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Abstract

The ‘Study on Producer Organisations and their activities in the olive oil, beef and veal
and arable crops sectors’ aims to deliver an analysis of producer organisations from
these three sectors. The analysis is mainly based on a survey conducted for a
representative sample of 203 POs and 23 APOs. The sampling of the surveyed
organisations builds on an inventory of existing organisations in the 28 Member States.
The study reveals that there are many more non-recognised POs than recognised POs:
there are estimated to be over five times as many non-recognised POs as there are
recognised POs. The survey results confirm that producer organisations engaged in
commercial activities also carry out other potentially “efficiency enhancing activities”
(i.e. organisation of quality control, distribution and transport, input procurement,
packaging, waste management etc.). The most important perceived benefits for the
farmers include (i) market and price stability, (ii) reduced costs and economies of scale,
(iii) higher price and ensuring a fair standard of living for the members and (iv) improved
market access. The activities of producer organisations are widely perceived by survey
respondents as contributing positively to CAP objectives.
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Résumé

« L'étude sur les organisations de producteurs et leurs activités dans le secteur de l'huile
d'olive, de la viande bovine et des cultures arables » vise à fournir une analyse des
organisations de producteurs de ces trois secteurs. L'analyse est principalement basée
sur une enquête menée auprès d'un échantillon représentatif de 203 organisations de
producteurs

(OP)

et

23

associations

d’organisations

de

producteurs

(APO).

L'échantillonnage s'appuie sur un inventaire des organisations existantes dans les 28
États membres. L'étude révèle qu'il y a beaucoup plus d'OP non reconnues que d'OP
reconnues: on estime qu'il y a plus de cinq fois plus d'OP non reconnues que d'OP
reconnues. Les résultats de l'enquête confirment que les organisations de producteurs
engagées dans des activités commerciales mènent également d'autres activités pouvant
potentiellement améliorer leur efficacité (organisation du contrôle de qualité, distribution
et transport, approvisionnement en intrants, emballage, gestion des déchets etc.) Les
avantages perçus comme les plus importants pour les agriculteurs incluent (i) la stabilité
du marché et des prix, (ii) la réduction des coûts et des économies d'échelle, (iii) un
meilleur prix et une amélioration des revenus et (iv) un meilleur accès au marché. Les
activités des organisations de producteurs sont largement perçues par les répondants
comme contribuant positivement aux objectifs de la PAC.
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Executive summary
Objectives and scope of the study
The Regulation (EU) No. 1308/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council
establishing a common organisation of the markets (CMO Regulation) in agricultural
products as in force in 2017, contained derogations from competition rules for the joint
selling of producer organisations (POs) and Associations of Producers organisations
(APOs) in the olive oil, beef and veal and arable crops sectors. The basic principle of
these derogations is that the potential negative impact of joint selling is compensated
by the effects of other potentially efficiency enhancing activities not directly related to
the selling of products (for example joint packaging, joint processing, or joint
procurement of inputs). This leads to an integration of the activities of producers that
should generate gains in efficiencies. The combination of commercialisation related
activities with other types of activities aims at improving the resilience and
competitiveness of producers, thereby reinforcing their position in the supply chain.
These activities also aim at contributing to the fulfilment of the objectives of the CAP.
The ‘Study on Producer Organisations and their activities in the olive oil, beef and veal
and arable crops sectors’ has three main objectives. First, for the three sectors, to
provide an inventory of Producer Organisations (POs) and Associations of Producer
Organisations (APOs) in EU Member States. Secondly, to give a comprehensive
description of the activities of POs and APOs, as well as an analysis of the benefits and
disadvantages of these

activities, and

of the

difficulties encountered in the

implementation of the CMO Regulation. And, thirdly, to illustrate the findings through
practical examples of a limited number of POs and APOs. The main focus of the study is
on the activities defined in Articles 169 (olive oil), 170 (beef and veal) and 171 (arable
crops) of the Regulation (EU) No. 1308/2013.
For the purposes of the study, a PO is defined as “any type of entity that has been
constituted by and is controlled by producers in a specific sector, formed on the initiative
of producers to pursue one or more of the specific aims listed in the CMO, whether or
not the organisation is recognised under article 152 of the former CMO Regulation”. This
definition includes cooperatives and associations of many sorts, together with some
other private companies in which farmers are shareholders. In turn, an APO is defined
as “any association of producer organisations whether or not the association is
recognised under article 156 of the CMO Regulation”.

Methodology
The study analysis builds on two core elements: an inventory of existing POs and APOs
in the 28 EU Member States and a representative survey of these organisations. In
addition, a literature review has been performed to support the design of the survey and
the assessment of findings. Five examples of POs and APOs have also been used to
illustrate and deepen the analysis of survey findings.
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The inventory of producer organisations covers both those recognised under the
Regulation (EU) No. 1308/2013 as in force in 2017 as well as other “non-recognised”
organisations. Data on the number of recognised POs and APOs for the three sectors
have been collected from National Competent Authorities in the 28 Member States.
Estimates of the number of “non-recognised” organisations are based on a combination
of a literature review and interviews with national stakeholders (e.g. agricultural
research institutions, farmers’ or sector associations).
Outcomes from the inventory of producer organisations have been used to design a
representative survey. A sampling strategy has been applied in order to obtain a
sufficient number of observations from all three sectors, with a balanced representation
per country, while taking into account differences between POs and APOs, and between
large and small and between old and young organisations. In total, 226 organisations
have completed the survey - 203 POs and 23 APOs - from 20 countries during the period
from August and December 2017. The survey analysis has been complemented by five
illustrative ‘case studies’, which describe the practical experience of three POs and two
APOs

Inventory and profile of the respondents
Inventory of POs and APOs
National competent authorities reported a total of 619 POs recognised under the article
152 of the CMO Regulation; of which 252 in the olive oil sector, 178 in the beef and veal
sector, and 189 in the arable crop sector. In addition, the study has estimated that there
are approximately 3200 “non-recognised” POs; with around 1170 in the olive oil sector,
650 in the beef and veal sector, and 1400 in the arable crop sector.
For APOs, national competent authorities reported a total of 13 organisations recognised
under the articles 156 of the CMO Regulation; of which 8 in the olive oil sector, 2 in the
beef and veal sector, and 3 in the arable crop sector. Further, the study estimates that
there are between 22 and 52 “non-recognised” APOs.
Overall, based on the findings from the inventory, there are estimated to be over
five times as many non-recognised POs as there are recognised POs.
Table A

Inventory of POs and APOs in the 28 Member States in 2017
Number of

Estimate of the number

Number of

Estimate of

recognised

of non-recognised* PO

recognised

the number

APO

of non-

PO

recognised*
APO
Olive oil

252

1161><1181

8

0><10

Beef and veal

178

633><673

2

10><20

Arable crops

189

1388><1438

3

12><22

Total

619

3182><3292

13

22><52

Recognised POs are producer organisations recognised under Article 154 CMO Regulation;
recognised APOs are associations of producer organisations recognised under Article 156 CMO
Regulation
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Profile of the respondents to our survey
In total 226 organisations completed the survey of producer organisations, of which 203
POs and 23 APOs. Allowing for the fact that some organisations are active in multiple
sectors, the breakdown by sector is as follows: 47% of organisations are from the arable
crops sector, 31% from the olive oil sector, and 30% is active in beef and veal. Further,
36% are recognised as PO or APO under Regulation (EU) No 1308/2013, which compares
with a share of 20% of recognised organisations in the inventory; the overrepresentation
of recognised organisations in the sample is necessary to ensure sufficient observations
to draw statistical inferences:


Legal form: the survey reveals quite diverse legal forms for producer organisations,
although more than half of POs take have a cooperative legal form;



Age: most of the surveyed organisations have been established between 1975 and
2000, although 37% of the sample consists of relatively young organisations
established after 2000;



Size (turnover): about a third (32%) of organisations in the sample report a
turnover of less than € 1 million, while 6% have a turnover exceeding € 100 million.
Most organisations (60%) have a turnover between € 1 million to € 100 million.
Larger POs and APOs are found mostly in the arable crops sector, while organisations
in the olive oil sector are generally smaller than in the other sectors;



Size (employment): for recognised organisations, the average number of paid
employees (FTE) is 12 for organisations in arable crops, 13 for olive oil, and 20 for
beef and veal. For non-recognised organisations, the sample reveals some very large
POs alongside numerous smaller POs in the arable crops sector. About a fifth (19%)
of organisations report having unpaid staff; with an average of 3 to 4 unpaid
employees in producer organisations in the olive oil and beef and veal sectors and 11
unpaid employees in the arable crops sector.

Main findings from the survey
The survey findings show that the main motivation for setting up a producer organisation
relate to strengthening the market position of farmers, both through increased market
access due to possibilities to supply greater volumes and, simultaneously, due to
strengthened bargaining positions vis-à-vis buyers and suppliers. Nonetheless, other
non-market factors – such as access to education and training or access to finance –
can be additional motivating factors.
Most producer organisations fulfil functions that are aligned with strengthening the
market position of their members. On the one hand, these relate to supply-side market
functions, such as production planning, joint selling and supply, and price stabilisation.
On the other, they relate to product quality aspects, such as technical assistance for
product quality and production standards. Such core functions are often accompanied
by other functions; for example, promoting environmentally friendly practices and
sustainable use of natural resources.
Similarly, the activities most commonly pursued by producer organisations reflect
strongly their core functions. More than 90% of surveyed organisations report
undertaking joint commercialisation strategies, contractual negotiations, and production
quantity and quality planning. Most producer organisation also engage in “other
activities” that are less directly related to the commercialisation of products such as, for
example, organisation of quality control, distribution and transport, provision of
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equipment and storage, input procurement, packaging, waste management or labelling
and promotion. Where producer organisations undertake these kinds of activities, the
reasons most frequently mentioned as being important for carrying out the activity relate
to the possibility for cost reduction for members and to improving the position of
members in negotiations with buyers and/or suppliers.
The survey results confirm that producer organisation engaged in commercial activities
also carry out other “efficiency enhancing activities”. The three “other activities” most
frequently implemented are (the organisation of) quality control, the procurement of
inputs and distribution/transport: 92% of the surveyed organisations that carry out
commercial activity carry out at least one other (non-commercial) activity and 69%
carries out three or more other (non-commercial) activities.
The activities of producer organisations are widely perceived by survey respondents as
contributing positively to CAP objectives. A majority of producer organisations report
that their activities contribute – at least to a fairly good extent – to increasing agricultural
productivity, and about half of organisations indicate a corresponding level of
contribution to ensuring ‘a fair standard of living for farmers’ and to ‘stabilising markets’.
These contributions are more frequently recognised by APOs than POs, which may reflect
their larger size and more significant market position, while organisations in ‘beef and
veal’ sector are more likely to attribute a strong contribution to CAP objectives than their
counterparts in the other two sectors.
Analysis of the survey results indicates that the activities of ‘planning of quantities’ and
‘planning of quality’, together with ‘waste management’, are most strongly statistically
associated with the CAP objective of increasing agricultural productivity and of
contributing to ‘a fair standard of living for farmers’. Regarding the objective of
stabilising markets, the strongest statistical associations are found with activities of
‘contractual negotiations’, ‘commercialisation strategies’ and ‘planning of quantity’,
together with ‘distribution and transport’. This finding is consistent with the notion that
improved planning and coordination of supply and demand by producer organisations
can lead to greater market stability.
In terms of the challenges faced in setting up a producer organisation, the barriers most
frequently reported as being important – to a ‘fairly good extent’ or a ‘large extent’ –
are lack of support from the government and from sector organisations, and lack of good
examples of successful cooperation within the sector. These barriers appear to be more
prevalent for ‘newer’ Member States that joined the EU in 2004 or thereafter. The survey
also finds that non-institutional factors present further challenges for the creation of a
producer organisation; for example, lack of mutual trust, difficulties to incentivise
membership, and reluctance of farmers to give-up their independence to sell directly to
buyers.
In terms of the implementing activities for commercialisation of products, the most
frequently mentioned main challenges faced by producer organisations are: weak
negotiating power, access to capital, diverse quality of products delivered by members,
access to market information, and the diverse interests of members. The diverse interest
of members is also the most frequently mentioned main challenge for procurement
activities, followed by access to capital and weak bargaining power. Overall, the findings
suggest that in addition to financial and information constraints, the heterogeneity of
members – e.g. in terms of farm size, product quality, and business behaviour etc. –
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can constitute an important challenge for the effectiveness of the activities of producer
organisations. Concerning carrying out activities other than those directly related to
selling (and procuring products), the most frequently mentioned significant disincentives
for organisations to implement additional activities concern difficulties in obtaining
financial resources for funding investments, followed by lack of human capital.
With regard to producer organisations perceptions of recognition under Regulation (EU)
No 1308/2013, the survey finds that just under half of currently non-recognised
producer organisations are not fully aware of the possibility to become a recognised
organisation. Among organisations that are aware of the possibility for recognition under
the CMO Regulation, the reasons most frequently mentioned as being important – either
‘important’ or ‘very important’ – in not seeking recognition relate to the benefits of
recognition being unclear and the lack of good examples of recognised organisations,
which was indicated by nearly three quarters of these respondents. Furthermore, twothirds indicate that thresholds for recognition are important, while more than half
selected as important: complexity of the application process, risk of being penalised by
authorities, or increased supervision by authorities.
Among recognised producer organisations, the vast majority consider that there are
potential benefits from recognition. The most frequently identified important – either
‘important’ or ‘very important’ – benefits of recognition, in order of priority, are:
‘financial support for investments, services and plans’, ‘credibility towards other actors
in the supply chain’, ‘better access to extension services’, and ‘legal security’, with the
latter selected by nearly three-in-five respondents. By contrast, derogation from
competition rules was selected by only slightly above one-third of respondents. The
importance of credibility as motivation for recognition is confirmed in open answers to
the questionnaire, where credibility is identified as the most frequent motivation for
seeking recognition and is seen as particularly relevant for producer organisations’
relations towards other actors in the supply chain, (potential) members of the
organisation, as well as towards banks and governmental organisations.

Illustrations from practical examples
The report provides concrete examples of experience encountered on the ground by five
organisations (two APOs from Germany and Italy and three POs from France, Hungary
and Spain). The examples confirm the results of the survey regarding the reasons for
the establishment of a PO or an APO: the main motivation is to offer commercial and
technical support to farmers. Other important aspects related for example to the ‘human
dimension’ (“the founders were good friends, knew each other for a long time, get on
well with each other and they were geographically close to each other”) are also
highlighted in the examples.
The examples also provide practical details on the diversity of commercial activities
implemented by the organisations. One example indicates that the PO uses standardised
contracts with its members and with its customers, buys the commodities from the
members, sells them and gives the gains from wholesaling to the members. Another
example indicates that no individual contracts or prices are negotiated, but instead talks
are held on framework conditions, i.e. invoicing modalities with purchasers. It also
illustrates the importance of the POs and APOs in contributing to the improvement of

VIII

Study on Producer Organisations and their activities in the olive oil, beef and veal and arable crops
sectors

product quality and in supporting farmers to comply with the production standards
demanded by the market.
In all examples, technical support and training were considered important in order to
support farmers to increase their productivity, subsequently leading to higher levels of
supply. As such, the organisations could improve their position on the market vice-a-vis
both suppliers and buyers. This is linked directly to one of the major challenges identified
by the organisations; a low level of bargaining power. Other examples of obstacles that
organisations encounter in carrying out their activities are a lack of resources (i.e.
financial) in order to make the necessary investments (e.g. for storage or machinery),
lack of institutional support and difficulties in recruiting qualified personnel.
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Résumé analytique
Objectifs et portée de l'étude
Le règlement (UE) n° 1308/2013 du Parlement européen et du Conseil instituant une
organisation commune des marchés (Règlement OCM) des produits agricoles appliqué
jusqu'à la fin de 2017 contenait des dérogations aux règles de concurrence applicables
à la vente en commun d'organisations de producteurs (OP) et d'associations
d'organisations de producteurs (AOP) dans les secteurs de l'huile d'olive, de viande
bovine et des produits des grandes cultures. Le principe de base de ces dérogations est
que l’impact négatif potentiel de la vente groupée est compensé par les effets d’autres
« activités ayant le potentiel d’améliorer l’efficience » qui ne sont pas directement liées
à la vente de produits (par exemple, l'emballage en commun, la transformation ou
l'achat en commun d'intrants). Cela conduit à une intégration des activités des
producteurs qui devrait générer des gains d'efficacité. La combinaison d'activités liées à
la commercialisation avec d'autres types d'activités vise à fournir une résilience et une
compétitivité

aux

producteurs,

renforçant

ainsi

leur

position

dans

la

chaîne

d'approvisionnement. Ils visent également à contribuer à la réalisation des objectifs de
la PAC.
« L'étude sur les organisations de producteurs et leurs activités dans le secteur de huile
d’olive, de viande bovine et des produits des grandes cultures a trois objectifs
principaux. Le premier objectif est de dresser un inventaire des OP et AOP existantes
des trois secteurs dans les 28 États membres. Le deuxième objectif est de fournir une
description complète des activités des OP et des AOP, ainsi qu'une analyse des
avantages et des inconvénients de ces activités et des difficultés rencontrées dans la
mise en œuvre du règlement OCM. Le troisième objectif est d'illustrer les résultats de
l'enquête à travers des exemples pratiques d'un nombre limité d'OP et d'AOP. L’étude
portent principalement sur les activités définies à l'article 169 (huile d'olive), 170 (viande
bovine) et 171 (cultures arables) du règlement (UE) n ° 1308/2013.
Dans cette étude, une OP est définie comme « tout type d'entité qui a été constituée et
contrôlée par des producteurs dans un secteur précis, constituée à l'initiative des
producteurs pour poursuivre un ou plusieurs des buts précis énumérés dans l'OCM, que
l'organisation soit ou non reconnue en vertu de l'article 152 du règlement OCM ». Cette
définition recouvre les coopératives et des associations de toutes sortes, ainsi que
d'autres entreprises privées dans lesquelles les agriculteurs sont actionnaires. Une AOP
est définie comme « toute association d'organisations de producteurs, que l'association
soit reconnue ou non en vertu de l'article 156 du règlement OCM ».

Méthodologie
L'analyse est principalement basée sur une enquête menée auprès d'un échantillon
représentatif de 200 OP et 20 AOP. Une revue de la littérature a été réalisée pour
soutenir la conception de l'enquête. L'échantillonnage des organisations étudiées
s'appuie sur un inventaire des organisations existantes dans les 28 États membres.
L'analyse est complétée par cinq illustrations qui décrivent l'expérience pratique de trois
OP et de deux AOP.
X
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L'analyse s'appuie sur deux éléments principaux: un inventaire des OP et APO existantes
dans les 28 États membres de l'UE et une enquête représentative de ces organisations.
Une revue de la littérature a été effectuée pour appuyer la conception de l'enquête et
l'évaluation des résultats. Cinq exemples d'OP et d'APO ont également été utilisés pour
illustrer et approfondir l'analyse des résultats de l'enquête.
L'inventaire

couvre

les

organisations reconnues

en

vertu du règlement

(UE)

n°1308/2013 appliqué jusqu’à la fin 2017 ainsi que d'autres organisations qui ne sont
pas reconnues. Le nombre d' « OP reconnues » et d' « AOP reconnues » des trois secteurs
a été fourni par les autorités nationales compétentes des 28 États membres. Les
estimations du nombre d'organisations « non reconnues » reposent sur une revue de la
littérature et des entretiens avec des parties prenantes nationales (par exemple,
instituts de recherche agricole, associations d'agriculteurs ou associations sectorielles).
Les résultats de l'inventaire ont été utilisés pour concevoir un plan d'échantillonnage
représentatif. La stratégie d'échantillonnage appliquée a permis de garantir un nombre
suffisant d'observations dans les trois secteurs, avec une représentation équilibrée par
pays, en tenant compte des différences entre OP et AOP, entre grandes et petites OP et
AOP et entre organisations anciennes et jeunes. Au total, 226 organisations (203 OP et
23 AOP) de 20 pays ont répondu à l'enquête entre août et décembre 2017. L'analyse de
l'enquête a été complétée par cinq «études de cas» illustrant l'expérience pratique de
trois OP et deux AOP.

Inventaire et profil des répondants
Inventaire des OP et des AOP
Les autorités nationales compétentes des 28 États membres ont déclaré 619 OP
reconnues en vertu de l'article 152 du règlement OCM (252 dans le secteur de l'huile
d'olive, 178 dans le secteur de la viande bovine et 189 dans le secteur des grandes
cultures). Selon nos estimations, le nombre d'OP « non reconnues » atteint environ 3200
organisations (1170 dans le secteur de l'huile d'olive, 650 dans le secteur de la viande
bovine et 1400 dans le secteur des produits des grandes cultures). En ce qui concerne
les AOP, les autorités nationales compétentes ont signalé 13 organisations reconnues
au titre des articles 156 du règlement OCM (8 dans le secteur de l'huile d'olive, 2 dans
le secteur de la viande bovine et 3 dans le secteur des grandes cultures). Nous estimons
qu'il y a entre 22 et 52 AOP « non reconnues ». Globalement, d'après les résultats de
l'inventaire, on estime qu'il y a au moins cinq fois plus d'OP non reconnues que
d'OP reconnues.
Tableau A

Inventaire des OP et AOP dans les 28 Etats membres en 2017
Nombre de

Estimation du nombre de

Nombre d'AOP

Estimation du

OP

OP on reconnues*

reconnues

nombre d'AOP

1161><1181

8

0><10

reconnues

non reconnues*

Huile d'olive

252

Viande bovine

178

633><673

2

10><20

Grandes cultures

189

1388><1438

3

12><22

Total

619

3182><3292

13

22><52
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Les OP reconnues sont des organisations de producteurs reconnues en vertu de l'article 154 du
règlement OCM appliqué jusqu’à la fin de 2017 ; les AOP reconnues sont des associations
d'organisations de producteurs reconnues en vertu de l'article 156 du règlement OCM

Profil des répondants à notre enquête
Au total, 226 organisations ont répondu à l'enquête sur les organisations de producteurs,
dont 203 OP et 23 AOP. Compte tenu du fait que certaines organisations sont actives
dans plusieurs secteurs, la répartition par secteur est la suivante: 47% des organisations
appartiennent au secteur des cultures arables, 31% au secteur de l'huile d'olive et 30%
au bœuf et au veau. En outre, 36% sont reconnus comme OP ou AOP en vertu du
règlement (UE) n ° 1308/2013 alors que la part des organisations reconnues dans
l'inventaire est de 20% : la surreprésentation des organisations reconnues dans
l'échantillon est nécessaire pour assurer un nombre suffisant d’observations pour
l’analyse statistique des résultats :


Forme juridique: l'enquête révèle des formes juridiques assez diverses pour les
organisations de producteurs, bien que plus de la moitié des OP aient une forme
juridique coopérative ;



Âge: la plupart des organisations sondées ont été établies entre 1975 et 2000, bien
que 37% de l'échantillon soit composé d'organisations relativement jeunes établies
après 2000 ;



Taille (chiffre d'affaires): environ un tiers (32%) des entreprises de l'échantillon
déclarent un chiffre d'affaires inférieur à 1 million d'euros, tandis que 6% ont un
chiffre d'affaires supérieur à 100 millions d'euros. La plupart des organisations (60%)
réalisent un chiffre d'affaires compris entre 1 et 100 millions d'euros. Les plus
grandes OP et AOP se trouvent principalement dans le secteur des cultures arables,
tandis que les organisations du secteur de l'huile d'olive sont généralement plus
petites que dans les autres secteurs ;



Taille (emploi): pour les organisations reconnues, le nombre moyen d'employés
rémunérés (ETP) est de 12 pour les organisations de cultures arables, de 13 pour
l'huile d'olive et de 20 pour la viande bovine. Pour les organisations non reconnues,
l'échantillon révèle de très grandes OP aux côtés de nombreuses OP plus petites dans
le secteur des cultures arables. Environ un cinquième (19%) des organisations
déclarent avoir du personnel non rémunéré; avec une moyenne de 3 à 4 employés
non rémunérés dans les organisations de producteurs dans les secteurs de l'huile
d'olive et de la viande bovine et 11 employés non rémunérés dans le secteur des
cultures arables.

Principaux résultats de l'enquête
Les résultats de l'enquête montrent que la principale motivation à la création des
organisations de producteurs est le renforcement de la position des agriculteurs sur le
marché, grâce à l’effet combiné d’un meilleur accès au marché (rendu possible par la
fourniture de plus grands volumes) et d’une meilleure position de négociation vis-à-vis
des acheteurs et des fournisseurs. D'autres facteurs non marchands - tels que l'accès à
l'éducation et à la formation ou l'accès au financement – sont des facteurs de motivation
supplémentaires.
La plupart des organisations de producteurs remplissent des fonctions alignées sur leur
objectif de renforcer la position de leurs membres sur le marché. D'une part, elles
concernent les fonctions liées à la stabilisation des prix et l’amélioration de l'offre, telles
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que la planification de la production, la vente et les achats groupés. D'autre part, elles
concernent les aspects liés à la qualité de la production, tels que l'assistance technique
pour la qualité des produits et les normes de production. De telles fonctions principales
sont souvent accompagnées de fonctions complémentaires, comme par exemple la
promotion de pratiques respectueuses de l'environnement et l'utilisation durable des
ressources naturelles.
Les activités les plus fréquemment mises en œuvre par les organisations de producteurs
reflètent

également

organisations

fortement

interrogées

leurs fonctions

déclarent

mettre

essentielles. Plus de
en

œuvre

des

90%

des

stratégies

de

commercialisation conjointes, des négociations contractuelles et une planification de la
production et de la qualité. La plupart des organisations de producteurs se livrent
également à « d'autres activités » moins directement liées à la commercialisation tels
que, par exemple, l’organisation des contrôles qualité, la distribution et le transport, la
fourniture d'équipements et de stockage, l'achat d'intrants, les emballages, la gestion
des déchets ou l’étiquetage et la promotion. Lorsque les organisations de producteurs
entreprennent ce type d'activités, les raisons les plus fréquemment mentionnées comme
importantes pour la réalisation de l'activité sont la possibilité de réduction des coûts
pour les membres et l'amélioration de la position des membres dans les négociations
avec les acheteurs et / ou les fournisseurs.
Les résultats de l'enquête confirment que les organisations de producteurs engagées
dans des activités commerciales mènent des «activités ayant le potentiel d’améliorer
l’efficience». Les trois «autres activités» le plus fréquemment mis en œuvre sont
l’organisation du contrôle qualité, la distribution et transport et l’approvisionnement en
intrants: 92% des organisations interrogées qui mènent des activités commerciales
réalisent au moins une autre activité non liée à la commercialisation et 69% mènent au
moins trois activités non liées à la commercialisation.
Les activités des organisations de producteurs sont largement perçues par les
répondants comme contribuant positivement aux objectifs de la PAC. Une majorité
d'organisations de producteurs indiquent que leurs activités contribuent - au moins dans
une assez large mesure - à accroître la productivité agricole et environ la moitié des
organisations indiquent un niveau correspondant de contribution pour assurer un niveau
de vie équitable aux agriculteurs et stabiliser les marchés. Ces contributions sont plus
fréquemment reconnues par les OAP que les OP, ce qui peut refléter leur plus grande
taille et leur position plus importante sur le marché. Les organisations du secteur de la
viande bovine sont plus susceptibles d'attribuer une contribution importante aux
objectifs de la PAC que celles des deux autres secteurs.
L'analyse des résultats de l'enquête indique que les activités de «planification des
quantités et de la qualité», associées à la «gestion des sous-produits et des déchets»,
sont statistiquement les plus fortement associées aux objectifs de la PAC d'accroître la
productivité agricole et de contribuer à un niveau de vie équitable pour les agriculteurs.
En ce qui concerne l'objectif de stabilisation des marchés, les corrélations statistiques
les plus fortes se retrouvent dans les activités de «négociation contractuelle», de
«stratégies de commercialisation» et de «planification des quantités», ainsi que
«distribution et transport». Cette constatation est conforme à l'idée qu'une planification
et une coordination améliorées de l'offre et de la demande par les organisations de
producteurs peuvent conduire à une plus grande stabilité du marché.
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En termes de défis rencontrés dans la mise en place des organisations de producteurs,
les obstacles les plus fréquemment rapportés comme importants - dans une «assez
grande mesure» ou une «large mesure» - sont le manque de soutien de la part des
pouvoirs publiques et des organisations sectorielles et le manque d’exemples de
coopération réussies dans le secteur. Ces obstacles semblent plus fréquents pour les
nouveaux États membres qui ont rejoint l'UE en 2004 ou après. L'enquête révèle que
les facteurs ‘non institutionnels’ sont également des défis pour la création des
organisations de producteurs; par exemple, le manque de confiance mutuelle, les
difficultés à encourager l'adhésion des agriculteurs aux OP et la réticence des
agriculteurs à abandonner leur indépendance pour vendre directement aux acheteurs.
En ce qui concerne la mise en œuvre des activités liées à la commercialisation, les
principaux défis rencontrés par les organisations de producteurs incluent: faible pouvoir
de négociation, accès aux capitaux, variabilité de la qualité des produits fournis par les
membres, accès aux informations sur les marchés et a divergence des intérêts des
membres. La divergence des intérêts des membres est également le défi le plus souvent
mentionné pour les activités d'approvisionnement, suivi de l'accès au capital et d'un
faible pouvoir de négociation. Dans l'ensemble, les résultats suggèrent qu'en plus des
contraintes financières et d'information, l'hétérogénéité des membres - en termes de
taille des exploitations, de qualité des produits et de comportement des entreprises, etc.
- peut constituer un défi important pour l'efficacité des activités des organisations de
producteurs. Concernant la mise en œuvre des autres activités qui ne sont pas
directement liées à la vente ou à l’achat des produits, les défis les plus fréquemment
évoquées par les organisations concernent la difficulté d'obtenir des ressources
financières pour le financement des investissements suivis du manque de capital
humain.
En ce qui concerne les perceptions des organisations de producteurs en matière de
reconnaissance au titre du règlement (UE) n° 1308/2013 appliqué jusque fin 2017, un
peu moins de la moitié des organisations de producteurs non reconnues interrogées ont
déclaré ne pas connaître la possibilité de devenir une organisation reconnue. Parmi les
organisations qui ont déclaré être au courant de la possibilité d'une reconnaissance dans
le cadre de du Règlement OCM, les raisons les importantes pour ne pas demander la
reconnaissance au titre de l’OCM sont – pour les trois quarts répondants - « le manque
de clarté des avantages liées à la reconnaissance» et le « manque d’exemples
d'organismes reconnus ». En outre, les deux tiers indiquent que les seuils de
reconnaissance sont importants, tandis que plus de la moitié des répondants ont jugés
importants: la complexité du processus de demande, le risque d'être pénalisé par les
autorités ou le risque d’une supervision accrue par les autorités.
Parmi les organisations de producteurs reconnues, la grande majorité considère qu'il
existe des avantages potentiels à être reconnu dans le cadre du Règlement OCM. Les
avantages associés à la reconnaissance sont par ordre d’importance: «soutien financier
aux investissements, services et plans», «crédibilité envers les autres acteurs de la
chaîne d'approvisionnement», un « meilleur accès aux services de vulgarisation » et une
«meilleure sécurité juridique», ce dernier étant indiqué par près de trois répondants sur
cinq. En revanche, la dérogation aux règles de concurrence n'a été choisie que par un
peu plus d'un tiers des répondants. L'importance de la crédibilité comme motivation à
la reconnaissance est confirmée dans les réponses aux questions ouvertes du
questionnaire, où la crédibilité est identifiée comme la motivation la plus fréquente pour
la reconnaissance. La crédibilité est considérée comme particulièrement pertinente pour
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les relations des organisations de producteurs avec les autres acteurs de la chaîne
d'approvisionnement, avec les agriculteurs susceptibles de rejoindre l'organisation, avec
les banques et les organisations gouvernementales.

Illustrations à partir d'exemples pratiques
Le rapport donne des exemples concrets d'expériences rencontrées sur le terrain par
cinq organisations (deux AOP d'Allemagne et d'Italie et trois OP de France, de Hongrie
et d'Espagne). Les exemples confirment les résultats de l'enquête sur les raisons de
créer une OP ou une AOP : la motivation principale est d'offrir un soutien commercial et
technique aux agriculteurs. D'autres aspects importants liés par exemple à la
«dimension humaine» («les fondateurs étaient de bons amis, ils se connaissaient depuis
longtemps, s'entendaient bien et étaient géographiquement proches les uns des
autres») sont également mis en évidence dans les exemples.
Les exemples fournissent en outre des détails pratiques sur la diversité des activités
commerciales mises en œuvre par les organisations. Un exemple montre que l'OP utilise
des contrats standardisés avec ses membres et ses clients, achète les produits auprès
des membres et les vend au même prix, redistribuant la totalité des recettes de la vente
à ces membres. Un autre exemple indique qu'aucun contrat ou prix individuel n'est
négocié, mais que les discussions avec les acheteurs visent à définir les conditions cadre,
comme par exemple les modalités de facturation. Les exemples illustrent également
l'importance des OP et des AOP pour contribuer à l'amélioration de la qualité des produits
et pour aider les agriculteurs à se conformer aux normes de production exigées par le
marché.
Dans tous les exemples, le soutien technique et la formation ont été jugés importants
afin d'aider les agriculteurs à accroître leur productivité, ce qui a ensuite conduit à des
niveaux de production plus élevés. Les organisations ont pu ainsi améliorer leur position
sur le marché vis-à-vis des fournisseurs et des acheteurs. Ceci est directement lié à l'un
des principaux défis identifiés par les organisations : un faible niveau de pouvoir de
négociation. D’autres exemples d’obstacles rapportés par les organisations incluent le
manque de ressources financières pour effectuer les investissements nécessaires (p. ex.
stockage ou machines), le manque de soutien institutionnel ou les difficultés à recruter
du personnel qualifié.
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1 Introduction
1.1 Background of the study and objectives
The EU Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) aims at contributing to a number of specific
objectives: 1. to increase agricultural productivity by promoting technical progress and
ensuring the optimum use of the factors of production, in particular labour; 2. to ensure
a fair standard of living for farmers; 3. to stabilise markets; 4. to ensure the availability
of supplies; 5. to ensure reasonable prices for consumers.1 In the CAP it is acknowledged
that cooperation between farmers is a powerful instrument to achieve these objectives.
In order to allow farmers to cooperate, Regulation No. 1308/2013 (the Common Market
Organisation Regulation, as in force from 2014 until 2017) contained a number of
derogations from competition rules for producer organisations (POs) and associations of
producer organisations (APOs) in certain agricultural sectors. The derogations regarding
contractual negotiations for recognised POs and APOs in the olive oil, beef and veal, and
arable crops sectors were laid down in articles 169, 170 and 171 of the CMO Regulation
as in force in 2017. A purpose of these derogations was to enable farmers to jointly
negotiate prices and sell products, hence improving the position of farmers in the supply
chain. The restriction of competition caused by joint selling, was allowed because it
would be offset by efficiency gains resulting from other joint activities carried out by the
PO or APO. Such joint activities include e.g. joint distribution or transportation, joint
packaging, joint organising of quality control, joint processing or joint purchasing of
inputs.
In 2018, Regulation No. 1308/2013 was replaced when Regulation 2017/2393 came into
force. As an effect, Articles 169, 170 and 171 were abrogated by Regulation 2017/2393.
However, in this study we focus on the CMO Regulation as in force in 2017.
In order to be eligible for the derogations from competition rules as provided in the CMO
Regulation as in force in 2017, POs or APOs first had to be recognised by the Member
States under articles 152(1) CMO and 156(1) CMO respectively. The extent to which
POs and APOs in general, and in the olive oil, beef and veal, and arable crops sectors in
particular are recognised in the Member States varies. This variation is attributed to
differences in the structure and type of agricultural production, different governance
traditions as well as cultural differences.2
The study has three main objectives. The first objective is to provide an inventory of the
numbers of existing POs and APOs from the three sectors in the 28 Member States. The
second objective is to provide a comprehensive description of the activities of POs and
APOs, as well as an analysis of the benefits and disadvantages of these activities, and
of the difficulties encountered in the implementation of the CMO Regulation in force in
2017. The third objective is to illustrate the findings from the survey through a more indepth analysis of a limited number of POs and APOs.

1
2

5

See art. 39 TFEU, http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:12012E/TXT&from=EN
See e.g. Van Herck (2014),
http://ec.europa.eu/competition/publications/agricultural_producers_organisations_en.pdf
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1.2 Methodology
This section elaborates on the methodology underlying the different activities that were
performed to conduct this study.
A literature study was conducted as a first step in the study. This review of the relevant
literature was not meant to be exhaustive but primarily served to:
a) provide existing information on the numbers of POs and APOs in various countries;
b) be a basis for the design of the questionnaire for the survey of POs and APOs.
Data on the number of recognised POs and APOs for the three sectors have been
collected via a three-step process. The corresponding activities in step 1 and 2 were
carried out by local country experts for the different EU Member States.


Step 1: Contact with Competent Authorities to obtain information on the number of
recognised POs and APOs; The contact was established by the local country experts
on the basis of a structured questionnaire which was approved by DG Competition;



Step 2: Literature review and contact with other stakeholders, for instance
agricultural research institutions, farmers’ or sector associations and other relevant
stakeholders in order to gain insight into the number of POs and APOs in the Member
State, both recognised and non-recognised;



Step 3: Core team validation and triangulation of the results.

Based on the preliminary results from the inventory, a sampling plan for the survey of
200 POs and 20 APOs was made, as required by DG Competition under the study
contract. The sample and resulting survey aimed at providing an average insight on POs
and APOs in the EU, and provide insights into the differences between POs and APOs,
between the three sectors, between recognised POs and APOs and other (nonrecognised) POs and APOs, between large and small POs and APOs and between old and
young organisations. At least a minimum number of 12 Members States should be
included in the survey, 3 from olive oil, 4 from beef and veal, and 6 from arable crops.
This meant that enough observations from a wide variety of Member States were
required, of both large and small organisations, old and young organisations, and
enough observations from all three sectors, to make statistical testing of differences
between groups possible. On the other hand, there are limits to the amount of
observations that we could draw from each country, sector and type of organisation.
Limiting factors arise both from the actual available number of organisations in the
population as well as from the time and budget available for conducting the survey, and
the willingness of organisations to participate in it.
The number of existing APOs in the inventory is rather limited. In order to achieve the
required 20 responses a sample of about a third of all APOs in the inventory was
required. This required response rate is relatively high if compared to the number of
APOs present in the EU Member States.
The sampling strategy required to have enough observations from each sector, from as
many countries as possible and from both recognised and non-recognised organisations.
A stratified sampling strategy was applied in which the smaller countries were
oversampled in order to prevent the few countries with a lot of organisations in the
inventory to dominate the sample. The same applies to recognition status: in order to
have enough observations from both groups of recognised and non-recognised
organisations the former group was somewhat oversampled. Within each group
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(country, sector, recognised/non-recognised) random sampling was expected to yield
both small and large and old and young organisations. Differences between countries
exist, but sampling from as many countries as possible would make sure that the sample
is representative of the whole EU.
For some of the countries that represent a large share in the total number of POs and
APOs surveyed, their relative shares in the sampling plans per sector decreased. If the
response rate in one country was lower than planned and could not be increased despite
additional efforts, more observations were collected from other countries. The original
sample plan was finalised and agreed with DG Competition.
The targeted duration of the survey questionnaire was around 45 minutes. See Annex
II for the questionnaire. The questionnaire consists of both closed and open questions.
The topics and questions are based upon the requirements in the terms of reference for
this study and the literature review. The list of topics is discussed and validated together
with DG Competition.
A scoping interview for the survey questionnaire was undertaken before it was finalised
and validated by DG Competition. One Producer Organisation for each sector was
interviewed both via phone using a semi-directive (draft) questionnaire with an
emphasis on the open questions, in order to assess how well questions are understood
and to identify where there may be difficulties to provide appropriate responses.
The results of the survey were analysed using both Excel and SPSS. The data were
checked and cleaned – spelling errors and outliers were omitted or corrected after
consulting the country experts. For each question, descriptive statistics and frequencies
of answers were calculated. Charts and tables were produced. For the majority of the
categorical questions, significant differences between groups of respondents were
assessed using z-test statistics of comparisons of proportions (e.g. is the proportion of
organisations answering “very important” higher among recognised than non-recognised
organisations or the other way around?), Chi-Square tests, and Mann-Whitney U tests
for comparisons of ranks and means (for ordinal variables, are e.g. recognised
organisations finding a particular barrier more frequently important or less frequently
important than non-recognised organisations?). Unless otherwise stated, all differences
between groups mentioned in the report are based on statistical testing. More
information about the sample is provided in chapter 4.1.

1.3 Structure of the report
The structure of the report is as follows, Chapter 2 provides a brief overview of relevant
literature used in designing the study and putting the results in a broader perspective.
Chapter 3 gives the estimate for presents the results of the inventory for POs and APOs
is. Chapter 4 presents the results of the survey for the sampled POs and APOs. The
specific examples of five POs and APOs are described in chapter 5. The final chapter
summarises the main conclusions and discusses the results. The definitions used in the
study are provided in Annex I, the survey questionnaire is provided in Annex II, tables
with the results to each questions of the survey are included in Annex III and statistical
test results in Annex IV.
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2 Literature review: why and how do
farmers collaborate?

“Organizational collaboration is embraced across multiple sectors of society as a primary
strategy

for

cultivating

innovation,

conserving

economic

resources,

building

relationships, addressing complex problems, and reaching essential outcomes. It is
through collaboration that organizations address societal issues, accomplish tasks, and
reach goals that fall outside the grasp of any individual entity working independently.”
Woodland and Hutton (2012)

2.1 Introduction
Producer Organisations (POs) in agriculture have gained popularity in recent years. This
can be partly explained by EU policies that regulate and support the establishment of
POs. The main objective of these policies is to strengthen the market position of farmers
in the value chain. Other explanations for the popularity of POs can be found in the
changing market conditions. With less regulation of markets, farmers are more
vulnerable to market risks due to high price volatility or unreliable trading partners.
With the increasing interest in POs from policy makers and practitioners, also academic
research on farmer collective action has gained momentum. Different types of studies,
using different theoretical frameworks, have explored, analysed and explained the rise,
structure, strategies and effectiveness of POs. Most of the literature takes the traditional
form of a cooperative as object of study. However, an increasing share of the literature
is distinguishing between various types of farmer collective action organisations.
POs and associations of POs are forms of voluntary cooperation among agricultural
producers on a horizontal level. POs can be defined broad or narrow. A narrow definition
would be: a PO is only a PO when it is recognised under article 156 of the CMO
Regulation. A broad definition may include all kinds of farmer organisations, including
cooperatives, producer groups, and farmer associations. This study uses a broad
definition, defining producer organisations as any type of entity in which agricultural
producers cooperate whether or not the organisation was recognised under article 152
of the former CMO Regulation.
Academic literature on POs, however, usually starts from a narrower definition, and a
clear delineation the object to be studied. Most literature takes the cooperative as object
of study. Not only are cooperatives, due to their long history, institutionalised and
legitimate organisations, also data on cooperatives is widely available (although not in
all countries). Data on POs, however, is still scarce, due to a lack of delineation of what
is, and what is not a PO, as well as due to the newness of the organisation. An oftenused definition of a PO is “a rural business that is generally owned and controlled by
small-scale producers and engages in collective marketing activities” (Penrose-Buckley,
2007). The definition that is used in this study is somewhat comparable, but also
includes a formal reference to the former CMO Regulation as in force in 2017: “Any type
of entity that has been constituted by and is controlled by farmers in a specific sector,
formed on the initiative of farmers to pursue one or more of the specific aims listed in
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the CMO, whether or not the organisation is recognised under the CMO Regulation”. The
specific objectives that POs may pursue were listed in Article 152(1) of the former CMO
Regulation:
1. ensuring that production is planned and adjusted to demand, particularly in terms of
quality and quantity;
2. concentration of supply and the placing on the market of the products produced by
its members, including through direct marketing;
3. optimising production costs and returns on investments in response to environmental
and animal welfare standards, and stabilising producer prices;
4. carrying out research and developing initiatives on sustainable production methods,
innovative practices, economic competitiveness and market developments;
5. promoting, and providing technical assistance for, the use of environmentally sound
cultivation practices and production techniques, and sound animal welfare practices
and techniques;
6. promoting, and providing technical assistance for, the use of production standards,
improving product quality and developing products with a protected designation of
origin, with a protected geographical indication or covered by a national quality label;
7. the management of by-products and of waste in particular to protect the quality of
water, soil and landscape and preserving or encouraging biodiversity;
8. contributing to a sustainable use of natural resources and to climate change
mitigation;
9. developing initiatives in the area of promotion and marketing;
10. managing of the mutual funds referred to in operational programmes in the fruit and
vegetables sector referred to in Article 31(2) of this Regulation and under Article 36
of Regulation (EU) No 1305/2013;
11. providing the necessary technical assistance for the use of the futures markets and
of insurance schemes.
This literature review presents a short overview of the main bodies of literature on POs,
cooperatives, producer groups and other types of farmer organisations. The review is
structured as follows. In section 2 we explore the motives of farmer cooperation in POs,
cooperatives and other organisations. In section 3 we explore different types of
horizontal cooperation organisations. In section 4 we discuss the literature on the
efficiency and effectiveness of POs. Section 5 presents some observations that can be
drawn from the literature review of academic studies on POs.

2.2 Why do farmers set up POs?
Farmers are in most cases small-scale entrepreneurs. Farmers operate in an uncertain
environment, particularly due to high market volatility and agro-ecological risks
(including climate risks). In order to withstand volatile prices or risks, farmers develop
strategies to cope with certain risks. Also, in order to benefit for new market trends and
technological advances, farmers pursue entrepreneurial strategies, and exploit new
opportunities. At the same time, consumers and other stakeholders put increasingly high
requirements on the production methods, thereby reducing the societal space in which
farmers can operate. More generally, farmers experience a need to enhance the
sustainability of their crop cultivation and animal raising methods. This leads to new
entrepreneurial strategies to deal with societal challenges and opportunities.
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The majority of farms are family businesses, which means that the farm is owned by the
family, that the family manages the farm and that the farm provides labour opportunities
for multiple family members. Whether the family also supplies most of the necessary
labour depends on the type of farm. In dairy farms, the largest share of labour comes
from family members, while in horticultural farms the largest share of total labour input
is provided by hired permanent or temporary workers.
Being small-scale entrepreneurs, farmers often seek collaboration with other farmers to
share resources, to benefit from economies of scale, to reduce risk, to exploit new
market opportunities, and to strengthen their bargaining power. Collaboration among
farmers is called horizontal collaboration. In addition, farmers may collaborate with their
supply chain partners (such as input suppliers, or companies processing farm products),
in order to improve logistics, tracking and tracing, and co-innovation This collaboration
in the value chain is called vertical collaboration.
Farmers collaborate for the same reasons as many other small-scale businesses. Child
et al. (2005) distinguish internal and external motives. Internal motives for collaboration
are access to specific resources (the resource dependency perspective), reducing
production and transaction costs, innovation, the need to keep time-to-market as short
as possible, and the reduction of risk. The main external motives are concerned with
uncertainties in the market, policy and natural environment, as well as in technological
change, and the need to find cost-effective strategies for coping with those uncertainties.
Also the entrepreneurial drive to benefit from new opportunities arising in those
uncertain environments is a motive for collaboration.
An organisation can be characterized as an input-transformation-output entity (Robbins
and Coulter, 2007). This means that any organisation needs to manage its processes of
obtaining inputs, its processes of transforming inputs into outputs, and its processes of
distributing outputs. Applying this organisational perspective to the farm means that a
farm needs access to inputs like feed, seed, agrochemicals, credit, labour and technical
assistance, a farm transforms these inputs into outputs, and a farm distributes the
output of the transformation process. For each of these processes, the farm may
collaborate with other farms to gain access to the proper inputs, to reduce the cost of
the transformation process, to gain access to remunerative markets and to bargain for
high prices in those markets.3
Agricultural cooperatives are a classical form of collaboration among farmers. 4 A
common denominator of all types of cooperatives is their objective to increase the
welfare of their members. Increasing welfare can be achieved by increasing the value of
output, reducing the cost of inputs, and/or reducing the cost of the transformation
process. A cooperative can work towards obtaining higher output prices, increasing
market access, increasing output options (thus reducing market risk), reducing
transaction costs, reducing production costs, improving access to inputs, reducing cost
of inputs, and access to information and knowledge (Van Herck, 2014).

3

4

As joint-production is rather uncommon in most European countries (with some exceptions in Eastern Europe,
see Hanisch and Sagebiel, 2012), we focus on access to input markets and access to output markets.
Although many other forms of collaboration among farms exists, we focus on the cooperative as the
archetypical form of collaboration organisation.
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Farmers have three main motives to set up horizontal collaboration organisations: (1)
improving the efficiency of on-farm production processes: (2) reducing the cost of doing
business with suppliers and buyers; and (3) strengthening their competitiveness in the
market by developing new products and building bargaining power.
Production cost reduction motives for horizontal collaboration among farmers are:


Achieving economies of scale in product handling/processing;



Sharing risk (e.g. insurances, mutual farm help);



Sharing resources (e.g. farm machinery).

Motives that focus on the cost of doing business with input suppliers or output buyers
are usually explained by transaction cost economics. These motives include:


Access to markets for inputs (including credit, water and knowledge);



Access to markets for outputs (including access to market information);



Increasing bargaining power.

An indirect economic advantage of collaborating in a marketing cooperative is the
opportunity it creates for specialization. By delegating all marketing activities to the
cooperative and fully focussing on production, farmers gain benefits of specialisation.
Once cooperatives have been established, they may broaden their range of services.
These additional services may not have been a sufficient motive for establishing a new
cooperative (due to high investment or high risk of free riding), but they may still be
desirable motives for continued collaboration among member-farmers.
Additional motives for collaboration among farmers that are not purely economic:


Lobbying and interest representation;



Joint activities to enhance the sector reputation;



Social motives: getting together, creating group identity;



Access to subsidies and other public benefits;



Access to knowledge and information.

One example of access to knowledge is through sharing of experiences among farmers.
While this is often organised in an informal way, it can also be formalized in study clubs
or cooperatives.
Over time, the focus of farmer collaboration has shifted. In the past the emphasis was
mainly on economies of scale and bargaining power. Cooperatives were established for
jointly purchasing inputs, jointly selling farm products and jointly processing of
perishable farm products into more durable consumer goods. Markets for agricultural
products, however, are increasingly characterized by vertical coordination, specialization
and quality consciousness (Saitone and Sexton, 2017; Sexton, 2017). As a result, the
role of the cooperative is changing towards strengthening the position of the farmer in
these specialized and vertically-integrated markets. In the academic literature, the focus
has shifted towards transaction cost reduction as the most important explanation for
farmer collective action (e.g. Marcos-Matás et al., 2013).
Although the above shows that creating cooperation between farmers can have a lot of
benefits, there are also drawbacks to collaboration and obstacles to overcome. The
internal decision process and costs incurred for coordination within the PO or cooperative
are generally higher if the interests of the members are less aligned, if members are
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less homogeneous in terms of e.g .size and type of products or clients and if trust among
members is lower. Homogeneity among members of cooperatives is found to be a factor
in effective decision-making and performance of cooperatives. At the same time
heterogeneity of members of cooperatives is increasing as organisations tend to grow in
size (see e.g. Höhler and Kühl, R. (2017) for a literature overview).

2.3 Different types of horizontal collaboration organisations
Farmers have different options for organizing their horizontal collaboration. The classical
form is the cooperative. A cooperative is a legal entity, usually defined in cooperative
legislation. Such legislation may have a business orientation (for instance, in The
Netherlands a cooperative is a legal form for a firm) or a social orientation (for instance,
in Italy, one category of cooperatives is the so-called social cooperative, having an
explicitly social objective, and therefore receiving support from public authorities).5
Besides in cooperatives, farmers may collaborate in cooperative-type of organisations.
These are called producer groups, producer organisations or producer associations
(Bijman et al., 2012). In some countries producer groups are more popular than
cooperatives, for historical reasons or because cooperative legislation is rather
restrictive (Fałkowski et al., 2017).
Agricultural cooperatives exist in many different kinds and types. In a literature review
on classifications and typologies of farmer-owned cooperatives, Bijman and Hanisch
(2012) found the following seven classifications:
1. the sector(s) in which the cooperative operates or the main product it is handling
(e.g. dairy, cereals, wine, pig meat);
2. the main functions the cooperative performs, such as joint production, providing farm
inputs, processing farm products, and marketing farm products;
3. the diversity of functions and products the cooperative covers, such as focussing on
economic activities (for one or multiple products), or also including social and political
activities;
4. the position of the cooperative in the food chain (or the extent of vertical integration),
ranging from only collecting farm products to selling processed products under
consumer brand;
5. the type of members of the cooperative; an important distinction is between primary
(or first-tier) cooperatives that have farmers as members, and federated (or secondtier) cooperatives that have primary cooperatives as their members;
6. the geographical scope of the membership; ranging from local, regional, national to
international and transnational; a transnational cooperative is defined as a
cooperative with members in more than one country (Bijman et al., 2014);
7. the financial/ownership structure; ranging from traditional cooperatives, proportional
investment

cooperatives,

member-investor

cooperatives,

new

generation

cooperatives, cooperatives with capital seeking entities, to investor shared
cooperatives (Chaddad and Cook, 2004).
In Germany, a specific type of agricultural producer organisation exists that is similar
but not identical to a cooperative. This is the so-called producer association
(Erzeugergemeinschaft, or EZG), whose main function is collective bargaining. These
5

For detailled information on cooperative law in the different EU Member States, see D. Cracogna, A. Fici & H.
Henry (Eds.), International Handbook of Cooperative Law. Berlin Heidelberg: Springer.
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EZGs are founded in accordance with the 1968 German Law on Market Structure
(Marktstrukturgesetz). This law allows exceptions from the application of German
national competition law in the agricultural sector in those cases where horizontal
collaboration among farmers and vertical collaboration between the EZG and processors
will lead to the supply and marketing of agricultural products being better tailored to
market requirements. EZGs not only organise joint sales and transport of agricultural
products but also set up rules that improve the quality and uniformity of farm products.
EZGs typically have close relationships with member-farmers and oblige them to market
all their products through the EZG. From a business organisation law perspective, EZGs
are not organised as cooperatives but registered as for-profit associations. Nevertheless,
as the main objective and the decision-making structure are similar to those of the
cooperative, the EZGs can be regarded as a special kind of marketing cooperative (Kühl,
2012).

2.4 Are POs efficient and effective organisations?
The question about the efficiency and effectiveness of POs can only be answered for
cooperatives, as all academic literature on this topic uses the cooperative as their object
of study.
Cooperatives are organisations that provide goods and services to their members. As
we have discussed above, they have been set up to foster the economic wellbeing of
their members, mainly by reducing cost and by gaining additional value. In doing so,
cooperatives are semi-autonomous businesses. Conceptualizing the cooperative as a
business, its technical efficiency or productivity can be studied (Soboh et al., 2012).
Studies on technical efficiency of cooperatives usually focus on two questions: first, does
the cooperative business operate on the most efficient scale? and second, are
cooperative businesses more or less efficient than non-cooperative businesses?
In her review of the literature on the economic and technical efficiency of cooperatives,
Van Herck (2014) found that most of the evidence suggests that there are significant
economies of scale. Larger cooperatives are found to be more profitable as they can
spread their fixed costs over larger sales volumes. In addition, some studies found that
larger cooperatives offer better prices. Finally, larger cooperatives offer also more
services to their members.
As to the efficiency of cooperatives compared to investor owned firms (IOFs), Van Herck
(2014) concluded that most of the evidence suggests that there are no major differences
in the performance of cooperatives compared to IOFs, despite the fact that cooperatives
have to balance between attaining the needs of the members and of the cooperative
business itself.
The question whether cooperatives are effective organisations deals with the impact of
the activities of the cooperatives on the income of the members. The key question is
whether cooperatives do generate such benefits for their members which the members
would not have been able to obtain in a situation without the cooperative. An increasing
number of studies explore this membership effect. As most of the studies deal with
cooperatives in developing and transition countries (Van Herck, 2014; Bijman, 2016),
the impact of cooperative membership in the EU has hardly been studied.
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The question about the effectiveness of a cooperative can be dealt with from two
perspectives. First, cooperatives can redress market failure by increasing competition,
transparency and fairness in markets. It is this function of improving the efficient
working of markets that has justified state support for cooperatives. Studies on this procompetition effect are known under the name of “cooperative yardstick theory”
(Cotterill, 1984; 1987). In a situation in which cooperatives and IOFs regionally coexist,
members of the cooperative can judge the fairness of IOF pricing by the cooperative’s
internal pricing mechanism. Over time, cooperative price information spills-over into the
public domain and serves as a yardstick for the overall performance of the market
system. Cooperative prices then become disciplining factors for the prices IOFs offer,
thereby contributing to a competitive market. Empirical studies on the cooperative
yardstick theory are rare, and until recently only available for the USA. The exception is
Hanisch et al. (2013), who found, on the basis of national farm get milk prices in the
EU-27 for the period from 2000 to 2010, that the cooperative market share in a
particular country has a positive effect on milk prices. In other words, dairy cooperatives
have a pro-competitive effect.
The second set of studies focusses on the impact of cooperative membership. Thus,
what benefits do farmers obtain from being a member of a cooperative, compared to
farmers that are not members of a cooperative? Empirically, this is a challenging
question, as cooperatives usually have multiple objectives (Soboh et al., 2009). For
instance, a marketing cooperatives wants to pay farmers a good price for their product,
but it also wants to invest in sustainable production and it may even want to provide
some social benefits. This challenge has been solved in most impact studies by focussing
on member productivity, member innovation, member income or member satisfaction
with cooperative services.
Few impact studies on cooperatives in Europe exist. Cazzuffi (2012) has compared prices
paid by dairy cooperatives compared to IOFs in three North-Italian provinces. She found
that cooperatives pay on average higher farm gate milk prices to their members. The
results found by Cazzuffi are surprising, because, as Hanisch et al. (2012) have argued,
cooperative prices are the yardstick and IOFs adjust their prices depending on the
amount and quality of products they want to procure.
Using member satisfaction as a performance indicator, Hernández-Espallardo et al.
(2013) studied farmers’ satisfaction with their cooperative using a sample of 277 fruit
and vegetables cooperatives in Spain in 2009. Results indicate that the price paid to the
members is important for member satisfaction with the cooperative and their intention
to continue their membership. In addition, the authors found that members’ perception
of transaction costs and services offered by the cooperative are even more important
than prices for member satisfaction with the cooperative and their intention to continue
their membership with the cooperative.
Studies on the impact of cooperative membership have mainly been carried out in
developing countries. These studies have measured the effect of being a member of a
cooperative on a number of different performance indicators. Wollni and Zeller (2007)
have shown that cooperative membership facilitates access to more lucrative specialty
markets in the coffee sector of Costa Rica. Holloway et al. (2000) have shown that
cooperative membership increases market participation among dairy farmers in
Ethiopia. Fischer and Qaim (2012) found that cooperative membership leads to higher
prices and higher farm income among banana producers in Kenya. Vandeplas et al.
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(2013) found that dairy farmers in India are more efficient and have higher profits when
organised in a cooperative. A similar result was found for smallholder farmers in Ethiopia
(Abate et al., 2014). Ito et al. (2012) have shown that membership in a cooperative has
a strong positive effect on the income of watermelon producers in China. In addition,
cooperative membership in Ethiopia increases the adoption of mineral fertilizers, leading
to improved farm productivity (Abebaw and Haile, 2013; Francesconi and Heerink,
2011).

Vertical coordination
With the increasing need for vertical coordination in food chains, transaction specific
costs in marketing agricultural products have gone up. Farmers have become more
dependent on particular buyers, because specialty and customized products require
investments that cannot easily be earned back outside the specific contractual
relationship (Saitone and Sexton, 2017). Cooperatives can reduce these transaction
costs by strengthening sharing investment costs and associated risks (for instance of
introducing new products) and by providing technical assistance to farmers in producing
the right quality. In addition, cooperatives can guarantee the large quantities of uniform
product that large processors or retailers demand. In a more direct way, cooperatives
lower the transactions costs for both parties involved in the transaction. The buyer can
purchase larger quantities at once and the cooperatives’ members do not need to
negotiate with buyers separately. Of course a new kind of negotiation is taking place
between the members of the cooperative and the cooperative.
While it may be feasible for large farmers to enter into vertical coordination scheme
individually, most farmers are too small to benefit from new market opportunities
individually (Poulton et al., 2010). Buyers are not interested in contracting with
individual small farmers, due to the high transactions costs (Barrett, 2008). Thus, the
only option left for most farmers is to enter vertical coordination schemes as a group
(Coulter et al., 1999). Such a group does not only reduce transaction costs for both
farmers and buyer, it will also give farmers some bargaining power (Banaszak, 2008;
Jia and Huang, 2011). In addition, a group has more options in creating access to input
markets, technical assistance, and outside support from the state or NGOs. Thus, the
rise of various vertical coordination arrangements is one of the determinants of the
renewed attention for farmer collective action (Markelova et al., 2009; Shiferaw et al.,
2011).

2.5 Concluding observations
In order to study the motives for and effectiveness of POs, one needs to clearly define
what is (and what is not) a PO. So far, such definition and delineation has not taken
place, leaving room for multiple interpretations of what a PO is. For academic research
on POs this lack of definition is rather problematic.
The most common form of PO is the cooperative. Studies on the motives for farmer
collaboration mostly focus on cooperatives. Also studies on the effectiveness of farmer
horizontal collaborative organisations focus on cooperatives.
Farmers may have different reasons for setting up cooperatives, but the common
denominator is the need to address market failure. Farmers individually have low
bargaining power, have high cost of collecting market information, and are vulnerable
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for opportunistic behaviour by trading partners. While traditionally, cooperatives are
defensive organisation, over time they have also developed more offensive strategies,
to benefit from new market opportunities.
Cooperative can perform multiple functions, ranging from providing farm inputs to
facilitating on-farm production processes to strengthening the farmer bargaining
position in output markets. The limited literature on POs seems to suggest that POs are
mainly focussing on jointly selling farm products. From a value chain perspective, POs
seem to be positioned close to the farmers, with a focus on collection and bargaining,
while cooperatives often have vertically integrated into food processing.
Studies on the effectiveness of cooperatives in Europe are rare. Most studies on the
impact of membership (compared to non-membership) deal with cooperatives in
developing and transition countries. Popular countries for such impact studies are China
and Ethiopia, two countries where governments are strongly supporting farmers (and
others) to set up cooperatives. Most of these impact studies show a positive effect of
cooperative membership on farmer productivity and farmer income.
The few impact studies that do exist on cooperatives in Europe do show a positive effect.
The cooperative yardstick theory argues that cooperatives together have a procompetitive effect. In the EU dairy market cooperatives lead to higher prices and lower
price volatility (Hanisch et al, 2013). In so far POs are similar to cooperatives, the impact
of PO membership on farmer income may also be positive.

2.6 References
Abebaw, D., & Haile, M. G. (2013). The impact of cooperatives on agricultural
technology adoption: Empirical evidence from Ethiopia. Food Policy, 38, 82-91.
Banaszak, I. (2008). Determinants of successful cooperation in agricultural markets:
evidence from producer groups in Poland. In G. Hendrikse, M. Tuunanen, J.
Windsperger & G. Cliquet (Eds.), Strategy and Governance of Networks.
Cooperatives, Franchising and Strategic Alliances (pp. 27-46). Heidelberg:
Phyisca Verlag.
Barrett, C.B. (2008). Smallholder market participation: Concepts and evidence from
eastern and southern Africa. Food Policy, 33, 299-317.
Bijman, J., Iliopoulos, C., Poppe, K. J., Gijselinckx, C., Hagedorn, K., Hanisch, M.,
Hendrikse, G. W. J., Kühl, R., Ollila, P., Pyykkönen, P., & Sangen, G. v. d.
(2012). Support for Farmers' Cooperatives : final report. Wageningen:
Wageningen UR.
Bijman, J., & Hanisch, M. (2012). Support for Farmers' Cooperatives : developing a
typology of cooperatives and producer organisations in the EU. Wageningen:
Wageningen UR.
Bijman, J., Pyykkönen, P., & Ollila, P. (2014). Transnationalization of Agricultural
Cooperatives in Europe. The Dovenschmidt Quarterly, 2014, 168-178.
Bijman, J. (2016). The changing nature of farmer collective action: introduction to the
book. In: J. Bijman, R. Muradian and J. Schuurman (eds.), Cooperatives,
Economic Democratization and Rural Development. Cheltenham, UK: Edward
Elgar Publishing. (pp. 1-22)

16

Study on Producer Organisations and their activities in the olive oil, beef and veal and arable crops
sectors

Chaddad, F. R., & Cook, M. L. (2004). Understanding new cooperative models: An
ownership-control rights typology. Review of Agricultural Economics, 26, 348360.
Child, J., Faulkner, D., & Tallman, S. (2005). Cooperative Strategy. Managing
Alliances, Networks and Joint Ventures. Second Edition. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.
Cotterill, R.W. (1984). The Competitive Yardstick School of Cooperatve Thought. In:
American Institute of Cooperation (Ed.), American Cooperation (pp. 41–53).
Washington D.C.
Cotterill, R.W. (1987). Agricultural Cooperatives: A Unified Theory of Pricing, Finance
and Investment. In: Royer, J.S .(ed.). ASC Service Reports: Vol. 18.
Cooperative Theory. New Approaches. US Department of Agriculture,
Washington D.C.
Coulter, J., Goodland, A., Tallontire, A., & Stringfellow, R. (1999). Marrying farmer
cooperation and contract farming for service provision in a liberalising subsahara Africa. Natural Resources Perspectives. Vol 48.
Cox, M., Arnold, G., & Villamayor Tomás, S. (2010). A Review of Design Principles for
Community-based Natural Resource Management. Ecology and Society, 15.
Fałkowski, J., Chlebicka, A., & Łopaciuk-Gonczaryk, B. (2017). Social relationships and
governing collaborative actions in rural areas: Some evidence from agricultural
producer groups in Poland. Journal of Rural Studies, 49, 104-116.
Fischer, E., & Qaim, M. (2012). Linking Smallholders to Markets: Determinants and
Impacts of Farmer Collective Action in Kenya. World Development, 40, 12551268.
Francesconi, G. N., & Heerink, N. (2011). Ethiopian Agricultural Cooperatives in an Era
of Global Commodity Exchange: Does Organisational Form Matter? Journal of
African Economies, 20, 153-177.
Hanisch, M., Müller, M., and Rommel, J. (2012). Support for Farmers’ Cooperatives;
Sector Report Dairy. Wageningen: Wageningen UR.
Hanisch, M., Rommel, J., & Müller, M. (2013). The Cooperative Yardstick Revisited:
Panel Evidence from the European Dairy Sectors. Journal of Agricultural & Food
Industrial Organization, 11, 151-162.
Hernández-Espallardo, M., Arcas-Lario, N., & Marcos-Matás, G. (2013). Farmers'
satisfaction and intention to continue membership in agricultural marketing cooperatives: neoclassical versus transaction cost considerations. European
Review of Agricultural Economics, 40, 239-260.
Höhler, J. and R. KÜHL (2017). Dimensions of member heterogeneity in cooperatives
and their impact on organization–a literature review. Annals of Public and
Cooperative Economics, 2017.
Holloway, G., Nicholson, C., Delgado, C., Staal, S., & Ehui, S. (2000).
Agroindustrialization through institutional innovation - Transaction costs,
cooperatives and milk-market development in the east-African highlands.
Agricultural Economics, 23, 279-288.
Ito, J., Bao, Z., & Su, Q. (2012). Distributional effects of agricultural cooperatives in
China: Exclusion of smallholders and potential gains on participation. Food
Policy, 37, 700-709.
Jia, X., & Huang, J. (2011). Contractual arrangements between farmer cooperatives
and buyers in China. Food Policy, 36, 656-666.
Kühl, R. (2012). Support for Farmers’ Cooperatives; Country Report Germany.
Wageningen: Wageningen UR.

17

Study on Producer Organisations and their activities in the olive oil, beef and veal and arable crops
sectors

Li L., Guo, H., Bijman, J., Heerink, N. (2017). The influence of uncertainty on the
choice of business relationships: The case of vegetable farmers in China.
Agribusiness. An International Journal. (published online 18 December 2018).
Marcos-Matás, G., Hernández-Espallardo, M., & Arcas-Lario, N. (2013). Transaction
costs in agricultural marketing cooperatives: effects on market performance.
Outlook on Agriculture, 42, 117-124.
Markelova, H., Meinzen-Dick, R., Hellin, J., & Dohrn, S. (2009). Collective action for
smallholder market access. Food Policy, 34, 1-7.
Penrose-Buckley, C. (2007). Producer Organisations. A Guide to Developing Collective
Rural Enterprises. Oxford: Oxfam GB.
Poulton, C., Dorward, A., & Kydd, J. (2010). The Future of Small Farms: New
Directions for Services, Institutions, and Intermediation. World Development,
38, 1413-1428.
Robbins, S.P. & Coulter, M. (2007). Management. Pearson/Prentice Hall.
Saitone, T. L., & Sexton, R. J. (2017). Agri-food supply chain: evolution and
performance with conflicting consumer and societal demands. European
Review of Agricultural Economics, 44, 634-657.
Sheldon, I. M. (2017). The Competitiveness of Agricultural Product and Input Markets:
A Review And Synthesis of Recent Research. Journal of Agricultural and
Applied Economics, 49, 1-44.
Shiferaw, B., Hellin, J., & Muricho, G. (2011). Improving market access and
agricultural productivity growth in Africa: what role for producer organizations
and collective action institutions? Food Security, 3, 475-489.
Soboh, R. A. M. E., Oude Lansink, A., Giesen, G., & Van Dijk, G. (2009). Performance
Measurement of the Agricultural Marketing Cooperatives: The Gap between
Theory and Practice. Review of Agricultural Economics, 31, 446-469.
Soboh, R., Oude Lansink, A., & Van Dijk, G. (2012). Efficiency of Cooperatives and
Investor Owned Firms Revisited. Journal of Agricultural Economics, 63, 142157.
Vandeplas, A., Minten, B., & Swinnen, J. (2013). Multinationals vs. Cooperatives: The
Income and Efficiency Effects of Supply Chain Governance in India. Journal of
Agricultural Economics, 64, 217-244.
Van Herck, K. (2014). Assessing efficiencies generated by agricultural Producer
Organisations. Brussels:. EUROPEAN COMMISSION. Directorate-General for
Competition. Directorate E. Task Force Food
Wollni, M., & Zeller, M. (2007). Do farmers benefit from participating in specialty
markets and cooperatives? The case of coffee marketing in Costa Rica.
Agricultural Economics, 37, 243-248.
Woodland, R. H., & Hutton, M. S. (2012). Evaluating organizational collaborations;
suggested entry points and strategies. American Journal of Evaluation, 33(3),
366-383.

18

Study on Producer Organisations and their activities in the olive oil, beef and veal and arable crops
sectors

3 Inventory

The first part of the study comprises the establishment of an inventory of recognised
and non-recognised POs and APOs in each of the three sectors (olive oil, beef and veal
and arable crops). The inventory is based on an investigation in each of the 28 Member
States: country experts contacted National Competent Authorities, other relevant
stakeholders (representatives from farmers’ or sector associations) and experts from
agricultural research institutions and consulted publicly available reports. All collected
information was assessed and triangulated, resulting in an inventory presented in the
following tables. These tables show the number of recognised POs and APOs as well as
estimates of the number of non-recognised POs and APOs.
Non-recognised POs include cooperatives and associations of many sorts, as well as
some other private companies in which farmers are shareholders. One of the most
challenging aspects of the establishment of the numbers in this inventory was the
ambiguity of the definition of POs and APOs.
We defined a PO as “any type of entity that has been constituted by and is controlled by
producers in a specific sector, formed on the initiative of producers to pursue one or
more of the specific aims listed in the former CMO, whether or not the organisation was
recognised under the former CMO Regulation”. An APO is defined as “any association of
producer organisations whether or not the association is recognised under article 156 of
the former CMO Regulation”.
This means that any organisation that is initiated, constituted and controlled by farmers
in the three sectors and not recognised under the specific CMO Regulation is regarded
to be a non-recognised PO or APO. Another important aspect was whether these POs
and APOs are actually active in the selling of products in the respective sectors or not.
This turned out to be particularly challenging, as there is no information readily available
to check this, especially for smaller organisations.
With regard to non-recognised POs, there is generally no official register of such
organisations, which means that they have to be identified from scattered sources and
information. Especially in countries that have many cooperatives which may or may not
be active or may or may not be pursuing one or more of the specific objectives listed in
the CMO, it proves to be challenging to produce robust estimates of the total number of
POs and APOs. Especially because these cooperatives or associations may be very small
– just including a few farmers.
In theory, we limit our inventory to officially constituted legal entities in which farmers
are actively cooperating. In practice, some of the estimates are based on data and expert
information that would not make the same formal delineation of what does or does not
constitute a PO. Definitions and data sources may also differ per country.
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3.1 Inventory results for the olive oil sector
Table 3.1

Inventory of POs and APOs in the Olive Oil Sector
Number of

Estimate of the

Number of

Estimate of the

recognised PO

number of

recognised

number of

non-

APO

non-

recognised*

recognised*

PO

APO

Austria

0

0

0

0

Belgium

0

0

0

0

Bulgaria

0

0

0

0

Cyprus

0

0

0

0

Czech Republic

0

0

0

0

Germany

0

0

0

0

Denmark

0

0

0

0

Estonia

0

0

0

0

Spain

0

1106

0

0

Finland

0

0

0

0

France

0

35><45

0

0

Greece

97

0

3

0

Hungary

0

0

0

0

Croatia

0

0

0

0

Ireland

0

0

0

0

Italy

152

0

5

0

Lithuania

0

0

0

0

Luxembourg

0

0

0

0

Latvia

0

0

0

0

Malta

0

0

0

0

Netherlands

0

0

0

0

Poland

0

0

0

0

Portugal

3

20><30

0

0><10

Romania

0

0

0

0

Sweden

0

0

0

0

Slovenia

0

0

0

0

Slovakia

0

0

0

0

United Kingdom
Total EU-28

0

0

0

0

252

1161><1181

8

0><10
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3.2 Inventory results for the beef and veal sector
Table 3.2

Inventory of POs and APOs in the beef and veal sector
Number of

Estimate of the

Number of

Estimate of the

recognised PO

number of

recognised

number of

non-

APO

recognised*

nonrecognised*

PO

APO

Austria

9

105

0

0

Belgium

0

1

0

0

Bulgaria

0

0

0

0

Cyprus

1

0

0

0

Czech Republic

1

0

0

0

Germany

43

25><40

1

0

Denmark

0

1><3

0

0

Estonia

0

5

0

0

Spain

0

89

0

0

Finland

0

5

0

2

France

101

6><10

0

3

Greece

0

0

0

0

Hungary

0

3

0

0

Croatia

1

0

0

0

Ireland

0

10><15

0

0

Italy

9

0

0

0

Lithuania

0

6><10

0

3

Luxembourg

0

0

0

0

Latvia

0

0

0

0

Malta

0

0

0

0

Netherlands

0

0

0

0

Poland

0

>346

1

0

Portugal

13

20><30

0

0><10

Romania

0

4

0

0

Sweden

0

1

0

0

Slovenia

0

0

0

0

Slovakia

0

0

0

0

United Kingdom
Total EU-28

0

>6

0

>2

178

633><673

2

10><20

Recognised POs are producer organisations recognised under Article 154 CMO Regulation;
recognised APOs are associations of producer organisations recognised under Article 156 CMO
Regulation
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3.3 Inventory results for the arable crops sector
Table 3.3

Inventory of POs and APOs in the arable crops sector
Number of

Estimate of the

Number of

Estimate of the

recognised PO

number of

recognised

number of

non-

APO

recognised*

nonrecognised*

PO

APO

Austria

5

0

0

0

Belgium

1

5><10

0

0

Bulgaria

3

0

0

0

Cyprus

1

0

0

0

Czech Republic

0

0

0

0

Germany

148

15><30

2

0

Denmark

0

12

0

0

Estonia

0

40><45

0

0

Spain

0

672

0

0

Finland

0

1

0

1

France

0

130><140

0

4

Greece

0

0

0

0

Hungary

0

93

0

2

Croatia

1

0

0

0

Ireland

0

0

0

0

Italy

14

0

0

0

Lithuania

0

10><15

0

3

Luxembourg

0

0

0

0

Latvia

0

>2

0

0

Malta

0

0

0

0

Netherlands

0

9

0

0

Poland

0

>306

1

0

Portugal

16

10><20

0

0><10

Romania

0

61

0

0

Sweden

0

2

0

0

Slovenia

0

0

0

0

Slovakia

0

0

0

0

United Kingdom
Total EU-28

0

>20

0

>2

189

1388><1438

3

12><22

Recognised POs are producer organisations recognised under Article 154 CMO Regulation;
recognised APOs are associations of producer organisations recognised under Article 156 CMO
Regulation
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3.4 Summary
In total we identified 619 recognised POs in the three sectors in 11 different MS and 13
recognised APOs in four MS. However, the number of non-recognised POs and APOs is
higher. We estimate the number of non-recognised POs is between 3,182 to 3,292 and
the number of non-recognised APOs between 22 to 52.
This means that about 16% of the POs was found to be recognised, as opposed to about
35% of the APOs. The beef and veal sector has the highest share of recognised POs
(21% of the identified POs in the beef and veal sector was recognised); while in the
arable crops sector about 12% of the identified POs was recognised.
The absolute number of recognised and non-recognised POs and APOs was found to be
the highest in the arable crops sector, which corresponds to the importance of this sector
in terms of numbers of farmers and production value associated with it.
Table 3.4

Inventory of POs and APOs in the 28 Member States

Number of
recognised PO

Olive oil
Beef and
veal
Arable
crops
Total

Estimate of the
number of nonrecognised* PO

Number of
recognised APO

Estimate of the
number of nonrecognised* APO

252

1161><1181

8

0><10

178

633><673

2

10><20

189

1388><1438

3

12><22

619

3182><3292

13

22><52

Recognised POs are producer organisations recognised under Article 154 CMO Regulation;
recognised APOs are associations of producer organisations recognised under Article 156 CMO
Regulation
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4 Results of the survey

In this chapter, the results of our survey among POs and APOs are presented. The survey
is meant to give a comprehensive overview of the activities that recognised as well as
non-recognised POs and APOs perform, the benefits to the members of being a PO or
APO, the benefits of recognition under the CMO Regulation, as well as the difficulties
encountered in the recognition process and a number of other related issues.

4.1 Number of observations
The survey consists of 226 observations. For individual questions the number of
observations can be lower. This is related to the fact that some questions were not
applicable to part of the organisations or missing values in individual questionnaires.
The sample of POs and APOs was drawn from as many Members States as possible, to
the extent that prior to the launch of the survey we were able to establish the existence
of at least one organisation in the Member State. The survey was hence launched in 24
Member States, and eventually resulted in results from 20 Member States.

4.2 General information
4.2.1 Types of organisations
The sample consists of 203 POs and 23 APOs (Figure 4.1). This means that APOs are
somewhat (deliberately) overrepresented in our sample. This was done to be able to
present separate figures for APOs as well. In general, however it must be noted that the
number of APOs in the sample is limited and that may reflect in the robustness of the
results for this subgroup. Some of the results could therefore not be shown separately
for APOs. On the other hand, because about 30% of the existing APOs actually
participated in our survey, the results are believed to be representative for APOs in the
EU.
Figure 4.1

Division of observations by organisation type (in %; n=226)

10%

90%

PO

APO
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Figure 4.2 presents the number of POs and APOs in our survey that are active in the
three sectors. Organisations active in the arable crops sector represent the largest share
in the sample (47% of the organisations), which is in line with its share in the number
of POs and APOs in the inventory. About 31% of all organisations in the sample is active
in olive oil, while 30% is active in beef and veal. 19 POs and 3 APOs in the sample are
active in more than one of the three sectors, which explains why the sum of the number
of organisations per sector is larger than the total number of observations in the survey.
Figure 4.2.

Division of sample by organisation type and sector (number; n=226)
120
96

100
80
68
60

56

40
20

11

11

3
0
PO
Olive oil

APO
Beef van Veal

Arable crops

Note: some organisations are active in multiple sectors.

4.2.2 Recognised versus non-recognised organisations
Of the 226 organisations in the sample, 81 were recognised as PO or APO under
Regulation (EU) No 1308/2013. The remaining 145 organisations are not recognised POs
or APOs (Figure 4.3). In our sample, about 36% of the POs is recognised. This is higher
than their share in the total population (see inventory) of about 20%. This means that
recognised POs are somewhat overrepresented in our sample. This gives us enough
observations in both groups of recognised and non-recognised organisations to make
statistical comparisons.
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Figure 4.3

Division of observations by organisation type, for recognised and non-recognised organisations
(in %; n=226)
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The olive oil sector and the beef and veal sector have relatively more recognised POs
and APOs than the arable crops sectors. This is mainly driven by the high share of
recognised organisations in Italy and Greece for olive oil, the recognised POs in beef and
veal in Germany, and the absence of recognised POs in arable crops in Poland. In Spain
there are no recognised POs in olive oil. In Portugal, both recognised and non-recognised
POs in olive oil exist. In our survey, just over 50% of the organisations active in olive
oil are recognised. In the other sectors the share of recognised organisations is about
33% for beef and veal and 21% for arable crops. This means that recognised
organisations in olive oil are overrepresented.

4.2.3 Legal forms
The legal forms of the organisations in the sample are quite diverse. Corporate law is
not harmonised in the EU. The available legal forms for producers to associate, differ
from country to country. Even where similar labels are used – such as ‘cooperative’ –
what is covered by these labels may differ. Differences may include issues such as
governance (position of participants in de decision making, barriers to entry or exit of
members), profit (can the entity make profits? Can profits be shared among
participants?), finance (do participants pay entry fees and/or other fees, can they hold
shares, are investments returned upon exit?), liability for participants (are participants
responsible to cover losses? Can liability be limited or excluded?), tax issues (does it
bring fiscal advantages and/or disadvantages?) and procedural requirements (how
difficult, time consuming and costly is it to create and have the entity?).
On the basis of the information obtained in our survey, legal forms of the POs and APOs
in different countries are impossible to compare. Each PO has to choose from among the
nationally available alternatives. In essence, however, all organisations covered by our
study are partnerships by default. Additionally, (in the vast majority of cases) there is a
clear distinction between the PO (or APO) and the individual members, meaning that
there are separate (legal) entities involved. The PO/APO and its members have their
own separate management and responsibilities. This separates a PO or APO (in our
definition) from a group of companies that are fully controlled by the parent company

26

Study on Producer Organisations and their activities in the olive oil, beef and veal and arable crops
sectors

or from a cooperation of farmers that have completely pooled their resources and have
merged their companies together.
The cooperative form is the most commonly found legal form for POs; at least half of
the organisations have a cooperative legal form. An additional 20% of the organisations
indicates to be ‘an association’ or ‘society’ of various forms.
In Figure 4.4 all cooperatives, associations, societies and other partnerships that are
based on association are grouped together. Almost all APOs are associations or
cooperatives). About 17% of the organisations indicated to be a private company by
shares (with limited liability). These are evenly distributed between recognised and nonrecognised POs. In contrast to the cooperatives, in a company by shares, usually the
voting rights are attached to the shares instead of the membership. But also
cooperatives may issue shares to members to acquire capital.
Other legal forms include public-private companies, NGO’s and non-registered or
informal groups.
Figure 4.4

Division of observations by legal form (n=213)

7%

16%

77%

By association

By shares

Other

4.2.4 Type of products
The organisations sell a wide variety of products falling under the three relevant sectors.
The figure below indicates the division of products sold by the organisations in our
sample. It gives an indication of the relative occurrence of a certain product amongst
the listed products. 23 organisations indicate that they are selling products from multiple
sectors. The combination of products include mostly beef and veal together with arable
crops, and olives together with arable crops.
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Figure 4.5

Division of types of products sold by the organisations (in % of total number of products sold;
n=226)
Live cattle (Bos
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10%
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4.2.5 Geographical area
The organisations in the sample cover twenty EU Member States. Organisations from
Spain, France, Italy, Poland and Germany represent 60% of the total sample. The
remaining 15 Member States account for the other 40%. Figure 4.6 shows the
distribution of organisations per country.
Figure 4.6

Division of observations by country (in %; n=226)
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The members of the organisations are predominantly clustered in specific regions within
a country; 82% of the organisations has a membership base mainly at a regional level,
while 17% categorises the geographical scope of its members as ‘national’. Only one of
the organisations has indicated that its members are mostly from different EU Member
States.
For POs there is hardly any difference between the three sectors, although beef and veal
POs are somewhat more often organised at the national level (18%) as compared to
arable crops (12%). This confirms the general idea that producer organisations
collaborate to share assets and decrease costs, including cooperative processing. For all
these activities, the regional (sub-national) level – especially in larger countries – would
be where most of the benefits are to be found.
The POs and APOs were also asked about the division of their total turnover by
geographical markets (Figure 4.7). There are some noticeable differences. Most of the
turnover of POs comes from the national and EU markets. In our sample, APOs (not
displayed in Figure 4.7) have more turnover from regional markets than POs, although
this result is caused mainly by a small number of large APOs that are primarily active in
the olive oil and arable crops sector. For recognised organisations and for beef and veal
POs and APOs, the regional market (within a country) is relatively more important. For
arable crops POs and APOs, the EU market is the most important geographical market.
Figure 4.7

Division of turnover by geographical market, per type of organisation and sector (in % of total
turnover) (n=206)
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4.2.6 Age of the POs and APOs
Most of the organisation were established between 1975 and 2000. 81 POs and APOs in
our survey were established after 2000, implying that 37% of the sample consists of
relatively young organisations. In Figure 4.8 the number of organisations that was
established after 2012 is shown separately because in 2013 the new CMO Regulation
was entered into force. Compared to the previous years, we see an increase in the
number of organisations (at least in our survey). About 16% of the organisations was
established in the four years after 2012. An analysis of the average age of the recognised
versus non-recognised organisations indicates that non-recognised organisation in our
sample are about the same average age as recognised organisations. Both types of
organisations in the sample were about 31 years of age on average.
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It must be noted that organisations may be the result of mergers and acquisitions, and
membership numbers of cooperatives tend to fluctuate over time. It is not always clear
whether the date of establishment of the current (merged) organisation was reported or
the date of establishment of its precursors.
Figure 4.8

Number of organisations by period of establishment (Total number=221)
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4.2.7 Size
About 32% of the organisations reported a total turnover of less than one million euro.
Some 62% has a turnover of between 1 and 100 million euro, while 6% of the
organisations was truly large with a turnover exceeding 100 million euro. The larger POs
and APOs are found mostly in the arable crops sector, while the interviewed
organisations in the olive oil sector are generally somewhat smaller. The sample
represents both small, medium and large organisations as shown in Figure 4.9. The size
classes in the figure were chosen in a way to illustrate the size distribution of the
organisations in the sample, which are large concentrated below 5 million euro, with a
small number of organisations having much more turnover (i.e. turnover is not normally
distributed, as the mode of the distribution is far to the left of the mean, with a very
large tail to the right). The majority of organisations in the olive oil and the arable crops
sector have a turnover between 1 to 5 million euro, while for beef and veal most
organisations in the sample report a higher turnover, i.e. between 10 and 100 million
euro.
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Figure 4.9

Number of organisations by size class regarding turnover per product group (n=193)
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On average non-recognised organisations reported 75 million euro of total turnover
(summed over all product sectors); while recognised POs and APOs in the sample are
smaller, with 17 million euro of turnover on average (see also Figure 4.10).
Nevertheless, there are large and small organisations in both groups. In fact, the
distribution of organisations between size groups does not differ substantially between
recognised and non-recognised organisations in the studied sectors. This means that
there are many smaller non-recognised organisations in all three sectors.
Figure 4.10

Number of organisations by size class regarding turnover for recognised and non-recognised
organisations (n=193)
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In the figure below, the relationship is presented between the age of the organisations
and their average turnover. The data show that, on average, older organisations are
larger than younger organisations. This is in line with the notion that companies tend to
grow over time. However, there is a lot of variation in each of the size groups, and the
statistical correlation between age and size of the organisations is positive but not
significant at the 10% level, meaning that we cannot be very conclusive about the
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relationship. The relationship between age and size becomes somewhat stronger if the
differences between sectors are taken into account.
Figure 4.11

Relation between size in turnover and age of the organisations in years (n=193)
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The number of paid employees in fulltime equivalent (FTE) averages 13 to 16 in the
olive oil and beef and veal sectors (POs and APOs combined). In the arable crops sector
the average number of paid employees (for POs and APOs combined) is higher at 210.
This high average is partly related to the finding that the largest arable crops POs
reported to have up to 7 000 employees. In the olive oil and beef and veal sectors, the
largest organisations in our sample have less than 220 paid employees.
The average recognised organisation reported to have 12, 13 and 20 paid employees
(FTE) for arable crops, olive oil, and beef and veal respectively. Non-recognised
organisations in beef and veal and olive oil are equally small at 13 paid employees in
both sectors. For arable crops some non-recognised POs are very large with more than
1 000 paid FTE. If these very large POs in arable crops are omitted, the average number
of paid FTE in non-recognised arable crops POs and APOs is about 20.
About 19% of the organisations reported to also use unpaid staff. On average, there are
three to four unpaid employees (in FTE) employed olive oil and beef and veal POs and
APOs, and 11 unpaid employees in arable crops POs and APOs.
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Figure 4.12

Number of organisations by size class regarding number of paid employees in fulltime equivalent
(FTE), per product group (n=187)
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The number of members of POs and APOs is quite diverse. Some POs report more than
5 000 members, while others have just 3 to 5 members. For all sectors, most POs have
between 100 and 500 members, while the average number of members is somewhat
higher at 1 100 to 1 700 for beef and veal and arable crops respectively, and 2 700 for
olive oil.
APOs are associations of producer organisations and represent less than 50 POs in
general, with some exceptions. Most of the sampled APOs have between two and ten
member organisations. There are a few exceptions where APOs report to have more
than 50 or even more than 200 member organisations.
Figure 4.13

Number of observations by size class regarding number of members for POs, per product group
(n=212)
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4.2.8 Sample representativeness and sensitivity analysis
The target sample of 200 POs and 20 APOs was based on the information in the inventory
available in July 2017. A stratified sampling strategy was designed to that would yield a
minimum number of observations from each sector, from as many countries as possible,
and from both recognised and non-recognised organisations. Within each of the Member
States, sectors, and types of organisations with respect to recognition states, the
country experts were asked to select – as much as possible – a random group of
organisations to participate in the survey. This was expected to yield both small and
large and young and old organisations.
The final sample covers about 6% of the organisations in the inventory. The observations
are coming from a wide range of EU Member States. The sample covers 20 of the 24
countries with POs and APOs, and coverage (response rate) for most countries is
between 10% and 20%, which is quite reasonable for comparable surveys of this
magnitude (number and scope of questions). In some countries with smaller numbers
of POs and APOs existing, coverage is even higher at 50% or 100%. Only in the two
countries with the highest share in the numbers of POs and APOs in the inventory, Spain
and Poland, coverage is lower at 2 or 3%. This is done on purpose, to ensure that the
sample is covering organisations from a wide variety of EU countries. To our knowledge,
this study is the largest survey of POs and APOs in the three sectors olive oil, beef and
veal, and arable crops, in the European Union to date.
Some oversampling was done on purpose, to be able to draw conclusions regarding
subgroups. E.g. in our sample we have 90% POs and 10% APOs, whereas in the
inventory just 1.5% of the originations is an APO. Recognised POs are also somewhat
oversampled. Our sample consists of 36% recognised POs while in the inventory the
share of recognised POs is estimated at 14%. The division of observations across sectors
is roughly consistent with the division of POs/APOs in the three sectors in the inventory.
For other characteristics like size and age, the information in the inventory was not
sufficient to determine the representativeness of the sample, as for most countries this
information was simply not available, especially regarding the non-recognised POs and
APOs. However, the process of selecting organisations in the sample, in which the
countries experts were asked to approach – as much as possible – POs and APOs
different size and ages randomly, ensured that both small and large ones and old and
young ones are covered. And indeed, we find that all sorts of organisations regarding
size and age are present in the sample.
We decided not to apply weighting to our survey. For results applying to only POs or
APOs or to only recognised or non-recognised organisations the oversampling of the
other subgroup has no effect. However, especially for the results that apply to the total
group of respondents there may be some effects of the way our sample is constructed.
Also, because of the way that we have included both small and large POs and old and
young POs, there may also be some disproportionality in that respect. For the latter
issue however, we have no means of assessing the true distribution of size and age in
the population of POs and APOs, as such information is not yet collected.
To see whether the construction of the sample and the deliberate oversampling of
recognised POs and APOs and of APOs, has important ramifications for the results of the
survey we have performed sensitivity analyses in which we apply a combined weight
based on the type of organisations (PO or APO), and recognition status. The weights are
calculated in such a way that each combination of type and status in the sample is
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proportionate to the proportions found in the inventory without changing the total
number of observations in the sample.
It turns out that the average age of the organisations is only 0.5 years higher if weighting
for recognition status and type of organisation is applied. Average turnover of the
organisations does increase by 25%, but the division of organisations over various size
groups is not altered. Ranks of importance for both the organisations’ aims (section
4.3.1) and activities (section 4.3.2) hardly change. The percentages of organisations
that perform various activities (see section 4.3.2) change only 1 to 3% up or down for
nine out of twelve listed activities and a maximum of 5.8% for one activity. If also the
division of observations over the various Member States is taken into account the
percentages do change a bit more. This is due to the fact that 65% of the number of
organisations in the Inventory is from just two countries, Spain and Poland. Weighting
also for the various countries would increase the representation of these two countries
in the results considerably. Although this type of weighting might make the results more
accurate towards the true average of all existing POs and APOs it also diminishes the
representation of all the other countries in the sample. Because we are primarily
interested in giving a broad picture of the activities of POs and APOs in a wide variety of
EU Member States, and because of the relatively small impact of found of weighting with
respect to recognition status and type of organisation, we have decided not to apply
additional weighting. The results of this survey should be understood as representative
of various types POs and APOs of different sizes and ages, in the three sectors in a wide
range of EU Member States, but not necessarily

4.3 Aims, activities and benefits of the organisations
In the remainder of this chapter, we discern several aspects of POs and APOs that
describe their aims, activities, benefits, contribution to the CAP objectives, reasons for
the establishment of the organisation as well as reasons and barriers for seeking
recognition under the former CMO Regulation. These aspects may be partly overlapping
although we specifically point out their differences.
Aims are related to the overall aims or objectives of the organisation. The aims that we
have listed in the survey are in line with the objectives listed in Article 152(1) of the
former CMO, which (recognised) POs are expected to pursue. On a more operational
level, organisations are carrying out activities that are needed to fulfil their aims. E.g.
in order to place products on the market, an organisation might engage in contractual
negotiations with customers or planning of quantities and quality. There is no one-toone relationship between aims and activities; multiple activities might be contributing
to fulfilling multiple aims. One distinction that we make in this report, is that between
‘commercialisation related activities’ and ‘other than commercialisation related
activities’. We define the commercialisation related activities as the ones that are directly
related to selling of products to customers. As is described in the guidelines on the
application of the specific rules set out in Articles 169, 170 and 171 of the CMO
Regulation as in force in 2017 for the olive oil, beef and veal and arable crops sectors,
“the purpose of the Derogation is to strengthen the bargaining power of producers in
the sectors concerned vis-à-vis downstream operators in order to ensure a fair standard
of living for the producers and a viable development of production. This objective must
be reached in compliance with the CAP objectives as set out in Article 39 TFEU. More
precisely, this should be achieved by generating significant efficiencies through the
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integration of activities in POs so that the activities of these POs overall contribute to
the fulfilment of CAP objectives”, and “the derogation's purpose is to be achieved
through POs effectively concentrating supply and placing products on the market and,
as a consequence, negotiating supply contracts on behalf of their members. Ensuring
compliance with the objectives of concentrating supply and placing products on the
market requires from such POs that they pursue effectively a commercialisation
strategy.”
The guidelines explain that recognised POs are expected to have a commercialisation
strategy, and “in carrying out their strategy, such POs would normally negotiate and
conclude supply contracts comprising all the relevant terms: prices, volumes and
possibly also other contractual terms such as references to quality specifications of the
products, duration of the contract, termination clauses, exit clauses, details regarding
payment periods and procedures, arrangements for collecting and delivering products
as well as rules applicable in the event of force majeure. The implementation of the
commercialisation strategy of a PO may also entail agreements and practices between
the PO and its members which are intrinsically linked to the commercialisation strategy
of a PO such as production planning, determining the calendar and volumes of
production to be commercialised by the PO and exchanges of commercially sensitive
information.” Hence, for the purpose of our survey these ‘commercialisation related
activities’ are described as ‘contractual negotiations’, ‘commercialisation strategies’,
‘planning of quantity’ and ‘planning of quality’.
Other activities are defined as activities that are not directly related to the selling of
products, like joint packaging, joint processing, or joint procurement of inputs. The
distinction is relevant in the sense that the CMO is granting a derogation for carrying
out the commercialisation related activities to recognised POs on the basis of the
assumption that the other activities improve their efficiency and hence make up for any
negative effects on competition that might lead to higher consumer prices.
Further, we expect that the activities are creating benefits to the members of the
organisations. At the same time, policy makers are interested in the benefits that the
existence of POs and APOs has for the achievement of the CAP objectives, because
those are the reasons for having a regulation on POs and APOs in the first place. The
contribution to the CAP objectives and the benefits to the members may also coincide
as one of the CAP objectives is e.g. to stabilize markets and another is to ensure a fair
standard of living for farmers.
Next, we are looking into the reasons to establish a formal organisation of farmers.
This question is related to why a PO or APO is the right or only way to achieve the
benefits to members. This is about the PO or APO as a vehicle to create benefits for
members. It refers e.g. to advantages of scale and access to finance. Finally, we study
the reasons and barriers for applying for recognition under the CMO Regulation as
in force in 2017.

36

Study on Producer Organisations and their activities in the olive oil, beef and veal and arable crops
sectors

4.3.1 Aims of the organisations
The organisations were asked to specify which aims are pursued by their organisation.
The following aims were presented to the organisations in the questionnaire, which are
in line with those in the CMO Regulation, although sometimes shortened for convenience
in the questionnaire:
a. Production planning and adjustment to demand;
b. Concentration of supply by negotiating conditions of sales;
c. Placing of products on the market (incl. direct marketing);
d. Optimisation of production costs and optimisation of returns on investments for
animal welfare, environmental standards;
e. Stabilisation of producer prices;
f. Carrying out research, initiatives on sustainable production methods;
Promotion and technical assistance for:
g. The use of environmentally sound cultivation practices and production techniques;
h. Sound animal welfare practices and techniques;
i. Production standards;
j. Improvement of product quality;
k. Developing products with protected designation of origin, with protected
geographical indication or covered by a national quality label;
l. Management of by-products and of waste;
m. Contribution to a sustainable use of natural resources and to climate change
mitigation;
n. Developing initiatives in the area of promotion and marketing;
o. Provision of the necessary technical assistance for the use of the futures markets and
of insurance schemes;
p. Other functions.
Figure 4.14 shows that the most frequently indicated aims are ‘promotion and technical
assistance for improved product quality’ (84%), ‘concentration of supply’ (78%), ‘placing
of products on the market’ (76%), ’promotion and assistance for production standards’
(75%) and ‘production planning’ (74%). ‘Technical assistance for futures markets’ and
‘promotion and assistance for animal welfare’ are pursued less frequently (less than 40%
of the organisations), but are still carried out by a significant share of the organisations.
As the ‘promotion and assistance for animal welfare’ is only relevant for organisations
active in the livestock sector, the percentage of organisations fulfilling this aims in the
overall sample is relatively low compared to the other aims. When only looking at those
organisations in the beef and veal sector, 76% of them actually fulfils this aim, which
makes it the fourth most important aim in the beef and veal sector.
Although concentration of supply and placing on the market of products (selling) are the
main aims for most organisations, many of the organisations fulfil other aims as well; in
total about 9 of the listed aims on average. This means that most of the organisations
are not just sales offices, resource sharing organisations, joint processing facilities, or
joint promotion or research organisations. In many cases, they are pursuing most of
these aims at once.
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Figure 4.14

Percentage of organisations that pursue specific aims (in %; n=225)
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In Figure 4.15 the aims are presented for POs and APOs separately. The figure shows
that there are differences between aims performed by POs and APOs. As might be
expected the result shows that in general APOs are more active with respect to aims
that are somewhat less operational. Aims related to commercialisation, ‘concentration
of supply’ and the ‘placing on the market’ are more frequently performed by POs than
APOs. APOs are more actively pursuing aims related to developing initiatives in the area
of promotion and marketing, as well as the provision of the necessary technical
assistance for the use of the futures markets and of insurance schemes. Overall,
however, the picture remains that both POs and APOs are fulfilling many aims.
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Figure 4.15

Percentage of organisations that pursue specific aims, per organisation type (in %; n=225)
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Some similarity and differences in aims can be observed when comparing the three
sectors, with the exception of the following three aims: ‘Promotion and technical
assistance for animal welfare’, ‘the promotion and assistance for developing products
with PDO, and ‘the management of by-products and waste’. The promotion and technical
assistance for animal welfare is mainly relevant for POs and APOs active in the beef and
veal sector, where 76% of all organisations indicate to carry out this aim compared to
about 20% of the organisations in the arable crops and olive oil sectors. The olive oil
sector stands out in terms of management of by products (63%) and the promotion and
assistance for applying more environmentally friendly production practices (80%). In
addition, olive oil POs and APOs tend to follow more often the aim of promotion and
assistance for developing products with PDO (Protected Denomination of Origin), PGI
(Protected Geographical Indication) or covered by national quality labels (64%). The
beef and veal sector more often focussed on production planning (86%), stabilization of
producer prices (75%), and optimisation of costs and returns (74%), in comparison to
the other two sectors.
The commercialisation related aims ‘production planning’, ‘concentration of supply’ and
‘placing on the market’ are among the most important aims in all sectors, together with
improving product quality and production standards. These aims are taken up by at least
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70% of the PO’s and APOs. Except for production planning in olive oil, which is carried
out by just 62% of the organisations.
Figure 4.16

Percentage of organisations that pursue specific aims, per sector (in %; n=225)
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Figure 4.17, below shows that both recognised and non-recognised PO and APOs are
having similar aims. For example, aims related to ‘promotion and technical assistance
for improved product quality’ (86% and 83% for recognised and non-recognised POs
and APOs) and ‘promotion and assistance for production standards’ (76% for both
recognised and non-recognised POs and APOs) are implemented by a large share of both
recognised and non-recognised POs and APOs. Aims related to commercialisation such
as ‘concentration of supply’ and ‘production planning’ are somewhat more often
incorporated by recognised PO/APOs (82% and 78%) than by non-recognised PO/APOs
(76% and 72%). ‘Placing products on the market’ on the other hand, was more
frequently indicated as one of the aims pursued by non-recognised POs and APOs, which
is somewhat counter intuitive if one believes that the main benefits of the recognition
are the derogation from competition rules as specified under Articles 169, 170 and 171
of the CMO Regulation as in force in 2017. In fact, for a part of the recognised
organisations the actual joint selling of products is not the main aim. Two noticeable
differences exist between recognised and non-recognised organisations: promotion and
assistance for developing PDO or PGI labelled products, and carrying out research.
Recognised organisations are much more often involved in these areas than nonrecognised organisations.

40

Study on Producer Organisations and their activities in the olive oil, beef and veal and arable crops
sectors

Figure 4.17

Percentage of organisations that pursue specific aims, for recognised and non-recognised
organisations (in %; n=224)
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About 20% of the organisations added one to a maximum of three other aims to the list,
but in many cases these were more detailed specifications of functions already listed,
e.g. ‘protein tests, warehouse checks’, which could be seen as part of ’promotion and
technical assistance for improvement of product quality.
Other additional aims mentioned can be summarised under the following themes:


‘offering production support and technical advice to farmers’;



‘facilitating the exchange of knowledge and experiences among members’;



‘procurement of inputs’;



‘legal and administrative assistance’; and



‘lobbying and representing the interests of members’.

4.3.2 Activities of the organisations
In this paragraph, we focus on the activities which are performed by the POs and APOs.
The organisations were asked to specify whether the activity was carried out. The
following activities were presented to the organisations in the questionnaire:
a.

Contractual negotiations

b.

(Development of) Commercialisation strategies

c.

Planning of quantity

d.

Planning of quality

e.

Processing

f.

Packaging

g.

Labelling or promotion
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h.

(Organisation of) quality control

i.

Distribution/transport

j.

Procurement of inputs

k.

Provision of equipment or storage

l.

Management of waste

m. Other activities.
The first four activities are called the ‘commercialisation related activities’ as they are
most linked to the actual selling of products on the market.
Figure 4.18 shows the results of the type of activities that the different organisations
implement. The activities performed by most organisations include ‘planning of quality’
(80%), ‘commercialisation strategies’ (71%), ‘(organisation of) quality control’ (70%),
‘contractual negotiations’ (68%), ‘planning of production quantity’ (68%), which are
predominantly

the

commercialisation

related

activities.

The

‘other

than

commercialisation related activities’, ‘packaging’, ‘ labelling or promotion’, ‘waste
management’ and ‘processing’ are carried out by less than 40% of the organisations.
Figure 4.18

Percentage of organisations that carry out specific activities (in %; n=211)
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About 7% of the organisations specified other activities next to the activities specified
at the beginning of this section, including for instance, price negotiations as a result of
the joint procurement of inputs and/or joint supplies, contract management (i.e.
contractual negotiations), auctions and the development of new products and/or product
diversification, and the marketing of these products. Also, training and technical support
were indicated a few times. Some organisations are predominantly an auction, and are
not involved in most of the other listed activities.
Figure 4.19 shows that the frequency of activities being carried out are rather similar
between

POs

and

APOs.

Activities

related

to

commercialisation

(‘contractual

negotiations’ (68%), ‘commercialisation strategies’ (70%), ‘planning of production
quantity’ (67%), and ‘planning of production quality’ (78%)) are being conducted by at
least 68% of the POs, while they are somewhat less frequently carried out by APOs. A
similar pattern can be observed for most other activities, with the exception of ‘labelling
and promotion’ (36% of POs and 44% of APOs) and ‘packaging’ (32% of POs and 32%
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of APOs). APOs are on average involved in fewer activities than POs. Processing is done
less often by APOs (22%) than by POs (41%).

Figure 4.19

Percentage of organisations that carry out specific activities, per organisation type (in %; n=211)
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Differences are to be observed between the three sectors with regard to the activities
conducted. Especially in the case of ‘labelling or promotion’, ‘packaging’ and ‘processing’.
Activities related to commercialisation (see above) are mostly implemented by
organisations active in the beef & veal and arable crops sectors. Figure 4.20 shows that
in the olive oil sector almost half of the PO/APOs are carrying out all mentioned activities.
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Figure 4.20

Percentage of organisations that carry out specific activities, per sector (in %; n=211)
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Figure 4.21 shows that in general a larger part of the recognised PO/APOs carries out
the listed activities than non-recognised PO/APOs. Not only for the activities related to
commercialisation, but also for activities such as ‘(organisation of) quality control’.

44

Study on Producer Organisations and their activities in the olive oil, beef and veal and arable crops
sectors

Figure 4.21

Percentage of organisations that carry out specific activities, for recognised and non-recognised
organisations (in %; total number=211)
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An analysis of the average age of the organisations that carry out the various activities
reveals that older organisations are more often engaged in processing and packaging,
as well as equipment storage and waste management. This has to do with the fact that
older organisations have had enough time to grow into joint processing and set up their
own packaging facilities. Correlation between the various activities and turnover is much
less clear.
Table 4.1 and Table 4.2 explore to what extent organisations that carry out the
commercialisation
strategies,

related

planning

of

activities
quantity,

(contractual
planning

commercialisation related activities as well.
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Table 4.1

Number and percentage of organisations implementing the activity ‘contractual negotiations’, in combination with other than commercialisation related activities

(total number=209)
total a
Olive Oil

PO
APO

Beef and veal

PO
APO

Arable crops

PO
APO

Total

PO
APO

Recognised
Not Recognised
Recognised
Not Recognised
Recognised
Not Recognised
Recognised
Not Recognised
Recognised
Not Recognised
Recognised
Not Recognised
Recognised
Not Recognised
Recognised
Not Recognised

PO
APO
PO and APO

Number
%
and at least 1 other and at least 2 other and at least 3 other or more and at least 1 other and at least 2 other and at least 3 other or more
11
11
11
11
100%
100%
100%
17
16
16
15
94%
94%
88%
2
2
2
2
100%
100%
100%
1
1
1
1
100%
100%
100%
13
12
10
4
92%
77%
31%
25
22
21
18
88%
84%
72%
0
0
0
0
4
3
3
3
75%
75%
75%
31
28
26
22
90%
84%
71%
43
42
35
31
98%
81%
72%
0
0
0
0
5
4
3
3
80%
60%
60%
54
51
47
37
94%
87%
69%
77
72
63
56
94%
82%
73%
2
2
2
2
100%
100%
100%
9
8
7
7
89%
78%
78%
131
123
110
93
94%
84%
71%
12
10
9
9
83%
75%
75%
143
133
119
102
93%
83%
71%

Most common activities
Activities
Nr. of observations
E, F, H, I, J, K
8, 8, 10, 10, 9, 8
E, F, G, H, M
12, 10, 12, 14, 12
< 10 observations
< 10 observations
H, I
10, 10
H, I, J
20, 16, 16
No observations
< 10 observations
H, I, J, K
22, 21, 22, 17
H, I, J, K
21, 26 28, 24
< 10 observations
< 10 observations
H, I, J
42, 41 35
H, I, J
58, 47, 45
< 10 observations
< 10 observations
H, I, J
100, 88, 80
G, H, I, J
7, 6, 8, 7
H, I, J
106, 96, 87

Planned activities are not included in the analysis

143 organisations reported to carry out activity a, “contractual negotiations” (68%). From these 143 organisations, on average, 93% POs and APOs indicated
to carry out at least one other activity, not related to commercialisation. The majority of POs/APOs, however, carries out three or more activities other than
commercialisation related activities in combination with contractual negotiations (71%). Activities most frequently combined with contractual negotiations are
the following:


(Organisation of) quality control;



Distribution or transport; and



Procurement of inputs;
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Table 4.2

Number and percentage of organisations that carry out either activity a, b, c or d (e.g. commercialisation related activities), in combination with other than

commercialisation related activities (total number=211)
Olive Oil

PO
APO

Beef and veal

PO
APO

Arable crops

PO
APO

Total

PO
APO

Recognised
Not Recognised
Recognised
Not Recognised
Recognised
Not Recognised
Recognised
Not Recognised
Recognised
Not Recognised
Recognised
Not Recognised
Recognised
Not Recognised
Recognised
Not Recognised

PO
APO
PO and APO

Number
%
at least a, b, c or d and at least 1 other and at least 2 other and at least 3 other or more and at least 1 other and at least 2 other and at least 3 other or more
16
16
16
15
100%
100%
94%
40
37
36
32
93%
90%
80%
2
2
2
2
100%
100%
100%
1
1
1
1
100%
100%
100%
17
15
12
6
88%
71%
35%
30
27
25
21
90%
83%
70%
2
2
1
1
100%
50%
50%
6
4
3
3
67%
50%
50%
36
31
29
24
86%
81%
67%
49
48
41
36
98%
84%
73%
0
0
0
0
6
4
3
3
67%
50%
50%
65
60
55
44
92%
85%
68%
112
105
93
80
94%
83%
71%
4
4
3
2
100%
75%
50%
13
10
8
8
77%
62%
62%
177
165
148
124
93%
84%
70%
17
14
11
10
82%
65%
59%
194
179
159
134
92%
82%
69%

Most common activities
Activities
Nr. of observations
H, I, J, K
13, 13, 14, 12
E, G, H
29, 29, 31
< 10 observations
< 10 observations
H, I
13, 12
H, I, J
23, 21, 17
< 10 observations
< 10 observations
H, I, J, K
23, 23, 25, 19
H, I, J, K
34, 28, 33, 30
No observations
< 10 observations
H, I, J
49, 47, 43
H, I, J, K
83, 60, 60, 57
< 10 observations
H, I, J
6, 8, 7
H, I, J
132, 107, 103
G, H, I, J
8, 9, 9, 9, 8
H, I, J
141, 116, 111

Planned activities are not included in the analysis

The results show that 194 of the POs/APOs do carry out any type of commercialisation related activity (92% of the sample). 92% of these organisations do
carry out commercialisation related activities in combination with at least one other type of activity not related to commercialisation, 82% carries out at least
two other activities and 3 or more activities are performed by 69% of the POs/APOs. The most frequently carried out activities besides the four commercialisation
related activities, are similar to the ones in the table above:


(Organisation of) quality control;



Distribution or transport; and



Procurement of inputs.
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To further explore the relationship between the different activities, a Pearson Chi Square
test was carried out to test for the significance of results. The chi-square level of
significance indicates the strength of the relationship between the variables: a value
lower than 0.05 indicates a strong relationship. The results from the test are presented
in Annex IV, table 0.41.
In this table, one can observe that there is a difference between the organisations that
do perform contractual negotiations and those that do not. The organisations that
perform contractual negotiations also develop commercialisation strategies in 86% of
the cases, while those that do not perform contractual negotiations develop
commercialisation strategies in only 34% of the cases. The Pearson Chi-square tests of
independence shows that this difference is significance at the 5%-level.
Contractual negotiations and the other activities related to commercialisation are often
combined. The same holds for distribution or transport, and (organisation of) quality
control. Processing is related to the planning of quality, but not to the other activities
related

to

commercialisation.

Waste

management

is

significantly

related

to

commercialisation strategies and planning of quantity. The implementation of activities
such as packaging and labelling is not significantly related to commercialisation
activities.

4.3.3 Activities of the organisations contributing to the CAP objectives
In this section, the perceived contribution of the POs’ and APOs’ activities to the CAP
objectives is discussed. As is explained in the Guidelines “according to Article 42 TFEU
the EU legislator determines the extent of the application of competition rules to the
agricultural sector, taking into account the objectives of the Common Agricultural Policy
[...] set out in Article 39 TFEU. According to the Court of Justice that provision recognises
the precedence of the objectives of the agricultural policy over the aims of the Treaty in
relation to competition.” The CAP objectives are:
a) To increase agricultural productivity by promoting technical progress and by
ensuring the rational development of agricultural production and the optimum
utilisation of the factors of production, in particular labour;
b) Thus to ensure a fair standard of living for the agricultural community, in particular
by increasing the individual earnings of persons engaged in agriculture;
c)

To stabilise markets;

d) To assure the availability of supplies; and
e) To ensure that supplies reach consumers at reasonable prices.
In general, the competition rules of articles 101 (prohibited agreements and cartels) and
102 (abuse of market power) TFEU also apply to agricultural producers, unless the CMO
Regulation specifies otherwise. E.g., the Guidelines explain “Article 101 TFEU applies, in
principle, to all economic activities of producers and POs.” and “A PO is an association
of individual producers and consequently is considered to be both an association of
undertakings and an undertaking in its own right for the purposes of applying EU
competition law, where it conducts an economic activity. Consequently, both a PO and
its members must comply with competition rules. Accordingly, competition rules apply
not only to the agreements between individual producers (e.g. the creation of a PO and
its founding statutes), but also to the decisions taken and the contracts concluded by
the PO.”

48

Study on Producer Organisations and their activities in the olive oil, beef and veal and arable crops
sectors

Agricultural producers can however benefit from a General Derogation from competition
rules in two different situations: (see Guidelines, paragraph 2.3)


Article 101(1) TFEU does not apply to agreements, decisions and practices which
relate to the production of, or trade in, agricultural products if they are necessary
for the attainment of the CAP objectives set out in Article 39 TFEU. The Court of
Justice held in this context that even if an agreement can be considered necessary
for the attainment of one or more of the CAP objectives, but is not necessary to fulfil
another objective (or even jeopardises another objective), it cannot be covered by
this derogation (22) (first subparagraph of Article 209(1) of the CMO Regulation);



Article 101(1) TFEU does not apply to agreements, decisions and concerted practices
of:


Producers;



Producers' associations;



Associations of such associations;



POs recognised under Article 152 of the CMO Regulation;



APOs recognised under Article 156 of the CMO Regulation,

which concern the production or sale of agricultural products or the use of joint
facilities for the storage, treatment or processing of agricultural products, unless
the CAP objectives are jeopardised (second subparagraph of Article 209(1) of
the CMO Regulation).
The General Derogation requires no prior decision. It is granted automatically and
basically states that if a group of producers is too small to have any effects on markets
or (consumer) prices, its agreements, decisions and practices are allowed. The
producers should asses for themselves whether they break competition rules. The
General Derogation does not apply to “agreements, decisions and concerted practices
which involve an obligation to charge an identical price or by which competition is
excluded”. (see Guidelines, paragraph 2.3)
For olive oil, beef and veal, and arable crops, there are additional and specific
derogations from the application of Articles 101 and 102 TFEU mentioned in the CMO
Regulation. “Articles 169, 170 and 171 of the CMO Regulation as in force in 2017 concern
any agreements or decisions or practices taken by the PO when negotiating contracts
for supply on behalf of its members.” And, “in particular, paragraph 1 of Articles 169,
170 and 171 of the former CMO Regulation allow joint supply activities, i.e. joint sales
and sales-related activities of agricultural products in the sectors of olive oil, beef and
veal, and arable crops by producers of these agricultural products through POs.” (see
Guidelines, points 36 and 37).
The purpose of the Derogation is to strengthen the bargaining power of producers visà-vis downstream operators, to ensure a fair standard of living for farmers and a viable
development of production. This objective must be reached in compliance with the CAP
objectives, “by generating significant efficiencies through the integration of activities in
POs so that the activities of these POs overall contribute to the fulfilment of CAP
objectives.” (see Guidelines, point 39)
The Guidelines continue to explain that the Derogation’s p[purpose must be achieved
through POs concentrating supply and placing products on the market, and (as a
consequence)

negotiating

supply

contracts

on behalf

of

their

members.

The

commercialisation strategy attached to the sales process may also include agreements
and practices between the PO and its members concerning production planning and
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exchanges of commercially sensitive information: “ In carrying out their strategy, such
POs would normally negotiate and conclude supply contracts comprising all the relevant
terms: prices, volumes and possibly also other contractual terms such as references to
quality specifications of the products, duration of the contract, termination clauses, exit
clauses, details regarding payment periods and procedures, arrangements for collecting
and delivering products as well as rules applicable in the event of force majeure. The
implementation of the commercialisation strategy of the PO may also entail agreements
and practices between the PO and its members, which are intrinsically linked to the
commercialisation strategy of a PO such as production planning, determining the
calendar and volumes of production to be commercialised by the PO and exchanges of
commercially sensitive information.
Basically, if a PO or APO is recognised and under certain additional conditions the specific
Derogation for olive oil, beef and veal, and arable crops allow it to engage in such
agreements and practices, which would otherwise may be an infringement of
competition rules. One of the requirements is, again, that the “objectives [of the PO or
APO] are reached provided that their pursuit leads to the integration of activities and
such integration is likely to lead to significant efficiencies so that activities of the PO
overall contribute to the fulfilment of the CAP objectives” (see Guidelines point 45(c)).
This is why it important to study the perception of the POs and APOs as to how their
activities contribute to the CAP objectives.
The organisations could answer with not at all, to a limited extent, to some extent, to a
fairly good extent, and to a large extent, or don't know. The latter category was
exempted from the charts and calculations as it generally concerns just a very small
number of respondents.
Most organisations in our sample indicated that their activities are at least to some
extent contributing to the CAP objectives. POs and APOs consider their activities to be
contributing the most to increasing agricultural productivity. In general, POs and APOs
consider their activities to contribute at least to some extent to each of the CAP
objectives. In fact, at least half of the organisations considers to do so.
Figure 4.22

Extent to which the activities of the organisation are perceived to be contributing to the CAP
objectives (in %; n=223)
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A somewhat similar picture appears when we are comparing POs and APOs. On average,
APOs consider their activities to contribute slightly more often to a fair standard of living
for farmers and to stabilising markets compared to POs. Although the differences are
not very large when looking at the organisations that indicate that their activities are
not contributing at all to the CAP objectives.
Extent to which the activities of the organisation contribute to the CAP objectives, per type of
organisation (in %; n=223)

Stabilise markets

APOs

Ensure fair standard of living
Increase agricultural productivity
Ensure availability of supplies
Reasonable consumer prices

Increase agricultural productivity
Ensure availability of supplies

POs

Figure 4.23
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A rather similar picture appears for the three sectors (Figure 4.24). Organisations in the
beef and veal sector, however, more frequently consider their activities to contribute ‘to
a large extent’ to the objectives ‘ensure availability of supplies’ (33%), ‘stabilising
markets’ (30%) and ‘ensuring a fair standard of living’ (31%) than is the case for the
other two sectors. About 25% of the organisations in beef and veal and arable crops
indicated that their activities do not contribute to ‘reasonable consumer prices’, while
this was only 7% for olive oil POs and APOs.
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Extent to which the activities of the organisation contribute to the CAP objectives, per sector (in
%; n=223)

Arable crops

Increase agricultural productivity
Ensure availability of supplies
Ensure fair standard of living
Stabilise markets
Reasonable consumer prices

Beef and veal

Stabilise markets
Increase agricultural productivity
Ensure availability of supplies
Ensure fair standard of living
Reasonable consumer prices

Increase agricultural productivity

Olive oil

Figure 4.24
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Figure 4.25 shows the results for recognised and non-recognised PO and APOs. Overall,
the picture looks quite similar for the two distinct groups. However, one important
difference is that non-recognised organisations indicated more often that their activities
contribute to a large extent to the CAP objectives. Most notably to stabilising markets
(21% versus 6%) and ensuring availability of supplies (32% versus 17%), but also to
ensuring a fair standard of living (23% versus 14%), and to increasing agricultural
productivity (24% versus 14%), and reasonable consumer prices (20% versus 9%).
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Extent to which the activities of the organisation contribute to the CAP objectives, for recognised
and non-recognised organisations (in %; n=223)
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Figure 4.25
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About 6% of the respondents indicated other objectives to which the activities of the
organisation contribute. Those objectives involved for instance, training, information and
technical advice to farmers, which may support farmers to increase their productivity.
Other objectives concerned the placing on the market and promotion of products (e.g.
sales support), leading to a stronger market position and allowing organisations to
bargain better prices for their produce. Furthermore, few organisations were supporting
a diversification of products and the conversion towards organic agriculture by their
members.
Somewhat more general objectives that were mentioned, were, for instance, ensuring
product safety, environmental protection, to improve the quality of life of members of
the PO, and food security in general.
To see if there is any relationship between the performed activities and the perceived
contribution of the organisations’ activities to the CAP objectives, Table 4.3 combines
the results of these two questions from the survey. The table categorises POs and APOs
based upon whether or not they carry out each of the listed activities. Based on this
categorisation, a comparison was made between the answers to the question on how
the organisations consider their activities to contribute to the different CAP objectives
listed.
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The different colours (red, orange and green) present to what extent organisations
consider the activities to contribute to the five listed objectives. The column marked with
red, combines the results for the answering options “not at all” and “to a limited extent”,
the ‘orange’ column corresponds to the option “to some extent” and the ‘green’ column
combines the answers “to a fairly good extent” and “to a large extent”.
The largest answering category for each of the sub tables is marked in green; in this
way obvious differences stand out. An analysis of the differences (z-test for column
proportions) was performed to detect any significant differences. In general, any
differences in percentages exceeding 12.4% are found to be significant.
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Table 4.3

Percentage of organisations that carries out the activities, or not, in relation to the contribution of activities to the CAP objectives (in %)
Increase agricultural
productivity

Contractual negotiations
Commercialisation strategies
Planning of quantity
Planning of quality
Processing
Packaging
Labelling or promotion
(Organisation of) quality control
Distribution of transport
Input procurement
Equipment storage
Waste management

55

Ensure fair standard
of living

Stabilise
markets

Ensure the availability
of supplies

Ensure reasonable prices
for consumers

No

20

20

59

22

34

45

22

34

45

36

25

39

44

19

37

Yes

19

21

60

17

29

53

17

29

53

23

19

58

38

22

40

No

16

19

65

24

33

43

24

33

43

40

23

37

60

11

29

Yes

21

21

58

16

30

53

16

30

53

22

20

59

32

26

43

No

26

29

45

23

37

40

23

37

40

43

25

32

47

16

37

Yes

17

17

66

16

28

57

16

28

57

19

18

63

35

23

42

No

27

27

46

21

38

40

21

38

40

35

30

35

49

21

31

Yes

18

19

63

18

28

54

18

28

54

25

17

58

36

22

42

No

20

23

57

23

29

48

23

29

48

30

18

51

43

19

38

Yes

20

18

63

13

31

56

26

29

45

23

21

56
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25

43

24
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21

46
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No
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21
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22
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6

38
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22
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46
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21
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19
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34
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9
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23
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Results show that majority of the organisations that carry out the listed activities, agree
that these activities contribute to achieving the aims, presented in the horizontal axis of
the table. For each combination (activity vs. aim), the cell with the highest percentage
is highlighted. An exception is the aim “ensure reasonable prices for consumers”. Most
POs/APOs do not agree that the activities in the table contribute to ensuring reasonable
prices for consumers. However, results are more distributed over categories 1 and 3.
In addition, a Pearson-Chi Square test was performed, to test for the significance of
results. These results are included in Annex IV (table 0.42). The chi-square level of
significance indicates the strength of the relationship between the variables: a value
lower than 0.05 indicates a 95% confidence that the two categories (yes and no to the
activities) are actually different in their answers to the contribution to the CAP
objectives. A value lower than 0.10 indicates 90% confidence in this actual difference.
Results from the Pearson Chi Square test show that most of the relationships are not
very strong. One of the most striking results is that there is no relationship between the
answers on performing contractual negotiations and ensuring a fair standard of living
for farmers. Significant results are mainly to be observed for the activities “planning of
quantity, and to a somewhat lesser extent also for “waste management”. With regard
to the aims of the organisation, the table shows significant results for “ensure the
availability of supplies”, followed by “ensure fair standard of living”, with respectively 8
and 6 significant results (out of 13).

4.3.4 Benefits of the activities to the members
Table 4.4 presents the main benefits for members of the organisation as arising from
the activities undertaken to pursue the CAP objectives. The answers presented in the
table are the results from an open question.
Table 4.4

Main benefits for members of the PO/APO (n=210)

Benefit

Nr. of observations

In %

Reduced costs and economies of scale

85

40.5

Market and price stability

80

38.1

Higher prices and ensuring a fair standard of living

54

25.7

Improved marketing opportunities

45

21.4

Technical assistance & support

35

16.7

Improved product quality

29

13.8

To ensure a (sustainable) return to farmers' investments

13

6.2

Access to market information

12

5.7

Legal and administrative support

10

4.8

Education & training

9

4.3

To ensure reasonable prices for consumers

7

3.3

Lobbying and representing the interests of members

6

2.9

The most frequently mentioned benefits for members of the PO/APO were reduced costs
and economies of scale (40.5%) and market and price stability (38.1%). Reduced costs
and economies of scale are the result of the concentration of supply and joint
procurement of inputs by the PO/APO. Reduced costs may also be achieved via the
sharing of equipment and storage capacity. Market and price stability refers to an
improved balance between supply and demand and ensured uptake of supplies. This
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market equilibrium situation helps to achieve price stability, and consequently, a stable
income for the farmer.
Higher prices and ensuring a fair standard of living and improved marketing
opportunities are considered important benefits as well. Higher prices may be an indirect
benefit of achieved economies of scale via the joint selling of supply. Several
respondents indicated a higher income or fair standard of living as one of the main
benefits for members of their organisation. Cooperation in a PO or APO may also offer
new possibilities for product differentiation in order to create an added value to the
product. As such, it may lead to new marketing opportunities for the members of the
organisation. Technical assistance and support, as well as improved product quality may
support as well the creation of added value to the product and to ensure the quality of
the product.

4.4 Reasons for the establishment of the organisation
The next part of the questionnaire concerns the reasons for establishing a producer
organisation or association of producer organisations, in whichever form and whether or
not recognised as such under the CMO. The following reasons were presented to the
respondents:
a.

To make access to finance easier for the members;

b.

Less administrative burden for individual members;

c.

Access to educational and technical assistance;

d.

Access to Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) instruments;

e.

Access to markets due to increased volume;

f.

The organisation improves the position of the members in negotiations with buyers;

g.

The organisation improves the position of the members in negotiations with
suppliers;

h.

The organisation reduces the costs of the members;

i.

Others reasons.

Organisations could answer with not important, slightly important, fairly important,
important, very important, or don't know. The latter category was excluded from the
charts and calculations as it generally concerns just a very small number of respondents.
The figure below shows that the reasons that were most often considered important or
very important for the establishment of the organisation, are ‘access to markets due to
increased volume’ (86%) and ‘the improvement of the position of the members in
negotiations with buyers’ (84%). ‘Reduced costs for members’ (70%) and an ‘improved
position of members in negotiations with suppliers’ (65%) were also frequently
perceived to be important or very important reasons the establishment of a PO or APO.
‘Access to educational & technical assistance’, ‘access to CAP instruments’, ‘less
administrative burden’, and ‘access to finance’ were less frequently indicated by
organisations as key in the decision to establish a PO or APO. However, still at least 40%
of the organisations answered that these reasons were important or very important.
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Figure 4.26

Extent to which reasons were important for the establishment of the organisation (in %; n=195)
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Figure 4.27 presents the reasons for establishing the organisations for both organisation
types PO and APO. The main reasons have relatively similar outcomes for POs and APOs.
Although easier access to finance and less administrative burden are among the lowest
ranking reasons for the establishment of the organisation, they are still important or
very important reasons for about 30% to 45% of the POs and APOs. If any differences
can be noted between POs and APOs they are that POs are more often established for
improving the position of member vis-á-vis their buyers and suppliers, to get an
improved access to markets and to reduce costs for the members. The statistical
differences are however not very large.
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Extent to which reasons were important for the establishment of the organisation, per type of
organisation (in %; n=195)
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with buyers
Improved access to markets due to increased
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Figure 4.27
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In the figure below (Figure 4.28), the differences between sectors are shown. Improved
access to markets and an improved position of members in negotiation with buyers are
the most important reasons in all three sectors, followed by the cost reduction for
members. A noticeable difference is the access to CAP instruments which was more often
mentioned as important or very important by the olive oil sector than by the other
sectors.
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Extent to which reasons were important for the establishment of the organisation, per sector (in
%; n=195)
Improved access to markets due to increased…

Arable crops
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Reduces the costs for members
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Easier access to finance

Improved access to markets due to increased…
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Figure 4.28
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sort

In addition, the reasons for establishing a PO or APO do not differ a lot between
recognised and non-recognised organisations. The perceived relative importance of the
various reasons is quite similar. An interesting finding is that access to CAP instruments
is equally important for the establishment of the PO or APO, for recognised and nonrecognised organisations. Easier access to finance is slightly more often considered
important for recognised POs and APOs than for non-recognised ones, although the
differences are not statistically significant. While less administrative burden is more
often important for non-recognised organisations, which might relate to the additional
administrative burden resulting from recognition.
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Extent to which reasons were important for the establishment of the organisation, for recognised
and non-recognised organisations (in %; n=195)
Improved access to markets due to increased
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Figure 4.29
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33 respondents indicated other reasons for establishment of the organisation. In addition
to the activities yet mentioned, a variety of other reasons were mentioned by POs and
APOs. In fact, many of these closely linked to the activities yet listed in section 4.3.2.
The most frequently mentioned other reasons for establishment of the organisation were
improved marketing opportunities (i.e. access to markets), the bundling of supply, the
provision of equipment or storage capacity, and the representation of farmers’ interests.
In addition, quality assurance and the processing of olives were important reasons for
some of these organisations. Each of these reasons were not mentioned more than four
times each.
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4.5 Barriers for the establishment of the organisation
After having discussed the reasons for the establishment of the organisations, this
section presents the perceived barriers for the establishment of the organisations. The
question was “Please indicate the extent to which you faced the following barriers in the
establishment of the organisation?” Again, the answering categories were: not at all, to
a limited extent, to some extent, to a fairly good extent, and to a large extent, or don't
know. The latter category was excluded from the charts and calculations.
The following barriers were presented to the organisations:
a.

Individual farmers did not want to give up their independence as entrepreneurs
with respect to6 selling directly to buyers;

b. Individual farmers did not want to give up their independence as entrepreneurs
with respect to other aspects like production planning or product development;
c.

It was difficult to incentivise farmers to become members;

d. It is difficult to organise support from sector organisations;
e.

Lack of support from the government;

f.

Difficulty in defining an appropriate governance structure;

g. Difficult to establish mutual trust between producers/members;
h. Lack of good examples of successful cooperatives in your sector;
i.

Difficulties in establishing collaboration forms.

In general, most producers did not encounter many very large barriers to establish the
PO or APO (Figure 4.30). Lack of support from the government (41% to a fairly good or
large extent) and difficulty to organise support from sector organisations (40%) were
most frequently considered a barrier to the establishment of the organisation. Another
frequently indicated barrier was the lack of good examples of successful cooperation
within the sectors.
In addition to the listed barriers, about 10% percent of the organisations mentioned
other barriers, which range from a lack of financial means, any harsh economic
conditions, strong competition, bureaucratic and, regulatory barriers to an anticooperative culture.

6

‘With respect to’ is abbreviated as w.r.t. in the figures in this section.
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Figure 4.30
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The same barriers were faced by POs and APOs to establish the organisation. Figure
4.31 shows that in establishing an APO four barriers (Individual farmers did not want to
give up their independence as entrepreneurs with respect to other aspects like
production planning or product development; difficulty to organise support from sector
organisations; difficulty to establish mutual trust between producers/members and
difficulties in establishing collaboration forms) were not mentioned as ‘very important’.
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Barriers for the establishment of the organisation, per type of organisation (in %; n=187)
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Figure 4.31
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Looking at Figure 4.32 the organisations in the beef and veal and olive oil sectors were
generally more inclined to see the listed issues as a larger barrier, than organisations in
arable crops. The differences seam especially large when comparing olive oil and arable
crops. Whereas in beef and veal and in olive oil, a lack of support from government
organisations was found to be a barrier to a large extent in 34% and 24% of the cases,
this was only a large barrier to 17% of the arable crops POs and APOs. In the arable
crops sector, most POs and APOs indicated that lack of support from the government
was not at all a barrier for the establishment of the organisation. Also, in the olive oil
sector it seems to be a larger barrier to organise the sector both in terms of support
from sector organisations as well as in terms of establishing collaboration. Although
incentivising farmers to become a member was a larger problem in beef and veal POs.
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Barriers for the establishment of the organisation, per sector (in %; n=187)
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Figure 4.32
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Figure 4.33 shows that recognised and non-recognised PO/APOs did not perceive much
different barriers in establishing their organisation. Recognised PO/APOs found it
however more difficult to incentivise farmers to become members, which may also be a
reason to seek recognition. Other small differences can be found with regard to a lack
of good examples (41% fairly large extent for recognised versus 33% for nonrecognised), and difficulties to define the appropriate governance structure (23% versus
12%) and farmers willingness to give up their independence with respect to production
planning (16% versus 22%). The latter difference is however not statistically significant.
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Barriers for the establishment of the organisation, for recognised and non-recognised
organisations (in %; n=187)
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4.6 Reasons for carrying out activities other than selling products
In the line of reasoning of the CMO, many of the positive results of POs and APOs for
farmers – as regards gaining a better bargaining position - are to be found in the joint
selling of products (defined in various places as placing on the market, negotiating with
buyers, commercialisation strategies, et cetera). This is what gives the PO or APOs a
better position in the market, and hence is expected to contribute to the CAP objectives
of increasing the standard of living of farmers. On the other hand, it may limit
competition and the derogation from competition rules that farmers may exhibit must
be warranted by additional positive effects (e.g. on agricultural productivity and lowering
consumer prices) which are established mainly through enhanced efficiency.
In this section we elaborate on the reasons that POs and APOs see for carrying out other
activities than selling products. The question was formulated as follows: “Please indicate
the extent to which the following reasons were important in the decision to carry out
other activities than selling products”. Answering categories included not important,
slightly important, fairly important, important and very important, and don't know. The
latter category was excluded from the charts and calculations. The following reasons
were presented to the organisations:
a. Access to funds to start new activities;
b. Members asked for other activities;
c. Complying with competition rules;
d. Being able to access new funds in the future;
e. The internal governance structure of the PO/APO was appropriate;
f. The activities improve the position of the members in negotiations with buyers;
g. The activities improve the position of the members in negotiations with suppliers;
h. The activities reduce the costs of the members;
i. Others incentives.
Of course, in some cases, the question does not apply if the organisation is not carrying
out any other activities than selling products. The reasons to carry out activities other
than selling products that are most frequently marked important or very important are
‘an improved position of the members in negotiations with buyers’ (71%), ‘activities to
reduce costs of the members’ (62%), ‘ability to access new funds in the future’(56%),
and ‘improved position of the members in negotiating with suppliers’ (55%) (Figure
4.34). An improved position of the members in negotiations with buyers must in this
case not be related to the joint selling activities but e.g. to an improved customer
experience form having joint distribution, or better market access due to enhanced
quality control. Complying with competition rules was the least often found to be
important or very important. Although still 35% of the organisations said they were
carrying out other activities than selling products. So although the competition rules are
an incentive for 35% of the organisations, it is most often not the only or most important
reason.
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Figure 4.34

Reasons for carrying out activities other than selling products (in %; n=201)
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In Figure 4.35, it is shown that improving the position of members in negotiations with
buyers is important for both APOs (76%) and POs (71%). On the other hand, the ability
to access new funds in the future was more often perceived an important reason for
APOs than for POs. APOs indicated less often that an improved position in negotiations
with suppliers was important or very important as a reason to carry out other activities
than selling products. This is probably the case, because they are less often involved in
joint procurement of inputs, as that is presumably often let to the member associations
or individual producers.
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Reasons for carrying out activities other than selling products, per type of organisation (in %;
n=201)
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Figure 4.35
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In all sectors the improved position of the members in negotiating with buyers and
activities reducing the costs for members are the most frequently indicated reasons
underpinning the decision to carrying out other activities than selling products. Although
there are some small differences in the answers of the three sectors, few of the
differences in frequencies of the given answers is found to be statistically significant
between sectors. The most prominent difference is that beef and veal and arable crops
POs and APOs more often indicate that an improved position of the members in
negotiations with buyers is important or very important.
Complying with competition rules was in all sectors less often found important or very
important as a reason for carrying out activities other than selling products than other
reasons. Nevertheless, in the olive oil sector more organisations said that this was a
‘fairly important’ reason, and fewer said that it was not important at all than in the other
sectors.
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Reasons for carrying out activities other than selling products, per sector (in %; n=201)
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Figure 4.36
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For both recognised as well as non-recognised POs and APOs, an improved position of
the members in negotiating with the buyers was considered the most important reason
for carrying out other activities than selling products (Figure 4.37). There are not a lot
of differences to be observed between recognised and non-recognised organisations.
The only significant difference is that non-recognised organisations indicated an
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improved position of the members in negotiations with suppliers somewhat more often
as ‘very important’ than recognised organisations (35% versus 19%).
Reasons for carrying out activities other than selling products, for recognised and non-recognised
organisations (in %; n=201)
Improved position of the members in negotiations with
buyers
The activities reduce the costs of the members

Non-recognised

Ability to access new funds in the future
Improved position of the members in negotiations with
suppliers
Members asked for other activities
Access to funds to start new activities
Appropriate internal governance structure of the
PO/APO
Complying with competition rules

Improved position of the members in negotiations with
buyers
Appropriate internal governance structure of the
PO/APO

Recognised

Figure 4.37
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4.7 Challenges to carrying out other activities than selling products
This section is about challenges that POs and APOs encounter when they are carrying
out activities other than selling products. The question is as follows “Please indicate the
extent to which the following factors were a disincentive for the organisation to carry
out other activities than selling products?” The following sub-questions were presented
to the organisation:
a.

Financial resources necessary to implement were difficult to find;

b. The internal structure of governance of the PO/APO was not appropriate;
c.
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d. Difficulty to gather funds to do necessary investments;
e.

Members did not want to invest;

f.

The obligation to draft marketing plans;

g. The size of the organisation;
h. Difficulties related to territorial barriers (e.g. regionalism);
i.

Other disincentives.

Figure 4.38 shows that difficulties to gather funds to make necessary investments (49%
important or very important), difficulties to obtain the necessary financial resources
(which is quite similar) (46%), and lack of human capital available to implement other
activities (38%) are the most frequently indicated disincentives to carrying out other
activities than selling products. On the contrary ‘members did not want to invest’ and
‘obligation to draft marketing plans’ were less often marked as very important
disincentives for carrying out other activities than selling products. The obligation to
draft a marketing plan is however not applying to most of the organisations (only to
those active in fruit and vegetables as well), and hence only filled out by a small number
of organisations.
Besides the disincentives listed, some organisations mentioned other things like the
bureaucratic process, the existence of other competing companies and organisations
(that are already doing these other activities), and a wish to concentrate on core
activities. Some organisations are thinking about developing other activities but just did
not have enough time and resources to start them.
Figure 4.38

Disincentives for the organisation to carry out other activities than selling products (in %; n=203)
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Between POs and APOs there were not found many differences. APOs tend to indicate
that gathering funds for investments is a disincentive more often than POs, but on the
other hand, state less often that obtaining financial resources is a problem; these
differences are, however not statistically significant. The only significant difference is in
terms of territorial barriers which APOs consider more often not important at all.
Disincentives for the organisation to carry out other activities than selling products, per type of
organisation (in %; n=203)
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Difficult to obtain the necessary financial resources
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Figure 4.39
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In all sectors, difficulties to gather funds to do the necessary investments are considered
as the main disincentive for carrying out other activities than selling products. Figure
4.40 also shows that in the olive oil sector all mentioned disincentives are more often
marked as important or very important than for the other two sectors, and especially
when compared to arable crops. That members did not want to invest and the difficulty
of gathering funds are significantly more often marked as important in the olive oil
sector.

73

Study on Producer Organisations and their activities in the olive oil, beef and veal and arable crops
sectors

Disincentives for the organisation to carry out other activities than selling products, per sector (in
%; n=203)
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With regard to recognised and non-recognised organisations, we found not statistically
significant differences between them (Figure 4.41).
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Disincentives for the organisation to carry out other activities than selling products, for
recognised and non-recognised organisations (in %; n=203)
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Other disincentives indicated by organisations (n=15) to carry out other activities
besides selling products, were for instance, ‘the wish to concentrate only a number of
core activities’ (to avoid product dispersion), ‘regulatory barriers’ and ‘bureaucracy’, or
the fact that qualified people with knowledge about specific activities were not present
within the organisation.
The main challenges organisations face with regard to commercialisation and product
sales are presented in Table 4.5.

75

Study on Producer Organisations and their activities in the olive oil, beef and veal and arable crops
sectors

Table 4.5

Main challenges with regard to commercialisation and product sales for the PO/APO (n = 182)
Main challenges

Observations

Weak negotiation power

24

Access to capital (for investments)

20

Diverse quality of products delivered by members

19

Access to market information

15

Diverse interests of members/member companies

14

Hiring a good sales manager

10

Strong competition in the market

8

Members commitment

8

Finding good personnel

6

Weak negotiation power was most frequently mentioned by organisations as one of the
main challenges (24 observations), followed by access to capital (20 observations) and
a diverse quality of products being delivered by members of the organisation (19
observations). For some organisations, the lack of capital was considered to be an
obstacle to make the necessary investments in order to upscale and produce more
efficiently. Furthermore, access to (the latest) market information and diverse interests
of members or member companies were found to be important challenges to
commercialisation and product sales as well.
Similarly, Table 4.6 presents the most important challenges encountered by POs and
APOs in carrying out activities related to the procurement of inputs. Five main
categories were identified.
Table 4.6

Main challenges with regard to the procurement of inputs (n = 159)
Main challenges

Observations

Diverse interests of members

37

Access to capital / funding

29

Weak bargaining power

24

Finding skilled personnel

16

Cash flow

9

The diverse interests of members were most often found to be the largest obstacle to
the procurement of inputs, followed by access to capital for investments or funding in
order for POs/APOs. Furthermore, the limited size of a number of POs or APOs is often
linked to the organisation having limited bargaining power. In addition, access to the
right market information was mentioned a few times as an obstacle. Furthermore, a
number of organisations specified that they were not involved with the procurement of
inputs.
Table 4.7 presents the most important challenges organisations face in terms of the
organisational structure.
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Table 4.7

Main challenges with regard to the organisational structure (n = 170)
Main challenges

Observations

Member commitment

37

The involvement of members in decision-making

28

Finding good managers

20

Finding qualified personnel

9

Low member trust in the leadership (board or managers)

7

Trust among members of the organisation

5

Lack of leadership

4

Finding good members for the board of directors

4

Increasing the number of members

3

The ageing of members

3

The engagement of young members

3

In terms of the organisational structure of POs and APOs, it is possible to differentiate
between challenges with respect to member commitment, and challenges with regards
human resource management.
Member commitment to the organisation (particularly of young members), and their
participation in the decision-making process of the organisation were often found to be
the main challenges organisations are faced with. On the level of members of the
association, the level of trust among members, as well as members’ trust towards the
leadership of the organisation, was for some organisations an aspect of concern.
In terms of human resource management, several POs and APOs have trouble in finding
the right managers for the organisation, and to a lesser extent the recruiting of qualified
personnel. Another particular aspect that was highlighted by several respondents was
the ageing of members, consistent with the overall trend of an ageing farming population
in Europe.
Nevertheless, some of the organisations indicated not to experience any particular
challenges on this topic.

4.8 Reasons to seek recognition under Regulation (EU) No 1308/2013
About half (49%) of the non-recognised POs and APOs indicated that they were not
aware of the possibility of to obtain recognition under the CMO Regulation as in force in
2017 (Figure 4.42). No large differences exist between sectors. Results show that 51%
of the non-recognised organisations was indeed aware about the possibility to become
recognised under the former CMO Regulation.
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Figure 4.42

Awareness among non-recognised POs and APOs of the possibility to become a recognised PO or
APO (in %; n=130)
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4.8.1 Perceived benefits of recognition
Almost all recognised POs and APOs (96%) see additional benefits of the recognition.
78% of the non-recognised POs and APOs perceived potential benefits of being
recognised under the former CMO Regulation (Figure 4.43).
Figure 4.43
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POs that were aware of the possibilities under the former CMO Regulation, and did see
additional benefits, indicated that recognition as a PO may provide the following benefits
to a fairly good or large extent: financial support of investments, services and plans
(68%), credibility towards other actors in the supply chain (63%); better access to
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extension services7 (61%), and legal security (58%). Derogation from competition rules
is least often indicated to be an important benefit of recognition (36%).
Figure 4.44

Perceived benefits of recognition by organisation that are aware of the recognition possibilities (in
%; n=131)
Financial support of investments, services
and plans
Credibility towards other actors in the supply
chain
Better access to extension services

Legal security

Derogation from the competition rules
0% 10%20% 30% 40% 50% 60%70% 80% 90%100%
Not at all

To a limited extent

To a fairly good extent

To a large extent

To some extent

Between POs and APOs there are some differences. Credibility and derogation from
competition rules are more often seen as potential benefits by APOs than by POs.
Derogation from the competition rules is indicated by 33% of the POs as a potential
benefit ‘to a fairly good extent’ or ‘a large extent’, while APOs perceive this benefit in
58% of the cases. Compared to APOs, POs see more benefits of recognition in legal
security (61% versus 33%) and better access to extension services (62% versus 50%).

APOs

Perceived benefits of recognition, per type of organisation (in %; n=131)
Credibility towards other actors in the supply
chain
Financial support of investments, services
and plans
Derogation from the competition rules
Better access to extension services
Legal security

Financial support of investments, services
and plans

POs

Figure 4.45

Better access to extension services
Legal security
Credibility towards other actors in the supply
chain
Derogation from the competition rules
0% 10%20%30%40%50%60%70%80%90%100%

7

Not at all

To a limited extent

To a fairly good extent

To a large extent

To some extent

Agricultural extension is the application of scientific research and new knowledge to agricultural practices
through farmer education
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Figure 4.46 gives similar data per sector. Credibility towards other actors in the supply
chain, financial support of investments, services and plans, and legal security are
relatively often indicated as potential benefits ‘to a fairly good extent’ or ‘to a large
extent’ in all sectors., but there are differences. The benefit of better access to extension
services is less seen as an important benefit of recognition in the arable crops sector
compared with the two other sectors. In all sectors, derogation from the competition
rules is the least often indicated in these categories compared to the other potential
benefits.
Perceived benefits of recognition, per sector (in %; n=131)

Arable crops

Credibility towards other actors in the supply chain
Financial support of investments, services and plans
Legal security
Better access to extension services
Derogation from the competition rules

Beef and veal

Credibility towards other actors in the supply chain
Financial support of investments, services and plans
Better access to extension services
Legal security
Derogation from the competition rules

Financial support of investments, services and plans
Better access to extension services

Olive oil

Figure 4.46

Legal security
Credibility towards other actors in the supply chain
Derogation from the competition rules
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%100%
Not at all

To a limited extent

To some extent

To a fairly good extent

To a large extent

In this section we look at the organisations that were recognised under the CMO
Regulation. Most POs and APOs in the sample have been recognised after 2000 (Figure
4.47). Only one organisation was established between 1950 and 1974 and seven
organisations between 1975 and 2000. As can be expected the majority of organisations
that were recognised have been recognised after 2013, when the previous CMO
Regulation went into force. The organisations that have been recognised before have
been so under national law.
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Figure 4.47

Number of recognised organisations by period of recognition (n=61)
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The most important reasons for organisations to apply for recognition are presented in
Table 4.8.
Table 4.8

Main reasons to apply for recognition by POs and APOs (n=88)
Reasons

Observations

Credibility

21

Improved negotiation power

15

Improved prices for the supplied products

14

Better access to markets

11

Common distribution networks

11

Derogation from the competition rules

9

Legal security

9

Financial support

9

Access to funding

8

Access to finance

4

The main reason for organisations to become recognised was ‘credibility’. Organisations
specified that credibility was particularly relevant for their relation towards other actors
in the supply chain, (potential) members of the organisation, as well as towards banks
and governmental organisations. In two cases, credibility was mentioned in combination
with transparency.
Linked to ‘credibility’ as one important aspect for recognition, is the fact that
organisations believed to have better access to finance, and or financial support,
negotiation power of the organisation, better access to markets and legal security.
Better prices for the supplied products, may be an effect of both improved negotiation
power, as well as the derogation from the competition rules, having a potential effect
on the competitiveness of the organisation. Nine organisations stated that the
derogation from the competition rules, was a reason for the organisation to apply for
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recognition. Two respondents specified to have applied for recognition in order to
become more competitive in the market.

4.8.2 Barriers and incentives to the application process
The figure below presents the answers of the organisations regarding the barriers to
obtaining recognition as perceived by organisations that are or were recognised or have
applied for recognition under the former CMO Regulation.
The complexity of the application process (43% important or very important) and
amount of information requested by the Competent Authority (40%) are most often
specified as major hurdles. At the same time, about 35% of the organisations did not
encounter major barriers in this area. The duration of the application process is indicated
as such by 28% of the organisations. With regards the thresholds for recognition in
terms of minimum number of members and/or minimum volume or value of marketable
production, the data were more consistent. 25% has encountered barriers in this area,
while 32% indicated not to have any problems with the thresholds. The fact that not a
lot of organisations see barriers in the thresholds is also affected by the fact that this
question was only asked to those organisations that are actually recognised or seeking
recognition. As we will see later, it is much more of a barrier (or reason not to apply)
for the other (non-recognised organisations).
Figure 4.48

Barriers for obtaining recognition, for organisations that are or were recognised or have applied for
recognition (in %, n=94)

Complexity of the application process

The amount of information requested by the
CA

Duration of the application process

Tresholds for recognition

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%100%
Not important

Slightly important

Fairly important

Important

Very important

In Figure 4.49 the results are given for POs and APOs separately. Note that the number
of observations for APOs are rather small and statistical tests indicate differences
between POs and APOs, but we have to be cautious about these conclusions. We have
grouped the two categories not important and slightly important together as well as the
categories important and very important, for clarity in the chart below.
The order of barriers that were considered important or very important is similar for POs
and APOs. The complexity of the application process and the amount of information
requested was an important barrier in 40% to 43% of the cases.
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A noticeable difference is that 27% of the POs indicated the thresholds for recognition
in terms of minimum number of members and/or minimum volume or value of
marketable production as an ‘important’ or ‘very important’ barrier, while none of the
APOs did so (note that there were only 7 APOs that have answered this question).
Five organisations indicated other barriers to obtaining recognition, most of which are
further explanation of or identical to the ones already listed. One of the respondents
indicated that in the application procedure, there is a threshold for a minimum
production volume for individual members, which was found to be an inconvenient
measure, and was not specified in the legislation.
Barriers for obtaining recognition, for organisations that are or were recognised or have applied
for recognition, per type of organisation (in %, n=94)

Complexity of the application process

APOs

The amount of information requested by the CA

Duration of the application process

Tresholds for recognition

Complexity of the application process

The amount of information requested by the CA

POs

Figure 4.49

Duration of the application process

Tresholds for recognition
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%100%
Not important or slightly important

Fairly important

Important or very important

When looking at the differences per sector, there is a difference between the olive oil
sector and the other sectors regarding the thresholds. In the olive oil sector, not so
much the complexity or duration of the process as well as the thresholds seem to be the
most important barrier experienced by the organisations (Figure 4.50).

83

Study on Producer Organisations and their activities in the olive oil, beef and veal and arable crops
sectors

Barriers for obtaining recognition, per sector (in %, n=94)

Arable crops

The amount of information requested by the CA
Complexity of the application process
Duration of the application process
Tresholds for recognition

Beef and veal

The amount of information requested by the CA
Complexity of the application process
Duration of the application process
Tresholds for recognition

Tresholds for recognition

Olive oil

Figure 4.50

Complexity of the application process
The amount of information requested by the CA
Duration of the application process
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%100%
Not important or slightly important

Fairly important

Important or very important

Now we turn to the incentives for applying for recognition. This question is somewhat
similar to the earlier one perceived benefits of recognition, but focussing on the
organisations that are or were actually recognised or have applied for recognition under
the CMO Regulation.
The answers confirm what was already found, that access to financial support is a major
incentive for organisations to apply for recognition; 67% of the organisations indicate
that better access to financial support was a driving force to apply for formal recognition.
Four organisations indicated other incentives to become recognised such as for example
the credibility of the organisation towards other actors in society.
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Figure 4.51

Incentives for obtaining recognition (in %, n=91)

Better access to financial support

Legal clarity & certainty that recognition provides

Access to other advantages
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Important

Very important

Figure 4.52 splits the answers for POs and APOs. For both POs and APOs, better access
to financial support is most often (by 80% of the organisations) indicated as an
important or very important incentive. The same is true for the legal clarity & certainty
that recognition provides. Access to other advantages is indicated by half of both the
POs and APOs as important or very important.
The figure shows that for each answer option about 50% of the respondents could not
indicate whether that answer applied to the decision of their organisation. This
percentage was relatively high compared to the share of organisations that answered
‘Don’t know’ in other questions (and was therefore not shown in the figures). The most
important reasons, indicated with important or very important, were the thresholds for
recognition in terms of minimum number of members and/or minimum volume or value
of marketable production, unclear benefits of recognition and lack of good examples of
other recognised POs or APOs in the sector or in the country of the respondent. The risk
of being penalised by the Authorities for breaking rules that apply to recognised POs and
APOs, was indicated as less important and the amount of information requested by the
Competent Authority, the complexity of the application process and increased
supervision by the Authorities that follows from recognition, were perceived as less
important.
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Incentives for obtaining recognition, per type of organisation (in %, n=91)

Better access to financial support

APOs

Access to other advantages

Legal clarity & certainty that recognition provides

Better access to financial support

POs

Figure 4.52

Legal clarity & certainty that recognition provides
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In Figure 4.53, the differences between the three sectors are highlighted. The
organisations in the beef and veal sector, that are or were recognised under the CMO
Regulation or have applied for recognition, somewhat more often perceive strong
incentives for applying for recognition than the organisations in the other sectors. In the
olive oil sector, the legal clarity that the recognition may provide was less often seen as
a major incentive than in the other sectors. This is a surprising result because legal
security was found to be an important or very important (perceived) benefit of
recognition by 69% of the olive oil POs and APOs (recognised and non-recognised);
significantly more often than e.g. in arable crops. Which may indicate that olive oil POs
and APOs did not primarily seek recognition because of the legal certainty, but find it a
benefit once they are recognised.
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Beef and veal

Arable crops

Incentives for obtaining recognition, per sector (n=91)

Legal clarity & certainty that recognition provides
Better access to financial support
Access to other advantages

Legal clarity & certainty that recognition provides
Better access to financial support
Access to other advantages

Better access to financial support

Olive oil

Figure 4.53

Access to other advantages
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Finally, we present the reasons for not pursuing recognition, for those organisations that
have indicated that they are aware of the possibility of recognition under the CMO, but
that are not recognised and have not applied for recognition. Figure 4.54 shows the
results including the answering option ‘don’t know’. This is done because, in contrast to
the other questions, a lot of the organisations have chosen to answer ‘don’t know’.
Therefore, unlike in the previous figures, the answer category ‘Don’t know’ is included
in the figure. A distinction between sectors and between POs and APOs is omitted due
to of the low number of observations.
The most prominent reason for not applying for recognition is that the benefits are
unclear (74% answered important or very important). Equally often, organisations said
that a lack of good examples was a reasons for not applying. These reasons were even
more often seen as important than the complexity of the application process, the
increased supervision or amount of information requested by the Competent Authorities.
Third, the thresholds for recognition were an important or very important reasons for
66% of the organisations. In the beginning of this section we have seen that the
thresholds are not an important barrier for those POs and APOs that actually apply for
recognition, but apparently they do withhold other organisation from seeking recognition
in the first place.
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Figure 4.54

Reasons for not pursuing recognition (n=58)
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5 Experience from five organisations
5.1 Example 1: Asociación de Productores de Aceite e Aceituna de Galicia
Asociación de Productores de Aceite e Aceituna de Galicia (APAG)
Type of organisation

PO

Recognised

No

Sector

Olive oil

Year of establishment

2014

Number of members

98 members

Production volume

60,000 kg (harvested olives)

Region

Galicia, Spain

5.1.1 Reasons for establishment of the PO and aims of the organisation
The Asociación de Productores de Aceite e Aceituna de Galicia (APAG) was established
in December 2014 to support farmers, who had recently started planting and growing
olive trees. Most of the members have been growing olive trees for less than five years.
Farmers grow common olive varieties, with the intention to increasingly shift towards
indigenous species.
The main reason for the establishment of the PO was to train and provide technical
assistance to its members. Besides technical training and assistance, they also support
and engage in research activities. They collaborate with private and public entities to
undertake research on production techniques and management approaches of olive
species native to the Galician region.
The organisation originally decided to register itself as a not-for-profit association,
instead of as a cooperative, as they did not initially plan to sell together. The current
plan, however, is to transition into a cooperative to be able to commercialise collectively.
While APAG’s main focus is on the provision of technical education and training for its
members, as they evolve other aims pursued by the PO include:


Facilitating access to markets due to increased volume and better marketing and
outreach channels;



Reducing costs to its members;



Improving the position of the members in negotiations with buyers and suppliers;



Facilitating access to Common Agricultural Policy instruments.

5.1.2 Description of the products and markets
The main focus of the PO is on restoring the production of native olive species (brava
and manza species). Another unique characteristic of their product is a result of the
levels of acidity and high organic content of the local soil. This and the small sizes of the
land holdings influence harvest techniques: olives are harvested manually, following
traditional methods, and when they are still a bit unripe. APAG is also fostering the use
of alternative methods of soil management, including the use of organic approaches.
APAG’s members want to exploit these unique characteristics and management
approaches to sell a differentiated product. Thus, they do not want to compete with big
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producers from Andalusia, Castile or Catalonia, selling a litre of extra virgin oil at €5,
but rather to tap into the gourmet market where half a litre of high quality olive oil is
sold at €9-10.
Currently, they have a very small production (60,000 kg in 2017), which represents a
very small percentage of the national market (about 5% of the total production in
Spain8). Valued at current prices (average of €3.544 per kilo9) their production would
be worth about €212,640. To date, they have mostly sold to retail buyers from the
region. Their production is of both indigenous and foreign varieties. The latter is also
grown, as they want to secure a minimum level of production from their holdings. They
rely on what is known in terms of the production level that is expected from certain
types of olive varieties (i.e. yields of common varieties). Over time, they want to
increase the proportion of indigenous species in the total production of the PO.
While individual members are selling locally, given the nature of the product they want
to sell, they would be keen to sell internationally. However, and this will be further
discussed below, accessing these markets is a daunting and challenging endeavour for
them, given the lack of institutional support they feel they have.

5.1.3 Main activities of the PO
Commercialisation-related activities
Since most of APAG’s members started growing olives after 2010, i.e. they own relatively
young olive groves; production yields were therefore limited in the early years. APAG
was initially created to foster production techniques adequate to the local context by
facilitating access to technical education and training, and providing technical assistance
in order to increase productivity. At the outset, APAG did not intend to support or
undertake commercialisation activities. However, as APAG actively promoted their
activities, via their website, social media and general press (including interviews on TV
and radio), they were contacted by a growing number of retail buyers. Since they have
not set up the mechanisms yet to sell collectively, APAG started supporting members’
sales by directing potential buyers that approached them to those members already
selling their produce. APAG receives no commission from this.
As the PO estimates the level of production in 2017 may be higher, and sees the potential
benefits of collective selling, APAG will discuss and likely agree on a mechanism geared
towards joint commercialisation to start during 2018.
APAG is also looking into ways in which they can benefit from purchasing inputs together.
Up until now, the organisation has not been able to carry out this activity because most
members exploit small olive groves (i.e. require relatively small amounts of inputs) and
are sparsely located.
Activities other than commercialization related activities
As has been indicated, at the core of APAG’s activities are training and technical
assistance for its members. Examples of how these activities are undertaken are
described below:
Through constant communication with the membership, APAG identifies the topics

o

and areas members are most interested in learning about. This demand-driven
8
9

https://www.directodelolivar.com/mercado-del-aceite-de-oliva/
Prices referenced from https://www.asajajaen.com/precio-del-aceite
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approach benefits members not only because courses are relevant to their activities
but also because the costs of the courses are shared amongst all the participating
members, thus reducing overheads. Some of the courses they have organised or plan
to organise include the following themes: pruning, soil management and labelling;
o

Following the results of some of the research studies they have commissioned, they
advise members on growing techniques, best harvesting periods, etc. This is
particularly important for the cultivation of indigenous species. Some of this technical
assistance is provided in-site and at no cost to members;

o

They use social media (e.g. WhatsApp) to share experiences and advise each other.
For example, recently one of APAG’s members was worried their plants had a disease.
He took a picture and shared it in the WhatsApp group, where he received immediate
advice from peer members and experts within APAG on the best way to approach it;

o

They publish an annual magazine with news and information of interest to APAG’s
members;

o

To further support training and technical assistance activities, APAG is planning to
connect its members with key national players (e.g. a professional association of olive
oil mills in Jaen, one of the largest producing regions in Spain) as well as with POs
operating nationally.

Besides technical training and assistance, they also support and engage in research
activities, collaborating with private and public entities to undertake research on
production techniques and management approaches of olive species native to the
Galician region. APAG also carries out market research activities and provides members
with information on prices, available subsidies, etc. Furthermore, the organisation
advises members on prices, taking into consideration market prices as well as members’
production techniques and added value.
The results from their research activities help them not only be better informed and
improve their production techniques, but also to position themselves towards the local
government when APAG requires support or recognition from them.
Another important role APAG is playing concerns labelling and seeking recognition for
their products under protected designation of origin. For example, some of APAG’s
members grow olive varieties whose type is unknown to owners themselves. APAG is
supporting its members in the identification of the species and are in the process of
formally registering some of them. They also applied for a protected designation of origin
label (but it was rejected). Nevertheless, they plan to work towards attaining some form
of recognition of quality standards or protected designation of origin. This is of particular
importance to them, as they want to be able to differentiate their olive oil as coming
from a particular region, with specific characteristics (as described above) within Spain.

5.1.4 Challenges faced by the organisation with regards to the implementation of
activities
As of today, APAG faces a range of challenges that hinder the development of activities
and the pursuing of key objectives that APAG would like to achieve. Those challenges
are highlighted below:


Lack of institutional support: APAG easily registered the association when it was
established. However, as they grow, evolve and seek ways to further develop their
activities and benefit from collaboration, they feel local governmental organisations
are not supportive enough. Unfortunately, their application for the label of protected
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designation of origin was rejected. They also feel there is no support to promote
access to national and international markets. As a small and young PO, the lack of
institutional support is a major hurdle in this respect, as they do not have the means
(human or financial) to develop sound commercialisation strategies;


Insufficient volume: As most members own relatively young olive groves and as they
plant indigenous species whose production techniques are still relatively unknown,
production volumes are small. The first implication of this is clear: they have been
unable to reach sufficient volumes to negotiate a more beneficial price to producers;



Difficulties to differentiate their product in the market: from the supply side, this
happens because without a label of protected designation of origin, they cannot
promote their olive oil as “Galician olive oil”. They are obliged to label their olive oil
as Spanish. From the demand side, most consumers tend to be more price-sensitive
rather than driven by quality standards. This is one of the reasons why they would
like to explore international markets where they feel consumers’ tastes may be more
focused on quality;



Lack of resources: the board members of the association are performing their duties
on a voluntary basis. The membership fee is very small (€50 per year). All of this
limits the breadth and depth of activities carried out by the PO.

5.1.5 Benefits and drawbacks of cooperation
As a result of the activities APAG is able to undertake, its members are:


Enhancing their skills and technical knowledge at lower or no cost to them.



Accessing market information and markets more easily (on prices, subsidies,
potential buyers and the marketplace in general).



Building a network of and sharing lessons with peer producers, paving the way
for the development of joint activities in the future.

Given the limited scope of APAG’s activities to date, and the fact that members have not
had to give away much of their autonomy, they do not see any major drawbacks
resulting from the current level of cooperation.

5.1.6 Recognition under the former CMO Regulation
Under the current regulation and without a label of protected designation of origin, APAG
cannot label its olive oil as produced and bottled in Galicia. As such, this makes it more
difficult for the organisation and its members to differentiate themselves, at least within
the Spanish market.
APAG knew neither of the CMO Regulation nor about the fact that there is no national
regulation to enable the formal recognition of the PO in the olive oil sector in Spain.
However, APAG’s President believes being formally recognised according to EU
regulation could help them better position themselves in the market (despite the point
mentioned above). In this sense, the organisation misses having more support from
government (at different levels) which could help build awareness and pave the way for
the organisation to produce and benefit more from the EU regulatory framework.
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5.2 Example 2: CODIVO-BOVICOOP
CODIVO-BOVICOOP
Type of organisation

PO

Recognised

Yes

Sector

Beef & veal

Year of establishment

2003

Number of members

1,600 members

Production volume

52,730 (total volume of commercialised cattle)

Region

Dep. Puy-de-Dôme & Allier, France

5.2.1 Reasons for establishment of the PO and aims of the organisation
COVIDO-BOVICOOP is the result of a merger of two former cooperatives: COVIDO and
BOVICOOP. The two cooperatives were originally organisations established in 1975 and
1986, respectively, and subsequently merged in the year 2003. The first steps towards
the merger were made in the year 1999. Since its creation, more than 3,300 farmers
have sold their produce through the cooperative.
The mission of COVIDO-BOVICOOP is to optimise the value of its members' production
in the beef and dairy cattle sectors, and for fed cattle, store cattle and breeding cattle.
The cooperative anticipates market demands by supporting producers in such a way that
animals are raised meeting the demands from the market. This approach enables
breeders to obtain the best prices when selling their animals, to optimise their production
system both technically and economically, to be environmentally efficient, and, as a
result, to be sustainable. To achieve this goal, both technical and commercial support is
offered to members of the PO.
Since the early 2000s, the number of animals marketed by the cooperative has doubled
from 25,000 to more than 50,000 today. The number of employees has increased
threefold since the late 1990s. The main development in the various activities of the
cooperative since 2003 has been the decision of its leaders to strongly develop the
technical services provided to its members, in addition to its purely commercial activity.
About 10 years ago, the PO recruited several highly specialised technicians in order to
render a quality service to its members. It is thanks to this policy that the cooperative
continues to recruit new members every year.

5.2.2 Description of the products and markets
The cooperative markets four main categories of animals: bulls, calves, lean animals
and finished animals. The so-called "lean" animals are animals sold to other breeders
for fattening, while the so-called "finished" animals go directly to the slaughterhouse. Of
these, cows account for 52%, heifers (young cows before having their first calve) for
18%, and young cattle for 25%. The "lean" animals are 75% males and 25% females.
The so-called “finished cattle” (around 40% of the commercialised animals) are sold to
SICAREV, which is a subsidiary of the company, and in charge of the slaughterhouse.
The carcasses and the products are then sold to retailers, and a large fast food chain.
After sorting and allotment, the majority (about 70%) of the lean cattle is sold to Italy
for fattening by specialised breeders. The remaining part of the lean cattle is sold to
French fatteners located in the west and the northeast of the country.
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In 2016, the cooperative had a turnover of approximately €58 million. The cooperative
had market shares in the departments of Allier and Puy-de-Dome of between 10 and
15%. There are many small competing cooperatives and many private traders as well
as a big cooperative and many small competing traders in France.
Furthermore, the cooperative commercialises a number of so-called quality products,
with various types of labels, such as the “Charter of good farming practices”, the
“Charolais Red Label”, and the Carrefour quality chain (including Organic meat and NonGMO meat). These products account for approximately 40% of total production.

5.2.3 Main activities of the PO
Commercialisation-related activities
Contractual negotiations, commercialisation strategies, and the planning of quantity and
quality are at the core of the organisation’s activities.
The cooperative seeks to adjust, throughout the year, the quantitative and qualitative
balance between supply and demand. By avoiding breeders offering their animals when
the supply is already abundant, it allows farmers to obtain prices that are more
attractive. A better valuation of the animals is ensured via segmentation of the offer,
with a significant part (approximately 40%) of the animals marketed under various
quality labels. The respective activities aim to contribute to both market and price
stability, as well as improved marketing opportunities via the creation of additional value
added through quality labels.
In addition, the PO negotiates minimum price contracts for fed cattle in order to
anticipate market fluctuations. Such type of forward contract with a provision guarantees
a minimum price at the delivery of the cattle, while still being able to take advantage of
price increases in the event the market improves. The minimum price contract specifies
the quantity, minimum price and delivery period for the particular commodity.
For the lean cattle, the main activity of the cooperative is, during the autumn, to look
for the best possible markets for these animals. The sorting and allotment work
represents at that time of the year a very significant workload.
Activities other than commercialization related activities
Other types of support offered by the PO to its members consist of the following
activities:


Quality control of the product to ensure a homogenous product quality;



Guidance during the production process of cattle (weight objectives, date of sale,
quality) in order to match the supply and demand of the market;



Technical and financial support for young farmers;



Communication to members via an online platform and publications;



The coordination of distribution and transport of the product;



The provision of equipment and technical support.

In addition to the aforementioned activities, the PO is responsible for the procurement
of inputs. The cooperative offers its members a wide range of supply products, selected
upstream on quality, price and after-sales service in order to meet the needs of the
breeders.
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5.2.4 Challenges faced by the organisation with regards to the implementation of
activities
The main difficulties encountered by the cooperative concern the difficulty of recruiting
qualified personnel to ensure the technical follow-up of the breeders and to increase
their skills in terms of commercialisation. It is also increasingly difficult to recruit new
breeders, or replace those who cease their activities, for instance when retiring. Finally,
"anti-meat" campaigns, currently emerging on social networks and in the media,
accentuate these difficulties.

5.2.5 Recognition under the former CMO Regulation
At the time of recognition, in 2003, there were specific benefits for producers. In
particular, there was significant aid for the modernisation of livestock buildings, which
were granted by the public authorities but reserved only to members of a producers'
association. The same was true for access to certain veterinary medications that could
be purchased by breeders, provided that they were members of a PO. Today these
benefits have, for the most part, disappeared. Moreover, as CODIVO-BOVICOOP is a
cooperative, and not a simple private producer organisation, it owns the animals raised
by the breeders, animals that it can sell freely without infringing on the competition law.
Members are required to sell their animals to the cooperative.

5.3 Example 3: Bónusz Agro Ltd
Bónusz Agro Ltd
Type of organisation

PO

Recognised

No

Sector

Arable crops

Year of establishment

2015

Number of members

21 members

Production volume

11,507 tonnes

Region

Hungary

5.3.1 Reasons for establishment of the PO and aims of the organisation
Bónusz Agro Ltd was established in July 2015. The establishment of the organisation
was mainly economically motivated, or as it was reasoned by Bonusz Agro, “in practice
the one with bigger volumes in the market obtains better conditions both when it comes
to the selling price as well as the input prices”. The founders knew each other for a long
time and were geographically close to each other. They trusted in the alliance and
believed that they could go further together.
The legal form of the PO is a cooperative, consisting of 21 members of the following
types of legal entities: 1 Limited Partnership, 3 Limited Liability Companies and 17 soleproprietorships. The sizes of the members’ businesses vary between 60 to 300 hectares.
The main aim of the producer organisation is joint selling and the distribution of the
production, which occurs in a non-profit way. The organisation’s long-term aim is to use
and equip the members with up-to-date equipment and the latest precision farming
technology, however in the short term this is out of scope due to the large amount of
financial resources required.
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5.3.2 Description of the products and markets
In 2017, the producer group operated on a total of 3415 hectare of land, using 2661
hectares for production purposes. The producer group produced 11,507 tonnes of goods,
with a total value of 671 million Hungarian forints (roughly €2.2 million). From this total
amount, 498 million Hungarian forints’ worth of produce were sold through the
organisation, which makes up 74% share. The major commodities produced were:
wheat, corn, sunflower, rape, barley, durum wheat, oats and soybeans. The produced
commodities are likely to be sold regionally within a limited radius due to their meaning:
they are mostly bulk products, therefore long distance transportation would result in
higher costs and lower profits. There are no recognised competitors; similar producer
groups do not exist nearby.
Most of the customers are firms with an interest in the region. The uptake of goods is
ensured by contracts at a fixed price, and the process starts some time before sowing.
Based on experience from previous years, commodities can be sold at a better price in
this way than prompt sales at different daily prices. As a result, most of the goods are
sold before harvest.
The cooperative sells in value of 80 million Hungarian forints (approximately €260,000)
to foreign buyers (e.g. waxy corn to a starch-making Italian company), which makes
about 16% overall share. The rest of the goods are sold in Hungary, mainly in the PO’s
region. Soybeans and oats have the least cropland, i.e. about 100 hectares, while
sunflowers have the biggest share, i.e. 800 hectares of total utilised agricultural area.
The organisation aims to produce the most profitable varieties of seeds with an increased
added value (i.e waxy corn, high oleic sunflower, malting barley).

5.3.3 Main activities of the PO
Commercialisation-related activities
The producer organisation makes standardised contracts with both its members and its
customers. The customers buy the commodities from the members and sell them at the
same price, giving the full gains from wholesaling to the members. For oil plants, the
process is slightly different, because of a price-setting process that usually happens
during the year. Decisions on the planning of quantities are made at members’ level,
however due to the limited number of varieties used within the organisation, the quantity
is easily predictable and the quality relatively homogeneous (e.g. wheat with 32 gluten).
Besides that, a great selling potential is required and guaranteed with these particular
varieties.
Activities other than commercialisation-related activities
At the core of Bónusz Agro activities are joint distribution and joint input purchasing.
These activities occur on a strictly non-profit basis, with no revenues at the cooperative
level. The purchase of inputs is based on annual negotiations with agricultural input
providers, via a process of competitive bidding.
Non-commercial activities are organised between members themselves, and not
provided by the PO. To this belongs sharing equipment and transport capacity, joint
quality control (samples are brought together to the laboratory, obtaining discounts) or
advisory services. Members with warehouses and storing capacity provide services at a
cost to fellow members (for drying, storage) without charging additional costs.
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Therefore, the price of these services can be offered at a price lower than the market
price. Bónusz Agro expects that the sharing of services could reduce costs for the
members by around 30%. For this year, the organisation aims to establish its own
laboratory service for quality control. Aside from this, members exchange information
on a regular basis, organise business trips together and take part in exhibitions that
relate to their field of expertise, not only within Hungary, but also outside of the country.

5.3.4 Challenges faced by the organisation with regards to the implementation of
activities
The major challenge to the implementation of the aforementioned activities is a lack of
funding and access to credit. The PO was hoping to receive governmental support to
cover its operating expenses, but so far did not receive the required support. In addition,
administrative requirements are consuming an increasing amount of time (and costs).
For the latter, it would be good to obtain professional services since some of the
administrative obligations require a certain level of expertise.

5.3.5 Benefits and drawbacks of cooperation in a PO
Key benefits to members of the PO are the purchase of cheaper inputs, higher selling
output prices, as well as quick and effective collaboration (i.e. via the sharing of
equipment and machines and exchange of knowledge). The ultimate aim of the
organisation is to reach an even higher production efficiency and to keep up with the
latest technologies.
No serious drawbacks are experienced by members of the PO as an effect of cooperation
between members of the organisation. Generally, no disputes occur among members
because the organisation has common aims and members have similar interests.
Furthermore, the decision-making process is unanimous. Bónusz Agro highlighted the
fact that it considers the representation of members’ interests in an equal way as a very
important objective.

5.3.6 Recognition under the former CMO Regulation
The organisation indicated that the national (Hungarian) legal basis to obtain recognition
under the CMO Regulation has not yet been fully established. Recognition under
Regulation No. 1308/2013 (Article 171) requires more members and membership is not
restricted to farmers. Currently, Bónusz Agro is recognised under Article 27 of Regulation
(EU) No 1305/2013 on support for Rural Development. The PO indicated that the two
regulations are preclusive of each other.
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5.4 Example 4: UNAPROL
UNAPROL
Type of organisation

APO

Recognised

Yes

Sector

Olive oil

Year of establishment

1966

Number of members

60 PO members

Production volume

Market share of >50% (Italian market)

Region

Italy

5.4.1 Reasons for establishment of the APO and aims of the organisation
It was on the initiative of olive producers that UNAPROL was established in 1966. While
in the early days, the primary focus was on stimulating producers to increase production
levels, the organisation has always been committed to supporting olive production
through multiple supply chain-tracking activities, quality improvement, improvement of
the environment, promotional events, information and education, market analysis and
marketing support.
In 2006, UNAPROL was transformed into a consortium company. Nowadays, the
organisation comprises the largest representative structure of the Italian olive oil supply
chain. UNAPROL has more than 60 member Producer Organisations, active in both oil
and table olives production. Overall, the interests of 250,000 member companies in Italy
are represented with a total production area of 230,000 hectares. Based on the latest
available data, the market share of UNAPROL is greater than 50% of the Italian market
for table olives and olive oil. The reference market remains the national one, except for
the Producer Organisations which market the bottled product of their members, for
which the foreign market accounts for between 10% and 30% of the turnover.
The organisation was established on the initiative of Italian olive producers in accordance
with Chapter III of Regulation (EU) no. 1308/2013 and the consequent national
implementing legislation. UNAPROL carries out its activities in the sector of products and
services of the olive oil supply chain in order to facilitate the actions of the Producer
Organisations that are members thereof and, through the PO members, of the active
farmers of the olive production chain, for the improvement and enhancement of olive
production and for its adaptation to market needs.
Depending on the consortium aims of UNAPROL, the customers of the company are
essentially its recognised PO members and the various public funding bodies of the
different projects implemented by UNAPROL. Similarly, its suppliers are its PO
consortium members, to which some of the project activities have been subcontracted
and, to a minor extent, the other subjects involved in carrying out the various projects.

5.4.2 Main Activities of the APO
Commercialisation-related activities
The main commercialisation-related activities carried out by APO are:


Concentration and storage of the supply;



Marketing of the product at the national and international level;



Planning of quality and quantity.
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UNAPROL has aimed to use their resources in an efficient manner, modernising its
storage facilities to facilitate the concentration of supply and subsequent marketing of
the product (via economies of scale). A marketing campaign was launched in 2017 to
communicate and inform stakeholders about the specific qualities of the product with
particular attention paid to health and nutraceutical effects. Furthermore, the
establishment of a central sales office has helped establish framework contracts with the
main Italian bottling companies.
Activities other than commercialisation-related activities
The main activities of UNAPROL are:
•

Support towards environmentally-friendly production techniques;

•

The qualitative and quantitative improvement of the product;

•

Assistance and coordination of the activities of the consortium organisations;

•

Enhancement and promotion of quality and consumption through the adoption of
traceability and product certification systems;

•

The

implementation

of

national

and

international

projects

and

operational

programmes.
Linked to the first activity, UNAPROL promotes the diffusion and application of Integrated
Crop Management Systems (ICMS) among its members. An ICMS can be understood as
a method of farming that balances the requirements of running a profitable business
with environmental responsibility. This is done by combining modern technology with
good farming practices. It includes, for instance, practices to reduce waste, reduced use
of pesticides, etc. UNAPROL has a coordinating role in the promotion of environmental
practices towards its member organisations. At the same time, environmentally
sustainable practices are increasingly demanded by the market, and the APO aims to
address this trend.
The enhancement of product quality is ensured via technical advice that concerns in
most cases post-harvest practices (e.g. processing and packaging). Ensuring a high
quality product is crucial given the fact of relatively low production volumes and large
production costs; the APO and its members cannot afford working with low-quality
products. To further enhance the quality of the product, an automised system was
created that handles the whole process from farm to fork to keep track of the traceability
of the product.
Furthermore, UNAPROL is actively taking part in European projects, gaining access to
EU funding to promote products both on the national and international market.

5.4.3 Challenges faced by the organisation with regards to the implementation of

activities
On the economic side, the greatest difficulty is to secure financial contributions from POs
towards funding activities at the level of the APO. On the organisational side, the main
issue is ensuring a uniform understanding and implementation of decisions (i.e.
activities) that are taken at a higher level.
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5.4.4 Benefits and drawbacks of cooperation in an APO
The motivations for pursuing the aforementioned aims and activities must be sought
both in the regulatory provisions relating to the recognition of the sectorial APO status
(as in line with Article 169 of the CMO Regulation) and in the needs of the members that
may benefit from assistance and coordination of the activities.
Developing these activities at an individual level would be more difficult, due to scarce
financial resources and the lack of skills, especially with respect to economic and
financial management. The aims and activities evolved over time as an effect of the
growth of international competition and the modernisation of olive farms, and the
subsequent increasing demand for expert professional services.
No particular disadvantages were identified with regards to the cooperation for POs in
the field.

5.4.5 Recognition under the former CMO Regulation
No particular difficulties were encountered during the application process to become
recognised under the CMO Regulation, as well as regarding compliance with the
substantive conditions of Article 169 of the CMO Regulation. UNAPROL considers the
main advantage of being recognised under the CMO Regulation to be the continuity of
programmes, allowing for stability and planning that no other instrument linked to public
funding allows. Very often the problem of having funds linked to various projects due to
the occasional, cyclical nature with which they are available to the beneficiaries, without
allowing for multi-year planning.

5.5 Example
5:
Vereinigung
Qualitätsgetreide Bayern

der

Erzeugergemeinschaften

für

Vereinigung der Erzeugergemeinschaften für Qualitätsgetreide Bayern
Type of organisation

APO

Recognised

Yes

Sector

Arable crops (cereals)

Year of establishment

1973

Number of members

34 PO members

Region

Bavaria, Germany

5.5.1 Reasons for establishment of the APO and aims of the organisation
The “Vereinigung der Erzeugergemeinschaften für Qualitätsgetreide Bayern e.V.” (=
“Association of Producer Organisations for Quality Cereals in Bavaria”) bundles 34
regional producer organisations active in the production and marketing of cereals.
The association was founded in 1973 on the initiative of the Bavarian Farmers'
Association (BBV). At the time, producer organisations were both politically and
financially supported. There was a lack of an umbrella organisation coordinating the
regional producer groups and representing them jointly to larger market players such
as the agricultural trade companies. At the outset, it was important for the members to
establish a common platform for the regular exchange of information on relevant market
issues. Improving the negotiating position of the members towards buyers was a very
important motive for the foundation of the APO, as well as reducing the administrative
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burden on individual members and gaining access to consulting with the aim to reduce
the costs for individual POs. However, the APO itself does not and may not, as a
registered organisation, generate any turnover.
The organisation has a widespread presence in Bavaria. The size and activities of the
members vary; there are large and small (ranging from 70 to 2,000 tonnes of cereals
marketed), and active and less active producer organisations (as regards the purchase
of seeds for example). A large majority of Bavaria's independent producer organisations,
which are not tied to a specific agricultural trading company, are represented in the APO.
The registered association (e.V.) considers itself rather as a lobby organisation,
representing the members’ interests and supporting the POs with targeted information
and consulting.

5.5.2 Main activities of the APO
Commercialisation-related activities
The APO does not engage in any commercialization related activities, however its
members, the POs, do. It is rather the PO members or growers themselves that take
the decisions in this respect, whereas the APO does not enforce any binding
specifications. With regards to production planning and adaptation to demand, the APO
rather takes on the role of a mediator of information - it reports on market trends,
provides a variety of recommendations and contacts, for example in the case of special
requests for rarely cultivated cereals. Through information and recommendations, the
APO promotes an improved product quality and supports compliance with the production
standards demanded by the market.
No individual contracts or prices are negotiated by the APO, however talks are held for
instance on the framework conditions, i.e. invoicing modalities with purchasers. The aim
is to represent the common interests of the members in the best possible way. This may
require for instance raising awareness of market partners that usually operate on the
global market, and pointing to possible disadvantages for regional producers.
Negotiating fundamental issues like these may also influence non-members and help
improve their conditions as well. In this way, small steps are taken to balance the market
power of large trading companies.
Activities other than commercialisation related activities
In the early days, the focus of the organisation was on obtaining and disseminating
market information. Throughout the years, further demands of the members were
added; among them, the most important ones concern product quality assurance and
market access, as well as legal support. Through information provision and
recommendations, the APO promotes an improvement of product quality and supports
compliance with the production standards demanded by the market. For example, the
new fertiliser ordinance means that there is currently a need for information on the
baking qualities of different cereals with low protein contents.

5.5.3 Challenges faced by the organisation with regards to the implementation of
activities
In the agricultural trade sector, enormous concentration of production and commercial
activities takes place. It is becoming increasingly difficult for producer organisations to
impose their own negotiating positions alongside those of global corporations.
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Financial support for projects of producer organisations and their associations could help
the organisations improve their effectiveness in terms of the implementation of
activities. Modern technologies, such as apps for smartphones, offer members the
chance to interact more closely with each other and disseminate information about
market developments or concerns regarding the marketing of the product. Online portals
could help organise collective buying and selling so that farmers can market their
produce more easily.

5.5.4 Benefits and drawbacks of cooperation as an APO
The most important advantages for the members resulting from the activities of the
organisation are the exchange of knowledge and information, and improved sales
conditions as a result of joint cooperation. The income of the members of the APO is
ensured indirectly by negotiating framework conditions (drying costs for cereals, quality
payment). However, the APO has no influence on product prices. If an individual member
is unable to control a process or has no capacity to obtain the required information, the
APO can eventually provide support.
Whereas the individual POs are often in competition with each other and the PO contracts
must include better conditions than those of an individual producer, the APO as an
umbrella organisation does not face direct competition.
Frequent meetings between members and joint discussions create trust, and the regular
exchange of market information offers benefits to the members. If differences between
opinions arise among the APO members, they are resolved through mutual and
respectful discourse. Synergy effects are achieved by the fact that one of the
management members - although organisationally independent - occupies the
department for cereals of the BBV in personal union.
No particular drawbacks are experienced by the organisation as a result of joint
cooperation among the members. The PO members pay a manageable annual fee and
benefit from a wide range of services, while they remain completely independent in their
decisions as there is for instance no obligation to sell. In fact, the APO rather has a role
as a service provider taking care of the interests of the POs; there are no joint
investments or assets.

5.5.5 Recognition under the former CMO Regulation
The application process to obtain recognition under the CMO Regulation is largely
considered uncomplicated by the APO. The organisation, furthermore, advises its
members on the amending of their statutes to obtain recognition under the CMO
Regulation. The application for recognition under the CMO Regulation is then done and
submitted by the PO members themselves. The application process itself, for recognition
under the CMO Regulation, is considered relatively easy. The derogation from the
competition rules has been the most important reason to seek recognition of member
POs under EU law. Further motives were legal certainty and creating the conditions for
a possible application for funding.

102

Study on Producer Organisations and their activities in the olive oil, beef and veal and arable crops
sectors

6 Main conclusions

This chapter describes the main findings of the study about POs and APOs in the olive
oil, beef and veal, and arable crops sectors in the EU. First, the main conclusions
regarding the inventory of POs and APOs are presented (Section 6.1). Next, the survey
sample is discussed (Section 6.2). The results of the survey are used to answer the
research questions regarding the reasons for establishing a PO or APO and the benefits
to the members (Section 6.3), the challenges for the establishments of POs and APOs
(Section 6.4), the activities of POs and APOs (Section 6.5), and the relation between the
activities of the PO or APO and the CAP objectives (Section 6.6). Finally, we draw
conclusions on the advantages of the PO and APO recognition and the incentives and
barriers to becoming recognised (Section 6.7).

6.1 Overview of the inventory
For the inventory, information has been collected on POs and APOs in the olive oil, beef
and veal, and arable crops sectors. These include organisations recognised under the
CMO Regulation (Regulation (EU) No. 1308/2013) as in force in 2017 (hereafter called
‘recognised’ POs and APOs), as well as other forms of formal collaborations of farmers
such as farmer cooperatives (called ‘non-recognised’ POs and APOs).
Our definition of a PO is “any type of entity that has been constituted by and is controlled
by farmers in a specific sector, formed on the initiative of farmers to pursue one or more
of the specific aims listed in the CMO, whether or not the organisation is recognised
under the CMO Regulation”, while an APO is an association of POs. For the covered
sectors (olive oil, beef and veal, and arable crops), POs and APOs might pursue a broad
range of aims as listed in Article 152(1) of Regulation (EU) No. 1308/2013, the CMO
Regulation as in force in 2017:
1.

ensuring that production is planned and adjusted to demand, particularly in terms
of quality and quantity;

2.

concentration of supply and the placing on the market of the products produced by
its members, including through direct marketing;

3.

optimising

production

costs

and

returns

on

investments

in

response

to

environmental and animal welfare standards, and stabilising producer prices;
4.

carrying out research and developing initiatives on sustainable production methods,
innovative practices, economic competitiveness and market developments;

5.

promoting, and providing technical assistance for, the use of environmentally sound
cultivation practices and production techniques, and sound animal welfare practices
and techniques;

6.

promoting, and providing technical assistance for, the use of production standards,
improving product quality and developing products with a protected designation of
origin, with a protected geographical indication or covered by a national quality
label;

7.

the management of by-products and of waste in particular to protect the quality of
water, soil and landscape and preserving or encouraging biodiversity;

8.

contributing to a sustainable use of natural resources and to climate change
mitigation;
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9.

developing initiatives in the area of promotion and marketing;

10. providing the necessary technical assistance for the use of the futures markets and
of insurance schemes.
The inventory was established by contacting the Competent Authorities, agricultural
research

institutions,

sector

associations

and

chambers

of

commerce,

and

complemented by literature research. Available data of companies in the Orbis database
by Bureau van Dijk was applied to validate the results. In some cases, expert knowledge,
literature or answers from Competent Authorities and other stakeholders did not
correspond. Especially for non-recognised and (very) small cooperatives we found that
these may be difficult to detect. Therefore, in some cases we have provided a range
instead of a fixed number of non-recognised POs in our inventory.
Regarding the inventory, we have found:


The inventory includes approximately 3,900 POs and APOs in the three sectors, in 24
EU countries. 65% of all POs and APOs in the inventory are found in Spain and Poland;



Most POs and APOs are not recognised under the CMO Regulation as in force in 2017.
In our inventory there are five non-recognised POs for every recognised
one;



Recognised POs exist in all three sectors: 619 recognised POs in total, of which 252
are involved in olive oil, 178 in beef and veal and 189 in arable crops;



Recognised APOs exist in all three sectors but are much less numerous than POs: 8
in olive oil, 2 in beef and veal and 3 in arable crops;



There are estimated to be between 3,182 and 3,292 POs without recognition:
between 1,161 and 1,181 in olive oil, between 633 and 673 in beef and veal, and
between 1,388 and 1,438 in arable crops. This indicates that EU recognition is most
prevalent in olive oil and least prevalent in arable crops;



The share of organisations recognised under the CMO Regulation (as in force in 2017)
is much higher in those Member States that joined the EU before 2004 (17% for
arable crops to 38% for beef and veal) than in ‘newer’ Member States (about 1% for
arable crops and beef and veal). For olive oil, we found no recognised POs or APOs
in new MS.

6.2 Sample
From our inventory we have established a sample for the survey of POs and APOs. The
target sample consisted of 200 POs and 20 APOs. The final sample consists of 226
organisations, of which 203 are POs and 23 are APOs. This sample covers about 6% of
the organisations in the inventory. The sample covers 20 EU Member States, and
coverage (response rate) for most these countries is between 10% and 20%. Only in
the two countries with the highest share in the numbers of POs and APOs in the
inventory, Spain and Poland, coverage is lower at 2 or 3%. This is done on purpose, to
ensure that the sample is covering organisations from a wide variety of EU countries. To
our knowledge, this study is the largest survey of POs and APOs in the three sectors
olive oil, beef and veal, and arable crops, in the European Union to date.
Our final sample was contains a relatively large number of recognised organisations
(36%) if compared to the share of recognised organisations in the inventory (16%).
Some oversampling was done on purpose, to be able to draw conclusions regarding
some subgroups. E.g. in our sample we have 90% POs and 10% APOs, whereas in the
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inventory just 1.5% of the originations is an APO. The division of observations across
sectors is roughly consistent with the division of POs/APOs in the three sectors in the
inventory. For other characteristics like size and age, the information in the inventory is
not sufficient to determine the representativeness of the sample. We simply do not have
enough information to determine the actual average size of POs in the EU. The process
of randomly selecting organisations by the country experts ensured that both small and
large ones and old and young ones are covered. In that sense our sample is primarily
meant to be a good representation of all sorts of POs and APOs and their activities in
the three sectors from a wide variety of Members States, and not primarily meant to
represent the average PO or APO in the EU.
Some differences in the importance of sectors and the characteristics of POs and APOs
between countries do exist. For results applying to only POs or APOs or to only
recognised or non-recognised organisations the oversampling of the other subgroup has
no effect. However, especially for the results that apply to the total group of respondents
there may be some effects of the way our sample is constructed. Especially the division
over various countries may change the results. Spain and Poland make up 65% of the
organisations found in the inventory, while the top-5 Member States in terms of numbers
of POs and APOs constitute 85% of all organisations in the inventory. Having a
proportionate amount of observations from these countries in the sample would mean
that the smaller countries are less visible in the results. Again we are not aiming to
approximate the average PO or APO but to be representative of all sorts of organisations.
Sensitivity analyses show that the ranks of importance of the various activities are
hardly changed if weighting on the basis of recognition status and type of
organisations is applied. Therefore, we decided not to apply weighting to our survey. .

6.3 Reasons for establishment of a PO/APO, aims and perceived benefits to
the members
Respondents to the survey indicated the following reasons most often as important for
the establishment of the PO or APO:


‘Improved access to markets due to increased volume’ (86% of all POs and APOs
indicate that this was an important or very important reason for the establishment
of the organisation) was most often identified as an important or very important
reason for establishing the PO or APO. A second important reason is the ‘improved
position of members in negotiations with buyers’ (84% important or very important);



‘Reduced costs’ (70%) and ‘Improved position of members in negotiations with
suppliers’ (65%) are also often considered as important reasons for creating a PO or
APO;



In comparison, some of the more external motives (access to education and technical
assistance; access to CAP instruments; and easier access to finance) are less often
perceived as important reasons for the establishment of the organisation, but
nevertheless they are identified as ‘fairly important’ reasons for the establishment of
the PO or APO to half of the organisations surveyed.

These results are in agreement with the literature on (horizontal) collaboration between
farmers (e.g. Bijman et al., 2012). While it may be feasible for large farmers to enter
into vertical coordination schemes individually, most farmers are too small to benefit
from new market opportunities individually (Poulton et al., 2010). Buyers are less
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interested in contracting with individual small farmers, due to the high transaction costs
(Barrett, 2008). Thus, establishing a PO is a means of getting access to markets that
would otherwise be difficult to enter individually (Coulter et al., 1999). This is confirmed
by our findings. Establishing a PO may also give farmers some bargaining power
(Banaszak, 2008; Jia and Huang, 2011), and this is also what a lot of POs are looking
for:


The results are generally similar for POs and APOs, although reducing costs is more
frequently identified as an important reason establishing a PO than an APO. APOs
appear to be a little bit more often established for external motives, such as access
to educational and technical assistance. This is in line with the thought that a
secondary cooperative or association of POs is more involved with the policy context,
while the operational decisions are more often taken at the level of the individual
POs.

A question that arises is whether the aims pursued by the organisations are in line with
the reasons underpinning their creation. As mentioned above, we define a PO as an
organisation that pursues one or more of certain specific aims described in Article 152(1)
of the CMO Regulation as in force in 2017. The survey findings show that:


The aim that is most often pursued is ‘promotion and technical assistance for
improved product quality’ (84% of the POs and APOs does aim to do this), followed
closely by ’concentration of supply (78%) and placing on the market of products
(76%)’;



‘Promotion and assistance regarding production standards’ (75%), ‘production
planning’ (74%), and ‘stabilisation of producer prices’ (69%) are also important aims
for many of the organisations. In fact, most of the listed aims are pursued by the
majority of the organisations;



Three of the listed aims are pursued by less than 50% of the POs and APOs, but
these aims are inherently more product or market specific: ‘promotion and assistance
for animal welfare’; ‘technical assistance for future markets and insurance’; and
‘management of by-products and waste’. For APOs, the aim of ‘contributing to a
sustainable use of natural resources and to climate change mitigation’ was also
indicated by less than 50% of the organisations (43%);



We note that – in line with the reasons for the establishment of the organisation –
although the concentration of supply and placing products on the market are aims of
most POs and APOs, these aims are most often pursued in combination with other
non-commercialisation relate aims;



A notable difference is found between old and new MS. Although the main
commercialisation related aims, and e.g. promotion of product quality, stabilization
of producer prices, and optimisation of costs and returns are pursued by POs and
APOs in both parts of the EU equally, the carrying out of research, promotion and
marketing, the promotion and assistance in developing EU quality labels and the
management of by-products and waste are significantly more often part of the aims
of the POs and APOs in old MS than in new MS;



We also find that POs that pursue aims that are more detached from the actual selling
of products, like management of waste and carrying out research are older on
average. Causality cannot be established but it seems likely that the average age
and size of the POs in old and new MS are a reason for these differences. The average
age of POs in the new MS is considerably lower (around 7 years compared to 40 in
the old MS) which gives the POs less time to develop and pursue other aims that go
beyond just concentrating supply and joint placing on the market of products. The
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same reasoning applies to the average size of the POs which is much larger in old MS
than in new MS.
An important aspect for the analysis is the perceived benefits that the organisations
create for their members. However, as the survey was not completed directly by
members, the findings are based on the perceptions of the representatives of the POs
and APOs, who are often also members of the organisation themselves. The answers to
the open question on the three most important benefits for members were categorised
in several groups.


Two main types of answers prevail:
o Market and price stability (41% of the replies),
o Reduced costs and economies of scale (38%);



Higher prices and ensuring a fair standard of living (for the members), and improved
market opportunities or market access are also mentioned as important benefits (by
26% and 21% of the respondents). However, from our research we cannot conclude
if better prices are associated with bargaining power or an increased value added;



Benefits of belonging to an organisation often seem to reinforce each other. From the
combination of benefits mentioned by the POs and APOs, and the broad range of
activities that most of them perform, we notice that improved market access (e.g.
by increasing volumes offered to customers, improving quality (control), joint
processing, storage, transportation or promotion) increases the value of the offer to
customers, and hence may increase average prices, while the organisation may at
the same time function as a buffer or pool for stabilising market price fluctuations;



Income stability and payment security were indicated frequently by respondents as
well. However, stability does not refer to higher prices, but it is rather related to risk
reduction and uncertainty. The PO can reduce the risk of not being paid because due
to its size it can operate a more professional sales office or enforce contracts, and at
the same time because of e.g. joint storage facilities, processing and planning of
quantities, price risks are spread between members and over the marketing year;



In addition to the benefits mentioned above, we find that technical assistance and
support, improved product quality, education and training and better access to
market information are also perceived as important benefits to members.

The literature about whether the existence of POs and APOs leads to higher prices paid
to farmers, and whether members of POs and APOs receive higher prices compared to
non-members, is inconclusive. There are arguments and empirical evidences found for
the existence of a competitive yardstick in prices of (processing) cooperatives in e.g.
dairy. Cooperatives are then thought to process their members’ products at cost prices,
and redistribute excess profits back to the members, leading them to pay the highest
possible prices to their members. Transparency of prices of cooperatives will force other
firms to increase their buying prices as well and even above those of cooperatives in
situations in which supply is scarce. However, in practice the various other (non-price)
services that cooperatives and other firms offer to their members and suppliers make it
extremely difficult to verify actual price differences. On the whole, the cooperative will
generate all sorts of efficiency effects, which counterbalance the competitive yardstick
and may actually decrease prices for customers and consumers.

107

Study on Producer Organisations and their activities in the olive oil, beef and veal and arable crops
sectors

6.4 Challenges for the establishment of a PO/APO
POs and APOs may come across several challenges before their establishment.
Establishment of the organisation may require, for example, the design of an appropriate
governance structure, finding members, and registration of the necessary paperwork.


Among survey respondents, the most frequently perceived barriers for the
establishment of the organisation are:
o ‘lack of support from the government’ (43% says that this was a barrier to a fairly
good or large extent),
o ‘lack of support from sector organisations’ (42%), and
o ‘lack of good examples of successful cooperatives in the sector’ (40%);



The results also confirm that differences of interests between farmers and a lack of
mutual trust may impact the successful establishment of POs. Although somewhat
less often indicated as a (fairly) large barrier, ‘establishing mutual trust between
farmers’ was identified as a barrier to at least some extent by a majority of the POs
and APOs (57%), and 56% of POs and APOs reported difficulties in ‘incentivising
farmers to become members’ to at least some extent (25% perceived this barrier to
a fairly good or large extent);



Becoming part of a PO that is negotiating with buyers on behalf of its members does
involve a loss of autonomy for the individual companies in terms of deciding who to
sell to, and at what price. ‘Losing independence with respect to selling products’ is
mentioned as a barrier to a fairly good or large extent by 26% of the POs (56% to at
least some extent), while losing independence with respect to production planning or
product development was mentioned as a barrier to at least some extent by 22%
(49% to at least some extent);



Cultural differences between countries seem to influence the existence and
establishment of POs. We find that in new MS (accession in 2004 or later) the lack of
support from the government and, especially, a lack of good examples was much
more often perceived as barriers than in old MS. Mutual trust between farmers was
about as much a problem in old and new MS;



We found no clear indications that the age or size of the organisations are important
in determining barriers for the establishment of the organisations. But we must note
that we do not know their size at the moment of establishment and that older
organisations have more often indicated that they don’t know these barriers;
probably because the respondent was not present at the time of establishment.

6.5 Main activities of the PO/APO
After having discussed the reasons and barriers to establishing the organisations and
their aims, the study addresses the main activities of the PO/APO. In terms of activities,
the study distinguishes between commercialisation related activities and other activities.
Commercialisation related activities are defined as activities that are related to the
commercialisation process, and include contractual negotiations, planning of quantity
and planning of quality, and developing and implementing commercialisation strategies.
Furthermore, it is important to remember that in light of the CMO Regulation as in force
in 2017, recognised POs and APOs are allowed certain derogations from competition
rules as defined in articles 169 for olive oil, 170 for beef and veal, and 171 for arable
crops, provided that they are actually performing commercialisation related activities
and under the assumption that the activities establish benefits (see also Section 6.6).
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The results from the survey show that:


POs and APOs engage in commercialisation related activities in the following order of
importance:
o planning of quality (e.g. making sure that members’ production and customers’
orders are matched in terms of desired product quality) (80%),
o developing and implementing commercialisation strategies (71%),
o contractual negotiations (68%), and
o planning of quantity (69%);



Other activities commonly carried out by POs and APOs include ‘(organisation) of
quality control’ (70%), ‘distribution and transport’ (57%), ‘input procurement’
(55%), ‘provision of equipment or storage’ (46%). Some of the activities that are
less common, but still significant are ‘packaging’ (31%), ‘waste management’ (34%),
‘labelling and promotion’ (37%) and ‘processing’ (39%);



About 92% of all POs and APOs reported to perform at least one of the
commercialisation related activities. From these organisations that perform at least
one of the commercialisation related activities, again 92% carries out at least one
non-commercialisation related activity. 69% of the organisations carries out even 3
or more other activities, besides commercialisation related activities. Among the
other activities that are carried out most often are (the organisation of) quality control
(70%), the procurement of inputs (64%), and distribution/transport (57%);



Contractual negotiations are performed by 68% of the POs and APOs. 93% of these
organisations perform contractual negotiation in combination with at least one other
(non-commercialisations related) activity. The other activities performed most in
combination with contractual negotiations are similar to the ones indicated under the
preceding bullet point. The number of observations were too small for the APOs to
differentiate between the results for POs and APOs;



About 8% of all the POs and APOs in our sample do not engage in any
commercialisation related activity. Of the organisations that do not carry out
contractual negotiations (32%), about 60% still indicated that they are pursuing aims
like concentrating supply and placing products on the market. It seems that they
leave the negotiating to the individual members; e.g. while offering a joint market
place – e.g. an auction – or concentrating supply in another way, as some of these
organisations have reported under ‘other activities’;



When asked specifically about the reasons for carrying out other activities than
selling products, POs and APOs indicate that these other (non-commercialisation
related) activities are meant to establish an ‘improved position of the members in
negotiations with buyers’ (72% important or very important). This reveals clearly
that not only the commercialisation related activities are necessary to establish a
good negotiating position. About 63% of the POs and APOs says that fact that ‘the
activities reduce the costs of the members’ is an important or very important reason
for carrying out activities other than selling products (84% if fairly important is
included). Which is in line with the argument that the joint activities produce
considerable efficiencies. POs are somewhat more often indicating ‘an improved
position of members in negotiations with suppliers’ to be important than APOs, which
confirms that POs are more often involved in joint input procurement than APOs;



Complying with competition rules and access to funds are the least often mentioned
important reasons, although still about 40 to 50% of the organisations says these
reasons are important or very important;



There are no major differences between sector with respect to the reasons to carry
out other activities than selling products.

The POs and APOs face also difficulties or challenges when carrying out their activities:
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Regarding the commercialisation of products, the challenges that were most often
reported are: weak negotiation power, (a lack of) access to capital, varying quality
of products delivered by the members, access to market information, and diverse
interest of members;



With respect to the procurement of inputs the POs and APOs report challenges of,
among others: diverse interests of members, access to capital, weak bargaining
power, and finding skilled personnel;



Regarding the organisation: member commitment, the involvement of members in
decision making, and finding good managers were most often reported as challenges;



The above shows that cooperation does not only produce benefits, but that there are
also difficulties and costs that are inherent to the cooperation process. Homogeneity
among members of cooperatives is found to be a factor in effective decision making
and performance of cooperatives, while heterogeneity of members of cooperatives is
increasing as organisations tend to grow in size (see e.g. Höhler and Kühl, R. (2017)
for a literature overview). Members differ in terms of farm size, age, company goals,
product quality and many more factors. Aligning the interests of members can be a
major complication for many cooperatives, and this is confirmed by our study.

In general, we find a high degree of coherence between the aims of the organisation
and their activities. That means that organisations that indicate that concentrating
supply and placing on the market of products, production planning, or stabilization of
prices are among their specific aims, often carry out activities that are related to these
commercialisation related aims, like planning of quantity and planning of quality,
contractual negotiations, and (development and implementation of) commercialisation
strategies. Those organisations are also more often involved in distribution and
transportation, and in joint input procurement.
We find no indications that the activities ‘processing’ and ‘labelling and promotion’ are
performed more or less often in combination with the commercialisation related activities
or aims. Which means that those that are processing products indicate to pursue
concentration of supply and other commercialisation related aims just as often as those
that do not engage in processing products. The ones that are processing are however
more often involved in ‘management of by-products’, ‘packaging and labelling’, and
developing EU and national quality labels such as PDOs and PGIs, and ‘contribution to a
sustainable use of natural resources and to climate change mitigation’.

6.6 Relation to the CAP objectives
The Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) of the European Union has five specific overall
objectives (TFEU, art. 39):
1. to increase agricultural productivity by promoting technical progress and by ensuring
the rational development of agricultural production and the optimum utilisation of the
factors of production, in particular labour;
2. thus to ensure a fair standard of living for the agricultural community, in particular
by increasing the individual earnings of persons engaged in agriculture;
3. to stabilise markets;
4. to assure the availability of supplies;
5. to ensure that supplies reach consumers at reasonable prices.
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The derogations from the competition rules (articles 169, 170, and 171 CMO as in force
in 2017), e.g. that permit organisations to engage in collective negotiations on behalf of
their members, are meant to contribute to the CAP objectives. In certain sectors,
including the olive oil sector, Member States can set up support for the establishment
of POs and APOs, and POs and APOs can operate work programmes which are also
eligible for financial support (see Article 29 of the CMO Regulation as in force in 2017
(Regulation (EU) No. 1308/2013)).
A question is hence whether POs and APOs that are recognised believe that their
activities are contributing to the CAP objectives, and whether there is a major difference
with those POs and APOS that have not applied for recognition:


Overall, the majority (60%) of all POs and APOs (whether or not recognised) consider
that their activities contribute - to at least a fairly good extent to -increasing
agricultural productivity;



About half of all organisations indicate that their activities contribute to ‘ensuring
availability of supplies’, ‘ensuring a fair standard of living for farmers’ and to
‘stabilizing markets’, to at least a fairly good extent;



The activities of the PO or APO were least often identified as contributing to ‘ensuring
reasonable consumer prices’ (39% to at least a fairly good extent), while about 20%
of the organisations say that their activities do not at all contribute ensuring
reasonable consumer prices;



APOs (68%) indicate that their activities contribute (to a fairly good or large extent)
to ‘stabilising markets’ more frequently than POs (45%). The same holds for
‘ensuring a fair standard of living’ (64% versus 48%). This is consistent with the idea
that APOs – which combine POs – are generally larger players in the market;



Beef and veal POs and APOs, are more inclined to perceive their activities to
contribute to ‘stabilising markets’ than the organisations in the other sectors. They
also more frequently judge their activities to contribute to ‘ensuring a fair standard
of living for farmers’ and ‘stabilising markets’ to a large extent; 31% and 30%,
respectively, of beef and veal POs and APOs say that their activities contribute to
these two CAP objectives ‘to a large extent’;



In general, there are no major differences between large and small, and old and
young POs and APOs. One exception is that the largest POs and APOs indicate more
often that their activities contribute to a large extent to ensuring availability of
supplies;



Notably, the survey finds no major differences between recognised and other (nonrecognised) POs and APO. Both types of organisations believe they contribute to the
CAP objectives in much the same way. Moreover, for all objectives except ‘to ensure
that supplies reach consumers at reasonable prices’, non-recognised POs and APOs
more often indicate that their activities contribute - to at least a fairly good extent to the CAP objectives than recognised POs and APOs. The differences in percentages
of recognised and non-recognised organisations that indicate a contribution to at
least a fairly good extent are however small and not statistically significant.
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The survey questionnaire does not directly ask which activities contribute to which CAP
objectives. Therefore, to see whether the carrying out of certain activities has a greater
association with different CAP objectives, we have performed a statistical test that
combines the two questions. The findings indicate that:


Increasing agricultural productivity is most strongly associated with planning of
quantity, planning of quality, and waste management. Other activities are not
significantly related to a perceived contribution to this CAP objective;



POs and APOs that say that their activities contribute to ‘a fair standard of living for
farmers’ are more often carrying out ‘planning of quantities’, ‘organisation of quality
control’, and ‘waste management’. In addition, POs and APOs that are not involved
in ‘packaging’ and ‘labelling and promotion’ more frequently indicate that their
activities do not contributing much to ensuring a fair standard of living for farmers,
than those that perform these activities;



The objective of stabilising markets is related (statistically significant difference
between those that do and do not conduct certain activities) to the activities
‘contractual negotiations’, ‘commercialisation strategies’ and ‘planning of quantity’
and ‘distribution and transport’. Commercialisation strategies and planning of
quantity are part of a vertical cooperation strategy, in which supply and demand are
better coordinated and planned. This leads to a more stable market situation
compared to a situation in which very large numbers of farmers all try to individually
sell their products.

6.7 Recognition under the CMO regulation
Lastly, we examine the reasons for obtaining a recognition as a PO or APO under the
Regulation (EU) No. 1308/2013, as in force in 2017. Are the benefits of recognition
sufficiently clear to POs and APOs and do they form an incentive for the establishment
of new, recognised POs and APOs?
From the inventory of producer organisations described earlier, we find that there are
many more farmer cooperatives that are not recognised than recognised ones; the study
finds that there are five times more non-recognised POs and APOs than formally
recognised POs and APOs. Most POs and APOs have, therefore, not obtained legal
certainty under the derogation from competition rules, for which recognition is a prerequisite for the application of the derogation. Although, from the inventory, we find
that POs and APOs in old MS are more often recognised than those in new MS, while
large differences in the degree of recognition exist also between individual countries.
Based on the survey:


Non-recognised POs and APOs are not found to be of a different average age. Also
we find that non-recognised POs and APOs are existent in any size group, though
some very large non-recognised POs exist, which cause the average turnover of nonrecognised POs to be larger than that of recognised POs;



A substantial proportion (49%) of non-recognised POs are not (fully) aware of the
possibilities to become recognised. This is true across all sectors, but most notably
in arable crops (58%). It is also true across old and new MS, although POs and APOs
in old MS are somewhat more aware (53% versus 45%);



The most important reasons not to apply for recognition (among organisations that
are aware of the possibility) are:
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o ‘The benefits of recognition are unclear’ (74% indicate this reason is important or
very important),
o ‘Lack of good examples of other recognised POs/APOs’ (74%),
o ‘Thresholds for recognition on the minimum number of members and/or minimum
volume or value of marketable production (art 154(1)b of the CMO Regulation as
in force in 2017)’ (66%),
o ‘Complexity of the application process’ (57%),
o ‘Risk of being penalised by the Authorities for breaking the rules’ (56%),
o ‘Increased supervision by the authorities following from recognition’ (52%),
o ‘The amount of information requested by the Competent Authorities’ (41%);


For POs/APOs that are already recognised, the factors that were seen as the most
important barriers to obtaining recognition were:
o ‘Complexity of the application process’ (43% indicate this reason important or
very important),
o ‘The amount of information requested by the Competent Authorities’ (43%),
o ‘Duration of the application process’ (28%),
o ‘Thresholds for recognition’ (25%);



The vast majority of recognised POs and APOs (96%) and non-recognised POs and
APOs that are aware of recognition (78%) see potential benefits of the recognition.
Those that do not see benefits of recognition often remark that they see no additional
value in getting recognised as all of the potential benefits are already realised;



Overall, the potential benefits of recognition are seen to be:
o ‘Financial support for investments, services and plans’ (68% to a fairly good extent
or to a large extent),
o ‘Credibility towards other actors in the supply chain’ (63%),
o ‘Better access to extension services’ (61%),
o ‘Legal security’ (58%),
o ‘Derogation from competition rules’ (35%);



‘Derogation from competition rules’ is the least frequently perceived important
benefit. Financial support, credibility or reliability, access to extensions services and
legal security are more often seen as important to the organisations. Credibility
appears particularly relevant for their relation towards other actors in the supply
chain, (potential) members of the organisation, as well as towards banks and
governmental organisations.
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Annex I: Definitions

Producer Organisation (PO): Any type of entity that has been constituted by and is
controlled by producers in a specific sector, formed on the initiative of producers to
pursue one or more of the specific aims listed in the CMO, whether or not the
organisation is recognised under the CMO Regulation. Article 152(1) of the CMO
states:

Producer organisations
1. Member States may, on request, recognise producer organisations, which:
(a) are constituted, and controlled in accordance with point (c) of Article
153(2), by producers in a specific sector listed in Article 1(2);
(b) are formed on the initiative of the producers;
(c) pursue a specific aim which may include at least one of the following
objectives:
i.

ensuring that production is planned and adjusted to demand,
particularly in terms of quality and quantity;

ii.

concentration of supply and the placing on the market of the products
produced by its members, including through direct marketing;

iii.

optimising production costs and returns on investments in response to
environmental and animal welfare standards, and stabilising producer
prices;

iv.

carrying out research and developing initiatives on sustainable
production methods, innovative practices, economic competitiveness
and market developments;

v.

promoting, and providing technical assistance for, the use of
environmentally sound cultivation practices and production techniques,
and sound animal welfare practices and techniques;

vi.

promoting, and providing technical assistance for, the use of
production standards, improving product quality and developing
products with a protected designation of origin, with a protected
geographical indication or covered by a national quality label;

vii.

the management of by-products and of waste in particular to protect
the quality of water, soil and landscape and preserving or encouraging
biodiversity;

viii.

contributing to a sustainable use of natural resources and to climate
change mitigation;

ix.

developing initiatives in the area of promotion and marketing;

x.

managing of the mutual funds referred to in operational programmes
in the fruit and vegetables sector referred to in Article 31(2) of this
Regulation and under Article 36 of Regulation (EU) No 1305/2013

xi.

providing the necessary technical assistance for the use of the futures
markets and of insurance schemes.
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Association of Producer Organisations (APO): Any association of producer
organisations whether or not the association is recognised under article 156 of the
CMO Regulation. Article 156(1) of the CMO states:
Associations of producer organisations
1. Member States may, on request, recognise associations of producer
organisations in a specific sector listed in Article 1(2) which are formed at the
initiative of recognised producer organisations.
Subject to the rules adopted pursuant to Article 173, associations of producer
organisations may carry out any of the activities or functions of producer
organisations.

Sector or product group:
a) olive oil, b) beef and veal for slaughter, c) arable crops
Type of products:
Olive oil: a) for human consumption, b) for other uses.
Beef and veal: a) live cattle (Bos taurus) for slaughter aged less than 12
months, b) live cattle (Bos taurus) for slaughter aged from 12 moths and
older.
Arable crops: a) common wheat, b) barley, c) maize, d) rye, e) durum wheat,
f) oat, g) triticale, k) rapeseed, l) sunflower seeds, m) soya beans, n) field
beans and field peas.
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Annex II: Survey questionnaire
The Study on the Producer Organisations and their activities in the olive oil, beef
and veal, arable crops sectors is executed for the European Commission Directorate
General for Competition.

Background of the study








In the context of the 2013 reform of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), the
European Parliament and the Council adopted Regulation No. 1308/2013 ("the CMO
Regulation"). The Regulation contains derogations from competition rules for joint
selling of producer organisations ("POs") in the olive oil, beef & veal and arable crops
sectors (Articles 169, 170 and 171). The derogations also apply to associations of
producer organisations ("APOs").
The aim of these provisions is to improve the position of farmers in the supply chain in
a sustainable and long-term manner, based on the efficiencies generated by their joint
activities in POs.
To implement the provisions the Commission adopted in 2015 Guidelines that provide
guidance on the application of these rules to producers, national competition authorities
and national courts (available in all EU languages).
There is no inventory of POs and APOs readily available for the EU and there is no
recent survey available on the activities of these POs and APOs. The Commission is
interested in the number of those POs and APOs, their activities and their benefits and
disadvantages, and the difficulties POs and APOs may face including on the
implementation of these rules.

Specific objectives of the study
The study covers the olive oil, beef & veal and arable crops sectors as defined by Articles
169, 170 and 171 of the CMO Regulation as in force in 2017. It combines:
1.
2.

An inventory (report of the number) of POs and APOs in the EU and per Member States
in these sectors based on currently available sources for such information;
A survey of a representative sample of POs and APOs commercialising products in the
three sectors in the EU; this survey will provide more detailed information on the
activities of POs and APOs in the sample; and
An analysis of a limited number of specific examples of POs and APOs commercialising
products in the three sectors selected from the representative sample already analysed.

Objective of this questionnaire




This questionnaire is used to collect information on the activities of POs and APOs in
different Member States and sectors (objective 2. of the study). This information is
used to make a comprehensive overview of activities covered by existing POs and
APOs.
Information gathered through this questionnaire will be treated as confidential and from
the results presented in the final report it will not be possible to trace answers back to
individual POs or APOs. Personal details will not be disclosed.
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General information about the organisation
Q1) What is the name of your organisation?
............................................................................
Q2) Does your organisation have a website and if yes, what is the web address or URLlink?
............................................................................
Q3) Which of the following types best describes your organisation?
☐ Producer Organisation, cooperative of farmers or other partnership of which
farmers are direct members
☐ Association of Producer Organisations or other association of which not the
individual farmers but other associations or cooperatives of farmers are direct
members (APO)
☐ Other
If your answer is ’other’, please explain and/or specify:
............................................................................
Q4) Please indicate which of the following products your organisation is selling (multiple
answers possible):
Olive oil (multiple answers possible):
☐ Olive oil for human consumption
☐ Olive oil for other uses
Beef and veal (multiple answers possible):
☐ Live cattle (Bos taurus) for slaughter (a) aged less than 12 months
☐ Live cattle (Bos taurus) for slaughter (b) aged from 12 months and older
☐ Other beef and veal
Arable crops (multiple answers possible):
☐ Common wheat
☐ Barley
☐ Maize
☐ Rye
☐ Durum wheat
☐ Oats
☐ Triticale
☐ Rapeseed
☐ Sunflower seed
☐ Soya/soy beans
☐ Field beans
☐ Field peas
☐ Other arable crops
Products from other sectors, please specify:
.........................................................
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If the organisation is not a PO or APO and/or is not selling any of the
products listed under olive oil, beef and veal or arable crops, you do not have
to continue with the questionnaire. But please report back on the first 3
questions.
Q5) What is the national legal form of your organisation?
............................................................................
Q6) What is the date of establishment of your organisation?
DD/MM/YEAR: ...../…../…..
Q7) For each of the products listed above, what is the total turnover of your organisation
in the most recent (closed financial) year?
Olive oil:

........... (euro) in ........ (year)

Beef and veal: ........... (euro) in ........ (year)
Arable crops:

........... (euro) in ........ (year)

Q8) In which market does your organisation sell its products and what is the share of
the following regions in your total sales (multiple answers possible)?
☐ Regional (county or province):

.... %

☐ National:

.... %

☐ Other EU countries:

.... %

☐ Other countries outside the EU:

.... %
------100%

Q9) How many people are directly working for your organisation?
.............. paid employees in full-time equivalent (preferred) or
……headcount
.............. unpaid employees in full-time equivalent (preferred) or
……headcount
Q10) Please state the number of individual producers that are members of your
organisation or represented through the members of your organisation (for associations
of producer organisations)?
.............. number of producers that your members represent
.............. number of member organisations (for APOs only or cooperative of
cooperatives)
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Q11) What is the scope of the geographical area (provinces, counties, countries) that
the members of your organisation come from?
☐ Mostly regional (municipality, county or province)
☐ Mostly national (all over the country)
☐ In different countries of the EU
Q12) (Not for APOs) Is your organisation a member of a larger association of producer
organisations (APO) or another form of association of farmers’ cooperatives (cooperative
of cooperatives)?
☐ Yes
☐ No
If yes, please give the name and address of the APO or cooperative?
..........................................
..........................................
..........................................

Objectives and activities of the organisation
Q13) Which of the following functions are pursued by your organisation?
Q13a) Production planning and adjustment to demand

☐ Yes ☐ No

Q13b) Concentration of supply by negotiating conditions of sales

☐ Yes ☐ No

Q13c) Placing of products on the market (incl. direct marketing)

☐ Yes ☐ No

Optimisation of production costs and optimisation of
Q13d)

returns on investments for animal welfare,

☐ Yes ☐ No

environmental standards
☐ Yes ☐ No

Q13e) Stabilisation of producer prices
Q13f)

Carrying out research, initiatives on sustainable
production methods

Q13g) Promotion and technical
assistance for:

☐ Yes ☐ No

The use of
environmentally sound
cultivation practices and

☐ Yes ☐ No

production techniques
Q13h)

Sound animal welfare
practices and

☐ Yes ☐ No

techniques
Q13i)

Production standards

Q13j)

Improvement of product
quality
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Q13k)

Developing products with
protected designation of
origin, with protected
geographical indication or

☐ Yes ☐ No

covered by a national
quality label
☐ Yes ☐ No

Q13l) Management of by-products and of waste
Q13m) Contribution of a sustainable use of natural resources and to

☐ Yes ☐ No

climate change mitigation
Q13n) Developing initiatives in the area of promotion and marketing

☐ Yes ☐ No

Q13o) Provision of the necessary technical assistance for the use of

☐ Yes ☐ No

the futures markets and of insurance schemes
Q13p) Other functions
.................................
.................................
.................................
Q14) Please indicate the activities that your organisation is currently carrying out or is
planning to carry out on behalf of its members?
Q14a)

Contractual negotiations

☐ Yes ☐ No

☐ Planned

(year:......)
Q14b)

Commercialisation strategies

Q14c)

Planning of quantity

Q14d)

Planning of quality

Q14e)

Processing

☐ Yes ☐ No

☐ Planned

(year:......)
☐ Yes ☐ No

☐ Planned

(year:......)
☐ Yes ☐ No

☐ Planned

(year:......)
☐ Yes ☐ No

☐ Planned

(year:......)
Q14f)

Packaging

☐ Yes ☐ No

☐ Planned

(year:......)
Q14g)

Labelling or promotion

☐ Yes ☐ No

☐ Planned

(year:......)
Q14h)

Organisation of quality control

☐ Yes ☐ No

☐ Planned

(year:......)
Q14i)

Distribution/transport

☐ Yes ☐ No

☐ Planned

(year:......)
Q14j)

Quality control

Q14k)

Procurement of inputs

☐ Yes ☐ No

☐ Planned

(year:......)
☐ Yes ☐ No

☐ Planned

(year:......)
Q14l)

Provision of equipment or storage

☐ Yes ☐ No

☐ Planned

(year:......)
Q14m)

Management of waste

☐ Yes ☐ No

☐ Planned

(year:......)
Q14n)

Other activities:

.................................
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Q15) To what extent do the activities of your organisation contribute to the following
objectives?
Not at

To a

To some

To a

To a

all

limited

extent

fairly

large

good

extent

extent

extent
Q15a) To increase
agricultural
productivity by
promoting technical
progress and

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

ensuring the optimal
use of the factors of
production, in
particular labour
Q15b) To ensure a
fair standard of living
for farmers
Q15c) To guarantee a
sustainable economic
return to farmers’
investments
Q15d) To stabilise
markets
Q15e) To ensure the
availability of supplies
Q15f) To ensure
reasonable prices for
consumers
Q15g) Other
objectives

...............................................
...............................................
...............................................

Q16) What are the three main benefits for members of your organisation arising from
the activities undertaken to pursue the above-mentioned objectives?
1)....................................
2)....................................
3)....................................
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Reasons for the establishment of the organisation
Q17) Do you know the reasons supporting the establishment of your organisation?
☐ Yes
☐ No (e.g. because it was established long before you joined the organisation)
(go to Q21)
If question 17 was answered with “no”, please move on to question 21.
Q18) If your answer to Q17 is “yes”, please indicate the extent to which the following
reasons were important for the establishment of the organisation:
Not

Slightly

Fairly

important

important

important

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Important

Very

Don’t

important

know

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Q18a) To
make access
to finance
easier for the
members
Q18b) Less
administrative
burden for
individual
members
Q18c) Access
to educational
and technical
assistance
Q18d) Access
to CAP
(Common
Agricultural
Policy)
instruments
Q18e) Access
to markets
due to
increased
volume
Q18f) The
organisation
improves the
position of
the members
in
negotiations
with buyers
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Not

Slightly

Fairly

important

important

important

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Important

Very

Don’t

important

know

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Q18g) The
organisation
improves
the position
of the
members in
negotiations
with
suppliers
Q18h) The
organisation
reduces the
costs of the
members
Q18i) Other
reasons
(please
specify):

...............................................
...............................................
...............................................

Q19) Please indicate the extent to which you faced the following barriers in the
establishment of the organisation?
Not

To a

To

To a

To a

Don’t

at

limited

some

fairly

large

know

all

extent

extent

good

extent

extent

Q19a) Individual
farmers did not
want to give up
their independence
as entrepreneurs

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☒

☐

☐

☐

with respect to
selling directly to
buyers
Q19b) Individual
farmers did not
want to give up
their independence
as entrepreneurs
with respect to
other aspects like
production planning
or product
development
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Not

To a

To some

To a

To a

Don’t

at

limited

extent

all

extent

fairly

large

know

good

extent

extent
Q19c) It was
difficult to
incentivise farmers

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

to become members
Q19d) It is difficult
to organise support
from sector
organisations
Q19e) Lack of
support from the
government
Q19f) Difficulty in
defining an
appropriate
governance
structure
Q19g) Difficult to
establish mutual
trust between
producers/members
Q19h) Lack of good
examples of
successful
cooperatives in your
sector
Q19i) Difficulties in
establishing
collaboration forms

Q19j) Other barriers
(please specify):

...............................................
...............................................
...............................................

Q20) How did your organisation overcome the main barriers identified in Q19?
...................................................................................................................
...................................................................................................................
...................................................................................................................
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Reasons for carrying out activities other than selling products
Q21) Please indicate the extent to which the following reasons were important in the
decision to carry out other activities than selling products
Not

Slightly

Fairly

important

important

important

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Important

Very

Don’t

important

know

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Q21a) Access
to funds to
start new
activities
Q21b)
Members
asked for
other
activities
Q21c)
Complying
with
competition
rules
Q21d) Being
able to access
new funds in
the future
Q21e) The
internal
governance
structure of
the PO/APO
was
appropriate
Q21f) The
activities
improve the
position of the
members in
negotiations
with buyers
Q21g) The
activities
improve the
position of the
members in
negotiations
with suppliers
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Not

Slightly

Fairly

important

important

important

☐

☐

☐

Important

Very

Don’t

important

know

☐

☐

Q21h) The
activities
reduce the

☐

costs of the
members
Q21i)

...............................................

Others

...............................................

incentives:

...............................................

Q22) Please indicate the extent to which the following factors were a disincentive for the
organisation to carry out other activities than selling products?
Not

Slightly

Fairly

important

important

important

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Important

Very

Don’t

important

know

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Q22a)
Financial
resources
necessary
to
implement
were
difficult to
find
Q22b) The
internal
structure of
governance
of the
PO/APO was
not
appropriate
Q22c) Lack
of human
capital
(skills,
capacity)
available to
implement
other
activities
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Not

Slightly

Fairly

important

important

important

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Important

Very

Don’t

important

know

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Q22d)
Difficulty to
gather funds
to do
necessary
investments
Q22e)
Members did
not want to
invest
Q22f) The
obligation to
draft
marketing
plans
Q22g) The
size of the
organisation
22h)
Difficulties
related to
territorial
barriers
(e.g.
regionalism)

Q22i) Other
disincentives

...............................................
...............................................
...............................................

Challenges to carrying out different activities
Q23) What are the main challenges your organisation is encountering in carrying out
activities of commercialisation and selling products?
(e.g. access to capital for investments, weak bargaining power, access to market
information, diverse quality of products delivered by members, hiring a good sales
manager, diverse interests of members, etc.)
........................................................................
........................................................................
........................................................................
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Q24) What are the main challenges your organisation encounters in carrying out
activities related to the procurement of inputs?
(e.g. weak bargaining power, finding skilled personnel, access to capital, diverse
interests of members, etc.)
........................................................................
........................................................................
........................................................................
Q25) What are the main challenges your organisation faces in terms of the
organisational structure?
(e.g. member commitment, finding good managers, financing good members of the
board of directors, low member trust in the leadership (board or managers), the
involvement of members in decision-making, etc.)
........................................................................
........................................................................
........................................................................
Reasons to seek recognition under Regulation (EU) No 1308/2013 (the CMO
Regulation)
Q26) Are you aware of the possibility offered under the Common Market Organisation
(CMO) Regulation (Regulation (EU) No 1308/2013) to become recognised as Producer
Organisation or Association of Producer Organisations?
☐ Yes (go to Q27)
☐ No (go to Q28)
If question 26 is answered with “yes”, please go to question 27.
If question 26 is answered with “no”, please go to question 28.
Q27) If the answer to question 26 is “yes”: do you think that a being a recognised PO
or APO under the CMO Regulation offers additional benefits that are not available to
organisations which are not recognised?
☐ Yes (go to Q27.1)
☐ No (go to Q27.2)
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Q27.1) If the answer to question 27 is “yes”: please indicate the extent to which
recognition as a PO or APO may provide the following benefits?
Not at

To a

To

To a

To a

Don’t

all

limited

some

fairly

large

know

extent

extent

good

extent

extent
Q27a) Derogation
from the competition

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

rules
Q27b) Financial
support of
investments,
services and plans
Q27c) Better access
to extension services
Q27d) Credibility
towards other actors
in the supply chain
Q27e) Legal security
Q27f) Other benefits
(please specify)

...............................................
...............................................
...............................................

Q27.2) If the answer to question 27 is “no”: please describe the reasons why recognition
as PO or APO will not (or is unlikely to) result in the following benefits?
Q27g) Derogation from
the competition rules
Q27h) Financial support
of investments, services
and plans
Q27i) Better access to
extension services
Q27j) Credibility
towards other actors in
the supply chain
Q27k) Legal security
and certainty
Q27l) Other benefits
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Q28) Please indicate which of the following situations applies to your organisation with
respect to official recognition under the CMO Regulation:
☐ Recognised (recognised PO or APO) (go to Q29)
☐ Applied for recognition but not yet recognised (pending) (go to Q30)
☐ Applied for recognition but not recognised (not granted) (go to Q30)
☐ Pursuing recognition but not yet applied (go to Q30)
☐ Not pursuing recognition (go to Q32)
☐ Recognised before but recognition withdrawn on initiative of the
organisation (go to Q32)
☐ Recognised before but recognition withdrawn on initiative of the authorities
(go to Q32)
☐ Don’t know (go to Q32)
Q29) For recognised POs only: what is the date of recognition of your organisation under
Regulation (EU) No 1308/2013?
DD/MM/YEAR ...../...../.....
Q30) For recognised POs and APOs & those pursuing recognition only: what were/are
the three most important reasons your organisation to apply for recognition?
1)........................................................................
2)........................................................................
3)........................................................................

Q31) If your organisation is or was recognised or has applied for recognition under the
CMO Regulation: how important do you consider the following aspects as a barrier or an
incentive for obtaining recognition?
Not

Somewhat

Fairly

important

important

important

☐

☐

☐

Important

Very

Don’t

important

know

☐

☐

Q31a)
Barrier: The
amount of
information
requested

☐

by the
Competent
Authority

130

Study on Producer Organisations and their activities in the olive oil, beef and veal and arable crops
sectors

Not

Somewhat

Fairly

important

important

important

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Important

Very

Don’t

important

know

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Q31b)
Barrier: The
thresholds
for
recognition
in terms of
minimum
number of
members
and/or
minimum
volume or
value of
marketable
production
Q31c)
Barrier: The
complexity
of the
application
process
Q31d)
Barrier: The
duration of
the
application
process
Q31e)
Other
barriers:

...............................................
...............................................
...............................................

Q31f)
Incentive:
Legal clarity
and
certainty
that
recognition
provides
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Not

Somewhat

Fairly

important

important

important

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Important

Very

Don’t

important

know

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Q31g)
Incentive:
Better
access to
financial
support
Q31h)
Incentive:
Access to
other
advantages
(e.g.
extension
services)
Q31i) Other

...............................................

incentives:

...............................................
...............................................

For all organisations which are recognised or pursuing recognition: please
skip Q32 and move on to Q33.
Q32) If your organisation is not recognised and has not applied for recognition under
the CMO Regulation: to what extent were the following reasons important in this
decision?
Not

Somewhat

Fairly

important

important

important

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Important

Very

Don’t

important

know

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Q32a) The
amount of
information
requested by
the Competent
Authority
Q32b) The
thresholds for
recognition in
terms of
minimum
number of
members
and/or
minimum
volume or
value of
marketable
production
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Not

Somewhat

Fairly

important

important

important

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Important

Very

Don’t

important

know

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Q32c) The
complexity
of the
application
process
Q32d) The
benefits of
recognition
are unclear
Q32e)
Increased
supervision
by the
Authorities
that follows
from
recognition
Q32f) The
risk of
being
penalised
by the
Authorities
for breaking
rules that
apply to
recognised
POs and
APOs
Q32g) Lack
of good
examples of
other
recognised
POs or
APOs in
your sector
or in your
country
Q32h)
Other
reasons:

.................................
.................................

Any other remarks?
Q33) Do you have any other remarks or views related to the questions in the
questionnaire which you would like to share?

........................................................................
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Annex III: Answers to the survey

Table 1: Division of observations by organisation type (in number and %; n=226)
Organisation type (Q3)

PO

APO

Number

203

23

%

90

10

Table 2: Division of observations by organisation type and sector (number; n=226)
Organisation type

PO

Sector

APO

PO

APO

Number

%

Olive oil

68

3

96

4

Beef and veal

56

11

84

16

Arable crops

96

11

90

10

Table 3: Division of observations by organisation type, for recognised and non-recognised organisations (in %;
n=226)
Recognised POs

Recognised

Non-recognised POs

APOs

Nonrecognised
APOs

Number

74

7

129

16

%

33

3

57

7

Table 4: Division of types of products sold by the organisations (in % of total number of respondents, n=226)
% of total

YES

NO

Olive oil for human consumption

32

68

Olive oil for other uses

3

97

Live cattle (Bos taurus) for slaughter (a) aged less than 12 months

22

78

Live cattle (Bos taurus) for slaughter (b) aged from 12 months and older

24

76

Other beef and veal

13

87

Common wheat

41

59

Barley

39

61

Maize

31

69

Rye

20

80

Durum wheat

18

82

Oats

29

71

Triticale

26

74

Rapeseed

31

69

Sunflower seed

18

82

Soya/soy beans

11

89

Field beans

14

86

Field peas

23

77

Other arable crops

9

91
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Table 5: Division of observations by country (in %; n=226)
% of observations per country

Country

Austria

9

Croatia

1

Cyprus

2

Denmark

1

Estonia

5

Finland

2

France

28

Germany

22

Greece

15

Hungary

11

Ireland

1

Italy

26

Latvia

2

Lithuania

5

Netherlands

1

Poland

23

Portugal

21

Romania

10

Spain

36

United Kingdom

5

Table 6: Number of observations by period of establishment (n=221)
Date of establishment

PO

APO

Total

<1900

1

0

1

1900-1950

21

1

22

1950-1975

34

2

36

1975-2000

69

12

81

2000-2012

39

6

45

>2012

34

2

36

Table 7: Percentage of organisations that pursue specific functions (in % and number; n=225)
Number of all organisations

Yes

No

Total

Production planning

167

58

225

Concentration of supply

175

48

223

Placing on the market

170

55

225

Optimisation of costs and returns

135

82

217

Stabilization of prod. prices

152

68

220

Carrying out research

116

106

222

Promotion and assistance for environmentally friendly practices

147

75

222

Promotion and assistance for animal welfare

74

142

216

Promotion and assistance for production standards

168

56

224

Promotion and technical assistance for improved product quality

188

35

223

Promotion and assistance for developing products with PDO, PGI or

110

111

221

covered by national quality labels
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Number of all organisations

Yes

No

Total

Management of by-products and waste

96

124

220

Contribution of to a sustainable use of natural resources and to

126

94

220

Promotion & marketing

143

78

221

Technical assistance for futures markets and insurance

86

136

222

climate change mitigation

Table 8: Percentage of organisations that pursue specific functions, per organisation type (in %; n=225)
% of organisations

PO

APO

Production planning

73

83

Concentration of supply

81

59

Placing on the market

78

57

Optimisation of costs and returns

63

52

Stabilization of prod. prices

70

64

Carrying out research

52

57

Promotion and assistance for environmentally friendly practices

66

65

Promotion and assistance for animal welfare

32

50

Promotion and assistance for production standards

75

78

Promotion and technical assistance for improved product quality

85

78

Promotion and assistance for developing products with PDO, PGI

49

52

Management of by-products and waste

46

26

Contribution of to a sustainable use of natural resources and to

59

43

Promotion & marketing

64

70

Technical assistance for futures markets and insurance

37

52

or covered by national quality labels

climate change mitigation

Table 9: Percentage of organisations that pursue specific functions, per sector (in %; n=225)
% of organisations

Olive

Beef

Arable

oil

and

crops

veal
Production planning

62

86

73

Concentration of supply

74

71

84

Placing on the market

73

73

76

Optimisation of costs and returns

59

74

58

Stabilization of prod. prices

63

75

66

Carrying out research

55

48

50

Promotion and assistance for environmentally friendly practices

80

57

63

Promotion and assistance for animal welfare

18

76

23

Promotion and assistance for production standards

70

78

75

Promotion and technical assistance for improved product quality

86

85

81

Promotion and assistance for developing products with PDO, PGI

64

52

35

Management of by-products and waste

63

28

43

Contribution of to a sustainable use of natural resources and to

54

53

64

72

69

56

or covered by national quality labels

climate change mitigation
Promotion & marketing
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% of organisations

Olive

Beef

Arable

oil

and

crops

veal
Technical assistance for futures markets and insurance

34

28

47

Table 10: Percentage of organisations that pursue specific functions, for recognised and non-recognised
organisations (in %; n=225)
% of organisations

Recognised

Nonrecognised

Production planning

78

72

Concentration of supply

82

76

Placing on the market

68

80

Optimisation of costs and returns

64

61

Stabilization of prod. prices

70

69

Carrying out research

62

47

Promotion and assistance for environmentally friendly

67

66

Promotion and assistance for animal welfare

30

37

Promotion and assistance for production standards

75

75

Promotion and technical assistance for improved product

86

83

72

37

Management of by-products and waste

41

45

Contribution of to a sustainable use of natural resources and to

56

58

Promotion & marketing

73

60

Technical assistance for futures markets and insurance

33

42

practices

quality
Promotion and assistance for developing products with PDO,
PGI or covered by national quality labels

climate change mitigation

Table 11: Percentage of organisations that carry out specific activities (in %; n=211)
Yes (%)

No (%)

n

Contractual negotiations

68

32

209

Commercialisation strategies

71

29

209

Planning of quantity

68

32

208

Planning of quality

80

20

210

Processing

39

61

208

Packaging

31

69

210

Labelling or promotion

37

63

209

Organisation of quality control

70

30

210

Distribution/ transport

57

43

207

Input procurement

64

36

210

Equipment/ storage

55

45

208

Waste management

46

54

210
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Table 12: Percentage of organisations that carry out specific activities, per organisation type (in %; n=211)
% of organisations

PO

APO

Contractual negotiations

69

63

Commercialisation strategies

72

61

Planning of quantity

68

61

Planning of quality

80

78

Processing

41

22

Packaging

31

32

Labelling or promotion

36

44

Organisation of quality control

71

61

Distribution/ transport

58

50

Input procurement

64

61

Equipment/ storage

56

47

Waste management

47

37

Table 13: Percentage of organisations that carry out specific activities, per sector (in %; n=211)
% of organisations

Olive oil

Beef and veal

Arable crops

Contractual negotiations

46

71

84

Commercialisation strategies

64

68

78

Planning of quantity

47

81

76

Planning of quality

72

83

82

Processing

66

17

35

Packaging

58

18

20

Labelling or promotion

61

27

25

Organisation of quality control

71

71

65

Distribution/ transport

47

60

60

Input procurement

67

63

62

Equipment/ storage

49

42

68

Waste management

54

23

56

Table 14: Percentage of organisations that carry out specific activities, for recognised and non-recognised
organisations (in %; n=211)
% of organisations

Recognised

Non-recognised

Contractual negotiations

67

69

Commercialisation strategies

79

67

Planning of quantity

63

70

Planning of quality

83

78

Processing

48

35

Packaging

36

29

Labelling or promotion

45

32

Organisation of quality control

78

66

Distribution/ transport

52

61

Input procurement

70

60

Equipment/ storage

39

64

Waste management

42

48

138

Study on Producer Organisations and their activities in the olive oil, beef and veal and arable crops
sectors

Table 15: Extent to which the activities of the organisation contribute to the following objectives (in %; n=223)
Not

To a limited

To some

To a fairly

To a large

at all

extent

extent

good extent

extent

8

10

21

40

20

9

10

32

30

20

Stabilise markets

12

19

22

31

16

Ensure availability of

12

16

20

26

26

21

18

22

24

16

Objective
Increase agricultural
productivity
Ensure fair standard
of living

supplies
Reasonable
consumer prices
Table 16: Extent to which the activities of the organisation contribute to the following objectives, per type of
organisation (in %; n=223)
Not

To a

To some

To a fairly

To a

at

limited

extent

good extent

large

all

extent

9

11

21

40

19

9

10

32

30

19

Stabilise markets

12

19

24

30

15

Ensure availability of

11

17

20

26

26

20

19

22

24

15

Not

To a

To some

To a fairly

To a large

at all

limited

extent

good extent

extent

Objective
POs

Increase agricultural

extent

productivity
Ensure fair standard
of living

supplies
Reasonable consumer
prices

extent
APOs

Increase agricultural

5

9

23

36

27

5

5

27

32

32

Stabilise markets

9

18

5

41

27

Ensure availability of

18

5

27

23

27

27

9

23

23

18

productivity
Ensure fair standard
of living

supplies
Reasonable consumer
prices
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Table 17: Extent to which the activities of the organisation contribute to the following objectives, per sector (in
%; n=223)
Objective

Not

To a

To some

To a fairly

To a

at all

limited

extent

good extent

large

extent
Olive

Increase

oil

agricultural

extent

6

15

15

46

17

4

9

35

42

10

Stabilise markets

13

21

28

28

10

Ensure availability

10

21

27

31

10

7

26

22

38

6

Not

To a limited

To some

To a fairly

To a large

at all

extent

extent

good extent

extent

5

9

28

42

16

3

12

35

18

31

Stabilise markets

3

16

21

30

30

Ensure availability

9

14

22

22

33

25

13

25

14

23

Not

To a limited

To some

To a fairly

To a large

at all

extent

extent

good extent

extent

15

9

28

47

30

15

9

43

39

27

Stabilise markets

21

30

21

51

14

Ensure availability

14

23

22

38

38

34

24

25

25

22

productivity
Ensure fair
standard of living

of supplies
Reasonable
consumer prices

Beef

Increase

and

agricultural

veal

productivity
Ensure fair
standard of living

of supplies
Reasonable
consumer prices

Arable

Increase

crops

agricultural
productivity
Ensure fair
standard of living

of supplies
Reasonable
consumer prices
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Table 18: Extent to which the activities of the organisation contribute to the following objectives, for recognised
and non-recognised organisations (in %; n=223)
Objective

Not

To a

To some

To a

To a

at all

limited

extent

fairly

large

good

extent

extent

extent
Recognised

Increase agricultural

7

17

20

42

14

8

13

34

32

14

Stabilise markets

12

18

25

39

6

Ensure availability of

17

14

23

29

17

25

16

16

33

9

Not at

To a

To some

To a

To a

all

limited

extent

fairly

large

good

extent

productivity
Ensure fair standard of
living

supplies
Reasonable consumer
prices

extent

extent
Non-

Increase agricultural

recognised

productivity

9

6

22

39

24

9

8

30

29

23

Stabilise markets

12

19

20

27

21

Ensure availability of

9

17

19

24

32

18

19

25

18

20

Ensure fair standard of
living

supplies
Reasonable consumer
prices
Table 19: Extent to which reasons were important for the establishment of the organisation (in %; n=195)
Reason

Not

Slightly

Fairly

Importa

Very

importan

importan

importan

nt

importan

t

t

t

Easier access to finance

15

21

24

15

t
26

Less administrative burden

13

21

19

26

21

Access to educational and

11

22

17

22

28

Access to CAP instruments

18

14

18

23

27

Improved access to markets

1

3

10

30

56

3

3

10

22

62

9

9

17

22

43

6

8

16

27

43

technical assistance

due to increased volume
Improved position of members
in negotiations with buyers
Improved position of members
in negotiations with suppliers
Reduces the costs for
members
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Table 20: Extent to which reasons were important for the establishment of the organisation, per type of
organisation (in %; n=195)
Not

Slightly

Fairly

Imp

Very

import

importan

importa

orta

importa

ant

t

nt

nt

nt

Easier access to finance

16

20

22

15

27

Less administrative burden

12

22

18

26

22

Access to educational and

11

20

19

21

29

Access to CAP instruments

18

14

18

24

26

Improved access to markets

1

3

9

31

56

3

3

9

23

61

9

8

17

22

44

6

6

17

27

44

Not

Slightly

Fairly

Imp

Very

import

importan

importa

orta

importa

Reason
POs

technical assistance

due to increased volume
Improved position of members
in negotiations with buyers
Improved position of members
in negotiations with suppliers
Reduces the costs for members

APOs

ant

t

nt

nt

nt

Easier access to finance

6

22

39

17

17

Less administrative burden

20

10

25

30

15

Access to educational and

9

36

0

32

23

Access to CAP instruments

20

10

15

20

35

Improved access to markets

0

5

16

21

58

5

5

11

11

68

11

17

17

28

28

14

29

7

21

29

technical assistance

due to increased volume
Improved position of
members in negotiations with
buyers
Improved position of
members in negotiations with
suppliers
Reduces the costs for
members
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Table 21: Extent to which reasons were important for the establishment of the organisation, per sector (in %;
n=195)
Reason

Not

Slightly

Fairly

Imp

Very

import

importan

importa

orta

import

ant

t

nt

nt

ant

Olive

Easier access to finance

11

20

28

24

17

oil

Less administrative burden

14

24

22

24

18

Access to educational and

5

20

19

29

27

Access to CAP instruments

9

9

22

35

24

Improved access to markets

4

4

15

36

42

7

4

17

31

41

8

4

24

29

35

6

8

15

29

42

technical assistance

due to increased volume
Improved position of members
in negotiations with buyers
Improved position of members
in negotiations with suppliers
Reduces the costs for
members
Beef

Easier access to finance

19

17

21

11

32

and

Less administrative burden

16

16

16

26

28

veal

Access to educational and

14

21

14

14

36

Access to CAP instruments

24

9

18

11

38

Improved access to markets

0

0

9

31

59

2

2

9

18

70

12

16

16

19

37

12

7

19

19

44

technical assistance

due to increased volume
Improved position of members
in negotiations with buyers
Improved position of members
in negotiations with suppliers
Reduces the costs for
members
Arable

Easier access to finance

16

25

25

9

25

crops

Less administrative burden

13

22

19

27

19

Access to educational and

12

24

17

23

23

Access to CAP instruments

21

15

17

23

24

Improved access to markets

1

4

8

29

58

3

5

6

19

67

8

8

12

18

54

6

8

11

31

44

technical assistance

due to increased volume
Improved position of members
in negotiations with buyers
Improved position of members
in negotiations with suppliers
Reduces the costs for
members
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Table 22: Extent to which reasons were important for the establishment of the organisation, for recognised and
non-recognised organisations (in %; n=195
Reason

Not

Slightly

Fairly

Imp

Very

import

importa

importa

orta

import

ant

nt

nt

nt

ant

Recogn

Easier access to finance

10

20

23

21

26

ised

Less administrative burden

13

21

24

27

15

Access to educational and

7

21

13

31

28

Access to CAP instruments

17

11

20

27

26

Improved access to markets

0

3

11

32

55

3

3

12

28

54

10

9

19

27

34

7

11

18

21

43

Not

Slightly

Fairly

Impo

Very

importa

important

importan

rtant

importa

technical assistance

due to increased volume
Improved position of
members in negotiations with
buyers
Improved position of
members in negotiations with
suppliers
Reduces the costs for
members

nt

t

nt

Non-

Easier access to finance

18

21

25

10

26

recogni

Less administrative burden

13

21

16

26

25

sed

Access to educational and

13

22

19

17

28

Access to CAP instruments

19

16

17

21

28

Improved access to markets

2

3

10

29

57

4

4

8

18

66

8

9

15

20

48

6

6

15

30

43

technical assistance

due to increased volume
Improved position of
members in negotiations with
buyers
Improved position of
members in negotiations with
suppliers
Reduces the costs for
members
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Table 23: Barriers for the establishment of the organisation (in %; n=187)
Barrier

Not at

To a

To

To a

To a

all

limited

some

fairly

large

extent

extent

good

extent

extent
Farmers not willing to give up their

27

19

31

12

11

31

22

28

12

8

24

22

32

11

11

20

13

27

21

19

Lack of support from the government

23

19

17

18

23

Difficulty to define the appropriate

35

19

27

8

11

24

21

30

15

10

20

20

22

17

20

22

22

28

14

13

independence w.r.t. selling directly to
buyers
Farmers not willing to give up their
independence w.r.t. i.e. production
planning or product development
Difficult to incentivise farmers to
become members
Difficult to organise support from
sector organisations

governance structure
Difficult to establish mutual trust
between producers/members
Lack of good examples of successful
cooperatives in the sector
Difficulties in establishing collaboration
forms
Table 24: Barriers for the establishment of the organisation, per type of organisation (in %; n=187)
Barrier

Not at

To a

To

To a

To a

all

limited

some

fairly

large

extent

extent

good

extent

27

20

31

12

11

31

22

28

11

9

24

21

34

11

10

18

13

28

20

21

23

18

18

19

22

32

20

28

9

11

24

21

30

14

11

20

19

23

17

21

extent
POs

Farmers not willing to give up
their independence w.r.t. selling
directly to buyers
Farmers not willing to give up
their independence w.r.t. i.e.
production planning or product
development
Difficult to incentivise farmers to
become members
Difficult to organise support from
sector organisations
Lack of support from the
government
Difficulty to define the
appropriate governance structure
Difficult to establish mutual trust
between producers/members
Lack of good examples of
successful cooperatives in the
sector
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Difficulties in establishing

21

21

30

13

14

26

16

32

16

11

32

21

26

21

0

21

26

21

16

16

39

11

17

33

0

17

28

11

11

33

58

16

16

5

5

21

21

32

26

0

22

22

17

22

17

38

31

8

23

0

collaboration forms
APOs

Farmers not willing to give up
their independence w.r.t. selling
directly to buyers
Farmers not willing to give up
their independence w.r.t. i.e.
production planning or product
development
Difficult to incentivise farmers to
become members
Difficult to organise support from
sector organisations
Lack of support from the
government
Difficulty to define the
appropriate governance structure
Difficult to establish mutual trust
between producers/members
Lack of good examples of
successful cooperatives in the
sector
Difficulties in establishing
collaboration forms

Table 25: Barriers for the establishment of the organisation, per sector (in %; n=187)
Barrier

Not at

To a

To

To a

To a

all

limited

some

fairly

large

extent

extent

good

extent

extent
Olive

Farmers not willing to give

oil

up their independence w.r.t.

20

16

39

14

10

26

21

40

4

9

14

20

45

10

10

7

12

37

19

26

11

22

22

22

24

30

25

28

10

8

11

20

36

14

18

selling directly to buyers
Farmers not willing to give
up their independence w.r.t.
i.e. production planning or
product development
Difficult to incentivise
farmers to become members
Difficult to organise support
from sector organisations
Lack of support from the
government
Difficulty to define the
appropriate governance
structure
Difficult to establish mutual
trust between
producers/members
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Lack of good examples of

11

18

36

18

18

10

18

33

15

25

Not at

To a

To

To a

To a

all

limited

some

fairly

large

extent

extent

good

extent

26

17

31

11

15

28

22

24

17

9

22

22

25

16

15

23

10

23

29

15

21

15

13

17

34

37

20

22

11

9

25

21

25

19

11

18

20

18

20

25

27

20

24

20

8

successful cooperatives in
the sector
Difficulties in establishing
collaboration forms

extent
Beef

Farmers not willing to give up

and

their independence w.r.t.

veal

selling directly to buyers
Farmers not willing to give up
their independence w.r.t. i.e.
production planning or
product development
Difficult to incentivise farmers
to become members
Difficult to organise support
from sector organisations
Lack of support from the
government
Difficulty to define the
appropriate governance
structure
Difficult to establish mutual
trust between
producers/members
Lack of good examples of
successful cooperatives in the
sector
Difficulties in establishing
collaboration forms
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Not at

To a

To

To a

To a

all

limited

some

fairly

large

extent

extent

good

extent

31

24

27

11

7

39

21

24

10

6

32

26

25

10

7

26

16

27

19

12

29

21

17

16

17

36

20

30

4

10

29

20

33

15

4

27

22

23

14

14

25

30

30

9

6

extent
Arable

Farmers not willing to give up

crops

their independence w.r.t.
selling directly to buyers
Farmers not willing to give up
their independence w.r.t. i.e.
production planning or
product development
Difficult to incentivise farmers
to become members
Difficult to organise support
from sector organisations
Lack of support from the
government
Difficulty to define the
appropriate governance
structure
Difficult to establish mutual
trust between
producers/members
Lack of good examples of
successful cooperatives in the
sector
Difficulties in establishing
collaboration forms

Table 26: Barriers for the establishment of the organisation, for recognised and non-recognised organisations (in
%; n=187)
Barrier

Not at

To a

To

To a

To a

all

limited

some

fairly

large

extent

extent

good

extent

24

19

33

16

7

27

25

33

11

5

21

18

43

13

5

19

7

29

29

16

19

23

19

21

18

extent
Recogn

Farmers not willing to give up

ised

their independence w.r.t.
selling directly to buyers
Farmers not willing to give up
their independence w.r.t. i.e.
production planning or
product development
Difficult to incentivise farmers
to become members
Difficult to organise support
from sector organisations
Lack of support from the
government
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Difficulty to define the

39

25

24

7

5

23

23

32

11

11

18

21

28

16

16

22

24

22

15

18

Not at

To a

To some

To a

To a

all

limited

extent

fairly

large

good

extent

appropriate governance
structure
Difficult to establish mutual
trust between
producers/members
Lack of good examples of
successful cooperatives in the
sector
Difficulties in establishing
collaboration forms

extent

extent
Non-

Farmers not willing to give up

recogni

their independence w.r.t.

sed

selling directly to buyers
Farmers not willing to give up

29

19

30

10

13

34

19

24

13

10

25

24

26

10

14

21

17

25

17

21

25

17

16

17

26

33

16

29

9

14

25

20

29

17

10

22

19

19

18

23

23

22

32

14

10

their independence w.r.t. i.e.
production planning or
product development
Difficult to incentivise farmers
to become members
Difficult to organise support
from sector organisations
Lack of support from the
government
Difficulty to define the
appropriate governance
structure
Difficult to establish mutual
trust between
producers/members
Lack of good examples of
successful cooperatives in the
sector
Difficulties in establishing
collaboration forms
Table 27: Reasons for carrying out activities other than selling products (in %; n=201)
Reasons

Not

Slightly

Fairly

Impo

Very

importa

important

importa

rtant

importa

nt
Access to funds to start new

nt

nt

20

13

21

23

23

Members asked for other activities

14

14

19

33

19

Complying with competition rules

23

14

28

19

17

Ability to access new funds in the

13

11

19

30

27

activities

future
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Reasons

Not

Slightly

Fairly

Impo

Very

importa

important

importa

rtant

importa

nt
Appropriate internal governance

nt

nt

10

11

27

34

17

5

5

18

32

40

10

10

24

26

29

8

8

21

29

34

structure of the PO/APO
Improved position of the members
in negotiations with buyers
Improved position of the members
in negotiations with suppliers
The activities reduce the costs of
the members
Table 28: Reasons for carrying out activities other than selling products, per type of organisation (in %; n=201)
Not

Slightly

Fairly

Import

Very

import

importa

important

ant

import

ant

nt

18

13

20

26

22

13

15

20

34

17

22

14

29

19

16

13

10

20

30

26

10

12

28

35

15

5

5

19

33

38

10

9

23

29

30

7

8

21

31

34

Extent of contribution

Not

Slightly

Fairly

Importa

Very

Reasons

importa

importan

important

nt

importa

nt

t

32

11

26

0

32

25

10

10

25

30

26

11

21

16

26

6

17

11

28

39

11

5

26

21

37

Reasons
POs

Access to funds to start

ant

new activities
Members asked for other
activities
Complying with
competition rules
Ability to access new funds
in the future
Appropriate internal
governance structure of
the PO/APO
Improved position of the
members in negotiations
with buyers
Improved position of the
members in negotiations
with suppliers
The activities reduce the
costs of the members

APOs

Access to funds to start

nt

new activities
Members asked for other
activities
Complying with
competition rules
Ability to access new funds
in the future
Appropriate internal
governance structure of
the PO/APO
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Improved position of the

5

5

14

24

52

14

19

33

5

29

20

10

25

15

30

members in negotiations
with buyers
Improved position of the
members in negotiations
with suppliers
The activities reduce the
costs of the members
Table 29: Reasons for carrying out activities other than selling products, per sector (in %;n=201)
Reasons
Olive

Access to funds to start

oil

new activities
Members asked for

Not

Slightly

Fairly

Import

Very

importa

importa

important

ant

import

nt

nt

19

18

23

23

18

10

14

28

29

19

10

16

40

19

16

10

5

25

32

28

7

8

27

47

10

4

11

25

42

19

8

12

31

34

15

5

7

25

25

37

Not

Slightly

Fairly

Importa

Very

importan

importan

important

nt

importa

t

t

29

9

18

21

23

13

20

14

30

23

32

13

23

13

19

14

11

14

38

23

12

12

29

27

21

7

7

19

21

46

ant

other activities
Complying with
competition rules
Ability to access new
funds in the future
Appropriate internal
governance structure of
the PO/APO
Improved position of the
members in
negotiations with buyers
Improved position of the
members in
negotiations with
suppliers
The activities reduce the
costs of the members

Beef

Access to funds to start

and

new activities

veal

Members asked for

nt

other activities
Complying with
competition rules
Ability to access new
funds in the future
Appropriate internal
governance structure of
the PO/APO
Improved position of the
members in
negotiations with buyers
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Improved position of the

14

19

21

24

22

7

10

17

36

29

Not

Slightly

Fairly

Importa

Very

importan

importan

important

nt

importa

t

t

16

14

22

25

24

15

10

16

41

17

25

14

23

21

18

16

13

19

26

26

11

13

30

28

18

5

3

16

31

45

9

9

23

20

39

9

9

19

31

31

members in
negotiations with
suppliers
The activities reduce the
costs of the members

Arable

Access to funds to start

crops

new activities
Members asked for

nt

other activities
Complying with
competition rules
Ability to access new
funds in the future
Appropriate internal
governance structure of
the PO/APO
Improved position of the
members in
negotiations with buyers
Improved position of the
members in
negotiations with
suppliers
The activities reduce the
costs of the members
Table 30: Reasons for carrying out activities other than selling products, for recognised and non-recognised
organisations (in %; n=201)
Reasons
Recogn

Access to funds to start new

ised

activities
Members asked for other

Not

Slightly

Fairly

Imp

Very

import

importa

importa

orta

import

ant

nt

nt

nt

ant

23

16

19

24

18

10

16

24

32

18

15

22

27

23

13

10

14

22

29

25

7

11

25

41

16

5

5

20

36

34

activities
Complying with competition
rules
Ability to access new funds in
the future
Appropriate internal
governance structure of the
PO/APO
Improved position of the
members in negotiations with
buyers
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Improved position of the

15

13

21

31

19

12

7

27

24

30

Not

Slightly

Fairly

Impo

Very

import

important

importa

rtant

importa

members in negotiations with
suppliers
The activities reduce the costs
of the members

ant
Non-

Access to funds to start new

recogni

activities

sed

Members asked for other

nt

nt

18

12

21

23

26

17

13

17

34

19

27

10

28

17

19

14

9

18

30

29

12

11

29

30

18

5

5

17

30

43

8

8

26

23

35

6

8

18

32

36

activities
Complying with competition
rules
Ability to access new funds in
the future
Appropriate internal
governance structure of the
PO/APO
Improved position of the
members in negotiations with
buyers
Improved position of the
members in negotiations with
suppliers
The activities reduce the costs
of the members
Table 31: Disincentives for the organisation to carry out other activities than selling products (in %; n=203)
Not

Slightly

Fairly

Importa

Very

importa

importa

importa

nt

importa

nt

nt

nt

12

17

25

27

19

27

30

19

12

11

15

21

27

21

17

9

17

26

33

17

Members did not want to invest

22

26

22

18

11

Obligation to draft marketing

29

35

26

6

3

The size of the organisation

22

23

23

19

13

Difficulties related to territorial

33

26

23

11

8

Disincentive
Difficult to obtain the necessary

nt

financial resources
No appropriate internal
governance structure of the
PO/APO
Lack of human capital available to
implement other activities
Difficulty to gather funds to do
the necessary investments

plans

barriers
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Table 32: Disincentives for the organisation to carry out other activities than selling products, per type of
organisation (in %; n=203)
Not

Slightly

Fairly

Import

Very

importa

import

importa

ant

importa

nt

ant

nt

11

18

25

28

19

26

32

20

12

10

14

22

25

21

18

8

18

26

32

17

22

28

19

18

12

25

37

27

7

3

The size of the organisation

21

24

21

21

13

Difficulties related to

30

27

23

11

9

Extent of contribution

Not

Slightly

Fairly

Importa

Very

Disincentive

importa

importa

importan

nt

importan

nt

nt

t

26

5

32

21

16

37

21

11

11

21

21

11

42

16

11

11

5

26

42

16

21

5

47

21

5

67

17

17

0

0

The size of the organisation

32

16

37

5

11

Difficulties related to

60

13

20

7

0

Disincentive
POs

Difficult to obtain the

nt

necessary financial
resources
No appropriate internal
governance structure of the
PO/APO
Lack of human capital
available to implement other
activities
Difficulty to gather funds to
do the necessary
investments
Members did not want to
invest
Obligation to draft
marketing plans

territorial barriers

APOs

Difficult to obtain the

t

necessary financial
resources
No appropriate internal
governance structure of the
PO/APO
Lack of human capital
available to implement other
activities
Difficulty to gather funds to
do the necessary
investments
Members did not want to
invest
Obligation to draft
marketing plans

territorial barriers
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Table 33: Disincentives for the organisation to carry out other activities than selling products, per sector (in %;
n=203)
Not

Slightly

Fairly

Imp

Very

import

importan

importa

orta

import

ant

t

nt

nt

ant

9

12

27

29

23

13

36

19

17

16

9

17

35

20

18

6

11

30

38

15

16

10

35

30

10

15

30

36

12

6

The size of the organisation

11

22

27

22

19

Difficulties related to territorial

17

26

28

13

15

Extent of contribution

Not

Slightly

Fairly

Impo

Very

Disincentive

importa

important

importan

rtant

importa

Disincentive
Olive

Difficult to obtain the

oil

necessary financial resources
No appropriate internal
governance structure of the
PO/APO
Lack of human capital
available to implement other
activities
Difficulty to gather funds to do
the necessary investments
Members did not want to
invest
Obligation to draft marketing
plans

barriers

nt
Beef

Difficult to obtain the

and

necessary financial resources

veal

No appropriate internal

t

nt

17

11

24

30

19

31

35

18

10

6

17

17

28

24

15

7

20

13

43

17

22

42

9

20

7

47

41

12

0

0

The size of the organisation

28

21

19

21

11

Difficulties related to territorial

42

31

13

9

4

Extent of contribution

Not

Slightly

Fairly

Impo

Very

Disincentive

importa

important

importan

rtant

importa

governance structure of the
PO/APO
Lack of human capital
available to implement other
activities
Difficulty to gather funds to do
the necessary investments
Members did not want to
invest
Obligation to draft marketing
plans

barriers

nt
Arable

Difficult to obtain the

crops

necessary financial resources
No appropriate internal
governance structure of the
PO/APO
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nt

14

24

24

25

12

37

26

21

8

8
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Lack of human capital

17

25

20

24

14

12

20

27

27

14

25

29

19

15

12

47

40

13

0

0

The size of the organisation

27

23

23

18

10

Difficulties related to territorial

40

20

24

13

3

available to implement other
activities
Difficulty to gather funds to do
the necessary investments
Members did not want to
invest
Obligation to draft marketing
plans

barriers
Table 34: Disincentives for the organisation to carry out other activities than selling products, for recognised and
non-recognised organisations (in %; n=203)
Not

Slightly

Fairly

Imp

Very

import

importa

importa

orta

import

ant

nt

nt

nt

ant

12

17

23

32

17

26

34

13

13

13

12

25

31

20

12

8

14

35

35

9

15

21

30

23

11

29

35

26

6

3

The size of the organisation

22

29

19

22

9

Difficulties related to territorial

29

28

24

10

9

Extent of contribution

Not

Slightly

Fairly

Impo

Very

Disincentive

import

important

importa

rtant

importa

Disincentive
Recogni

Difficult to obtain the

sed

necessary financial resources
No appropriate internal
governance structure of the
PO/APO
Lack of human capital
available to implement other
activities
Difficulty to gather funds to do
the necessary investments
Members did not want to
invest
Obligation to draft marketing
plans

barriers

ant
Non-

Difficult to obtain the

recogni

necessary financial resources

sed

No appropriate internal

nt

nt

13

17

27

24

20

28

28

23

11

10

16

18

25

21

20

9

18

21

31

21

26

29

18

16

11

governance structure of the
PO/APO
Lack of human capital
available to implement other
activities
Difficulty to gather funds to do
the necessary investments
Members did not want to
invest
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The size of the organisation

23

19

25

17

16

Difficulties related to territorial

35

25

22

11

7

barriers
Table 35 Awareness of the possibility to become a recognised PO or APO (in %; n=207)
Are you aware of the possibility offered under the Common Market Organisation

Yes

No

67

33

(CMO) Regulation (Regulation (EU) No 1308/2013) to become recognised as
Producer Organisation or Association of Producer Organisations?
Table 36 Perceived benefits of recognition (in %; n=131)
Not

To a

To some

To a fairly

To a

at all

limited

extent

good extent

large

extent
Derogation from the

extent

18

24

22

15

21

9

11

13

31

37

12

6

22

32

29

6

10

22

28

34

10

12

20

25

33

competition rules
Financial support of
investments, services and
plans
Better access to extension
services
Credibility towards other
actors in the supply chain
Legal security

Table 37 Perceived benefits of recognition, per type of organisation (in %; n=131)

POs

Derogation from the

Not

To a

To

To a fairly

To a

at

limited

some

good

large

all

extent

extent

extent

extent

17

27

22

13

20

9

11

13

32

34

12

6

21

34

28

5

11

23

29

32

10

13

17

28

33

Not

To a

To some

To a fairly

To a

at all

limited

extent

good extent

large

competition rules
Financial support of
investments, services and
plans
Better access to extension
services
Credibility towards other
actors in the supply chain
Legal security

extent
APOs

Derogation from the

extent

25

0

17

33

25

8

8

8

17

58

8

8

33

17

33

competition rules
Financial support of
investments, services and
plans
Better access to extension
services
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Credibility towards other

Not

To a

To

To a fairly

To a

at

limited

some

good

large

all

extent

extent

extent

extent

8

0

8

25

58

8

8

50

0

33

actors in the supply chain
Legal security

Table 38 Perceived benefits of recognition, per sector (in %; n=131)
Not at

To a

To some

To a

To a

all

limited

extent

fairly

large

good

extent

extent

extent
Olive

Derogation from the

oil

competition rules
Financial support of

5

37

23

16

19

4

2

15

42

38

4

8

18

36

34

4

10

22

31

33

7

11

13

33

36

Not at

To a

To some

To a

To a

all

limited

extent

fairly

large

good

extent

investments, services and
plans
Better access to extension
services
Credibility towards other
actors in the supply chain
Legal security

extent

extent
Beef

Derogation from the

and

competition rules

veal

Financial support of

29

11

21

13

26

14

7

10

29

40

10

3

26

33

28

2

5

23

26

44

7

10

24

26

33

Not at

To a

To some

To a

To a

all

limited

extent

fairly

large

good

extent

investments, services and
plans
Better access to extension
services
Credibility towards other
actors in the supply chain
Legal security

extent

extent
Arable

Derogation from the

crops

competition rules
Financial support of

18

23

26

21

13

10

23

13

28

28

21

5

36

21

18

10

12

12

39

27

13

11

29

21

26

investments, services and
plans
Better access to extension
services
Credibility towards other
actors in the supply chain
Legal security
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Table 39 Barriers for obtaining recognition (in %; n=94)
Not

Slightly

Fairly

Import

Very

importa

importa

importa

ant

importa

nt

nt

nt

16

18

26

15

26

Thresholds for recognition

32

25

18

12

13

Complexity of the application process

14

20

22

23

20

Duration of the application process

14

29

29

14

14

The amount of information requested

nt

by the CA

Table 40 Incentives for obtaining recognition (in %; n=91)
Not

Slightly

Fairly

Impor

Very

importa

important

important

tant

importan

nt
Legal clarity & certainty that

t

2

14

23

32

29

9

7

17

32

35

8

17

23

26

26

recognition provides
Better access to financial
support
Access to other advantages
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Annex IV: Statistical results

The table below indicates the extent to which the commercialisation related activities
are performed in combination with other activities. Reading from top to bottom in the
first table, one can see that the organisations that are performing contractual
negotiations (yes) 85% are also performing commercialisation strategies, while 42% of
the POs and APOs that do not carry out contractual negotiations are involved in
commercialisation strategies. The significance of 0.000 indicates that there is a higher
than 95% confidence that the two groups are different.
Table 1 Number of organisations that do or do not perform the commercialisation related activities in combination
with other activities (in %) and Pearson Chi-square test for independence between activities
(maximum number=226)
Activity

Contractual

Contractual

Commercialisatio

Planning of

Planning of

Negotiations

n strategies

quantity

quality

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

%

100

0

81

37

79

48

74

47

Sig.

n.a.

%

85

Sig.

.000*

%

77

Sig.

.000*

%

86

Sig.

.001*

%

37

Sig.

0.468

%

29

Sig.

0.385

%

35

Sig.

0.517

%

75

%

.009*

%

69

Sig.

.000*

%

50

Sig.

.002*

negotiations

Commercialisa

.000*
42

100

.000*
0

83

.001*
47

78

47

tion strategies

Planning of

n.a.
47

79

.000*
41

100

.000*
0

79

23

quantity

Planning of

.000*
65

87

n.a.
61

93

.000*
51

100

0

quality

Processing

Packaging

Labelling or

.000*
42

42

.000*
31

0.120
35

34

39

41

0.749
22

0.070
39

39

n.a.

31

38

21

.005*
33

0.758
30

44

34

21

0.092
33

40

23

promotion

Organisation

0.233
58

76

0.459
54

79

.042*
51

79

35

of quality
control

Distribution or

.002*
32

64

.000*
40

68

.000*
35

63

33

transport

Input

.002*
38

52

.000*
30

47

.000*
43

51

28

procurement
0.084

.002*

.006*
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Activity

Equipment

Contractual

Commercialisatio

Planning of

Planning of
quality

Negotiations

n strategies

quantity

%

35

37

40

Sig.

0.103

%

35

Sig.

0.505

30

24

21

38

19

storage

Waste

.004*
30

37

0.602
24

40

.008*
21

38

19

management
0.073

.008*

.019*

Results are based on nonempty rows and columns in each innermost sub-table.
* The Chi-square statistic is significant at the .05 level.

In the table below the test results for interdependence between the answers to the
questions about the performed activities and the questions about the perceived
contribution of the organisations’ activities to the CAP objectives is given. This table is
meant to complement table 4.3 in the main report. The table shows whether there is a
difference between the group of organisations that perform the listed activities and those
that are not performing the activities, with respect to their perception of how their
(general) activities contribute to the CAP objectives. For this test, the answers to the
latter question on the contribution to the CAP objectives were grouped into three
different categories; 1) “not at all” & “to a limited extent”, 2) “to some extent”, and 3)
“to a fairly good extent” & “to a large extent”. In theory the interdependence between
the two questions can be either positive (doing the activity means the PO or APO sees
more contribution to the CAP objectives) or negative (doing the activity means the PO
or APO sees less contribution to the CAP objectives). However, in practice all
relationships were found to be positive; meaning that when a PO/APO performs the
activity, it considers the activity to contribute in a positive way to each of the CAP
objectives.
Note that the relationship is indirect in the sense that we did not ask how the activities
contribute to the CAP objectives. We merely asked whether the overall activities of the
organisation are believed to contribute to the CAP objectives and compare that to the
performed activities. A lower value means a higher degree of interdependence, where a
value below 0.05 indicates a 95% confidence in the difference between the two groups
(indicated in green).
Table 2 Pearson Chi-square test for independence between benefits and activities (n=226)
Increase
Activity

Ensure

Stabilise

Ensure

Reasonable

agricultural

fair

markets

availability

consumer

productivity

standard

of supplies

prices

of living
Sig.

Sig.

Sig.

Sig.

Sig.

0.964

0.507

.005*

.043*

0.723

0.65

0.318

.000*

.010*

.001*

Planning of quantity

.012*

0.088

.003*

.000*

0.248

Planning of quality

0.143

0.286

0.417

.032*

0.327

Processing

0.636

0.179

0.25

0.48

0.236

Packaging

0.819

.009*

0.477

0.267

.020*

0.88

.022*

0.395

0.544

0.052

Contractual
negotiations
Commercialisation
strategies

Labelling or promotion
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Increase
Activity

Ensure

Stabilise

Ensure

Reasonable

agricultural

fair

markets

availability

consumer

productivity

standard

of supplies

prices

of living
Sig.

Sig.

Sig.

Sig.

Sig.

0.412

0.359

.008*

0.11

0.174

Distribution of transport

0.388

0.977

.004*

.000*

.019*

Input procurement

0.951

0.333

0.891

.010*

.034*

Equipment storage

0.406

0.195

0.62

0.295

0.063

Waste management

.016*

.007*

0.478

0.866

0.221

Organisation of quality
control

Results are based on nonempty rows and columns in each innermost sub-table. * The Chi-square
statistic is significant at the .05 level.

Increasing agricultural productivity is most associated with planning of quantity, and
waste management. The other activities are not very much related to this CAP objective.
Achieving reasonable consumer prices is significantly related to 5 out of the 12 listed
activities. Ensuring a fair standard of living is more often perceived as a result of the
organisation’s activities if the organisations are performing planning of quantity,
planning of quality, labelling or promotion, (organisation of) quality control, and waste
management. The objective of stabilising markets is related to the activities contractual
negotiations, commercialisation strategies, planning of quantity, (organisation of)
quality control and distribution and transport. Organisations perceive that 7 out of the
12 activities contribute significantly to the objective to ensure the availability of supplies.
Whether or not an organisation is performing any of the commercialisation related
activities, or the (organisation of) quality control, distribution and transport and input
procurement is significantly related to how they see their contribution to this objective.
Lastly, 5 activities contribute to reasonable consumer prices.
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