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Abstract

The emergence of farmers organizations is helpful valuable institutional mechanism for small and medium farmers that has attracted
increasing attention from researchers and policymakers. The review examines the existing literatures on farmer organizations to provide
clear guidance for farmers to select the most suitable organizational structures. This review analyses various types of farmer organizations
such as Farmer Producer Organizations (FPOs), cooperatives, self-help groups (SHGs), commodity-based associations and contract
farming partnerships, examining their characteristics and benefits. It also identifies key factors that farmers should consider when
choosing an organization, such as economic benefits, access to resources and services, governance structures, social capital and
sustainability. This paper presents a systematic decision-making framework to help farmers evaluate and select organizations that align
with their needs and goals. The analysis also highlights significant challenges faced by different types of farmers organizations, such as
financial constraints, governance issues, low member participation, market access difficulties and environmental factors. This also
focuses the role of digital tools and technology in strengthening farmers organizations, particularly in areas of market access, governance
and financial services. Finally, this also identifies critical research gaps in longitudinal sustainability studies, technology adoption, gender
dynamics, member participation and policy frameworks. This comprehensive analysis aims to assist farmers in making informed decisions
when joining farmer organizations and offers insights for researchers and policymakers to enhance the effectiveness of farmer
organizations in promoting agricultural sustainability and rural development.
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Introduction to markets. Primary research in Mexico and Central America
has focused on identifying appropriate organization types,
their suitability for specific commaodities and the roles of public
and private actors in supporting them. Maize farmer
associations improve market accessibility and help the poor by
offering clear benefits in obtaining supplies such as seed,
fertilizer and financing (1).

Farmer organizations play a key role in promoting sustainable
farming practices and improving the livelihoods of smallholder
farmers. Smallholder farmers, who make up a sizable share of
the world's agricultural workforce (for instance Honduras has
approximately 15000 horticultural producers, of whom only 2.6
% are part of producer organizations), frequently deal with
issues like poor bargaining power, restricted market access and Due to variations in institutional support, regulatory
insufficient financial and technical resources (1). By promoting ~ rameworks and socioeconomic circumstances, farmer groups'
group action and enhancing farmers' access to necessary ~acceptance and efficacy varied between geographical areas and
services and markets, farmer organizations such as FPOs, agricultural systems. According to studies, properly organized
cooperatives, SHGs and commodity based associations have farmer organizations can greatly increase agricultural output,
become important institutional mechanisms to address these lower transaction costs and generate economies of scale, all of
issues. While contract farming and partnerships are not which improve farmers' resilience and income (3, 4). However,
formally classified as farmer organizations, they serve as despite their potential advantages, many farmer organizations
institutional arrangements that complement the efforts of face difficulties with member involvement, governance, funding
farmer organizations by facilitating better market access, input ~ and market access, which can have varying effects depending on
support and value chain linkages (2). Farmers must band  thesituation (5).

together and work as a group if they want to have better access
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This review aims to provide a comprehensive synthesis
of existing research on farmer organizations, their structure,
benefits and challenges. Specifically, it will (i) classify different
types of farmer organizations and their functions, (ii) analyze
key factors influencing farmers’ decisions to join these
organizations, (iii) identify challenges faced by farmer
organizations in different regions and (iv) highlight research
gaps and policy recommendations for strengthening these
organizations. By systematically reviewing global evidence, this
paper seeks to inform researchers, policymakers and
practitioners on best practices for designing and managing
effective farmer organizations that enhance agricultural
sustainability and rural development.

Materials and Methods

Systematic article searches and screenings were conducted by
creating all combinations of keywords across the two databases
(Scopus and ScienceDirect). In the databases, searches were
performed with fields Title' and 'Title-Abstract Keyword'.
Language restriction was applied and only articles in English were
included in the review. We retrieved peer-reviewed journal
articles from these databases. We excluded non-journal sources,
including books, book chapters, conference papers, editorials,
letters, patents, reference works, research notes and trade
publications. Peer-reviewed journal, articles from these
databases were collected up to the year 2024.

Strings used for searching articles
"Farmer" and "Organization "

"Farmer" and ("producer organization" or "cooperative" or
"self-help group" or "commodity association" or "contract
farming")

"Farmer organization" and "decision

framework" or “technology”)

("challenges" or

Frameworks used for data collection and analysis

The PRISMA (Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews
and Meta-Analyses) framework was used to ensure transparency
and rigor in systematic reviews. This framework outlines the
process of eligibility screening, duplication removal and relevance
fittering. The flow of this process is outlined in a PRISMA flow
diagram for clarity and replicability (Fig. 1). A list of research
articles was generated using “Farmer” and “Organisation” or
“Farmer” and “Organization” in the title and the title-abstract-
keyword. The filtering procedure for the Boolean keywords
"Farmer" and "farmer" and ("producer organization" or
"cooperative" or "self-help group" or "commodity association" or
"contract farming") was used in the subsequent search. In
PRISMA framework, the first phase involved selecting research
articles by excluding conference proceedings, books or book
chapters, encyclopaedias, short communications and reports
that did not reference FPOs in the article title (Fig. 1). The total
number of articles found was 1726 from Scopus, 1946 from
ScienceDirect databases and 48 articles from Google Scholar,
prior to removing duplicates. The second step involved removing
duplicate articles found across the databases. The third step was
to exclude publications that was reviewed articles and research
papers that lack the details on factors, decision making
framework, challenges and digital tools for farmers organization.

2

The fourth step included only articles that supports for the topic.
This process excluded 3683 articles from Scopus and Science
Direct databases. This ensured that only articles focusing on
evolution, status and future prospects of FPOs. Therefore, 37
articles were selected for further analysis. Fig. 1 represents
PRISMA framework of screening of article.

Results
Types of farmer organizations

Because they facilitate group action, increase market accessibility
and improve the economic and social circumstances of farmers,
farmer groups are essential to agricultural growth. These
organizations come in a variety of shapes and sizes, each with
unique benefits, roles and structures. FPOs, cooperatives, SHGs,
commodity-based  associations and contract farming
partnerships are the main categories of farmer organizations. Fig. 2
represents the types of major farmers organizations available.

Farmer Producer Organizations (FPOs)

FPOs are legally registered entities composed of smallholder
farmers who come together to collectively manage agricultural
production, processing and marketing. FPOs provide their
members with access to inputs, credit, technical knowledge
and markets, thereby enhancing their economic viability (6).
Studies indicate that FPOs improve farmers' bargaining power
and reduce transaction costs by aggregating supply and
negotiating better prices with buyers (7). The steps involved in
establishing FPO is represented in Fig. 3 (8).

Cooperatives

Agricultural cooperatives are member-owned organizations that
allow farmers to pool their resources for mutual benefit. They are
widely recognized for their role in improving market access,
reducing production costs and ensuring fair prices for members
(9). Cooperatives enhance members’ negotiating power when
purchasing inputs and selling outputs, enabling them to achieve
economies of scale (10). Additionally, cooperative structures
foster trust and collaboration among members, strengthening
social capital and community development (11).

Self-Help Groups (SHGs)

SHGs are informal associations of individuals, typically composed
of small-scale farmers or rural women, who voluntarily come
together to save money, access credit and support each other in
economic activities. SHGs play a crucial role in financial inclusion
by providing microfinance opportunities to farmers who lack
access to formal banking institutions (12). Research suggests that
SHGs enhance the adoption of sustainable farming practices by
facilitating knowledge exchange and collective learning (13).

Commodity-based associations

Commodity-based associations are formed around specific
agricultural products to improve quality control, market access
and producer collaboration. These associations enable farmers
to collectively negotiate prices, access industry-specific
knowledge and improve the competitiveness of their produce
(14). These organizations help smallholder farmers establish
direct links with local and international markets, reducing
dependency on intermediaries (15). Additionally, they enhance
the bargaining power of farmers and provide technical
assistance to improve productivity and quality standards (4).
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Fig. 2. Types of farmer organizations.
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Fig. 3. Steps in establishing FPO.

Contract farming and partnerships

Contract farming refers to pre-agreed arrangements between
farmers and agribusiness firms, retailers, or exporters, where
production conditions, quality standards and prices are
determined in advance. These agreements offer farmers
guaranteed markets and stable income while ensuring buyers
receive consistent supplies of agricultural products (16). Contract
farming, a method for agribusiness development, faces
methodological weaknesses and future literature evolution (17).
However, concerns exist regarding power imbalances between
smallholder farmers and large agribusiness firms, making

regulatory frameworks crucial for protecting farmers' interests
(18).

Key factors farmers should consider

When selecting a farmer organization, various economic,
institutional and social factors play a crucial role in determining its
effectiveness and sustainability. Understanding these factors can
help farmers make informed decisions that align with their
individual and collective farming needs. The key factors
influencing farmers’ participation in organizations include
economic benefits, access to resources and services, governance
and leadership, social capital and sustainability.

Economic benefits

The primary motivation for farmers to join organizations is often
the potential for increased income and improved market access
(15). Studies indicate that cooperative membership significantly
enhances farmers’ ability to negotiate better prices for their
produce, thereby reducing price volatility and market risks (1).
Farmers participating in organized marketing structures, such as
FPOs, achieve higher profit margins than individual sellers due to
collective bargaining and reduced transaction costs (19).
Moreover, the adoption of digital technologies further enhances
income for high-quality farmers by improving market access and
optimizing resource use, leading to greater economic benefits (20).

Access to resources and services

Membership in farmer organizations facilitates access to critical
agricultural inputs, technical knowledge, credit and extension
services. Collective action through farmer organizations enhances
smallholders' access to essential resources, thereby improving
productivity (21). Such organizations improve access to agricultural
technologies and extension services, enabling farmers to adopt
modern practices more effectively (22). Moreover, access to market
information and financial services is crucial for making informed
decisions, as highlighted previously (23).

Governance and leadership

Effective governance and leadership are crucial for the long-term
success of farmer organizations. Poor governance can lead to
inefficiencies, mismanagement of funds and low member
participation (7). Transparent and accountable governance fosters
trust among members and enhances organizational performance
(5). Strong leadership structures ensure that organizations function
efficiently and align their objectives with members' needs. Farmer
organizations with clear decision-making processes and
democratic governance structures are more likely to sustain long-
term engagement and economic success (24).

Social capital

Social capital, defined as the networks, relationships and mutual
trust among members, plays a significant role in determining the
effectiveness of farmer organizations. High levels of social capital
in cooperatives lead to increased member participation and
overall organizational success (11). Strong social ties facilitate
knowledge-sharing and collaboration, improving farmers' ability
to adapt to market and climate changes (2). Additionally, social
capital strengthens collective decision-making and enhances the
resilience of farmer organizations (25).

Sustainability

Sustainability is an essential factor when evaluating farmer
organizations, as it influences their long-term viability.
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Organizations that integrate sustainable agricultural practices are
better positioned to withstand environmental and economic
shocks (26). Sustainable farming practices also play a critical role
in enhancing resilience to climate change and market fluctuations
(27). The organizations with a strong focus on sustainability
attract and retain members more effectively, as they offer long-
term benefits such as stable income, improved soil fertility and
reduced dependence on chemical inputs (28).

Decision-making framework for farmers

Choosing the right farmer organization is a critical decision that
can significantly impact a farmer’s economic and social well-
being. There are many types of organizations for farmers, like
cooperatives, FPOs, self-help groups and contract farming.
Farmers should carefully compare these options to choose what
works best for them. This section provides a structured
framework for farmers to make informed decisions, incorporating
key factors such as economic benefits, governance, market
access and sustainability. The framework consists of five key
steps: personal needs assessment, criteria evaluation, research on
organizations, risk assessment and making an informed choice.

Personal needs assessment

Farmers must begin by evaluating their specific agricultural
needs, goals and challenges. These may include access to credit,
technical support, market linkage, or risk mitigation. Farmers'
decision-making should be tailored to their production scale,
financial capacity and long-term objectives. For instance,
smallholder farmers looking for financial inclusion may benefit
from joining a SHG, while those interested in collective bargaining
power may find cooperatives more suitable (22).

Farmers assess their household resources, landholding
size and cropping patterns before selecting an organization.
Identifying whether they require short-term assistance (e.g.,
input supply, training) or long-term engagement (e.g., value
addition, contract farming) is a crucial first step (23).

Criteria evaluation

Once farmers understand their needs, they should establish
selection criteria to evaluate different organizations. This
includes assessing factors such as:

Economic benefits - Does the organization provide price
premiums, subsidies, or cost-sharing mechanisms. Governance
and transparency - Is the leadership accountable? Are decision-
making processes democratic? (24). Market access - Does the
organization facilitate access to local, national, or international
markets? (2). Sustainability - Does the organization promote
environmentally friendly practices and long-term stability? (27).
Social capital - Does the organization foster collaboration, trust
and knowledge-sharing among farmers? (11). Farmers who
conduct a thorough criteria evaluation are more likely to make
choices that lead to increased profitability and resilience (2).

Research on organizations

Farmers should gather detailed information about potential
organizations by:

Engaging with current members - Understanding member
satisfaction levels, governance structures and economic benefits
(10). Reviewing organizational performance reports - Evaluating
financial health, transparency and success rates. Consulting
agricultural extension services and cooperatives - Seeking expert

recommendations on reliable farmer organizations. The role of
peer learning and networking in helping farmers assess the
credibility and impact of an organization (1). Additionally, digital
skills play a crucial role in enhancing farmers’ agricultural
entrepreneurship, enabling better access to information, markets
and services, which strengthens their ability to evaluate and
engage with farmer organizations (29).

Risk assessment

Farmers must evaluate potential risks before committing to an
organization. Risks may include:

Governance risks - Poor leadership, mismanagement of funds,
or corruption (5). Understanding governance challenges is key
to avoiding unreliable organizations (30). Similarly, the farmers
evaluate external risks such as climate change, policy shifts and
trade barriers, which can impact an organization's stability (31).

Making an informed choice

After conducting a thorough evaluation, farmers should select an
organization that aligns with their needs and long-term goals.
Well-informed decisions lead to higher market access, improved
financial stability and increased productivity (32). Aligning
organizational choice with a farmer’s production model and
economic objectives enhances farm efficiency and sustainability.
Farmers should also periodically reassess their membership,
ensuring that their chosen organization continues to provide
benefits in the face of evolving agricultural and market conditions
(33).

Challenges faced by farmer organizations

While farmer organizations play a crucial role in improving
smallholder farmers’ livelihoods, they also face several challenges
that can limit their effectiveness and sustainability. These
challenges arise due to economic, governance, market and
external factors, making it difficult for organizations to achieve
their intended goals. Understanding these challenges is essential
for policymakers, researchers and development agencies seeking
to strengthen farmer organizations. The major challenges faced
by farmer organizations include financial constraints, governance
issues, low member participation, market access difficulties and
external environmental factors.

Financial constraints

Research shows that inadequate funding restricts farmer
organizations’ ability to provide credit, purchase agricultural
inputs in bulk, or offer extension services to their members (34).
Furthermore, financial mismanagement and corruption within
some organizations worsen the situation, leading to decreased
trust and participation among members (2). Without a stable
financial base, many farmer organizations struggle to survive in
competitive agricultural markets, especially when external
funding sources such as government subsidies or donor grants
are unavailable (4). Additionally, economic, political and social
factors, such as limited infrastructure and high initial costs,
significantly hinder the adoption of digital technologies by
small-scale farmers, further exacerbating financial challenges
for farmer organizations (35).

Governance issues

Weak governance structures and poor leadership negatively
impact the performance and longevity of farmer organizations.
Studies have shown that organizations with poor transparency,

Plant Science Today, ISSN 2348-1900 (online)



BOOMISH ET AL

lack of accountability and inefficient leadership experience
high dropout rates among members (5). Governance issues
often lead to internal conflicts, misallocation of resources and
decision-making inefficiencies (36). Well-functioning farmer
organizations require clear decision-making structures,
democratic leadership and active member engagement to
ensure fair distribution of benefits. In contrast, organizations
with autocratic leadership or unequal power distribution often
face internal disputes that weaken their effectiveness (24).
Governance challenges are particularly severe in cooperatives
due to elite capture, where a small group of influential
members controls decision-making and resources, excluding
marginalized farmers from equal benefits (31).

Low member participation

The success of farmer organizations depends largely on active
participation and commitment from members. However, many
organizations struggle with low levels of engagement due to a
lack of awareness, mistrust and dissatisfaction with services (9).
Research indicates that cooperatives with low levels of trust and
weak social cohesion experience declining membership, reducing
their bargaining power and ability to sustain collective action (11).
Many farmers also perceive that participation in organizations
does not provide immediate economic benefits, leading to
passive involvement or withdrawal (4). Additionally, cultural and
social barriers sometimes limit women’s participation in farmer
organizations, further affecting inclusivity and long-term
sustainability (12). Poorer farmers often avoid participating in
organizations, despite indirectly benefiting from them and when
they do, they are often excluded from decision-making processes
in Ethiopia (2).

Market access challenges

Limited access to profitable markets is a major challenge for
many farmer organizations, particularly those in rural areas.
Organizations often face difficulties in finding consistent
buyers, negotiating fair prices and ensuring quality control (1).
Additionally, many farmer organizations struggle to compete
with large agribusiness firms and intermediaries, who often
have greater bargaining power and market dominance (15).
Farmers engaged in contract farming sometimes face
exploitative agreements, where buyers impose unfair contract
terms, reject produce due to quality issues, or delay payments
(16). Developing stronger supply chain partnerships, direct
market linkages and fair-trade certification programs can help
mitigate these challenges and improve farmers’ profitability.

External environmental factors

External factors, including climate change, fluctuating
government policies and economic instability, pose significant
risks to the sustainability of farmer organizations. Climate-
related challenges such as droughts, floods and pest outbreaks
can disrupt agricultural production and reduce farmers’
incomes, making it difficult for organizations to remain viable
(37). Similarly, in sub-Saharan Africa, smallholder farmers face
challenges such as limited digital literacy and inadequate
policy support, which impede the adoption of digital
technologies critical for organizational resilience (38). Policy
changes, such as subsidy reductions, tax increases, or trade
restrictions, can also negatively affect farmer organizations. For
example, abrupt government decisions to cut agricultural

subsidies or impose new trade tariffs can make it difficult for
organizations to maintain stable operations (39).

Similarly, fluctuations in global commodity prices impact
farmers’ earnings, influencing their ability to contribute financially
to their organizations (40). To cope with these external pressures,
farmer organizations need adaptive strategies, such as climate-
smart agriculture practices, insurance mechanisms and
diversified income sources (27).

Digital tools for researching farmer organizations

Farmers often struggle to find reliable information on the
benefits, risks and operational efficiency of farmer
organizations. Digital platforms such as agricultural databases,
mobile applications and web portals now provide farmers with
critical insights into different organizations, including their
governance structures, financial stability and market access
performance (1).

Technological support within farmer organizations

Farmer organizations increasingly rely on digital communication
tools, mobile applications and data management systems to
streamline their operations.

Technology adoption within organizations leads to: Higher
participation rates - members can access meeting notes,
financial reports and policy decisions through mobile apps,
increasing engagement. Improved training programs - digital
platforms allow organizations to conduct online training on
best agricultural practices, input usage and financial literacy.
Reduced dependency on physical infrastructure with mobile-
based platforms, farmer organizations can operate more
efficiently, even in remote areas (41). For example, the e-
Choupal initiative in India allows farmer organizations to
access weather forecasts, price trends and agricultural training
through an internet-based platform, reducing dependency on
middlemen and improving decision-making (42). Additionally,
digital tools facilitate direct connections between farmers and
consumers, fostering shorter supply chains and enhancing
sustainability through real-time crop traceability, which allows
farmers to secure higher prices for sustainable practices (43).
Furthermore, artificial intelligence (Al) enhances sustainable
agriculture by optimizing resource use and reducing waste
through automation and data analytics, enabling farmers to
improve efficiency and environmental outcomes (44).

Enhanced market access and value chain integration

Technologies such as e-commerce platforms (e.g., AgriBazaar)
and mobile apps (e.g., Esoko) connect farmers directly to
buyers.

Blockchain-enabled traceability solutions allow farmer
organizations to negotiate better prices, access larger markets
and ensure fair trade practices (4).

E-commerce platforms help farmer organizations
integrate into regional and global value chains, increasing
profitability (40). Moreover, Al-driven precision farming, including
robotic automation and predictive analytics, significantly
advances crop productivity and sustainability by enabling data-
driven decisions and reducing resource waste (45). Additionally,
blockchain technology ensures transparency in transactions,
reducing fraud and securing farmers’ earnings (46).
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Improved governance and accountability

One of the critical challenges faced by farmer organizations is
governance inefficiencies and corruption. Digital tools such as
blockchain, mobile banking and e-voting systems enhance
governance by providing transparent and immutable records
of financial transactions and decision-making processes (39).

Blockchain technology, in particular, has been adopted in
farmer cooperatives to:

Track financial transactions in real-time - preventing fund
mismanagement. Ensure fair distribution of profits - increasing
trust among members. Enhance supply chain traceability -
ensuring farmers receive fair prices for their products (46). For
example, the Agrichain blockchain platform has been
successfully used in cooperatives to digitize supply chain
transactions, ensuring farmers receive payments on time and
preventing price exploitation by middlemen (47).

Access to financial services and risk management

Mobile banking solutions (e.g., M-Pesa, EcoCash, Paytm) allow
farmer organizations to facilitate payments, receive subsidies
and disburse loans securely. Al-driven credit scoring models
analyze farmers' transaction histories and provide instant
credit assessments, enabling them to access loans without
traditional collateral (6). Agricultural insurance platforms (e.g.,
ACRE Africa, Pula Insurance) use satellite data to offer weather-
based insurance policies, protecting farmers from crop failures
and climate risks (48). Similarly, Al applications, such as smart
sensors and automation, optimize irrigation and pesticide use,
reducing environmental impact and improving resource
efficiency for farmer organizations (49). These innovations
significantly reduce financial exclusion and income instability
among smallholder farmers, ensuring they can reinvest in their
agricultural activities sustainably.

Research gaps and future directions

Despite the extensive research on farmer organizations, several
critical gaps remain that need to be addressed to enhance their
efficiency, sustainability and impact on smallholder farmers. Future
research should focus on longjtudinal studies on sustainability,
technology adoption, gender dynamics in leadership, member
participation and policy frameworks to provide deeper insights into
the functioning of these organizations. Addressing these gaps is
essential for improving governance structures, increasing farmer
engagement and designing policies that support sustainable
agricultural development.

Longitudinal studies on sustainability

Most existing studies on farmer organizations focus on short-
term outcomes such as income improvements, market access
and production efficiency (1). However, there is a lack of long-
term studies assessing how different organizational models
sustain themselves over time under varying market and policy
conditions.

Future research should

Conduct longitudinal impact assessments to examine how
farmer organizations evolve and adapt to climate change,
economic fluctuations and policy shifts (5). Investigate the role
of cooperative resilience strategies in ensuring long-term
success, particularly in low-income and resource-constrained
regions (2).

The role of technology in strengthening farmer organizations

While digital tools are increasingly being adopted, there is
limited empirical research on how technology affects
governance, financial management and market access in
farmer organizations.

Future research should explore

Future research should explore the influence of digital
platforms on decision-making and participation. Specifically,
does access to tools like mobile banking and block chain
technology enhance transparency and trust (46). Future
research should examine how digital training programs
influence knowledge dissemination and adoption of
sustainable farming practices (42).

Gender dynamics in leadership and participation

Although women play a crucial role in agriculture, their
participation in farmer organizations remains disproportionately
low due to cultural and structural barriers (12). There is limited
research on how increased female representation in leadership
positions influences governance, decision-making and
organizational success.

Future research should

Assess the impact of female leadership on farmer organizations'
performance. Does having more women in executive roles
improve financial transparency, social cohesion and member
engagement? (11). Investigate gender-responsive policies that
encourage women's participation while addressing socio-cultural
barriers. Analyze how digital financial services (mobile banking,
micro-loans, digital savings groups) facilitate active participation
of women to engage in farmer organizations (50).

Member participation and engagement

One of the persistent challenges faced by farmer organizations
is low member participation (9). There is limited research on
behavioural factors that influence farmers’ decisions to remain
actively engaged in organizations.

Future research should

Identify effective member retention strategies, such as
performance-based benefits, profit-sharing mechanisms and
social recognition. Study the impact of peer influence and social
networks on participation levels - Do farmers who see their peers
benefiting from organizations engage more actively? (4).

Policy analysis and advocacy

While farmer organizations are often supported by government
initiatives, there is a lack of research on how specific policies
influence their success and sustainability (28).

Future research should

Conduct comparative policy analyses to identify best practices in
regulatory frameworks supporting farmer organizations in
different regions. Additionally, future research should investigate
the potential of digital extension services, leveraging mobile
phones and GPS-enabled smartphones to deliver customized
agricultural advice, thereby enhancing productivity and
supporting farmer organizations (51). Evaluate the impact of
subsidies, tax incentives and trade policies on the financial
viability of farmer organizations (40). Explore public-private
partnerships that enhance farmer organizations' integration into
agricultural value chains (39).
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Conclusion

By following steps in Fig. 4 the farmer can choose the best farmer
organization for him. For smallholder farmers, farmer
organizations are essential because they improve knowledge
sharing, market access and financial security. However,
regulatory backing, technology uptake, governance and financial
stability are all necessary for their viability. Filling key research
gaps in digital innovation, inclusivity and policy design is critical
for developing sustainable farmer organization models. Future
studies should concentrate on behavioral factors impacting
farmer engagement, gender inclusion and long-term effects.
Farmer organizations can be powerful drivers of economic
growth, food security and sustainable agriculture when
supported by the right policy interventions. It is imperative that
researchers generate evidence-based insights and policymakers
act decisively to design and implement robust support systems
that empower these organizations to thrive.
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