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ABSTRACT The purpose of this study is to find the factors influencing the success of Farmers Producer Company.
The study was carried out with the members of the Farmers Producer Company in Lathur Block of Kancheepuram
District, Tamil Nadu, India. A random sample of 200 farmers were surveyed with questionnaire and the validity of
the instrument was checked with the subject experts. The data collected were analyzed by using SPSS software and
Cronbach’s alpha 0.774. The results showed that participation in annual general body meeting, active role in
governance, staff members’ adequate knowledge and dedication to work by staff members, cooperation, mutual
trust, goodwill among farmers, sharing of information by farmers and common goals of the farmers are the highly
influential items for the success of the producer company. The results of the study reveal that commitment and
participation factors are the most important for the success of Farmers Producer Company.

INTRODUCTION

Community participation is an approach in
development programmesthat helpstoimprove
theliving condition of acommunity in aparticu-
lar region. It isastrategy for accomplishing and
involving communities and village in the
progress of building their life. In other words,
inhabitants must participate in decision making
process, gain self-esteem, knowledge, confi-
dence and develop new skills. Indiais an agri-
culture based country and most of the human
resources depend on agriculture. Over sixty per-
cent of the land is used for agriculture in India
and seventy percent of the people depend on
agriculture asthe primary source of income. The
problemsfaced by farmersin developing coun-
tries are poor public services, inadequate infra-
structure, limited access to insurance and cred-
it, vulnerability to pests, drought and other
sourcesof risk and limited market linkages (World
Bank 2008). Agricultural cooperativeisasystem
in which a number of farmers join together to
carry out al the necessary processes to bring
the produce from the farmer to the consumer
(Digby 2003). The government and other imple-
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menting agencies have been working on the
issueswith the famersto overcomethe difficul-
tiesthey face. But it isdifficult to approach each
and every farmer individually to overcome the
obstacles they face. Hence the new concept
called “ Farmers Producer Company” wasincor-
porated in 2002, in the Indian CompaniesAct of
1956. It givesthe statutory statusto the produc-
er company to perform all the services that a
company can provideto their shareholders. It's
ahybrid of public and private companiesthat is,
it has the qualities of both the companies. In
India this model is called “Farmers Producer
Company” and in other countriesit iscalled as
“Agricultural Cooperatives’/” Farmers Cooper-
atives’ and so on. The Government of Indiaiden-
tified Small Farmers Agribusiness Consortium
(SFAC) in2013 asanodal agency for theforma-
tion of Farmers Producer Company inIndia. The
duties of SFAC isto provide the resources and
assistance, policy action, financial resources,
technical knowledge and infrastructure to
strengthen the producer company (Sankri and
Ponnusamy 2015). The services provided by the
farmers' producer company are organizational
services, marketing services, production servic-
es, technology services, financial services, wel-
fare services, education, management of resourc-
es and policy advocacy (Trebbin and Hassler
2012

Pervezetal. (2018) arguesthat in Bangladesh,
government support is needed for the women
carrying out income generation activitiesto pro-
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vide basic services, infrastructure and credit fa-
cilities, and training and redistribute available
land. Hence, the women would have greater par-
ticipation intheincome generation activities. The
results showed that participation is significantly
related with age, educational level, family size,
family incomeand agricultural servicefrequency.

Producer Company isatool to reach and at-
tain all the goals that are implemented for the
welfare of the farmers. This producer company
model has proved to fetch fair pricefor thefam-
erswith the help of thefacilitating agencieslike
Small FarmersAgribusiness Consortium (SFAC),
Horticulture and Agriculture Department (Pan-
dian and Ganesan 2018).

Participation leads to empowerment and in-
volvement of villages and communities in the
process of building their own life which could
contribute to the national progress (Frances
1990). According to Panda (2007), when people
are ableto realize their own problems and have
capacity and ability tofind solution for it through
participating and organizing themselves, then
the bottom-up model could be followed.

Tangaand Maliehe (2011) studied the par-
ticipation of communitiesinincome generation
activitiesin Lesotho for the alleviation of pover-
ty. Fromthe study it isclear that when the project
was initiated by facilitator, the community par-
ticipation was there in all the stages of the
project. The project was a so able to reduce the
poverty dueto active participation of community
members.

The concept of successis not the same and
it has been defined by multiple dimensions. For
instance, Bruyniset a. (2007) define success as
aterm of longevity, profitability, businessgrowth
and members' satisfaction. Sexton and |skow
(1988) explains success based on self- evalua-
tion. Ziegenhorn (1999) understands success of
networksintermsof survival. Amini and Rame-
zani (2006) explainthat members' participation
in agriculture cooperativesisamajor contribu-
tion for the success of cooperatives.

Theresearchersarguethat the producer com-
pany has diverse and important rolesto play in
Indian agriculture and sustainable rural devel-
opment beyond serving core functions of mar-
ket integration and economic cooperation. The
Ministry of Rural Development, Government of
India, for example, plansto organizeall poor ru-
ral householdsinto some membershipin groups
across the nations through the National Rural
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Livelihood Missionin India. Likewisethe Min-
istry of Agriculture and Farmers Welfare have
acknowledged the Small Farmers’ Agri-Business
Consortium (SFAC) to form producer companies
for farmersand link them to market to fetch fair
pricefor their produce.

Most of the Farmers Producer Companies act
asversatile organization and offer avaried range
of servicesto their farmers, independent of spe-
cifickind of organization (see Table 1).

Table 1: The services provided by farmers producer
company

Organizational
services

Organizing farmers, capacity
building, catalyzing collective
action, establishing internal
monitoring system

Production services Facilitation of production ac-
tivities, input supply

Marketing services Transport and storage, pro-
cessing, marketing, market
information and analysis,
certification, branding

Financial services Savings, loans, financial man-
agement

Technology services  Education, research, extension

Education services Business skills, production,
health

Welfare services Health safety nets

Management of
resources

Water, fisheries, pasture,
forests, soil conservation

Source: Markelova et a. 2009; Rondot and Collion 2007,
Hellin et al. 2009; Narrod et a. 2009

Objectivesof theSudy

The main aim of thisresearch isto find the
factors which influence the success of Farmers
Producer Company, with the participation fac-
tor, managerial factor, commitment factor and
communication factor. The paper is organized
asfollows: the next section describes the rel at-
ed works on Farmers Producer Company/Coop-
eratives and the variablesthat influence the suc-
cess of the producer company. The methodol o-
gy section outlines the number of samples sur-
veyed, reliability of the instrument and the sta-
tistical tools used for the data collected. The
results and discussion section describe variables
which are more influential and factors that are



SUCCESS OF PRODUCER COMPANY

considered to be most important for the success
of the producer company. The conclusion sec-
tion summarizesthe results and gives some sug-
gestionsto the policy makers and implementers
which shall help for further research.

Review of theRelevant Literature

Parti cipation means engaging the communi-
ty in decision making process and implementing
the programmes. As peopleare engaged it |eads
to self-help, cooperation, self-reliance and their
involvement in the programme. This leads to
sustainable model and make the peopleinvolved
and committed to the programme.

Cooperatives have their value concepts and
own guiding principles, such as self-responsi-
bility, self-help, equality, democracy, equity, hon-
esty, solidarity, social responsibility, openness
and carefor others. All cooperatives around the
world are guided with seven principles namely,
open membership and voluntary, democratic
member control, autonomy and independence,
member economic participation, training, edu-
cation, and information; concern for community
and cooperation among cooperatives (Henry

Fundamental factors for cooperative mem-
bers are commitmentsto cooperative and active
participation of memberswhich areintegral for
itssuccess. The attitude of the farmersisimpor-
tant which affects the patronization behavior,
and isimportant for the success of cooperatives
(Hakelius2009).

The success of Farmers Producer Company
depends on farmer’s commitment to the produc-
er company and to the market. Theintegrity and
quality of leadership acceptance within the com-
munity is also needed for the proper function-
ing. The excess production by the farmers shall
be marketed through the producer company and
fair priceisobtained for their produce (Trebbin
and Hassler 2012).

The success of producer companies de-
pends on the farmer’scommitment, integrity and
quality of leadership and its acceptance within
the community as well as the market environ-
ment are the most crucial factorsfor the success
of producer company. Activities carried out by
the producer company are common purchasing,
mulching paper technology, renting of mulch-
ing paper laying machine, low cost of technolo-
gy, use of yellow sticky trap, storage, contract
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farming, smart packing and direct marketing
(Sawairam 2015).

Farmer Producer Company has broken the
chain of middlemen and help the farmersto di-
rectly sell their produceto traders, thereby facil-
itating direct marketing. Producer Company has
changed the financial condition and lifestyle of
farmers. Thismodel issuitablefor other regions
of Maharashtra State, Indiaaswell asother parts
of the country (Salokhe 2017).

Cooperation spirit among farmers, goodwill
among cooperative members and mutual trust
among farmersare considered astheitemswhich
are necessary for the effective functioning of
the farmer’s cooperatives. These social capital
management factors are essential for the suc-
cess of farmer cooperatives (Agahi and Karami
2012).

The factors which influence the active par-
ticipation of farmersin cooperatives are finan-
cial services, extension services, government
servicesand transport services. Attitude of farm-
ersand active participation isinfluenced by im-
provement of profit, access to financial servic-
es, adoption of innovations and development
of rural areas (Msimango and Oladele 2017).

From the literature review, it is viewed that
the participation, commitment, mutua trust, good-
will are essential factors for the success of any
institution. Due to the above mentioned vari-
ables the cohesiveness of the group members
and the mutual understanding of thefarmersin-
crease. Though the farmers are from heteroge-
neous groups the presence of these variables
|eads to proper functioning of any grassroot in-
stitution. Hence, these factors are required for
successful and sustainable model in the future.

The proposed model isshownin Figure1. It
shows the factors that influence the success of
Farmers Producer Company and the variables
connected to each factor. The four factors that
are taken into consideration are participation,
managerial, commitment and communication lev-
el. Participation factor is having the item as par-
ticipationin technical training, activerolein gov-
ernance, attend all the meetings and participate
inannual general body meeting. The managerial
factors consists of staff members knowledge
on producer company, dedication of staff to-
wardswork, experience of staff member and busi-
nessand manageria skills. Thecommitment fac-
tors consists of cooperation among farmers,
goodwill, mutual trust and common dream for
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Participation in technical training
Activerolein governance

Attend all the meetings

Participate in Annual Genera Body Meeting

A

Participation Level

Communication

Level Company

e Farmers have common goals

e Farmers share the information
to others

e Accessto timely and useful
information

e Information disseminated by y
Producer Company are
accurate

Success of Farmers Produce

Commitment Level

Managerial Level

e Staff member have adequate
knowledge on Producer
Company

o Staff dedicated to work

e Good experience towards
work

e Staff possesses business and
managerial skills

Cooperation among farmers
Goodwill among farmers
Mutual Trust

Common dream for future

Fig. 1. Factors affecting the success of farmers producer company, factors are indicated with ovals and

variables are indicated with rectangles

future. The communication factors consists of
common goals, information sharing, access to
timely and useful information and accurate in-
formation disseminated by producer company.

These are the variables that are considered
while eval uating the success factors among pro-
ducer company.

MATERIAL AND METHODS

A survey method isascientific and powerful
research tool to collect useful and accurate in-
formation. The study was conducted in the
Lathur Block of Kancheepuram District, Tamil
Nadu, India. A sample size of 200 farmers who
are membersin the Farmers Producer Company
were selected randomly. Thetime period of study
was from January 2018 to March 2018. Ques-
tionnaire method was used for data collection.

The survey instrument consists of two catego-
ries: @) demographic details and b) assessment
of factors affecting the success of Farmers Pro-
ducer Company. A five-point Likert Scale was
used to assess the perception of farmers on suc-
cess factors of Farmers Producer Company
(ranging from 5=strongly agree, 4=agree, 3=neu-
tral, 2=disagree, 1=strongly disagree). Content
and face validity of the questionnaire was es-
tablished by the panel of expertsfrom Centrefor
Water Resources, Anna University and Univer-
sity of Madras, Chennai. Reliability of the ques-
tionnaire was calculated by Cronbach’'s alpha
coefficient. Reliability of the questionnaire for
calculating the factors affecting the success of
Farmers Producer Company was 0.774 for re-
spondents. Data were analyzed by using the
Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS).
Statistical analysisincludesfrequency, percent-
age, mean and standard deviation.



SUCCESS OF PRODUCER COMPANY

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In Table 2, demographic details of farmers
areillustrated based on sex, age, education level
and annual income. 77.5 percent of malefarmers
and 22.5 percent of femalefarmershave enrolled
in the producer company. Even though female
farmersarevery activeintheagriculturefieldin
assisting all kinds of work as givenin Table 1,
the number of malefarmersenrolled in the pro-
ducer company iscomparatively higher than the
female farmers. Farmers with the age group of
51-60 years constitute 26.5 percent followed by
41-50 yearswith 23.5 percent, 31-40 yearswith
21.5 percent, lessthan 30 yearswith fifteen per-
cent and above 60 years with 13.5 percent. It is
clear that the famerswith the age group of 51-60

Table 2: Frequency distribution of demographic
details of farmers

Sex Frequency Percent Cumulative
percent
Male 155 77.5 77.5
Female 45 22.5 100.0
Total 200 100.0
Age (years) Frequency Percent Cumulative
percent
Less than 30 30 15.0 15.0
31-40 43 21.5 36.5
41-50 47 23.5 60.0
51-60 53 26.5 86.5
Above 60 27 135 100.0
Total 200 100.0
Education Frequency Percent Cumulative
percent
No formal education 31 15.5 15.5
Primary 66 33.0 48.5
Secondary education 67 33.5 82.0
Higher secondary 4 2.0 84.0
Diploma 18 9.0 93.0
UG 12 6.0 99.0
PG 2 1.0 100.0
Total 200 100.0
Annual income Frequency Percent Cumulative
percent
1 lakh and below 118 59.0 59.0
1lakh - 2lakhs 65 32.5 91.5
2 lakhs - 3 lakhs 13 6.5 98.0
3 lakhs - 4 lakhs 2 1.0 99.0
Above 4 lakhs 2 1.0 100.0
Total 200 100.0

Source: Survey data 2018
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years have actively enrolled and participated in
the producer company and famers with age of
above 60 years have least participation. 33.5
percent represents farmers with secondary edu-
cation while primary educationisonly thirty three
percent. Farmerswith post graduate level isone
percent and under graduationissix percent. Itis
evident that farmers have secondary as well as
under graduation level education but the num-
ber of farmerswith post graduation level of edu-
cationisless. Fifty nine percent of farmershave
an annual incomelessthan 1 lakh whiletwo per-
cent of farmers have an annual income of above
4 |akhs. It clearly shows that farmers with less
income arereally in need of producer company
and they have voluntarily enrolled in it and the
farmers with high income are not in that much
need of producer company. Table 3 shows the
successleve of FarmersProducer Company from
farmer’s point of view. About forty el ght percent
of the farmers have the moderate level, twenty
seven percent have high level and twenty five
percent havelow level of successof FarmersPro-
ducer Company. Almost majority of thefarmers,
that is, seventy five percent of farmer’s percep-
tion are above moderatelevel concerning thefac-
tors related to the success of Farmers Producer
Company. Capacity building has to be given to
thefarmersto shift farmers’ viewsfrom that twen-
ty five percent to moderate and high level of suc-
cess factors of the producer company.

Table 3: Evaluating the degree of success of farmers
producer company

Level of success factors Frequency Percent
Low 50 25
Moderate 96 48
High 54 27
Total 200 100

Source: Survey data 2018

The mean value and standard deviation for
participation factorsisgivenin Table4 with re-
gard to the perception of the farmers for the
success of Farmers Producer Company. Farm-
ers' participationin Annual General Body Mest-
ing isrepresented by the mean score of 3.86 and
standard deviation of 1.186 astheir first priority,
and second they consider the activerolein gov-
ernance with the mean score of 3.35 and stan-
dard deviation of 1.031. It is evident from the
analysis that the farmers are very eager to par-
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ticipate in the Annual General Body meeting
whichisheld oncein ayear, and celebrate with
their family members. In order to know the hap-
penings of the company and to know the finan-
cial status of the company, all thefarmers partic-
ipatein the meeting. Thisresult is supported by
the findings of the study according to which
participation and cooperative governance are
important for the success of cooperatives (Ami-
ni and Ramezani 2006; Osterberg and Nilsson
2009; Trebbinand Hasder 2012; Sawairam 2015).

Table 4: Participation factors for the success of
farmers producer company

Participation factors Mean Standard
deviation

Participation in technical 3.27 0.956
training

Active role in governance 3.35 1.031

Attend all the meetings 2.23 1.310

Participate in Annual General  3.86 1.186
Body Meeting

Source: Survey data 2018

Managerial factorsareimportant for the suc-
cess of the Farmers Producer Company. Inview
of that, for this research farmers were asked to
ratethe factorsfor managerial and their respons-
eswhich are clearly given in Table 5. It shows
staff members have adequate knowledge on pro-
ducer company with the mean score of 3.59, the
staff members are dedicated to their work with
the mean score of 3.56, the staff members have
good experience towards their work with the
mean score of 3.51 and the staff possess busi-
ness and managerial skills with the least mean
score of 3.23. From Table 4 it is clear that the
staff members should be given more capacity
building on business and managerial skills. The
above results also concur with the study con-

Table 5: Managerial factors for the success of
farmers producer company
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ducted by Amini and Ramezani (2008) whichin-
dicates that continuous training program hasto
be organized for the staff members for the suc-
cess of cooperatives.

Commitment factor is considered to be very
important for the success of the Farmers Pro-
ducer Company. Accordingly for this research
the members were asked to give the degree of
influence of the success factors related to com-
mitment factor in their producer company suc-
cess and the result is presented in Table 6. It
shows that the cooperation among farmers is
very important as indicated by the mean value
of 4.20 and standard deviation of 0.642 and farm-
ersthink theleast one ascommon dream for the
future of the producer company with the mean
of 3.67 and standard deviation of 1.028. Cooper-
ation, mutual trust and goodwill are very impor-
tant for the success of Farmers Producer Com-
pany. Thesefindingsareinlinewith several stud-
ies(Cook 2005; Costa2003) which indicatesthat
mutual trust and cooperation among farmersare
important factors to be more committed for the
success of cooperatives.

Table 6: Commitment factors for the success of
farmers producer company

Commitment factors Mean Standard

deviation
Cooperation among farmers 4.20 0.642
Goodwill among members 3.89 0.816
Mutual trust 4.04 0.668
Common dream for future 3.67 1.028

Source: Survey data 2018

The farmers were asked to indicate the de-
gree of influence of communication factors for
the success of Farmers Producer Company. As
givenin Table 7, the sharing of information and
farmers having the common goalsisof the mean

Table 7: Communication factors for the success
of farmers producer company

Managerial factors Mean Standard
deviation
Staff member have adequate 3.59 0.659
knowledge on producer
company
Staff dedicated to work 3.56 0.692
Good experience towards work  3.51 0.618
Staff possess business and 3.23 0.687
managerial skills

Source: Survey data 2018

Cooperation among factors Mean Standard
deviation
Farmers have common goals 3.86 0.951
Farmers share the information 4.30 0.784
to others
Access to timely and useful 3.00 1.240
information
Information disseminated 3.10 1.124
are accurate

Source: Survey data 2018
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value4.30 and 3.86 and standard deviation of 0.784
and 0.951, respectively. Farmers opinion on ac-
cesstotimely and useful informationisof themean
value 3.00 and standard deviation 1.240. Sharing
of information hel psthe famersto update the hap-
pening in and around them in agriculture, which
may fetch them high profit for their produce. This
falsin line with the study of Keeling-Bond and
Bhuyan (2013) that communication plays a vital
role within the farmers but argues the process of
constant attention and time demand.

Although all thefactors are essential for the
success of the Famers Producer Company, the
researchers shall analyze the factors which are
more important from farmers' point of view. As
shownin Table 8, commitment (mean 15.79) fac-
tors have the highest potential to influence the
success of producer company followed by par-
ticipation (mean 14.60), communication (14.26)
and themanagerial skills(mean=13.90). In other
words, it can be said that commitment factors
and participation factors are perceived as the
top two by the farmers for the success of the
producer company and the least is managerial
factor (mean 13.90). Thisresult concursinline
with the findings of Taleb (2005) thereby indi-
cating that participation of thefarmersinfluenc-
esthe success of cooperatives. Thevariablesin
the commitment factors such as goodwill and
mutual trust are in line with the results of Yli-
Renko et al. (2001), Tsai (2001), and Bruynis et
al. (2001) which areimportant for the success of
cooperatives. Commitment factorsleadsto com-
munity devel opment and empowerment of farm-
ers. There shall beincreasein bargaining power
of thefarmer whichinturnfetchesfair pricefor
their produce.

Table 8: Comparison of factors for the success of
farmers producer company

Factors Mean Standard
deviation

Participation factors 14.60 3.832

Managerial factors 13.90 2.077

Commitment factors 15.79 2.272

Communication factors 14.26 3.283

Source: Survey data 2018

CONCLUSION

The study was conducted using four major
groups of variables namely participation, mana-
gerial, commitment and communication. It is
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found that participation in annual general body
meeting, active role in governance, adequate
knowledge of staff members concerning produc-
er company and dedication of staff membersto-
wards work are the most influential factors for
the success of the producer company. Next the
cooperation among farmers, mutual trust and
goodwill within farmers, sharing of information
to others and farmers having a common goal
have been identified as items contributing for
the success of producer company. Overall, the
study reveals that commitment and participa-
tion factors are considered as the most influen-
tial factors when compared with other factors.
This shows that the bottom up model is a sus-
tainable one, since the participation and com-
mitment of farmers are more important factors
for any grassroot institution.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The government and stakeholders have to
concentrate on participation and commitment
factors asthese are important for the success of
producer company. Continuous training has to
be givento the farmerswhich in turn empowers
them, thereby leading to cooperation, mutual trust
and goodwill among farmers. The facilitating
agencies of the producer company have to take
these factors into consideration during forma-
tion and nurturing processes resulting in a sus-
tainable and viable model for future develop-
ment. Sensitization and awareness creation have
to be done among the stakehol dersto make this
producer company model as sustainable and
achieve the dream of doubling the income of
farmers. The study has suggested for the present
and future producer company promoters, pro-
spective members, governmentsand other stake-
holders to take into consideration those influ-
ential successfactorswhileforming the produc-
er company aswell aswhile framing strategies
and policiesfor them.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The researchers wish to thank the Directors
of the producer company, farmers, Chief Execu-
tive Officer of the producer company, staff of
the facilitating agencies and line department of -
ficials who responded for this study patiently.



REFERENCES

Agahi H, Karami S 2012. A study of factors effecting
socia capital management and its impact on success
of production cooperatives. Annals of Biological
Research, 3(8): 4179-4188.

Amini AM, Ramezani M 2006. Study of effective fac-
tors on success of poultry-farm cooperatives in
Gholestan and Mazandaran Province. Journal of Ag-
riculture Science and Natural Resources, 13: 123-
133.

Bruynis C, Goldsmith PD, Hahn DE, Taylor WJ 2007.
Key success factors for emerging agricultural mar-
keting cooperatives. Journal of Cooperatives, 16:
19-24.

Cook M 2005. The future of US agricultural coopera-
tives: A neo-institutional approach. American Jour-
nal of Agricultural Economics, 77(5): 1153-1159.

Costa AC 2003. Work team trust and effectiveness.
Personnel Review, 32(5): 605-623.

Digby MS 2003. Cooperative marketing in India. Re-
view of International Cooperation, 69(2): 52.

Frances O 1990. Some reflections on community de-
velopment experiences in Brazil. Community De-
velopment Journal, 25(4): 386-392.

Hakelius K 1996. Cooperative values-farmers’ Coop-
eratives in the Minds of Farmers. Uppsala: Swedish
University of Agricultural Sciences, Department of
Economics.

Hellin J, Lundy M, Meijer M 2009. Farmers organiza-
tion, collective action and market access in Meso-
America. Food Policy, 34(1): 16-22.

Henry M 2005. Cooperative life cycle and goals. Jour-
nal of Agricultural Economics, 50: 536-548.

Keeling-Bond J, Bhuyan S 2013. Factors Contributing
to Effective US Cooperative Member- owner Com-
munications. Selected Paper Prepared for Presenta-
tion at the Southern Agricultural Economics Asso-
ciation (SAEA) Annual Meeting, 3-5 February, Or-
lando, Florida, pp. 1-20.

Markelova H, Meinzen-Dick R, Hellin J, Dohrn S 2009.
Collective action for smallholder market access. Food
Policy, 34(1): 1-7.

Msimango B, Oladele Ol 2017. Factors influencing
farmers' participation in agricultural cooperatives
in Ngaka Modiri Molema Distict. Journal of Human
Ecology, 44(2): 113-119.

Narrod C, Roy D, Okello J, Avendano B, Rich K, Thor-
at A 2009. Public-private partnerships and collec-
tive action in high value fruit and vegetable supply
chains. Food Policy, 34(1): 8-45.

Osterberg P, Nilsson J 2009. Members’ perception of
their participation in the governance of coopera-
tives: The key to trust and commitment in agricul-

V. JAGADEESH PANDIAN AND MADHAVI GANESAN

tural cooperatives. Journal of Agribusiness, 25(2):
181-197.

Panda B 2007. Top down or bottom up? A study of
grassroots NGO's approach. Journal of Health Man-
agement, 9(2): 257-273.

Rondot P, Collion MH 2007. Investing in Rura Pro-
ducer Organizations (RPOS) for Sustainable Agricul-
tural Development. Report No. 22386. Washington,
DC: World Bank, pp. 1-19.

Pandian J, Ganesan M 2018. Economic and environ-
mental impacts of producer company in Coimbatore
District, Tamil Nadu. Ecology Environment and
Conservation, 24(4): 1707-1713.

Pervez AKM, Islam MM, Uddin ME, Gao Q 2018.
Landless rural women'’s participation in income gen-
erating activities (IGASs): The case of Char dwellers
in selected areas of Bangladesh. Anthropologist, 33(1-
3): 104-115.

Salokhe S 2017. Junnar Taluka farmers producers com-
pany limited: A case study on farmers mobilization
and empowerment. Perspectiva: A Case Research
Journal, 3: 37-46.

Sankri SK, Ponnusamy KA 2015. A comparative anal-
ysis of the processes of formation of selected farm-
er producer companies - A case study. Indian Jour-
nal of Natural Sciences, 32(6): 9992-9996.

Sawairam 2015. Case study of farmer producer organi-
zation in Maharashtra in the era of globalization.
Journal of Management and Research, 4(2): 1-10.

Sexton R, Iskow J 1988. Factors critical to success or
failure of emerging agricultural cooperatives. Gian-
nini Foundation Information Series, 88(3): 1-52.

Taleb M 2005. Cooperative Principles and |deas. Te-
hran: Tehran University.

Tanga P, Maliehe L 2011. An analysis of community
participation in handicraft projects in Lesotho. An-
thropologist, 13(3): 201-210.

Trebbin A, Hassler M 2012. Farmers' producer compa-
nies in India: A new concept for collective action?
Environment and Planning A, 44(2): 411-427.

Tsai W 2000. Social capital, strategic relatedness and
the formation of intra-organizational linkages. Stra-
tegic Management Journal, 21(9): 925-939.

World Bank 2008. World Development Report 2008:
Agriculture for Development. Washington, DC: World
Bank.

Yli-Renko H, Autio E, Sapienza HJ 2001. Social capi-
tal, knowledge acquisition, and knowledge exploita-
tion in young technology-based firms. Srategic Man-
agement Journal, 22(6/7): 587-613.

Ziegenhorn R 1999. Networking the Farm. The Social
Structure of Cooperation and Competition in lowa
Agriculture. Aldershot, Vermont: Ashgate.

Paper received for publication in January 2019
Paper accepted for publication in March 2019



