values
based on the self-help, self-responsibility, democracy, equality, equity and solidarity.
Cooperative members believe in the ethical values of honesty, openness, social

responsibility and caring for each other.
International community agreed on 7 main principles of cooperative:

1. Cooperatives are voluntary organisations, open to all persons able to use their
services and willing to accept the responsibilities of membership, without

gender, social, racial, political or religious discrimination.

2. Cooperatives are democratic organisations controlled by their members, who
actively participate in setting their policies and making decisions. Men and
women serving as elected representatives are accountable to the membership.

Members have equal voting rights (one member, one vote).
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3. Members contribute equitably to, and democratically control, the capital of their
co-operative. At least part of that capital is usually the common property of the

co-operative.

4. Cooperatives are autonomous, self-help organisations controlled by their

members.

5. Cooperatives provide education and training for their members, elected
representatives, managers, and employees so they can contribute effectively to

the development of their cooperatives.

6. Cooperatives serve their members most effectively and strengthen the
cooperative movement by working together through local, national, regional and

international structures.

7. Cooperatives work for the sustainable development of their communities

through policies approved by their members.

Nowadays, cooperatives represent unique form of enterprise that addresses
economic, democratic and social dimensions of poverty reduction at the same time
(Ahmed & Mesfin 2017).

There are several studies showing that agricultural cooperatives improve farm
productivity through their adoption (Nicola Francesconi & Heerink 2010; Spielman J et
al. 2010) and also confirm that cooperatives play an important role in poverty reduction
and in improving the livelihood of smallholder farmers (Shiferaw et al. 2014;
Verhofstadt & Maertens 2015; Ahmed & Mesfin 2017).

3.3.1. Types of Cooperatives

The Western cooperative types distinguish between production cooperatives, service

cooperatives, and consumer cooperatives (Lerman 2013).

1. Production cooperatives are groups where members engage together with the
purpose of goods production or providing services. Production cooperatives sell

their outputs to improve wellbeing of its members.
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2. Service cooperatives are known to be the largest and the most typical type of

cooperatives. They provide services to their members. Service cooperatives are

divided into:

e Marketing cooperatives;
e Processing cooperatives;
e Input supply cooperatives;
e Machinery cooperatives;
e Agricultural extension and information management cooperatives.

3. Consumer cooperatives are trading entities that sell goods primarily to their

members at advantageous prices. The largest segment of consumer cooperatives

Is cooperative food stores and supermarkets.

3.3.2. Differences Between Cooperative and Corporation

In a certain sense the cooperative can be similar to corporation, however there

are some differences between them, as listed in Table 2. The main difference consists in

organization objective. Business corporations aim to maximize their profit, while

cooperatives aim to maximize the benefits for their members derived from participation

in cooperative activities.

Table 2. Comparison between of a cooperative and a shareholder corporation

Attribute

Cooperative

Corporation

Owners

Owners’ objective

Organization’s objective

Voting rights

Income distribution rules

Members

Use of services provided by the
cooperative

Maximize members’ benefits
from working with the
cooperative

One member—one vote,
regardless of share contribution

Income distributed to members
in proportion to their
participation in the activity of
the cooperative

Shareholders—investors

Earning income

Maximize corporate profits

Number of votes proportional to
number of shares (i.e., share
contribution)

Income distributed to
shareholders in proportion to the
number of shares held

Source: (Lerman & Sedik 2014)
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4.  Empirical Review

There are several studies that examined market access of smallholders. Sylvester
Tembachako et al. (2013) using descriptive quantitative survey research design
investigated factors affecting the marketing of tomatoes at smallholder cooperative in
Mazowe district of Zimbabwe. A sample consisted of 100 farmers, that were randomly
selected from the Negomo cooperative society from a population of 296 farmers. The
study established that the major factors affecting tomato marketing was lack of storage
facilities such as cold rooms and cold containing trucks followed by poor transport
mode. 87% of the farmers did not have their own transport and some used buses to carry
their tomatoes to markets. Price fluctuations on the market and lack of market
information also affected marketing of tomatoes. Lack of agricultural experience
influenced a farmer’s quantity of harvest per hectare while age, gender and source of

financing had no effect on quantity of harvest (Tembachako et al. 2013).

There is other evidence from Tanzania carried out through an evaluation of a
government-led program that was attempting to increase smallholder farmers’ incomes
and food security through a market-oriented intervention. To assess the effect of the
intervention on producer group outcomes, authors Barham and Chitemi (2009) used a
pre-test and post-test research design. Target group was comprised from 34 smallholder
farmer groups. To determine marketing performance of selected groups of farmers
descriptive statistics was applied. Findings suggest that more mature groups with strong
internal institutions, functioning group activities, and a good asset base of natural
capital are more likely to improve their market situation. Gender composition of groups
also affects marketing performance, where male dominated groups reach better results.
Contrary to this, structural social capital in the form of membership in other groups and
ties to external service providers are not significant factors in a group ability to improve
its market situation (Barham & Chitemi 2009).

Results from the next research analysing factors affecting market accessibility of
small farmers in West Garo Hills District of Meghalaya in India are similar to previous
studies. Study was based on a sample of 50 fruits and vegetable growers of the West

Garo Hills. Results were based on correlation and multiple regression analysis. It was
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found that accurate and timely information and extension support are the prime factors
impacting the farmers’ access in the markets (Bhagat & Dhar 2012).

Study conducted in Mahikeng Local Municipality, North West Province, South
Africa used a simple random sampling method to draw a sample size of 47 small scale
vegetable farmers from the target population. Data were collected with structured
questionnaire and analysed using descriptive and regression analysis. The most
prominent constraints to market vegetables among smallholders were identified to be;
lack of access to credit, storage facilities, market information or lack of finances for
farming; also, poorly developed village markets, weak producer prices, high
perishability of produce, inadequate access to roads, underdeveloped transportation
facilities and high transportation costs (Matsane & Oyekale 2014).

Next research used discriminant analysis to investigating factors affecting small
scale farmers in accessing markets in Vhembe District, Limpopo Province of South
Africa. Samples were consisted of 29 small scale cabbage producers. The results
indicated that the independent variables that accounted for most of the differences were:
transaction costs, agricultural extension education, level of education of farmers,
distance of farm to market and value of equipment owned by farmers (Mukwevho &
Anim 2014).

Results of the research coming immediately, effectuated by Antwi and Seahlodi
(2011) in South Africa depict that among the most major marketing constraints faced by
the emerging small scale pig farmers include: lack of finance, poor marketing
information access, lack of access to the existing high value markets, poor market
infrastructure and smaller herd sizes (Antwi & Seahlodi 2011).

One of the good examples how collective action lead to a good impact on market
access is the study carried out in Kenya analysing influence of collective action on
market access among smallholder banana farmers in Imenti South district. The results
show that 42% of the members in the groups confessed some improvements in
collective action, while 21% did not note any improvement in group action and 35% of
the groups noted large improvements in collective action. Gender did not influence the
banana market. Education contrary affected the type of market choose to sell their
bananas (Mutai 2014).
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Studies from Latin America of the coffee growing smallholder farmers in
Colombia and cocoa producing cooperatives in Bolivia show that collective action can
help smallholders to sell their produce to domestic and international markets
(Markelova & Meinzen-Dick 2009).

Study carried out in Kenya also proves that collective action has a positive
impact on farmers’ commercialization. Farmers of cooperative could expand their
banana area significantly more than individual farmers, and that consequently led to
higher share of banana income and the degree of banana commercialization for farmers’
in the group (Fischer & Qaim 2012).
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5. Aims of the Thesis

In developing and transition countries, where smallholder farmers face
numerous market constraints, collective action are often proposed by national
governments and international donors as a key strategy and modern tool for

agricultural development to address these market constraints.

Through accomplishing the objectives and accurate literature review, the thesis

aimed to answer the following research questions:

i. If acting collectively, can small farmers’ gain better access to markets

compared to the situation when they stay alone?

Ii. Are agricultural collective groups an efficient form to improve farmers’

livelihood and contribute to food security in Moldova?
To answer the main research questions there were established two sub objectives:

1) To create typology and describe the current situation of typical selected groups of

small farmers in Moldova;

2) Investigate factors influencing small farmers to reach better access to local and

international markets.
The study contributed also to hypotheses testing:
Hypothesis 1

Groups with male dominant members reach better market access (Barham &
Chitemi 2009; Mutai 2014).

Hypothesis 2

Cooperatives where members meet regularly achieve better markets (Lucila et
al. 2006; Barham & Chitemi 2009; Ampaire et al. 2013; Mutai 2014)
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6. Methods

6.1. Overall Study Design

The thesis was designed as applied research. From the point of view of
objectives, it applied explanatory type of analysis. Study made use of non-experimental
nature of investigation, based on correlational research design. Regarding inquiry mode,
it employed explanatory sequential mixed method, with the purpose of evaluation of pre
and post establishing situation of small farmers groups, but only with one-time data

collection with retrospective reference period.

6.2. Study Site

The study was conducted in Republic of Moldova in 13 districts (which include

22 villages) in South, Centre and Northern part of the country (see Figure 3).

® Briceni
e Edinet
® Floresti
. Calarasi
* Ungheni o StrSEeni v
% Chisindu

® Hincesti: o laloveni

L] Céuséiﬁ_g
® Cimislia .
® Stefan Voda
" @ Cantemir
>
® Cahul

Figure 3. Administrative map of Moldova indicating visited districts
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With the purpose of making the sample representative the study put an effort to
cover the whole country. The nature and agroecological condition in different parts of
the country are very diverse. For example, the Northern part is traditionally the most
developed area from the agricultural point of view, consisting larger farms and it was
specialized on orchards. It is characterized by production mainly of apples and potatoes
The Centre area comprises smaller farms and has a long tradition of vine growing. In
the Central part are produced mainly plums. The Centre can benefit from the spill over
effects of the big Chisinau markets (WB 2016b). The South is the most remote region.
In the South are produced mainly peaches and table grapes (MIEPO 2016). Yields in the
Southern part are lesser, because of drier climate (WB 2016b).

6.3. Study Sample

From the considerations of different agroecological conditions the research
applied stratified sampling method (Kumar & Ranjit 2011). The country was divided
into North, Centre and South. Within these parts, convenience sampling method was
used to select the cooperatives. From the total number of 204 cooperatives in the whole
country, 4 cooperatives in the North, 8 in the Centre and 11 cooperatives in the South
part were selected. The cooperative groups were selected from the official register of
Union of Cooperatives of Moldova, provided by the president of the union. Thus, the
target group is consisted from existing 23 production cooperatives that covered 134

farmers. In the table below are showed the visited cooperative groups for our research.
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Table 3. Selected Agricultural Cooperatives

District Village Cooperative
1. Straseni Sireti FRUITMOL GROUP
2. Ungheni Floreni AGROASPECT GRUP
3. Floresti Marculesti fi Virlan Ina Alexandru
4. Cimislia Hirtop LEGBIOFRUCT
5. laloveni Costesti ECOGRUP FRUCT
6. Cahul Manta GRAPE LINE
7. Causeni Taraclia STRUGURI CHIHLIMBARII
8. Causeni Salcuta COM-FRUCTFRES
9. laloveni Costesti FRUCTBIOIMPEX
10. Edinet Edinet ASPECT FRUCT
11. Stefan Voda Popeasca STRUGURELE AURIU
12. Hincesti Buteni MULTIFRIGO
13. Ungheni Cornesti GRUP TOP AGRO
14. Cahul Colibasi STRUGURI DE COLIBASI
15. Causeni Causeni NOCCIOLE
16. Cilarasi Sipoteni SIPECOFRUCT
17. Cahul Burlacu BURLACU-FRUCT
18. Stefan Voda Caplani IVAS ECO-PRIM
19. Briceni Tetcani STINCA-GRUP
20. Cimislia Cimislia BASAN-AGRO
21. Edinet Edinet ECOFRUCT-COM
22. Cantemir Lingura MOLDAGROVITIS
23. laloveni Milestii Mici VED-MAR AGRO

The research sample is not sufficient for representation of the population, as the

actual calculated sample size is 51, but is representative by selection of places as it was

intended to cover the cooperatives from the whole country.

Table 4. Recommended sample size calculation

Population Size:

Confidence Level (%0):

Margin of Error (%):

Recommended Sample Size:

204

Source: rao

soft.com
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6.4. Data Collection

Primary data was collected from 23 heads (directors) of farmers’ groups in
Moldova. The questionnaire in Romanian language filled by directors and structured
interviews with them were used as a main tool of primary data collection. The
questionnaire was designed to elicit data on current situation of selected groups and
investigate factors influenced access to local and international markets. To triangulate
the findings individual interviews with other 2 members from 4 cooperatives were
carried out. Transect walks and overt direct observations were taken after interviews
associated with photo documentation of the site. To carry out structured interviews with
leaders, 9 cooperatives was visited directly in site, 4 via phone calls and 6
questionnaires were filled up with the help of trained enumerators and sent back by post
services because of the limited time. To fill up the questionnaire individually by leaders,
4 questionnaires were sent to directors, filled by them sent back via e-mail service.

6.5. Data Analysis

6.5.1. Objective 1

Data were processed in excel and used mainly descriptive statistics to create
typology and describe the current situation of typical selected groups of small farmers in

Moldova.

The dependent variable of interest is market access. In this study, four main
indicators (categories) were used to define farmer groups access to market and they
included;

i.  Contracts acquired locally
ii.  Contracts acquired for export

iii.  Location of sales
iv.  Types of market
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The operationalization of indicators of dependent variable is depicted in table

below:

Table 5. Operationalization of indicators of dependent variable

Indicator Unit Type
Contracts acquired locally Number Continuous
Contracts acquired for export Number Continuous
Location of sales Ordinal

Farm gate Yes/No

Roadside Yes/No

Fresh market Yes/No

Retailers Yes/No

Institutions Yes/No
Type of market Ordinal

Local village Yes/No

Bigger nearby town Yes/No

Regional farther town Yes/No

Capital city Yes/No

Neighbouring and other countries Yes/No

Note: Selling to institutions means selling directly to schools, colleges, hospitals or
other care facilities or recreational facilities. Indicators here refer to market access
categories a group is likely to acquire in this study.

Out of 23 cooperatives, 7 cooperatives sell their production to institutions. 3
cooperatives deliver their produce via retailers and just 1 cooperative sells its production

at fresh market.

The total number of cooperatives answering about their location of sales was 11
cooperatives. It is evident, that the number is not complete as the total number of
cooperatives is 23. The reason is, that because majority of cooperatives after
establishing the group shifted their production to export markets. This is proved also by
the type of market used currently by cooperatives. Majority of them sell their produce
abroad. 17 respondents, are selling their products in neighbouring and other countries. 5
cooperatives sell their products in capital city Chisinau. 1 cooperative sell products in
nearby bigger town. None from the cooperatives sell products in local village and

regional farther town.
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Calculation of market access

The calculation of market access was based on the highest value obtained from
processed data. Each response was divided by the highest response possible. e.g. the
highest number of contracts from all cooperatives was 15, then each response of
remaining cooperatives was divided by 15 to obtain the scale between 0 to 1; 1
representing the highest and 0 the lowest value. According to values derived, they were
matched from scale of 1 to 4, where 4 represent the highest value and 1 the lowest,
specifically: 1 denotes farmers/groups that acquired any one of the four indicators of
market access; 2 denotes farmers who acquired any two of the four market access
indicators; 3 denotes also farmers that acquired any three of the market indicators and 4
representing farmers/groups that acquired all four categories of market access indicators
(refer to notes under table 5). Groups that reached from the first scale value 1 (or any
value closer to 1), reached 4™ final value, e.g. 0.75 = 3; 0.93 = 4. Contrary, groups
which were closer to 0 obtained the lowest value, the 1% one, e.g. 0.40 = 1

6.5.2. Objective 2

Logistic regression is used to model the binary response variable. Generalization
of the logistic regression forms categorical responses with more than two categories.
When there are more than two categories we employ the multinomial logistic regression
however, when there is natural ordering in the response variable, the ordinal logistic
regression is used. In this study, the Ordinal Logistic Regression (OLR) was applied to

find out factors influencing small farmers’ access to local and international markets.

To assess the factors which influence market access improvement, following

independent variables were considered (see Table 6):
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Table 6. Operationalization of independent variables

Variable Description Unit Expected sign

Institutional factors:

Frequency of meetings How often all members meet ~ Number +
per year

Coops existence How old is cooperative Number -

Socio-economic factors:

Gender Gender characteristics of % +
cooperative

Age Average age of members in Number -
cooperative

Farm size The total farm size of Hectares +
cooperative

Extension service If cooperative group received  Yes=1 No=0 +
trainings from extension
agents

Farming experience Average farm experience of Number +

the members in cooperative

Innovation factors:

AMIS Agricultural Market Yes=1 No=0 +
Information System using by
cooperative

Financial factors:

Credit If cooperative received credit ~ Yes=1 No=0 +
Infrastructural factors:
Distance to major market ~ The distance to the nearest Kilometres +

major market

Note: Distance to major market meaning the distance to the nearest major market available, either in capital city, or
local village.

6.5.3. Model Specification

Let Yi be the ordered categorical dependent variable for observation i that takes
one of the integer values from 1 to J where J is the total number of categories (Imai et
al. 2007):

Contracts acquired locally;
Contracts acquired for export;

Location of sales;
Types of market.

HowDn e

e The stochastic component begins with an unobserved continuous variable, ¥;",
which follows the standard logistic distribution with a parameter ui,

v, ~ Logit( ¥, | u ),

L

to which we add an observation mechanism

vi=j if T 1< JARS T, for j=1,...,]..

L
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where 7;(for I =0, ..., ])

are the threshold parameters with 7, < ¢, for all | < m and

Tp = —® and 1; = 0.

The systematic component has the following form, given the parameters zjand £,

In(z;—x; )

and the explanatory variables x;: Pr(Y = j) =Pr(Y" = ;) = FEv T e—
JjT

which implies:

w, = M) It a) @)
1+In(tj—x;8) 1+In(Tj_1—x:8)

Where x is set of explanatory variables which include:

x1=Frequency of meetings;
X2=Coops existence;
xs=Gender;

Xs=Age;

xs=Farm size;

Xs=Extension service;
x7=Farming experience;
Xs=AMIS;

Xo=Credit;

x1o=Distance to major market.

6.6. Quality of the Research

6.6.1. Limitations of the study

The research sample is not sufficient representation of the population as the

estimated sample size was 51 thus, it was short of 28 groups. From this consideration,

further studies on collective action in Moldova are highly recommended.

Several limitations occurred during primary data collection. First is related to

reliability of production evidence and book keeping. Farmers could not provide all

necessary data because they did not archive their production records. From this

consideration, several variables may be not exact, even if the triangulation was

employed.
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Model was limited, because board of directors of cooperatives could not provide
precise information about individual farmers’ production progress before they joined
the group. Also, the results can be limited from the considerations of non-experimental

nature of research that can affect internal validity.

During data processing we faced problem of multicollinearity when testing
number of members in cooperative, thus we had to eliminate this variable from our

model.

6.6.2. Validity and Reliability

To enhance the validity and reliability a pilot study was carried out by
distributing the questionnaires to the farmers in one group to evaluate the ability of the
respondents to answer the asked questions correctly. Also, in attempt to increase

validity multiple questions in questionnaire were designed.

44



7.

7.1.

Results

Objective 1 — Typology of cooperatives and the current situation

Table 7. Typology of cooperatives

Distance

Farm Type Existence to Age Reg.

’;Io% chlét size of of coops.  major r’:|12r?1fb g;e;lder of eFXarm SEE)SZQZ' Credit AMIS meet.

P " (ha) crops  (years) market ' 0 mb. P. (year)

(km)
1 3 167 V,F 3 70 5 2;%0; 4 10 Yes Yes No 2
2 1 20 L 1 5 4 33 10 No Yes  No 24
3 2 180 V,F 3 25 > mB0 @ 18 Yes  Yes  Yes 2
4 @ 83 F 3 5 7 45 15 Yes Yes  No 24
5 2 3842 F 2 20 5 ][22‘50; 54 29 No Yes No 52
6 2 52 V,L 3 40 5 ]’3;%0; 54 26 Yes No Yes 24
7 2 60 F 2 100 5 m=80 4 14 ves Yes  Yes 24
=20
8 o 200 F 2 5 5 ?5%0; 3% 16 Yes No  Yes 52
9 2 30 F 3 95 8 2;28; 48 16 Yes  Yes  Yes 12
m=83;

10 2 84 F 2 180 6 =17 45 8 Yes Yes Yes 12
11 2 115 F 2 50 7 26 Yes Yes Yes 24
2 3 70 F @ 3 ! 23 Yes Yes Yes 24
13 3 60 V,F 2 30 5 29 Yes Yes  Yes 24
14 2 120 Vv 2 50 5 20 Yes Yes Yes 12
15 2 63 F 3 80 5 19 Yes Yes Yes 24
16 2 40 F 3 10 5 18 No Yes  No 12
17 2 53 F 3 17 6 14 Yes Yes  No 12
18 3 70 F 2 2 6 24 Yes Yes Yes 52
19 2 12 F 2 10 0 41 13 No No Yes 52
20 2 35 F 3 12 9 ;2;27; 47 13 Yes Yes No 2
20 1 38 F 2 30 5 48 21 Yes No Yes 12
2 2 120 F 3 30 7 ][2;‘;3; 40 13 Yes Yes No 52
23 2 3842 F 3 25 7 ][2227; 48 20 Yes Yes Yes 12

Code 1: V = vegetables, F = fruits, L = legumes; Mkt Acc. = Market Access
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Market access

74%
65%

17%
9% 9%

‘..

% of cooperatives

Market access before establishing the group
Market access after establishing the group

--------- Polyg. (Market access before establishing the group)
Polyg. (Market access after establishing the group)

Figure 4. Improvement of market access before and after establishing the cooperative

(Indicators of market access (that is contract locally acquired; contract acquired internationally; location of
sales and type of market). 1 denotes farmers/groups that acquired any one of the four indicators of market
access; 2 denotes farmers who acquired any two of the four market access indicators; 3 denotes farmers that
acquired any three of the market indicators and 4 represents farmers/groups that acquired all four indicators of
market access).

Currently, 2(9%) cooperatives acquired any one of the four indicators of market
access. 15(65%) cooperatives acquired any two of the four market access indicators.
4(17%) groups acquired any three of the market indicators. The last 2(9%) cooperatives
acquired any one of the four indicators of market access. From the figure we clearly see,
that majority of cooperatives 17(74%), before establishing the group were able to
acquire any one of the four indicators of market access. There was no cooperative that
reached the fourth value. The trend is declining towards the higher value. Contrary to
that, after establishing the group, we can see increased trend towards the higher value.
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Farm size
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51-100

40%
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21-50 26%
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0% 5% 10% 15%  20% 25% 30% 35%  40% @ 45%

m % of cooperatives

Figure 5. Farm size of cooperatives, ha

2(9%) cooperatives own land between 1 to 20 hectares. 6(26%) cooperatives
have land between 21 to 50 hectares. Majority of cooperatives 9(40%) have land
between 51 to 100 hectares. The biggest land share has 6(26%) cooperatives with land
between 101 to 200 hectares. Some of the groups were also renting land additionally to

their own land.

Main cultivated crops

Majority of cooperatives are specialized in growing fruits. There are 3
cooperatives that combine both, cultivating fruits and vegetables. One cooperative
cultivates both vegetables and legumes. But majority is specialized just in one kind of
crop production. Between the most frequent fruits there were: wine and table grapes,

apples, plums. And between vegetables: tomatoes, potatoes and cucumbers.

Existence of cooperatives

According to our results it was found that instead of one cooperative (17 years
old) all cooperatives are newly established. There is none cooperative older than three
years old. There is just 1 cooperative one year old. 10 cooperatives are two years old

and 11 cooperatives are three years old.
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Distance to major market
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21-50
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40%
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30%
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Figure 6. Distance to the nearest major market, km

Distance to major market of majority of cooperatives 9(40%), is between 21 to
50 kilometres. 7(30%) groups have the lowest distance to the nearest major market,
between 1 to 10 kilometres. 3(13%) groups need between 11 to 20 kilometres to reach
the biggest market available. 4(17%) cooperatives face longer distance, 51 to 100
kilometres. 1(4%) of the cooperatives must reach the longest distance to the most major

market, between 101 to 200 kilometres.

Number of members

According to our results the total number of registered active members of the
most cooperatives 13(57%) is between 1 to 5 members. The remaining 10(43%) groups

have members between 6 to 10.

Gender characteristics

87% of the groups are male dominant, 9% are female dominant and just 4%

cooperatives have equal gender distribution.
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Average age of members

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Average age

m % of cooperatives

Figure 7. Average age of members in cooperatives, years

The most cooperatives 14(61%) have members between 41 to 50 years old.
3(13%) groups have members with the average age between 30 to 40 years. The
remaining 6(26%) cooperatives have the oldest members, with the average age between

51 to 60 years.

Farming experience

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

Average years

m % of cooperatives

Figure 8. Average farming experience of members in cooperatives, years

13(57%) of cooperatives have between 11 to 20 years of farming experience.
Members of 3(13%) groups have less farming experience, and it is between 5 to 10
years. 7(30%) groups have members with the richest experience in agriculture, between

21 to 30 years.
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Extension services, credit and AMIS

90% 83% 83%
80%
70% 65%
60%
50%
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30%
20%
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Extension services Credit AMIS

Figure 9. % of cooperatives having extension service, credit and AMIS

From the table we see that 19(83%) cooperatives are willing to get a credit and
can afford it. 4(17%) of cooperatives cannot get a credit because of certain reasons as;
too high rates, no proper guarantee to declare or too high-risk rates. Among these
cooperatives are also groups that just simply still do not need a credit. Basically,
cooperatives use the financial sources from the credit for planting, purchasing seeds,
purchasing all needed facilities for planting, machinery for agriculture, construction of
the main building, purchasing containers or building the packing line; most of them
needed credit for building the cooling storage, extension and paying the seasonal

workers.

Regular meetings

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%

Times/per year

m % of cooperatives

Figure 10. Frequency of regular meeting, times/year



8(35%) cooperatives prefer to meet twice per month, 7(30%) cooperatives meet
ones in a month, 4(22%) cooperatives meet once in a week and for 3(13%) respondents
is enough to meet twice per year. Among the most common issues discussed on the
meetings are climate concerns, additional finance sources, voting the leader of the

cooperative and dividing the tasks among members.

7.2. Objective 2 — Factors influencing small farmers’ access to local

and international markets

Table 8. Ordinal Logistic Regression Estimates

Market access Parameter Coefficient Standard Error  P-Value
Variable
Gender; male B 1.060 0.519 0.041**
female
Jip -0.176 0.573 0.758
Farm size 33 0.036 0.014 0.009***
Extension service ,34 -0.575 2.014 0.775
Farm experience Bs 0.103 0.144 0.475
Credit Be 1.031 0.986 0.296
Dist. major_mkt B 0.019 0.013 0.158
Freqg. meeting Bs 0.095 0.034 0.004***
Coops existence Bs 0.299 0.145 0.040**
Age Bio -0.042 0.128 0.740
AMIS Bi1 -3.092 1.664 0.063*
XZ 0.018**
Intercept 1 4.075 4.570
Intercept 2 6..472 4.936
Intercept 3 7.384 4,992

*** significant at 1%, ** significant at 5%, * significant at 10%; Pseudo R* = 0.184

Note: Dependent variable; Indicators of market access (that is contract locally acquired; contract acquired
internationally; location of sales and type of market). 1 denotes farmers/groups that acquired any one of
the four indicators of market access; 2 denotes farmers who acquired any two of the four market access
indicators; 3 denotes also farmers that acquired any three of the market indicators and 4 representing
farmers/groups that acquired all four categories of market access indicators.
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Explanation

Results of table 8 indicate generally that, the exogenous variables explain 18.4%
of the variations in the endogenous variable. The three intercepts show that the
dependent variable has four main categories. The positive sign of male means that as the
number of male farmers in the groups increase, there is greater chance of been in higher
category of market access. It was statistically significant at 1%. Specifically, with larger
farm size farmer cooperatives are more likely to be in the higher category of market
access. This variable is statistically significant at 1%. Frequency of meetings by
cooperatives was also significant and with a positive sign indicating as cooperatives
meet to deliberate on their progress and improvement, it beefs up their likelihood to be
in higher category of market access. This was significant at 1%. In addition, cooperative
existence was also significant at 5%. The positive sign implies that the older the
existence of cooperatives, the higher the likelihood of been in a higher category of
market access. Contrary to our a priori expectations, considering the notion that with
increase in AMIS, farmers are more likely to have better market access, but this was not

the case. The negative sign implies otherwise. This variable is also significant at 10%.
Female dominant groups, extension service, farming experience of the members,
credit, distance to major market and age of member were found to be not significant for
our research.
Hypothesis 1
The study supports the first hypothesis - Groups with male dominant members
reach better market access. Hence null hypothesis rejected.
Hypothesis 2

The study supports the second hypothesis - Cooperatives with regular meetings
achieve better markets.

52



8. Discussion

Study results indicates that most of the cooperatives are production cooperatives,
with just a few, which can be classified as marketing cooperatives. Basically, there is no
clear distinguish between agricultural cooperatives in Moldova, may be due to relatively
recent reorganization of former state farmers. Garden and Lerman (2006), posited a
similar findings that, agricultural cooperatives in transition countries are not really
cooperatives in the Western sense of the word (Gardner & Lerman 2006). From these
considerations, better understanding and classification of cooperatives according to the
main types is still required. The understanding and classification of cooperatives

according to the main types is necessary.

Results of our study show that gender was found to be significant. As the
number of male farmers in the groups increase, there is greater chance that cooperative
will improve its’ market access. There are several studies going in line with our result.
Barham and Chitemi (2009) argued that the gender composition of groups in Tanzania
affects marketing performance. Gender composition of banana farmer groups in Kenya
also factors in better group market access, with enabling factor for male dominated
groups and acts as a disabling factor for female only groups (Mutai 2014). It has been
argued by several authors that these arrangements are caused by different gender roles.
Women occupy greater share of the responsibility over the households’ and taking care
of the children. Due this, many women simply do not have time to spend searching out
new market opportunities (Doss 2001; Mutai 2014). Women may also have different
opportunities, motivation and capabilities than men to engage in collective marketing
and because of higher opportunity costs of time, woman may reduce their incentives for
participation (Doss 2001; Pandolfelli et al. 2007). Results of these studies are also in
line with our first hypothesis, which states that gender dominant groups achieve better
market access. Contrary to our results, there are studies that contradict our findings.
According to Fischer and Qaim (2012), Tembachako et al. (2013) and Verhofstadt and
Maertens (2015) gender did not influence the market improvement of the farmers
(Fischer & Qaim 2012; Tembachako et al. 2013; Verhofstadt & Maertens 2015).

Result on regular meetings of the cooperatives is supported by several studies
carried by Lucila et al. (2006), Barham and Chitemi (2009), Ampaire et al. (2013) and
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Mutai (2014). Cooperatives with larger farm size are more likely to reach better market
access. Similar findings are shown in the study on cooperative membership on farmers’
welfare in Rwanda. The authors Verhofstadt and Maertens (2015) imply that
cooperatives with relatively larger landholdings are most effective in increasing farm
income and reducing poverty (Verhofstadt & Maertens 2015). Empirical evidence of
Ahmed and Mesfin (2017) from Eastern Ethiopia argues also that cooperatives with
bigger land share improve the welfare of its’ members than cooperatives who own
smaller sizes of land (Ahmed & Mesfin 2017). Contrary to previous arguments, author
Mutai (2014) when assessing the influence of collective action on market access among
smallholder banana farmers in Imenti South district in Kenya, found that the size of the
group was found to being insignificant in accessing the banana market. Moreover,
Olson (1965) argues that smaller groups are more successful in collective action than
larger groups as the distribution of benefits is more likely to be inadequate in larger
groups. It is argued that small groups tend to work better than large ones. It is
recommended, if farmers work in a larger farm, they should be divided into 20-30
people. Small groups will enhance groups’ cohesion and sustainability. An effective
group size is however difficult to determine, as larger farmers can exploit economies of
scale but there can be a threat of conflicts between members. With very small groups
there is contrary a danger that small volumes and low margins will necessitate ongoing

subsidies to cover operating costs (FAO 2007).

The positive sign of cooperative existence implies that the older the cooperative
is, the higher the likelihood of reaching better markets. In line with our results Mutai

(2014) argues that older groups were found to access the banana market.

Contrary to our a priori expectations, considering the notion that with increase in
AMIS, farmers are more likely to have better market access, but this was not the case.
The results showed a negative relationship with market access. This could possibly
mean that AMIS is not helping the farmers to reach international markets, as they are
using mainly agricultural market information system for local markets and that capacity
of AMIS do not provide two dimensions of its’ utilization. Our possible explanations
are supported by several authors claiming that many governments and donors recently
tried to establish market information services, but these often suffered from problems of

sustainability and data accuracy. Such services usually address only basic agricultural
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commodities information service and often do not have enough information on export
markets or on markets for processed products (FAO 2007). Also, we assume that AMIS
can negatively affect market access of farmers as the time spent on information
gathering, which in the end can be ineffective and useless, make farmers to waste their
time and consequently reduce their market opportunities. Recently AMIS has been
criticized that it is not appropriate for the modern multifunctional agriculture
(Blackstock et al. 2010). However, availability of higher quality of information should
not affect its’ cost (Vanni 2014). Findings of research evaluating agricultural market
information service (AMIS) in Bangladesh show that although farmers were fully
capable to make and receive voice calls, accessing other modes of services was difficult
for them. Only 32% of the users could access SMS by themselves, while others tried to
seek help from their family members, neighbors or friends when the need for price
information was urgent (Islam & Gronlund 2010b). Also, AMIS was futile when the
facilitating conditions as connectivity or power supply were not present (Islam &
Gronlund 2010a). Information services can be effective, if adjusted in accordance with
individuals’ information needs; when technologies are fast adaptive and easily

accessible.
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9. Conclusions

It is argued that collective action, whether through cooperative or producer
group, can address market constraints of smallholder farmers, increase their market
access by reaching larger domestic urban, regional, and international markets and help
them to remain competitive in rapidly changing markets (Ton 2008; Barham & Chitemi
2009; Fischer & Qaim 2011; Gyau et al. 2014). There are several studies showing that
agricultural cooperatives improve farm productivity through their adoption (Nicola
Francesconi & Heerink 2010; Spielman J et al. 2010) and also confirm that cooperatives
play an important role in poverty reduction, cash and food security (Shiferaw et al.
2014; Verhofstadt & Maertens 2015; Ahmed & Mesfin 2017). Therefore, our main goal
was to find out, if acting collectively, farmer cooperatives in Moldova gain better access
to markets and if agricultural cooperative groups are an efficient form to improve

farmers’ livelihood and contribute to food security in Moldova.

The results show that collective action improve market access of farmers, thus
cooperatives can be considered as a vehicle to improve farmers welfare, cash security
and maintain high levels of food security in Moldova. With establishing the group,
farmers achieved greater market access, compared with the situation if they stay alone.
Determinants of market access improvement were established to be gender (male

farmers), farm size, frequency of meetings, existence of cooperatives and AMIS.

Specifically, males positively influence improvement in market access of
cooperatives. That is with increased number of males, cooperatives achieve better
market access compared with their female counterparts. Also, cooperatives with larger
farm size were more likely to reach better markets. Frequency of meeting among farmer
cooperatives was also significant, indicating as cooperatives meet to discuss the group
concerns, it improves their market access. Also, older cooperatives, statistically
influenced market access, suggesting that the higher the existence of cooperatives, the
better their access to markets. Contrary to our a priori expectations, agricultural market
and information services had a negative influence on improvement of market access
even though it was statistically significant in our study. We believe that, prioritising the

factors which influenced market access in our study by existing and emerging farmer
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cooperatives will contribute immensely to their market access improvement in order to

better the incomes and living standards.
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Appendix 1: Questionnaire

pa/ A4 Faculty of Tropical

UNIVERSITY RIS GE‘.‘_-‘A AgI’iSCienceS
OF LIFE SCIENGES PRAGUE
Questionnaire

Study on assessment of factors influencing improvement of market access among collective
actions of small farmers in Moldova

Questionnaire No. D:D

DiIStriCt . e Name of COOPErative/groUp........ccoueerreeeerereneereseeneereserennenns

Village....oveeereeeierceeieerier ettt Contacts/tel.nUMDbEr ...

Date of interviewing: I I I I I I I I I I I

Date Month Year

Please mark this way g the right response and complete the open questions.

The questionnaire is absolutely anonymous.

THANK YOU IN ADVANCE!



Section 1: Assesment of Independent Variables

Socio-economic factors:

1. What is the total size of the farm land?

hectares

2. What are the main cultivated commodities? Please specify

3. How many members do you have?

Level of education Experience
Member Sex Age 1 =none; in
f/m 2 = primary; agriculture

3 = secondary; years
4 = post-secondary

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

4. Did the group receive any trainings from extension agents?




Institutional factors:

5. In which year was the group established? Year

6. It is the group officially recognized as a formal institution?  Yes ...................

7. If yes, in what form is it recognized?

COOPEIATIVE ..ttt st et s et s s st es s e e s e r e s seas
Registered business Organization ... e v reecsier e
Association of SMall farmMers ... e s

(014 (1T oR.Y] a1 o
8. What was the reason for formation of the group?
ChangES IN JTAWS ...ecuieie ettt e sttt st et s st st e s es s

Efforts to rich better Markets ... e e een e

Other, WHiCh?. ..ot arae e

9. Do you organize regular meetings? YesS wovvviieieieeen,

10. How often do you meet?

ONES IN @ WEEK .ttt ettt st et sttt e st st e e st es e ee b sesn s
TWICE PEF MONTN .ottt et st s et e e e s
ONCE TN @ MONEN (e e et et s e
TWICE PEI YEAT it ittt st erteses st et aea e saesae et te st sheereaesbas seesaeasbaesseestesrnesssanses

Other, Please SPECITY....ciiiciiereeeeree ettt s ettt n e sae s e

11. What are the most common issues you are discussing at meetings?
Climate related Problems ... e st st s st
Admission Of NEW MEMDENS .......ceoviireieeirece st st et s e s
Voting futUre repreSeNTatiVe ...t et e et ser s
Dividing work between Memebers ... e
Other, Please SPECITY ....ccciieiieece ettt st et aer et st s er s
12. During harvests, all members of the group work in orchards?

Yes, all registered MemMDbBErS ... et e
NoO, just few of them are active .......ccccceeceirecee et
We are receiving help from external non members .........cccovevieieieiennnne

Other, please SPECITY? ..ot e aeee e

v




Infrastructural factors:

13. Do you have your own means of transportation? Yes i,

14. If not, what means of transportation do you use to deliver products to the buyer?

Any transportation DUYET OWN........c.coueeireeeeerre e s see e seese e ses e e senes

RENTING SEIVICES .. eeieiiiee sttt sttt st st st ss e e st e ees e st saesnnaesses e saee

Other, Please SPECIHY....cuviciiirrreere et sttt s e e se seans

15. How far is your farm up to the nearest major market available? km

16. Do you use intermediaries to deliver your products?

Yes, Only iNterMEdiari®s ....ocoeiveireee et st e see s

No, we deliver products by oUrselfs..........ccceceerieiieeirece e

WE USE DOLH WAYS .ttt sttt e et s e s et e

Other, PlEASE SPECITY ...cceecietiee ettt sttt st et aer e et e e s e s s et evens

Innovation factors:

17. Do you use the Agricultural Market Information System? YESs oo
[N\ o T
18. Do you possess quality certifications for your products? YES wveveeevereinnns
NO .o

19. If yes, how did these certifications affect your sales?

We can sell our products in supermarkets in bigger cities .......cccoceveevevieveennne

We can sell in supermarkets from capital City ......cceceeeeeveeieieice e,

We can export our Production .......cccccciveiviceenineieeseieeerever e e e eaes

Other, Please SPECITY ....c.ecervreiririctee sttt st st s s e s e s

Financial factors:

20. Do you have a bank account? YES wveveereeireiens
NO v
21. Did the group received subsidy? YES cveveererireiens
NO v
22. If yes, for what purpose did you use the amount received?.........ccccccerrrrrrrreeenneeccsccceeeeeeenneene

\%



23. If not, what are the factors that stop the group from receiving a subsidy?

We do not meet the necessary requiremMents ..........cccoeceernereeeriveeeesenneeeenens
DON"E NEEM It ettt sttt st e et
Other, WHICH ONES? ..ottt ettt sttt et ste ettt st et e e sresnssones
24. Did the group received a credit from the bank? YES wovrveeeereeeens
[N\ o TN
25. If yes, for what purpose did the group use the amount received?..........ccceeveeeeeeeciiiiiccccennnns

26. If not, what are the factors preventing the group from getting credit?

[ =4 T =Y <SRRI

No proper guarantee to decClare ... veeineceneinecere e e

High rate OF FISK c.eicueeeeeee et sttt e e r et s

Other, Please SPECIfY ......cce ittt ettt e e

Section 2: Assesment of Indicators of Dependent Variable

27. Where do you currently sell your products?

LOCAI VIHTAZE ..ttt ettt ettt st ettt s et et as s ae st sa et b ebaassae et seses st abenas

BigZEI NEAIDY TOWN .ttt ettt et b s et s e e eb e st st s eeenes

REZIONAl farther TOWN ..ottt er et st et b s eseae st ebennans

Capital City CHiSINAU ..oueeieieeiece ettt sttt st et et sae e s es et eaesteseses s s eeana eee

Neighboring and farther COUNTIIES ...ttt st v s e

28. Where did individual farmers sell their products before they joined the group?

LOCAI VIHTAZE .ottt ettt ettt st st st st st sbe st steebestestesaeenssrnanesrsannarsaerenns

BigEEI NEAIDY TOWN ..ottt sttt st e et st s e et st ene s e saenen

RegIoNal farther TOWN ..ottt sttt r e st et bt eae et e

Capital City CHISINAU .oeeieieriee ittt sttt st s e st st seeses es s e ens saesesen senn

Neighboring and farther COUNTIIES ........cvoioiiieeceeee et r e e s

29. As a formed group, do you sign contracts to supply your agricultural products in Moldova?

30. If yes, how many contracts to sell your products in Moldova did you sign with buyers curently?

No

Vi



31. How many contracts were signed by farmers before group formation? No

32. Currently, where is the groups’ location of sales?

FarM Al oo e e e et e s ae et e ae et s eaaee s

ROGASIAR evvtecttcetiettcte ettt st s et st st sbe et saeebesasenssasesssrsarssssnseessnaeres

FrESN MATKET ..oeeeeeii ettt st et sere b e sress e e sreenesebaeannes

RETAIEIS 1.ttt ettt st st sa e b st st ebe st sbeebesbeebesrsebesaeenssasenssnsansens

INSEIEUTIONS ottt et e ee et eaaee st be sbeeesaesan e e ebesennnesersen sanes

Other, Please SPECITY ..coiceeierirece ettt st ettt st er et st e e aer s ene s

33. Where did farmers sell their products before group formation?

FAM BaTe oottt et st s st et st st s r e e e s

ROGASIAR evvvecrtcetieticte ettt st st e st st et st eas b essessessesssssebeesaesaetbenaentenes

L =T oW 0 F= 1 =] AT

RELAIEIS wvviettetteie ettt sttt b st sae ebe st sbeebesbe et sasebesasenssasenssnsensens

INSEIEUTIONS oottt et et et et et v e e sbesebabesanbeesaeseneeseren

Other, Please SPECITY ...cceveeierirece ettt et et st et s st st e s essn et s

34. Do you sign contracts to deliver your agricultural products outside Moldova?

35. If yes, how many contracts did you sigh currently to export your products?

No

36. Were individual farmers able to sell their products abroad before joining the group?

37. If yes, how many contracts were signed by individual farmers per year before group formation?

No

Thank you very much for the time spent on the questionnaire!
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Appendix 2: Photo documentation of data collection

Photo 1: Interview with director of cooperative in Sireti, Straseni region.

Source: author

Photo 2: Seasonal workers of cooperative in Sireti, Straseni region

Source: author
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