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ABSTRACT

ASSESSING NEEDS AND MARKETING STRATEGIES FOR SMALL-SCA
HISPANIC FARMERS IN MICHIGAN

By

Lourdes R. Martinez Romero

Hispanic farmers are the largest and fastest growing sector of minontiyndagroups in
the United States. They are categorized as “socially disadvantaged’bahdparate “limited
resource” farms. In the Midwest, Michigan ranks first in the number of Hisjamners and,
despite overall indicators of economic expansion of the agricultural sectdnghiticHispanic
farmers continue to show poor economic performance. The main objective of thiatmséest
to analyze Michigan Hispanic farmers’ access to, and participation eraledtate and
community-based organizations and support programs that are designed to imprdaentimegr
conditions. In addition, this dissertation analyzes farmers’ marketingiempe and ability to
access local and regional markets that can increase farm incomey, Fireathird objective is to
analyze the use of social connections to access relevant marketing irdarmatider to
improve farm management.

This dissertation followed a case study approach. In total, 50 Hispanic fararers w
identified using a combination of key informants and snowball sampling techniques. The data
collection strategy included structured in-depth interviews and group meetimgsys of farm
and demographic characteristics, and participant observations. Resultsdroplatigative and
guantitative analyses which were organized in three different essaystskiessay presents the

current social and farming conditions of Hispanic farmers in Michigan — thalrfoee



production and marketing assistance and support, and their level of access ®dfiaiscesfrom
federal, state or community-based organizations. The second essay explpagscHas mers’
marketing experience, skills, and expectations for the future. The objectivelentify farmers’
specific marketing needs and limitations, and areas in which government amdiicibyrbased
agents could assist these farmers’ efforts to improve their marketing oppestugainally, the
third essay illustrates the importance of social and business connectionsHisghatc farmers
have more access to marketing information. In order to succeed and remain togenpedgro-
food value chains, Hispanic farmers need to focus on mechanisms to access suchtimporta
information.

The results suggest that Hispanic farmers in this sample generally do tioe use
resources available to them, and those who most need it are less likely to paiticqgragrams
designed to support their farm endeavors. While Hispanic farmers have beenaauless local
markets over the years, they still struggle with identifying and accessmgnarkets, and rely
heavily on single-market strategies that increase dependence on thlesis nTdey have not
defined a marketing objective that would guide their efforts to improve theinfi@ability.
Nevertheless, these farmers have an extensive network that can becothedtomevercome
marketing limitations. Nonetheless, they still face issues of limited cbansoutside their
local markets, and lack of trust among other Hispanic farmers. Coordinatedspafidieutreach
efforts among farmers, extension and NGO agents can help Hispanic faronease their

participation in local value chains, and improve their farm viability
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Hispanic farmers are the largest and fastest growing sector of minontydgagroups in
the United States (Kandel and Cromartie 2004; Fry 2008) Around the country, Hispararsfa
have received considerable attention from government and non-government a@anizat
(NGOs), because they are more likely to be beginning farmers and conotineiedtegorized as
“limited resource” and “socially disadvantaged” farmers (Dism@ted. 1997; Ahearn and
Newton 2009; Kleiner and Green 2008). The U. S. 2007 Census of Agriculture (Census) reported
a 14 percent increase in the number of Hispanic farm operators since 2002, significant
exceeding the overall increase in farm operators across the country (U.S.2089).

Reportedly, Hispanic farm production exceeds 20 million acres of land, producing edops a
livestock worth at least $6 billion, making it an important contributor of agriculturplitait
(U.S. NASS 2009). However, despite Hispanic farmers growing importance in agatahd
rural communities, they struggle to increase their income and maintain thevigdoility.

The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) characteHrgsanic farmers as
“socially disadvantaged” farmers (Dismukatsal. 1997; FACT 1990). These farmers or ranchers
are part of a group which has been “subjected to racial or ethnic prejudice hafciese
identity as members of a group without regard to their individual qualitiesCTFE990), a
situation that has prevented farmers from accessing important servicggawertheir farming

condition. In addition — and also tied to their social condition — Hispanic farmeroazdikely



to operate limited resource farms, which are operations in a given geograah@@ra state,
county, or project area), which have distinct economic disadvantages when edmhaopather
farmers’ operations (Hoppe and Korb 2005). In a study conducted on behalf of the National
Institute of Food and Agriculture (NIFA) (Swishetral.,2007), Hispanic farmers around the
country confirmed numerous difficulties they face when striving to incréageincome and
maintain their farms. Among the most serious, Hispanic farmers strugblaess to
information, knowledge about government programs and regulations, access to production
resourcesd.g, equipment, land, and infrastructure), limited production management slgjls (
pest management, water availability), limited financial access, aricetimgy challenges. These
issues represent barriers to improving their farming conditions (Svashér2007).

Given Hispanic farmers social and economic struggles, the objectives disdestation
are:

i) to analyze Hispanic farmers current farming conditions and to exatmess to
support from federal, state and community-based organizations,

i) to analyze marketing experience, skills and specific plans to acmedsahd regional
markets

iii) to explore social and business connections to access relevant mankfgtrngation
that could help them improve their farm management.

Regarding geographic scope, the analysis focuses on small-scale tifapaeirs in
Michigan. Michigan represents an important reference for Hispanic faimére Midwest, as it
ranks tenth in the country, and first in the Midwest in the number of Hispanic farm8ts (U

NASS 2009). Despite overall indicators of economic expansion in the agricskgtal in



Michigan (Petersost al, 2006), Hispanic farmers continue to show poor economic performance
(U.S. NASS 2009). The Census reports that 53 percent of Hispanic farmers in Micpigaede
total annual sales of less than $5,000 and more than 40 percent cite farming asrtagir pr
occupation (U.S. NASS 2009), confirming the importance of finding alternatategies to

increase farm viability for this segment of the farm population, and the needuderasid

address the types of support Hispanic farmers require to increase matkgigten and

income.

The dissertation results were organized in case studies (Yin 1998). Thmsaléct
participants, data collection strategy and analysis of results fallaweulti-method approach. A
multi-method approach made possible that a large number of farmers could be inclhged in t
research and helped validate the results (Maxwell 2005). For the selectiohagbguats, only
farmers producing fruit and vegetables were considered for this reseackelHation was
necessary given that produce farmers differ from other farmers is tdrfarm size, which tend
to be smaller than other crops, and marketing channels, which are differerthbse used by
commodities such as corn and soybean or other products such as milk. According to the Census
approximately 166 Hispanic farmers in Michigan are producers of fruit, \#getad berries
(U.S. NASS 2009). From this population, two methods were used to identify and recruit
participants. First, key informants from different groups currently wonkirig Hispanics in
Michigan provided the names and contact information of some potential participaoisd Se
snowball sampling, in which one participant yielded a new set of contacts, providedredditi
potential participants. After these contacts were made, a total of 50 Hisganes were

identified and agreed to participate in this study from July 2009 to May 2010.



For the data collection, the study used a structured in-depth interviewsoapd gr
meetings, survey of farm and demographic characteristics and partidysamation during
seminars, meetings and a farm conference. All participants followedrtieelis& of inquiry to
ensure that results could be compared from different people and from groups (Patton 2002). Al
the information collected from the survey and interviews was entered in NViveasefand
coded for qualitative data analysis. Descriptive information from the sun®gntared and
analyzed in PWAS/SPSS software for data analysis.

The results were organized into three different essays. The firgt(€sapter 2)
presents the current social and farming conditions of Hispanic farmers irgitichiheir needs
for production and marketing assistance and support, and their access to thiscads@ta
federal, state or community-based organizations. Hispanic farmers fgce ehiallenges to
assimilate and participate in agricultural and farming programs desigeaggort farmers and
help them improve the viability of their farms. A large percentage of Hispamefs in
Michigan do not use the resources available to them and those who need more support are less
likely to participate in programs designed to support their farm endeavolispanic farmers
become more involved in agricultural production and rural communities, access &mtelev
production and market information from the government and community-based ageacies a
very important to effectively help them deal with challenges in their rteagkel remain
competitive.

The second essay (Chapter 3) explores Hispanic farmers’ markepiagesce, skills
and expectations for the future. Studies on small business and rural entrepreneggasptiat

marketing experience, skills and clear expectations for the future poetant personal



resources to access markets and improve business and farm viability. Thus, tineeaifjéus
essay is to identify farmers’ specific marketing needs and limitatimhai@as in which policy

and government agents and community-based organizers could support these farmers. The
results suggest that while over the years Hispanic farmers have gapwthimh marketing
experiences and skills that have helped them access their current maeyessi/Itstruggle and
need support to deal with different marketing issues such as access to ket anad heavy
dependence on single markets. In addition, when asked about their expectations forghe futur
most Hispanic farmers have not clearly defined a marketing objectiverdioét help them

guide their efforts to improve their farm viability.

Finally, the third essay (Chapter 4) illustrates the importance of soadbusiness
connections for Hispanic farmers to access more marketing informhtiganeral, marketing
information is very important for farmers and farm management, becausesgar{sran ‘aid to
decision-making’ (Gofton 1997). Thus, for Hispanic farmers with limitegs€ to marketing
information there is need to focus on mechanisms to access such importanttiofotma
succeed in agro-food value chains. Hispanic farmers who already havemsivexsocial
network could use it as a feasible alternative to overcome marketingilimstaHowever, issues
such as limited connections outside their local markets and lack of trust amuoegsfaeed to
be addressed to fully benefit from their rich social network.

Hispanic farmers need innovative outreach and extension support that government and
NGO groups can, and in some cases already, provide. Some initiatives inayedtedtaraining
sessions with relatively small group of farmers. An important consideratiogrease the

number of participant is that training sessions, farm meetings or field luawylsl @sccommodate



the needs of part-time farmers who work during the week and cannot participaterdgular
office hours. Bilingual sessions could help farmers get more acquainted mmtimEnagement
jargon and specific marketing information. In addition, government and NGO<lgaHispanic

farmers increase their number of connections to more businesses and in difflerts.
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CHAPTER 2

HISPANIC FARMERS IN MICHIGAN: SOCIAL AND FARMING COND ITIONS AND
NEEDS FOR ASSISTANCE

Introduction

Hispanics are the largest and fastest growing minority group in non-roktiziopareas of
the U. S. While areas in the South were the traditional destinations for Hispangy amis)
since the 1990s the Southeast and Midwest have seen the greatest influx of Higpatimmm
In the Midwest alone, the number of farms with a Hispanic operator increaseddyhao200
percent in Kansas and Michigan, and 110 percent in Minnesota between 1992 and 2007. Other
states — such as lllinois, Indiana, lowa and Minnesota — have almost double the nuiaipes of
managed by a Hispanic operator. In the 10 year period from 1997 to 2007, while almost all
Midwestern states saw a rise in the number of Hispanic farm operatorsctbase in number
was most dramatic (120 percent) in Michigan, ranking it first in the Midwest dhih 1be
nation in the number of Hispanics as principal farm operators.

Although Hispanic migration is not a new event in Michigan, most studies on Hispanic
migration have generally addressed migrants’ working conditions in factorietarms, with
very limited attention to those who farm. Though the percentage of Hispanic fanmers
Michigan remains relatively low (around one percent) the number of farmgethhg
Hispanics as principal operators is growing rapidly, according to the £€andwther studies.
As this number increases, so too does awareness that this group of farmers -hmargy just

beginning to farm — need assistance in overcoming the characterizatidrethate “limited
10



resource” and “socially disadvantaged” farmers. This assistancedischée¢he objective to
support “the success of socially disadvantaged farmers and ranchersasrihtyfeed people
in their local communities and throughout the wotlid’to be accomplished.

Within the main objective of supporting and improving the farming condition of Hispanic
farmers in Michigan, the specific objectives of this paper are: to updatenation about
Hispanic farmers in Michigan, including demographic and farming charstatsrito provide
information about their need and access to programs designed to promote faiity;\aallitto
address specific needs for assistance to improve Hispanic farmers srosrkets and farm
viability. To accomplish these objectives, this paper uses the result of sundeyseaviews
with 50 Hispanic farmers in Michigan from September 2009 to May 2010.

Currently, Hispanic farmers in Michigan still struggle with social disathges and
marginalization. In addition, a large percentage of Hispanic farménschigan do not use the
resources that are available to them. Those who need more support are less piglgipate
in programs designed to support their farm endeavors. As Hispanic farmers beme@me m
involved in agricultural production and rural communities, they need access to relevant
production and market information from government and community-based agenciedl that wi
effectively help them deal with challenges in their markets.

This paper is divided as follows: first, it provides background information on main
terminology used, and a brief historical review of Hispanic migration inthilgan and the

Midwest to contextualize the current situation of Hispanic farmers. The seaziwh skescribes

! USDA Agriculture Deputy Secretary Kathleen Merrigan
http://www.nifa.usda.gov/newsroom/news/2009news/12091 socially disadvantaged.html
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methods of data collection and analysis, the third section presents the resultsadipdafi

discussion summarizes the main findings, research limitations and aréasiferesearch.

Background

Key terminology

Several concepts introduced in the 1990 U. S. Farm Bill and the Census of Aggicultur
are commonly used by USDA federal programs to characterize Hispanergasocial and
farming conditions. In order to better understand the implication of these lab®tsdaritext of
this investigation, the most relevant terms are explained in greater Begdjlthis paper follows
the U. S. Census of Agriculture (the Census) definition of “Hispanics.” Accordifhg toénsus,
Hispanics are all people who indicate their origin as Mexican, Puerto Rickan(Central or
South American, or some other Hispanic origin. Hispanics can be of any race (U.S). NAS
more general terms, “Hispanic” is a label used to group individuals living in the Uhdhave
some background, or are from Spanish-speaking countries, in Latin Amerig2@Bi0). Other
terms, such as Latino, Chicano, Latin-American, and Mexican-Ameacarmlso commonly
used to describe this group. In this paper, all these different termsapedrunder the term
“Hispanic” for simplicity and consistency.

A second term to clarify is the definition of “farmers”. In this paper, Higptatmers are
people who describe themselves as farm principal operators in the Census (US3. NAS
According to the Census, principal operators are those “primarily responsitie fan-site,
day-to-day operation of the farm or ranch business. This person may be a hiredrmanag
business manager” (U.S. NASS). Considering this definition, principal operators do not

necessarily own the land on which they farm. Hispanic farmers range frocomewvs €.9,
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immigrants from other countries), who may or may not own land they farm, to estdblishe
individuals whose families have farmed for generations (Swedtadr, 2007).

The USDA considers all Hispanic farmers to be members of a group calledl§socia
disadvantaged farmers”. This term was first introduced in the Food, Agreeu@onservation,
and Trade Act of 1990 (1990 Farm Bill). The 1990 Farm Bill defined these farmensobers
as people who have been “subjected to racial or ethnic prejudice because ofthigirade
members of a group without regard to their individual qualities” (FACT 1990). In addition to
Hispanic farmers, other farmer groups considered socially disadvdraegéfrican-Americans,
Native Americans, Alaskan Natives, Asians, and Pacific Islanders.

The USDA also acknowledges that most Hispanic farmers operate “limiteda@sour
farms”. These farms are operations in a given geographicagegsiate, county, or project
area) with distinct disadvantages when compared to other farms and farrhersame
geographic area. A farm qualifies as a limited-resource farm whes grbas sales of less than
$100,000 in a given year, total assets less than $150,000, and total household income less than
$20,000 in a given year (Hoppe and Korb 2005). In addition, household income is considered
low when it is below the poverty level for a family of four, or less than half theamedi
household income in a specific county in a given year (Heppg 2007).

Finally, this dissertation follows the U.S. Census Bureau geographical division of
regions. The main purpose is to facilitate comparisons among different studiessaxpre
Hispanic migration and demographic changes in the Midwest. The Midwest, agaeddiy the

Census Bureau, is a geographic region comprised of the following statess llindiana, lowa,
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Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota and
Wisconsin.

After clarifying the main terms used in this dissertation, the next steigefly analyze
the most important historical events that have been identified as promoterparfitlimigration
to the Midwest, including Michigan. These events help to explain Hispanic facheersion to

farm in Michigan and, to some extent, explain their current socio-economic condition.

Hispanic Farmers’ Migration to the Midwest and Michigan

Overall, Hispanics have become the largest minority group in the U. S., ahé are t
fastest growing minority group in non-metropolitan areas (Kandel and Crer2@@4; Fry
2008). Historically, areas in the Southwest were the preferred destinatiospainitis
immigrants. In recent years, non-metropolitan areas in the Southeast, Maahadddorthwest
have seen the greatest growth in the number Hispanic immigrants (Naple&Kandét and
Cromartie 2004; Fry 2008). In the Midwest, all states showed an increase in the ntifabas
with a Hispanic principal operator between 1992 and 2007 according to the Census of
Agriculture. However, from 1997 to 2007, the number of farms managed by Hispanic farmers
increased 120 percent in Michigan, 67 percent in Kansas, 14 percent in Minnesota and 12
percent in lllinois, whereas Indiana, Nebraska, North Dakota, South Dakota and \WMiseona
decrease in the number of farms managed by Hispanic farmers during thpeséod (Figure
1). According to this data, Michigan has become one of the most important destirations f
Hispanic farmers in the Midwest (Table 1).

Researchers who study Hispanic migration recognize different faktdrsave

influenced migration and settlement in non-traditional regions in the U. S. Among#te m
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important factors were changes in immigration law and policies, job avdilabithe Midwest
and the development of migrant networks. Simultaneously, all these factord atayeportant
role in influencing the movement of Hispanics from traditional areas, suchliésr@a, Texas,
and Mexico, to the Midwest and, eventually, to Michigan.

Three specific policy changes are believed to have promoted relocation of Essfpam
the traditional immigration areas of California and Texas to new arehs UJ.S. First was, the
Immigration Reform and Control Act (IRCA), second, the passage of proposition 187 i
California, and third, the hardening of the borders in Texas and Californial{fiascand
Massey 2008§.The passage of the IRCA gave amnesty to approximately 3 million Hisgani
the U. S., 54 percent of whom lived and worked in California (Martin 1996). One of the main
consequences of IRCA was an enormous influx of newly legalized workers, in addition to the
constant influx of immigrants with false documents who looked for jobs. These workers
inundated the labor market in California, thus encouraging people to look for new opportunities
in other states (Martin 1996; Hirschman and Massey 2008). The IRCA also stipal&pecial
Agricultural Workers (SAW) program, which helped undocumented individuals working in

agriculture to obtain legal residency, and later relocate to areas whesadiér agricultural

2 While the first wave of Hispanic migration started with the temporary-feonker program
known as “the Bracero Program” in 1942 which ended in 1964, this program promoted mostly
migration to the Southwest and specifically to California. In the 22 yearsdbeapr lasted, it
was estimated that 4.6 million “braceros” entered and settled in the U.S. (DuranésseyM
1992). Later in the 60s and up until the 80s, special immigration programs allowed more
migration of Hispanics from Cuba, Nicaragua, El Salvador and Guatemala apdera¢
refugees visas (Hirschman and Massey 2008).
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labor was high (Diaz-McConnell 200%)n the 1990s, since most Hispanic immigrants
concentrated in California, illegal migrants, as well as the newly document&drg; created an
immigration crisis. Most Hispanic workers were unskilled and lack Englisicmofy which
made it harder to find better jobs (Hirschman and Massey 2008). In addition, in the 1990s,
California had an economic recession that prevented people from finding jobstUdtiosi
influenced new legislation to prevent local and state agency spending on illeggtamish
(Hirschman and Massey 2008). Proposition 187 sought to ban undocumented migrants from
using publicly provided services, including schools. It also required state andkitations to
report “suspected” illegal immigrants and made it a felony to obtain and g=¢ diecuments
(Martin 1996; Hirschman and Massey 2008). While the proposition was ultimatelgrayed
and declared unconstitutional, it promoted more actions against immigrants, and lgave a c
message to all legal and illegal Hispanics that they were no longer welt@aéfornia
(Hirschman and Massey 2008).

Another important policy that promoted relocation of Hispanics was the hardening of the
borders in California and Texas. In 1993 and 1994, two programs — known as “Operation Hold-
the-Line” in El Paso, Texas, and “Operation Gatekeeper” in San Diego, @@aifoestablished
high security to prevent illegal immigrants from crossing the borders. Althihege procedures

were successful in these two cities, the new wave of immigrants stestsing the border

3 After IRCA, in 1996, the lllegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Resibility Act
(IIRIRA) extended the provision to apply for permanent residents to migrants vérecetie
U.S. before 1988 and submitted their applications by January 1998. In 2000, the Legal
Immigration and Family Equity act (LIFE act) extended the deadlindréiRA from January
1998 to April 2001 allowing more undocumented immigrants to apply for legal residerazy (Di
McConnell 2004).
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through Arizona and the Rio Grande Valley, later moving north, relocating nros$tig
Midwest and other non-traditional regions (Hirschman and Massey 2008).

Although policy changes were important, jobs created with the development of
agricultural and wage labor markets were the most important forces pronowigadistance
migration (Rochin, 1999; Diaz-McConnell 2004; Millard and Chapa 2004; Hirschman and
Massey 2008). Millard and Chapa (2004) identified two paths of Hispanic settlement in the
Midwest. First was the arrival of migrant farm workers, which mostly dedupeople already
born in the U. S. The second, most recent group came to work either in light industry or food
processing jobs (Millard and Chapa 2004). The latter group usually migrated dwextly
Mexico, and already had jobs through informal recruitments, using Hispanic rsetwi@irks
before arriving in the U. S. (Millard and Chapa 2004; Parrado and Kandel 2008).

In the Midwest, around two-thirds of the migrants who arrived after 1980 worked either
in the service sector or as laborers in low-skill and low-pay jobs (Saenz 1996 Higlasnics
were recruited and attracted to this kind of work because they did not require dkiliglish
proficiency, there were few opportunities for immigrants elsewhere, ase jibles did not
compete with the local workforce (Chagiaal.,2004; Parrado and Kandel 2008). Immigrants
who arrived in the 1990s and 2000s faced even more unfavorable conditions than their
predecessors. The growing number of Hispanics did not find it easy to assimi@atdyexfause
they arrived without legal documents and had extremely low levels of educatiesgiviz008).
This disproportionate migration of undocumented young men with fewer years @l form

education and lack of English proficiency contributed to the increase in the level of
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disadvantages and the marginalization of Hispanics (Saenz 1996; Jefferdslarai2004;
Kandel and Cromartie, 2004; Jensen, 2006).

Job availability influenced the growth and development of migrant networks (Dumdnd a
Massey 1992; Winterst al.,2001). Migrant networks are composed of family, friends and
“paisanos,” or people from the same community who arrived to the U. S. before otles,gr
and settled in communities. Once a group of migrants were settled in a commosttyand
risks were reduced for the next group of newcomers. Social ties, pantidataot ties, were
easier to establish (Durand and Massey 1992). Family and community netwonkgepene
information and assistance to newcomers. Finally, once networks were Bsthhisgration
became generalized, hard to stop, and dynamic (Wietexs, 2001).

Migrant networks which allowed Hispanics to move to the Midwest are alsvéeélto
have helped migrants acquire land and become farmers (6a&adis2008; Leach and Bean
2008). In the late 1990s and the 2000s, the acquisition of farm land by migrants in the Midwest
gained attention because most of these beginner farmers — people who have lesgaaendiO
experience managing a farm — are likely to be of Hispanic background (Amebkeaton
2009). As mentioned before, by 2007, almost all Midwestern states saw increasesimliee
of farms with at least one Hispanic principal operator, and these numbers more than doubled i

Michigan between 1997 and 2007 (Figuré 1).

In addition to migrant networks, social capital and self-initiative have alsalmaet to

the decision to farm. For example, in lowa, Lewis (2009) found that farming wadeny

* The 2002 Census of agriculture is not included in this figure because it accounted for up to
three principal operators while the other censuses accounted for at leashopalmperator of
Hispanic origin.
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Hispanic workers found to utilize human, social, cultural and financial household asseits (L
2009). Lopez-Ariza (2007) reported that Hispanic farmers in Michigan usedubadir
background in farm work as an opportunity to start a farm business (Lopez-Ariza 200Meln s
cases, farm owners helped Hispanic farmers acquire and work their land (Lope2307).
Although most Hispanic farmers in Michigan had some farming background ftieen Blexico

or seasonal farm work in the U.S., the decision to farm was not entirely guideadogiosn

and market knowledge (Santos & Castro-Escobar forthcoming).

Independence attached to owning land was also an incentive for some Hispanics to
become farmers (Lopez-Ariza 2007; Lewis, 2009; Santos and Castro-Escdi@orfong). In a
small sample, Lopez-Ariza (2007) found that six out 12 Hispanic farmers samdaas a way
of being their “own boss” and make decisions about their property (Lopez-Ariza 200uariSi
in lowa, Lewis (2009) found that as small-scale farmers, Hispani@faroould make a
secondary income and become more independent from landlords and employers, and possibly
diversify with other businesses (Lewis, 2009). However, their limited restammoeng

represents a challenge to maintain their farms.

Evidence from studies in the Midwest suggests that Hispanics preferred theisesal
and towns because they represented an improvement in their quality of life. Ruigdlaatea
better schools, lower crime rates, affordable housing and other amenitiels rebBean 2008;
Parrado and Kandel 2008). For example, the farmers in Michigan interviewegég-Aoiza
(2007) saw it as a way to escape the problems connected with living in poor atéasagb.
After living in the city for 15 to 20 years, these Hispanics were able toddénd in Michigan
with the help of their savings or relatives and friends (Lopez-Ariza 2007). @logenity to
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Chicago allowed them to maintain their off-farm jobs while transitioning armihg (Santos

and Castro-Escobar forthcoming).

From these reviews it is possible to suggest that Hispanic farmers baseediston to
farm on the opportunity to use their social capital, the independence attached to &arthing
desire to improve their quality of life. However, what is not clear is whétlspanic farmers
base their investment in farming on economic and market factors. Therefkref, égopropriate
farm planning represents a barrier Hispanic farmers face in imprthwngsocial and farming

situation.

Methods of Data Collection and Analysis

This paper followed a case study approach. As a method, case studies-psitvetied when
the objective is to gain more knowledge about a specific group and the issuesgffestgroup
(Yin 2009). The limited information about Michigan Hispanic farmers’ access to, and
participation in, federal and other outreach assistance requires an explovaiany fior which

this framework.

The first step in this case study was to select the participants for thesigati®n. The
selection followed a purposeful sampling technique. This sampling techniquesralgensed
when the objective is to focus on specific groups and to learn more about specific issues
affecting this particular group (Patton 2002; Kemgteall, 2003). In addition, purposive
sampling provides more detailed information from smaller and carefullgtedleases (Patton

2002).
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Participants were identified using both homogeneous case and snowball samghmoe (&t
al., 2003). Homogeneous sampling selects key elements from a group to study. In this case,
criteria to select farmers included: being defined as Hispanic accdodihg Census definition
and the participants’ knowledge of their ethnicity, being the principal operaaoiaoi or
closely related to this persoe.g.,wife, husband, son, daughter), and being in charge of
production and marketing. In addition, participants had to be producers of fruit and vegetables
This project excluded producers of grain and livestock commodgtigsdorn, soybeans, and
beef) because they have different production and marketing channels.,Emslproject
excluded Hispanic farmers who owned large-scale operatogmsniore than 500 acres of land)

in Michigan.

The participants were also identified through snowball sampling and key imftstd the
time of this research, there was no publicly available directory of Hispamnnefs in Michigan;
thus, snowball sampling was critical to recognize and recruit farmetisefq@roject. Once
potential participants were identified, they were personally contactdtebgsearcher and asked
to take part in the study. In total, 50 Hispanic farmers agreed to participageprofect from
September 2009 to May 2010. During the recruitment process and before the interviews, a
statement of their rights was explained to participants and they eacreteaaionfidentiality

agreement.

The first step during data collection was to ask participants to completeenvsritvey with
information about their farms and their demographic characteristics, aasaglestions about

their needs for farm assistance, knowledge of federal, state and non-govatmrograms for

> A sample of the survey questionnaire is available in Appendix A of the dissertation
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farmers; and participation in farming groups or associations. After conglée initial
guestionnaire, each participant was asked to comment and explain their answgra durin
personal interview. For example, if participants indicated in their surveshinadid not seek
assistance, they were asked to provide reasons why. This mix-method approachl pnovele
detailed information to understand the needs and challenges Michigan Hispawisfce, as
well as clarification and triangulation to validate responses. In addition to theysamd
interview, the data collected and analyzed as part of this researchongyared (when

possible) with information from the Census and other recent case studies.

The survey and interview information collected was entered in NVivo softwacggiéditative
data analysis. Each question from the survey was represented by code. Fie etkenguestion
“Have you received assistance from any federal, state, or non-profitzagan?” was
represented by the code “assistance received”. Sub-codes were lestatiolisrganize different
responses. For example under “assistance received” two sub-codes,dhaiedhand
“Institutions” were developed to account for participants who never tried to acgeassastance
and those who specifically mentioned institutions from which they had or had not deceive

assistance, respectivély

Descriptive information from the survey was entered and analyzed in PWAS$8R&&re.
All the descriptive information is presented in tables. In cases wherpsgnothin this sample
were constructed and compared, the corresponding Chi-square statistampaser and

reported in tables to determine the relationship among variahkesly, the results are

® The coding scheme is available in Appendix B of the dissertation.
’ Chi-square test is used to test for statistical independence of variatestei§tt provides an
indicator that variables are independent it means that there is no relationglaprbtite
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organized and presented in three different sections; first, a section witlptiesenformation
about Hispanic farmers’ current demographic and farming conditions; secondraneeds
and access to assistance, and third, participation in federal, state or NG@nprogfarmers’

groups.

Results

Hispanic farmers in Michigan: current demographic and farming conditions

Hispanic farms in Michigan are mostly operated by relatively young faaners.
According to the Census, 13 percent are female principal operators, and 81 pexceale
principal operators. Regarding age group, 8 percent of Hispanic principal operatessahan
35 years old, 69 percent are between 35 and 65, and around 24 percent are more than 65 years
old. Looking at the results from this research, out of all participants (50 &rri8rpercent
were males and 22 percent were females (Table 2). Eighty-six percespafdents were
between the ages of 35 to 65, 10 percent were less than 35 years of age and oatgdatir p
were more than 65 years of age (Table 2). Compared to the Census data, this iredaded a
slightly different segment of Hispanic farmers in Michigan, but, for thetrpart, results also

reflect the Census findings that most Hispanic farmers are relayiwehg men.

Hispanic farmers in this sample have achieved relatively low educateweds land
continue to struggle with language barriers. Only 40 percent of participashtsome high

school education. This included completion of some or all years of high school, padicipai

variables. However, if the variables are related, the test will be fisigmi” and it is possible to
establish the relationship between variables.
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high school equivalency program (HEPAnd completion of general education development
certificates (GED). Sixteen percent reached only elementary schiets, le/hich included

having had some years of elementary education, or finished it. Eight percent hatbBegse
education. On the other hand, 28 percent did not go to school in the U.S. and had had some
education in Mexico. Finally, 9 percent did not go to school at all (Table 2). The resultiis
research and results from Lopez-Ariza (2007) confirm that Hispanic feirleeel of formal
education in Michigan remains low (Lopez-Ariza 2007) and this could be an important factor

limiting participation in different programs.

In addition to low educational levels, Hispanic farmers still struggle withiging
proficiency. Although participants were not directly asked about their & glish
proficiency, they indicated a preference to continue the interview in SpanishlshEWghile
most participants (84 percent) chose to continue the interview in Spanish, 30 respondents (60
percent) said they understood enough English to carry out a conversation (Table 2).rHoweve
other farmers mentioned that their limited English fluency was a bayrsacess more
information. As Massey (2008) found, low English proficiency combined with low educational

levels contribute to Hispanic farmers’ disadvantages and marginatiZdiassey 2008).

Most Hispanic farmers in this study have a Mexican background and operatartinsir f
in the southwestern part of the state. Regarding the country or region of origin, 6# pérce
participants were originally from Mexico, 12 percent were from Texas and l€npém@m the

Midwest .g.,Indiana and Michigan). Texans and Midwest migrants also had a Mexican

8 The High School Equivalency Program (HEP) helps migratory and seasonaldatersi(or
children of such workers) who are 16 years of age or older and not currently enrotledahte
obtain the equivalent of a high school diploma and, subsequently, to gain employment or begin
postsecondary education or training (Source: Department of Education)
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background. Only four percent were from other Latin American (LA) cosniauad 10 percent
did not answer this question (Table 2). More than 70 percent of farmers in thishegesnated
their farms in Van Buren County. According to the Census, Van Buren County accowgs for
percent of the total number of Hispanic principal operators in Michigan. Othiigeamts
operated farms in Ottawa, Allegan, Berrien, Oceana, Ingham and Leoawdes, representing

nine percent of the total number of principal operators according to the Census3jTable

Hispanic farmers described their farms as family-owned operations. pigitgnt of
respondents described a “family farm” as one in which the main source of labfvomgamily
members. Even when 14 percent answered that their farms were individuadlgedathey
explained that they would most likely work with a spouse. While the principal opesateually
a male, 16 percent answered that females would managed most of the work (Tablg gix Onl
percent responded that their farms were rented, which meant that the respondd take all
responsibility for the farm management. Later, he or she would pay the owner oidiegttheer a
fixed amountice., monthly lease payment) or share of the total sales. As mentioned above,
family members would usually help with farm chores and management. Howevercéatmf
respondents indicated they would also hire people to help with production, usually during
planting season in the case of vegetable growers, or during harvest, in tbéfoaisgrowers

(Table 4).

Hispanic farmers are mostly part-time farmers. Of all particgyat# percent indicated
they worked on their farms only part-time, while the remaining 28 percenatadithey were
full-time farmers (Table 4). Part-time farmers usually work arfarti job, and work extra
hours on their farms during the growing season which, in general, runs from Marctob@1O
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Most part-time farmers had jobs in factories, some owned small businesse$eaagaivided
different servicesd.g.,mechanic, driver, sales). Only two farmers reported farming as a
“hobby”. Part-time farming among Hispanic farmers is consistent withafarming trends in
the U.S. where it is observed that, increasingly, small-scale farmersffida&em employment

(U.S. NASS 2009).

Regarding farm size, the average area farmed was 30.9 acres, withmaumap{i 198
acres. Some farmers reported renting additional land. The area cultivaged feom 0.25 acres
to 88 acres, with an average area of 17.3 acres (Table 5). According to the, @enaverage
size of farms operated by Hispanic farmers in Michigan is 80 acres. Thagjavecludes
production of other crops, which tends to be done on larger farms. Still, compared to the state
average, Hispanic farmers in this study manage relatively smallcgoadations. In terms of
production, fruit producers tended to have bigger farms than non-fruit producers. Sixty-three
percent of fruit producers farmed more than 5 acres of land, whereas 58 percent oftnon-frui
farmers were very small-scale and cultivated less than 5 acres €)aBkording to the
Census, the average vegetable production acreage per farm in Michigan is 59.4raictas, f

and nuts 44 acres and for berries 14.85 acres.

Consistent with Census data, Hispanic farmers’ income from farmingyisoverwhich
contributes to categorizing their farms as limited resource. Fitbypvcent of respondents
indicated that their income from farming was less than 25 percent of the total hduseboie
in a given year. Less than 20 percent of respondents received from one-fourtle-tguiduters of
their income from farming, while 26 percent received more than 75 percent of tlereifiom
farming. Two farmers reported receiving as low as $2,000 per year fromdhettarm
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products. Two other farmers indicated that they were actually not recaiwynigcome from

farming at the time of the interview, but they were expecting to start produacing next year

(Table 7). The Census reports that more than 30 percent of Hispanic farmeedrezss than

$1,000 annually from farm income, 50 percent received around $1,000 to $50,000 annually, and

17 percent received more than $50,000 in total annual income.

Access and Need for Assistance

The Hispanic farmers interviewed face several challenges towardimg@ithe viability
of their farms. First, their low educational levels were a disadvantage, asenNlask of access
to information and support from the government and other organizations. Second, farm limited
resources represent a challenge in terms of income that could help mambainetzility. Given
this situation, this section addresses specific assistance needs andltheflaccess Hispanic

farmers have to this kind of support.

In general, Hispanic farmers indicated a need for all kinds of assistance, dgrengeral,
were not receiving any. In the survey, farmers were asked whether or noéduegrassistance
from agricultural agencies or organizations, specifically finansisistance. They were also
asked whether they had received or been denied assistance for farm réhatexs a®Out of 50
respondents, 58 percent said they needed assistance and, specifically, 54 peratfinnae
assistance (Table 8). Only 22 percent had received some form of assistdhe& farms, and

16 percent said they had been denied assistance (Table 8).

During the interviews, farmers offered more detail about the type of dessrstance

they needed. More than 30 percent of participants explained that they would likeive raore
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training on production-related activities, such as plant disease iderdifieatd management,
fertilizer requirements and usage for soil conditions, and information on pestiage arsd
training needed to become a certified pesticide applicator. Other fandeatéed they would
like assistance for installing irrigation systems and acquiring new bgs@dind equipment. From
these comments, it is possible to say that Hispanic farmers still struidigl@osess to basic
production management information. Around eight percent of farmers indicated a newaddor
marketing related assistance. This would include information about markibhscaraining on
product specifications and how they can meet these requirements, information about Good
Agricultural Practice (GAP) requirements and certification, and other oppoeusiich as

organic marketing, or sustainable practices that would allow them accebsrtonatkets.

Regarding financial assistance, 22 percent of the farmers interviewecdhkoeithe
USDA Farm Service Agency (FSA), either because they had alreadydafaplfending or had
an application pending. This relatively low percentage can be considered aromalicat
Hispanic farmers’ knowledge and access to FSA funding. Among those farmers who redl appl
for FSA funding, the level of paperwork and proof of production income requireneegi 10t
a hobby farm) were very difficult challenges to overcome. Private fiabinstitutions were
mentioned by 16 percent of participants as a main source for funding. In the opinian of tw
respondents, financial institutions had many requirements and were not open to watking wi
small-scale Hispanic farmers. Likewise, only two farmers merdidamily as a source of
funding for their farming activities. This was surprising, as previousnaséad shown that
family members represented an important funding source when farnrézd steir farms in

Michigan (Lopez-Ariza 2007). Finally, 20 percent of farmers did not know wherecthag get
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financial support for their farms. Some of these farmers indicated that tielyd0 not think
about it because they have never needed financial support, and in most cases theyuaibyld us

not invest more in their farms than they could afford using their own money.

While most farmers felt a need for assistance, 66 percent indicated theywbad ne
received any kind of help (Table 8). Respondents indicated a relatively higloféwedtration
with regard to available assistance from the governmental sources and Rgs@sample, one
farmer indicated he would go to extension offices, ask for production-relatethassiand,
though information was available, it was not what he need for his’fArsecond respondent
complained that, due to the size of his farm, he did not qualify for the financiahaesiste
needed from a private institution. Several farmers indicated that their conditimmofity’ was
not based on race, but rather the fact that they were small-scale producersavvieenwere
asked about where they would seek assistance, seven farmers mentioned FSArahd Nat
Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) offices, four farmers receivedassistance from
Michigan State University Extension (MSUE), two farmers worked WiBOs and one farmer

consulted with a chemical company.

Very small-scaleife., less than 5 acres) Hispanic farmers were less likely to receive
assistance. While all farmers, regardless of income or size, had sigeldfor assistance, when
groups were compared, 42 percent of farmers with less than 25 percent of totalGooamg

from farming had not received any assistance, and only two farmers in thgreapdad

® During this research, some extension agents and a Michigan Departmericoftégr
professional were independently working to provide Hispanic farmers with infomabout
production and pesticide application. However, these individuals were voluntdwintje to
support Hispanic groups and their service was not part of a broader prograrsttbliapsinic
farmers.
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received some assistance. Similarly, 38 percent of farmers witlh&s§ite acres of cultivated
land had not received any assistance, and only one farmer in the same caeégecgived

assistance (Table 9).

More than 60 percent of those interviewed indicated they had never been denied
assistance (Table 8). Twenty-two percent explained that the reason they hadmdéenied was
because they have never asked. On the other hand, 24 percent of farmers explaihey felty t
they were denied assistance. Six farmers were denied loans from R&Afbeitause the FSA
officer told them they had no experience farming or they made a mistakeriaghkcations,
and re-doing those applications would result in additional costs. Three farmeasadditey did
not understand why they were disqualified for a loan. Regarding MSUE, one &aithehe
called an Extension office and was told someone would come and help, but the person never
visited. Other farmers complained that Extension agents would indicate duetiggsehat
help was available, but would never provide contact information for the assistancediAgato
some farmers, discrimination is very subtle. For example, one farmer exjllaatde felt
mistreated whenever office personnel realized he did not speak English webtAev
respondents felt the same, and while they were not told directly that their Enghiskepcy
was a barrier to communicate, they would make them feel uncomfortable. Tiosltiff
communicating with agents is probably a reason why Hispanic farmerslaediugtant to seek

assistance.
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Participation in federal, state, NGO programs, or farmer’s groups

Survey respondents were asked about participation in federal, state or loagidaps,
and their knowledge of NGOs or private groups working with farmers in Michfgas.
expected, a high percentage of farmers did not participate in federal, stabenourmity
programs. Out of all participants, 74 percent were not currently participating hederal or
state programs, 48 percent was not aware of NGOs that worked with farmers, ancbddarc

not participate in local farmer groups (Table 10).

For those farmers who were participating in different programs, the most comnen wer
NRCS conservation programs and different training programs sponsored by the USDA. The
main state sponsored program farmers took part in was pesticide applic#ioaten. Farmers
who knew about NGOs were mostly familiar with the Michigan Food and Farmsigr8y
program, which is currently the only NGO with a specific multicultural @ogrn the case of
local farmers groups, some farmers would know about the cooperative “Farmersvovdie

and the Michigan Hispanic Farmers Association.

When groups were compared by farm size and income, there was no statistically
significant difference, which suggests that most Hispanic farmers still quartatipate in
programs sponsored by the government or NGOs. However, during the interviewss farme
provided some reasons for their lack of participation. For example, two farmeagerghat
trainings and meetings are usually during the week when they have to work soenelsbeOne
farmer indicated lack of knowledge about programs in the area that would spgdificpet

small-scale farmers. Another believed he needed to be a large-scaettaqualify for

19 Appendix 1 includes a summary of main Federal, State and NGO programs in Michigan
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participation. Some farmers said that they would like to participate in proginamsould help
them. For example, these farmers suggested sources of financial supportfscaledhrmers
as a good educational topic, including requirements necessary and directiomggiodillforms,

which in the view of at least two farmers was a very complicated task.

Overall, it was observed that Hispanic farmers were misinformed about oppestamnit
rarely would seek additional information from the soureeg.{Extension offices or community-
based organizations). During the data collection stage, several production anthgnasketed
seminars were offered to all farmers in Michigan. These trainingpasssormally occur
throughout the year, but mostly during winter. In addition to regular seminarsauncfion
practices, there were programs on Good Agricultural Practices (GARpad safety
regulations. As well, specific field days for Hispanic farmers were argdro provide hands-on
experience. The institutions organizing these events included MSUE, MichegantBent of

Agriculture (MDA), USDA and Michigan Food and Farming Systems (MIFFS).

Regarding local farmer groups, Hispanic farmers were generallyicikeptworking
with other farmers. However, during the data collection stage for this resaarew
cooperative of Hispanic farmers was formed with the support from a USDA grenmain
purpose of the cooperative was to help farmers with different aspects ofganad marketing.
While some participants interviewed in this study were not sure how the cooperatld
function or how it could be beneficial for their farms, farmers were inter@stte information
and marketing opportunities that might arise from the new venture. In addition to the
cooperative, an association of Hispanic farmers was registered with thgdmidepartment of
Agriculture. However, during two different participant observations conducted &hgweef the
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association and cooperative, farmers did not seem to understand how their partieipiaied
them, or what they needed to do as members of this organization. During interviews with som
participants of these meetings, some were not sure about the difference betassocetion

and a cooperative. Likewise, three farmers indicated that it was diffoculiem to work with

other Hispanic farmers because, in many cases, they did not trust each othernieve $aid

they simply did not want to participate in farmer’s groups. As mentioned befdt@flaccurate

information probably influences the limited participation of farmers in thesereiiff groups.

Summary and Discussion

This paper presented a review of Hispanic farmers’ social and farmiractdastics,
needs and access to assistance, and participation in government and NGO progaitesthiee
fact that Michigan ranks number one in number of farms with a Hispanic principalarpera
there is still limited awareness of the specific challenges theserfafate and possible
alternatives to help them improve their farm viability. Hispanic farmees fiamerous
constraints. However, access to, and participation in, programs designed to suppogt far

management can help them improve their socio-economic conditions.

Hispanic farmers interviewed in this research are socially disadvan&gs most
operate limited resource farms. Most Hispanic farmers are ré{ayioeng men who are part-
time farmers. Family labor represents the main support to maintain theatiops. Hispanic
farmers operate, on average, 30.5 acres, which is below the average sizagon fdichigan.
More than 50 percent of these farmers made less than 25 percent of their totalfiooome
farming. Regarding educational attainments, more than 40 percent in thichesave only

completed basic education, and many still struggle with English proficieaeyeducational
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attainment and English proficiency may increase their level of disadvantagelrtner increase

their marginalization.

Considering farm economic characteristics, it is not surprising that tcsfaamers in
this research study indicated a need for assistance to maintain farntyvi@lut of the 50
farmers interviewed, 58 percent indicated they needed assistance, and 54 fiecctrd need
for financial assistance in particular. However, only 22 percent of Hisfaamers have ever
received assistance, and 16 percent said they were denied assistancendregastit
participation in government and NGO programs, 74 percent were not participafiagral or
state programs, 48 percent were not aware of NGO groups working with Hisparecsfaand

54 percent did not participate of any local farmers groups.

Outreach and Extension programs remain some of the best options for farmersgo acce
and patrticipate in government and NGO programs designed to support production andhgnarket
management, which, in turn, could help them increase their farm viability. Howespitede
growing efforts to include Hispanic farmers in these programs, farstiirface unique
challenges to assimilate and effectively participate in these preg@utreach program design
needs to consider the socio-economic condition of Hispanic farmers and theic spesfs in

order to successfully serve and assist this target population. Some proposedsaciohitde:

a) Targeted training sessions with relatively small groups of farnmendjich short
presentations in combination with other training materials, such as picturestoridaos,
represent an alternative to effectively reach out to Hispanic farmerse Wabike education and

training are necessary to help Hispanic farmers, traditional writtégriala, such as magazine
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articles or booklets with extensive information, may not be effective toolac¢h kispanic

farmers.

b) Bilingual sessions could help farmers get more acquainted with techmsadarials
that can be used in farm management. While programs that provide information irh $panis
important, given that Hispanic farmers still have low English proficiency, Sipamily training

could promote more problems with marginalization and highlight their language disagk&nt

c) Consideration in providing training and education sessions during those times when
Hispanic farmers are available is necessary. Training sessions, &atimgs or field days
should accommodate the needs of part-time farmers who work during the week and cannot
participate during regular office hours. Weekend programs should be considered as an

alternative.

d) Coordination among institutions providing support for Hispanic farmers is
fundamental to effectively reach them. The MDA and MSUE already cooedsnate training
for pesticide certification and production management (Santos and Castro-Eedbicaniing).
In addition, MSUE and MIFFES regularly coordinate information and trainingessesdiowever,
coordination efforts among other institutions are rare. Particularly in tinese of limited

funding, cost-efficient information delivery is important to reach to more f@&me

d) Careful consideration of issues affecting Hispanic farmers canrtoegase
participation in local farmers groups and community-based programs. Duringeiveems,
farmers complained that they were not receiving the type of support theylnkestiening
sessions or interviews with key informants can provide important feedback iogiegel

programs for Hispanic farmers. Explicit objectives to include certaiettgroups €.g, farmers
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with less than 10 acres, vegetable producers) can help concentrate effortsa®eincr

participation. Incentivese(g, certificate of participation) can motivate farmers to participate.

e) Hispanic farmer’s leadership and support of fellow farmers are fundanmeataiting
incentives for other farmers to participate. Community leaders traininghnantbring programs
have been successful with other small-scale farmers, and have the poteatiahttorother
Hispanic farmers. Though farmers were reluctant to work closely with fatimers in some
cases, in other situations, farmers were compelled to start an associadi cooperative,
because they felt these groups could help provide better marketing informafiots &ich as

these should be encouraged as they have the potential to give Hispanic farmess a voic

The results from this research have some limitations. First, given thedioitus
research (small-scale Hispanic farmers) and the sampling technidggedutidl identify
participants, the results are only applicable to this specific sample,eantkant to provide
more in-depth analysis of specific issues affecting Hispanic fari@ec®nd, though a significant
percentage of Hispanic farmers was included (more than 20 percent of frugrgi@vd more
than 50 percent of vegetable growers, according to the Census), the results aa@oo tme
generalized to all Hispanic farmers in Michigan. However, they provide sopuetamt
variables that could be compared across different groups of Hispanic farmereemndiabrity

and fruit and vegetable farmers.
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Table 1. 2007 Midwest Hispanic Principal Operators, Total Farm Acres and Avarge Farm
Size

Average

State Farms Acres Farm size
Michigan 615 54,795 89
Kansas 555 335,823 605
Missouri 444 76,492 172
lowa 346 103,666 300
lllinois 325 57,506 177
Ohio 302 44,549 148
Minnesota 296 101,372 342
Wisconsin 245 29,732 121
Indiana 217 35,333 163
Nebraska 166 157,066 946
South Dakota 116 87,645 756
North Dakota 92 149,958 1,630

Source: U.S. NASS 2009
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Table 2. Participants Characteristics from Interview and Survey

Participants Number  Percent

Number 50 100
Gender

Female 11 22

Male 39 78
Age

less than 35 5 10

35 to 65 43 86

more than 65 2 4
Education

High School (completed or some years, includes

GED) 20 40

Elementary (completed or some years) 16

Some college 4 8

Some school in Mexico 14 28

No school 4 9
Preferred language for the Interview

English 8 16

Spanish 42 84
English Proficiency

Yes 30 60

No 5 10

Did not answer 15 30
Country/Region of origin

Mexico 32 64

Texas 6 12

Midwest (Michigan, Indiana) 5 10

Other LA country (El Salvador, Cuba, etc.) 4

No answer 5 10
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Table 3. Participants by County and Total Agriculture Census Proportion

County Respondents Ag Census Respondents Ag Census

------------- number ----------- ---------Percentage—
Van Buren 38 107 76 36
Ottawa 4 32 8 13
Allegan 3 30 6 10
Oceana 2 14 4 14
Berrien 1 22 2 5
Ingham 1 10 2 10
Lenawee 1 19 2 5

Source: U.S. NASS 2009

Table 4. Participants Farming Characteristics

Participants Number  Percent

Management of the farm

Female 8 16

Male 42 84
Dedication to farming

Part time 36 72

Full time 14 28
Type of operation

Family 40 80

Individual 7 14

Rented 3 6
Hired labor

No 28 56

Yes 22 44
Farm production

Fruits 38 76

Vegetables 10 20

Small animals 2 4
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Table 5. Farm Size and Area Cultivated

Acres N Minimum Maximum Average
Owned 47 0 198 30.5
Cultivated 47 0.25 88 16.9

Table 6. Number of Producers by Size of Operation and Production

Production

Size of operation ) .
P Fruits Non fruits

Respondents (%) Respondents (%)

5 acres or less 14 36.8 7 58.3
more than 5 acres 24 63.2 5 41.7
Total 38 12

Table 7. Percentage of Income from Farming

Income category Respondents  Percentage
Less than 25% 26 52
26% to 50% 7 14
51% to 75% 4 8
More than 75% 13 26
Total 50 100
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Table 8. Hispanic Farmers Assistance Needed and Received in Migan

Question Yes No No Answer

Number (%) Number (%) Number (%)

General assistance needed 29 58 15 30 6 12
Financial assistance needed 27 54 14 28 9 18
Assistance received 11 22 33 66 6 12
Denied assistance 8 16 31 62 11 22

Table 9. Assistance Needed and Received by Size of Farm Operation

Group Assistance
Needed Received
Yes No Yes No
------ Number
Income
<25% 16 7 2 21
26 to 75% 5 4 1 8
>75% 8 4 8 4
Chi-square 0.569 15.289
Probability 0.752 0.000
Area cultivated
<5 acres 14 6 1 19
>5 acres 15 9 10 14
Chi-square 0.273 7.822
Probability 0.601 0.005
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Table 10. Hispanic Farmers Participation and Knowledge of Federal, Stat NGO and

Farmer’'s Groups

Programs Yes No No Answer
Number % Number %  Number %
Participation in Federal or State 8 16 37 24 5 10
programs
Knowledge of r]on-government 17 34 24 48 9 18
group or farmer’s groups
Participation in Farmer's group, 14 28 27 54 9 18

association or cooperative
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Figure 1. Farms with a Hispanic Principal Operator in the Midwest

Source: U.S. NASS 2009
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Table 11. Federal, State and NGO programs with programs for Hispanic Farmer

Type

Source

Programs

Main purpose

Federal

The Farm
Service Agency
(FSA)

The Small
Farmer
Outreach
Training and
Technical
Assistance
Program
Building
Sustainable
Farms, Ranches
and
Communities

Small Socially-
Disadvantaged
Producer Grant
(SSDPG)

Environmental
Quality
Incentives
Program (EQIP)

FSA loans

Outreach and
training

Sustainable
agriculture
Research and
Extension
(SARE)

Rural
development

Natural
Resources
Conservation
Services
(NRCS)

Operating loans to family-size
farmers who cannot obtain
credits from commercial banks
Used to purchase land,
livestock, equipment, feed,
seed, and supplies.

Funds for socially
disadvantaged farmers are
specifically reserved each year.

Provide agricultural assistance
and education to farmers from
socially disadvantaged groups

Federal Programs for
Sustainable Agriculture,
Forestry, Entrepreneurship,
Conservation and Community
Development.

Provide technical assistance to
small, socially-disadvantaged
agricultural producers through
eligible cooperatives and
associations of cooperatives.
Grants are awarded on a
competitive basis.

Up to 90 percent of the costs
associated with planning and
implementing conservation
measures for socially
disadvantaged and beginning
farmers or ranchers.
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Table 11 (cont’d)

Type Source Programs Main purpose
Conservation Natural Up to 90 percent of the costs
Stewardship Resources associated with planning and
Program (CSP) Conservation implementing conservation

Services measures for socially
(NRCS) disadvantaged and beginning
farmers or ranchers.

State Michigan IPM Training A pesticide applicator must
Department of  Program attend a Michigan Department
Agriculture of Agriculture approved IPM

Training Program before making
a pesticide application in
schools, public buildings, or
health care facilities.
Michigan Good This program provides
Department of  Agricultural  uniformity of a national auditing
Agriculture Practices, program for the fresh produce
Good industry verifying good
Handling agricultural and handling
Practices practices. This is an
(GAP/GHP) independent, third-party, audit-
based service provided by
licensed fresh fruit and
vegetable inspectors who have
successfully completed the
GAP/GHP training class and
have participated in a minimum
of three audits, including two as
the lead auditor.
Federal MSU Extension
and State

46



Table 11 (cont’d)

Type Source Programs Main purpose
NGO Michigan Food Multicultural Some programs and workshops
and Farming Rancher include Integrated Pest
Systems programs Management (IPM) trainings,

computer and web training
programs, blueberry production
workshops and farm visits,
business management and loan
workshops and now hoophouse
training workshops.

Farmers on the Farmers’ First cooperative for Hispanic
Move cooperative  farmers in Michigan
Michigan Farmer’'s First organized group for
Hispanic association  Hispanic farmers in Michigan
Farmers

Association

* This list is a summary of available Federal, State and NGO progreaiiable to socially
disadvantaged farmers in Michigan. This list is not exhaustive of all programesttyavailable

to farmers.
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CHAPTER 3

HISPANIC FARMERS IN MICHIGAN: MARKETING EXPERIENCE, SKIL LS AND
EXPECTATIONS IN ACCESSING PRODUCE MARKETS

Introduction

According to the U.S. Census of Agriculture, Michigan ranK$ihGhe country and first
in the Midwest in number of Hispanic principal farm operators. Currently, Hispamners
produce and market a number of fruit and vegetable crops. However, theyugiglestvith poor
economic performance and lack of access to production and marketing support. Bespite t
importance of marketing and market access to increase their farmtyiahti competitiveness,
information that specifically targets Hispanic farmers’ perspextvel focuses on successful

management and marketing strategy remains limited.

The objective of this paper is to explore Hispanic farmers’ marketing aeelds
opportunities in Michigan. This paper analyzes their marketing experigkle, and
expectations for the future. The analysis focuses on the marketing neentsitatidhs
identified by Hispanic farmers, as well as specific areas in which pglassernment agencies,
and community-based organizations could support these farmers. In addition, this analys
provides information that could help improve the economic viability of Michigan’'s scalé
Hispanic farms, and contributes to improving the overall economic performanoalbssale

agriculture throughout the state.

Data were collected using a mixed-method approach, in which interviews angssurve
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were conducted with 50 Hispanic farmers in Michigan from July 2009 to May 2010. Results
suggest that, while Hispanic farmers have gained important marketing expsrand skills that
helped them access their current markets over time, they still struggleeghgupport to access
new markets and alleviate their heavy dependence on specific marketstibmadust of the
farmers interviewed had not clearly defined a marketing objective that wdplduide their

efforts in improving future farm viability.

In the following pages, a brief literature review of key issues fadisganic farmers is
presented. This is followed by a conceptual framework and methods used to anatigta.the
Following a presentation and discussion of the results, the paper concludes wighweofetie

limitations of the research, and suggestions for future study.
Background

Hispanic farmers: Social and Economic performance

Hispanic¢! farmers are increasing in number and economic importance in Michigan.
According to the U.S. Census of Agriculture (The Census), Michigan rafis e country
and first in the Midwest in terms of number of Hispanic principal farm opetatatsS. NASS

2009) (Table 12). While the Census shows an increase in the number of principal operators in

1 In this paper, “Hispanic” is a label used to group individuals living in the U.S. who have some
background or are from Spanish-speaking countries in Latin America (Hoy 20§3anid
farmers in the U.S. include newcomeesy(,immigrants from other countries) and/or established
individuals whose families have farmed from generations and are origuatiythe U.S.
(Swisheret. al, 2007). The U.S. census considers Hispanics those who indicate their origin as
Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American, or some other Hispanic origi
Hispanics can be of any race (U.S. NASS)
12 According to the U.S. Census of Agriculture principal farm operator are pgojpterily
responsible for the on-site, day-to-day operation of the farm or ranch businesseiBon may
be a hired manager or business manager.” (U.S NASS)
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Michigan and the Midwest, there is still concern that this data does not agctelgsdt the real
number of Hispanic farmers, which could currently be much larger (Gatr@h 2008). This
undercount of Hispanic farmers is due mainly to missing farmers from ledisoysthe Census,
new immigrant farmer’s lack of knowledge about the Census, language tanddiliissues, lack
of trust on government institutions, and widespread informal arrangements ampagi¢l
farmers, who use the name of other people to acquire land to farm (€aadi2008).

One of the most striking issues affecting Hispanic farmers in Michigdeiispoor
economic performance. Despite overall expansion of Michigan’s agricultutai’$emd
Hispanic farmers’ increased participation in production of Michigan crops thantyrrank
among the top ten in the counte.d.blueberry, apples), data from the census show that 53
percent of Hispanic farmers have total annual sales of less than $5,000, and only 17 percent
make more than $50,000 per year (U.S. NASS 2009). These numbers reflect the straggle the
farmers have in maintaining farm viability. The Census of Agriculture difimeted-resource
farms as those with “market value of agricultural products sold of less than $100,000, land tota
principal operator household income of less than $20,000” (U.S. NASS).

While in general, Michigan small-scale farmers struggle with farmiltiaissues (50
percent of all small-scale farms in Michigan make less than $5,000 in total ariesgltbe
United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) categorizes Hisgamueers as “socially
disadvantagedd condition that has prevented Hispanic farmers from accessing programs

designed to improve their farm production and marketing, and further contributes tovheir

131t is estimated that agriculture and related agro-food and energy sysménbutes around $64
billion and supports more than 1 million jobs in Michigan. Farming represents around 11 percent
of total direct and indirect impact to the agro-food and agro-energy system iateh@Pstterson
et. al 2006)

54



farm viability. “A socially disadvantaged group” is defined as one whoselb®es have been
subjected to racial or ethnic prejudice because of their identity as mewmhlaegsoup without
regard to their individual qualities. Those groups include African Americans,idéandndians

or Alaskan natives, Hispanics, and Asians or Pacific Islanders” (FACT 1990).

Hispanic Farmers’ Marketing Practices in Michigan

Despite the importance of marketing and market access to increasedhitiby\and
competitiveness, information that specifically targets the Hispanic farperspectives and
their current marketing strategies and farm management practicamsdimited. In the most
recent federally-funded report addressing Hispanic farmers in the UrBer$acited marketing
and access to information among the major constraints in maintaining their édoilityvi
(Swisheret. al 2007). These findings focused on case studies from California, New Mexico,
Texas, Florida, Puerto Rico and Missouri, and included 72 Hispanic farmers in total. Though the
findings of this research provide important background to understand the marketing need of
Hispanic farmers around the country, it provided limited information about the Midmgst a

Michigan, which currently had the largest number of Hispanic farmers negen.

Similarly, Green (2001) found that limited financial resources and accesdglit leiek
of information appropriate for their farm types, limited access to markdtke prices in their
markets were among the main constraints cited by limited-resouncerain maintaining farm

viability (Green 2001). Again, while 17.6 percent of the 119 participants in Gretewlyg were

55



Hispanic farmers, the focus groups excluded most farmers from the Midvdeltiehigan, and

it is not clear whether these issues could be considered similar in other (&iees 2001§*

In Michigan, only two studies on Hispanic farmers have partially addressedgarmer
marketing needs and challenges. Santos and Castro-Escobar (forthcomimppnbiaserviews
with 30 Mexican farmers, reported that most immigrant Mexican farmers faeweed before
coming to Michigan. For the most part, these farmers followed the paths bf faembers who
migrated before them and, therefore, also followed similar marketinggigat(Santos and
Castro-Escobar forthcoming). Likewise, Lopez-Ariza (2007), in interviews 1 Hispanic
farmers, found that marketing was a constraint in improving their farm wathibpez-Ariza
2007). However, the study did not address the specific marketing needs and/or opmortunitie
these farmers had to increase their farm viability. While all this irdoan provides valuable
insights into Hispanic farmers’ marketing needs, there is still need to tartteend analyze
their own marketing perspectives, given the challenging economic conditions fanudtdibcial

situations they continue to experience in Michigan.

Information that can provide more detail on the marketing experience,askdlls
expectations of Hispanic farmers in Michigan could offer a better uadeiag of farmers’
concerns, and focus on areas in which they need more support. In turn, this information can
provide a baseline for designing programs that would help Hispanic farmess tssecurrent

strategy and improve upon it to further their farm viability and competitiveness

* The sample included farmers from California, Maine, Mississippi, New MexiodhN
Carolina, South Carolina, Vermont and Washington and one group in Mexico (Green 2001)
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Conceptual framework

Studies on small business and rural entrepreneurship suggest that marketirrmesperi
skills and clear expectations for the future are important personal resoursesdess.
Loscocco and Robinson (1991) found that small-scale business women often indicatesdrthat
lack of managerial skills as a major barrier to successfully running thénelssss (Loscocco
and Robinson, 1991). Loscocebal. (1991) also found that additional skills and experience
were positively related to business success (Losocetcaly 1991). In a review of different
studies on rural entrepreneurship in Europe, McElwee (2006) found that succesasful ru
entrepreneurs had constant development of professional and knowledge skills,ihesetti
goals and the ability to reach them and set new ones, and the ability to useanareslevant
information to access markets in common (McElwee 2006). Richards and Bulkley §%i97)
found that successful farmers used their skills to adjust to free-madteiray changes, based
on a review of different rural entrepreneurial studies (Richards and B2&(s). Thus,
marketing experience, skills and clear expectations for the future @@eted to help farmers

improve their farm management, and, ultimately, increase their viability.

While the concept of experience, skills and expectations seem straightfotwsrd, i
important to clarify them within the context of the analysis of Hispanic famerketing
practices. In this paper, marketing experience refers to the numbearsfayeindividual has
been involved in a particular industry or activity within that industry, and the amotinteoa
person has performed specific marketing activities (Kalleberg artht, 1991; Loscoccet al,
1991). In a farmer’s case, an important part of marketing experience is ryogaiakd over
time by trying things and making mistakeg ( trial and error). Personal observations and
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participation in marketing activities is considered to be “local knowledgeppenburg 1991,
Butler-Flora 1992%. In this paper, it is assumed that Hispanic farmers build their local
knowledge of markets when they engage in market transactions and participeeremtdif

market channels; thus, learning about requirements and trends in the market.

The emphasis on marketing knowledge for these farmers is based on prior research
showing the relevance of learning new practices or succeeding at dointisgmew. For
example, Millar and Curtis (1997) found that farmers in Australia were @bigettheir local
knowledge and experience to learn more about sustainable pasture managemen@illa
Curtis 1997). In Nebraska, Sattler-Weber (2007) found that although somessailalbusiness-
women had limited formal education and no financial capital, they did have enxgeeselling
farm products from their homes, which contributed to their business success-{\&atber
2007). Similarly, it is expected that years of farming in Michigan basributed to an increase

in Hispanic farmers’ local knowledge, and helped them maintain viability.

In addition to self-developed local knowledge, it is also important to have good quality,
overall marketing knowledge to remain competitive. Campbell and Barret (200&sss1tjtat in
many cases the real challenge for small-scale farmers is findipg to learn about new market

opportunities and becoming more adept at accessing and using these opportunifpe{iCam

!> The concept “local knowledge” is similar to the ‘indigenous knowledge’ of fariner
developing countries (Kloppenburg 1991). As a concept, local knowledge has been contested in
developed countries mostly because of the widespread adoption of science-based knoledge a
the view that farmers are ‘adopters’ and not ‘creators’ of knowledge (Kloppeh®8ig. An
interesting example of local knowledge exchange can be found in Hasg989h Proponents
of local knowledge criticize the belief that all farmers had equal at¢oescience-based
knowledge and technologies and the resources to use them (Millar and Curtis 1997)agethe
of Hispanic farmers equal access to science-based information has ndtebeaset

58



and Barret 20089. Green (2001) found among socially disadvantaged farmers that marketing
problems, such as insufficient marketing information and prices, representeatbar
competition with larger-scale producers in their markets (Green 2001). Camgitherse studies
and the current situation, it is fair to expect that Hispanic farmers in Micliega similar
challenges, and their limited marketing knowledge makes it difficult poawe their farm

viability.

Hispanic farmers’ marketing skills is the next factor expldfédarketing skills help
farmers deal with changes in markets structures. Clark (2009) foundhttia face of rapid
market changes, successful farm entrepreneurs would adopt new markgtestyatich as
selling to niche markets or to outlets that offered specialized produlstites €.9.,local,
organic) (Clark 2009). Similarly, Ross and Westgren (2006) found that the ability to m@nimi
transaction costs help farm entrepreneurs generate profits and rempgtiteen(Ross and
Westgren 2006). Specifically, Michigan’s Hispanic farmers have developdatimg skills
over the years that have helped them successfully deal with transactioantbatsess different
markets. However, it is also expected that these skills are relativeigdidue to their limited

range of market and marketing knowledge.

Finally, in addition to farmers’ marketing experience and skills, GreedilLjZlggests
that expectations for the future are a very important indicator of how sockdighvdintaged

farmers perceive their business environment, as well as the kind of markettagist they

16 Shane (2000) found that the source of entrepreneurship was in the difference in ioformat
about opportunities and individual characteristics influence the type of opportuciyelied
(Shane 2000).
7 According to the Merriam-Webster dictionary, skill is the ability to usssoknowledge
effectively and readily in execution or performance (Merriam-Webster).
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would adopt (Green 2001). For example, McElwee (2006) found that successful farm
entrepreneurs usually had a goal-oriented management style in addition to managiigble
farm business, and used current market information to maintain their compehitardage
(McElwee 2006). Thus, a well-defined marketing strategy could be an indicaispznic
farmers’ expectations about their markets and the resources they baedigweuld access to

achieve their goals, given their socially disadvantaged condition.

While personal goals are important for successful future planning, RichardsikdelB
(2007) argue that farmers need favorable conditions in their communities to gecthaia
entrepreneurship (Richards & Bulkley 2007). Favorable conditions can be definedeas thos
market characteristics conducive to dynamic relationships among resqueogle and firms
(Dinis 2006; Richards and Bulkley 2007). For example, farmers are more likely tbais
leadership skills to negotiate contracts or execute marketing pldnbuyiers and other
marketers when they have developed good, long-standing relationships with thelantésand
Turvey 2006; Ross and Westgren 2006). Similarly, in localized distribution chanmeisch
retail, food service companies and farmers work together to develop innovatkegingar
strategies, favorable business conditions are the most likely reasonssfancaessfully

cooperate and develop win-win models of food distribution with different businessrpartne
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(Kirschenmanret al.,2008).*® However, In Canada, Siemens (2009) found that people in rural
areas must often operate without standard business resauceacfess to Internet, banking
services, and other information) that are generally needed to succeed imtéfeteavors
(Siemens 2009). Thus, while personal goals are very important, Hispanic farneesgoesl
business environment to be able to find market opportunities that allow them to develop their

marketing strategies.

Exploring and analyzing Hispanic farmer’'s marketing experience, skil®gpectations
for future access to markets (Figure 2) are expected to: a) provide neitedd@formation
about marketing practices, given the limited information currently avaitegkrding these
farmers; b) identify specific constraints they face in their marlkett prevent them from
increasing their farm viability, and c) identify areas in which thesedes need more support to

successfully develop and increase their local marketing knowledge.

Methods of Data Collection and Analysis

The results discussed in this paper were collected as part of a case stedstu@g is an
appropriate method when the objective of a study is to gain more knowledge about a specifi
group, and the issues affecting this group (Yin 2009). However, one of the mairidmsitait

exploratory analysis like this is that the results are only applicabhe teaimple being studied,

'8 The development of values-based value chains (Kirschenetahn 2008) and different case
studies of innovative models of small grower-retail and restaurant collmmofStarret al.,
2003; Hoshide 2007; Kingt al, 2010) represent examples of localized food distribution
channels in which retail, food service companies and farmers worked togethesltpde
innovative marketing strategies (Kirschenmanal., 2008). In Europe the Slow Food
Movement developed a model to link small-scale producers with big retaiter® (E006).
Also, in Europe, short food supply chains exemplify production-distribution systeits arsl
outside communities that are not part of the conventional food distribution model and remain
viable for small-scale farmers (Rentiagal 2003; llberyet al. 2004).
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and important generalizations cannot be made based on these results. Despitaitagsed]
the limited information about Hispanic farmers and their marketing praciue strategies

requires an exploratory inquiry for which a case study approach is bettelr (Mirte2009).

Two criteria were considered to select the population of Hispanic farmerisingish.
First, farmers had to have control of production and marketing. According to the @énsus
Agriculture, there are 615 principal farm operators of Hispanic backgrounithigen’®
Second, Hispanic farmers had to be classified as berry, fruit or vegetable pso@aresidering
these characteristics, the Census identifies 146 Hispanic fruit produckisl aagetable
producers in Michigan. While Hispanic farmers are currently producingay @ir different
products in Michigan, there are different marketing channels utilized by prsdafogther crops
(e.g.,corn or soybean) or productsd.,milk). In addition, producers of fruits and vegetables are
more likely to use different marketing channels and sell directly td egtdifood service, which

is an important aspect of this research.

Once the population of Hispanic fruit and vegetable producers (164 farmers) was defined,
this research used key informants and snowball sampling to select participsentslekftifying
and contacting farmers, 50 Hispanic farmers agreed to participats neskarch between July
2009 and May 2010. Out of these, 38 farmers reportedly produced fruit, including blueberries

strawberries, apples, peaches and grapes; and 12 farmers produced wedetabiesult, this

9 The definition of principal operator includes all those who run a farm and make daily
management decisions; they might be owners or be hired managers. In sonmdispaegs
farmers would manage the production and labor, but they had no decision-making pbower wit
regards to marketing products. In situations where that was the casesfamnenot
interviewed because the objective of the research was to know more about how theitdea
marketing issues.
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research covered approximately 24 percent of Hispanic fruit producers and&st o

Hispanic vegetables producers in Michigan.

The data collection followed a mixed-method approach. The rationale for bsng t
approach was based on research suggesting that mixed-methods may be jpettgde greater
diversity of different views, simultaneous depth and breadth, and internal validiig@

1996; Kempeket al, 2003;). Using mixed-methods have the potential to better address the issues
Hispanic farmers considered important with regard to their marketing emperiskills and
expectations for the future. In this research, a combination of a survey questianrdegh

individual and group interviews, and participant observations were all used tonétioiation.
Secondary data from the U.S. Census of Agriculture was used to compare resultiefrom t

survey.

The data collection procedure involved two steps. First, participants were asked t
complete a survey in which they provided descriptive information about their fargaggrm
size, location, type of production) and demographic characteristg:sgender, age range,
educational attainment, origin). This survey also asked farmers geragkadting questions,
such as to markets solé.g, selling to broker or farmers markets), percentage of production sold
in various markets, if attempts had been made to sell to supermarkets and restabedriheir

biggest challenges where when trying to sell products, and their expestfatidhe future.

In addition, farmers were asked to rate on a scale ranging from not ditbiaatyt

difficult, the level of difficulty dealing with specific marketing acties or transaction costs in
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their market&. The list of common marketing activities followed Hobbs (1997), and included
searching for informatiore(g.,price, quality and markets), monitoring transactiang.(

trusting buyers, building a reputation, getting payments) and negotiatiohieste.g.,

accessing markets, negotiating agreements, meeting buyers) (Hobbs m@9Jidtely after
rating these activities, farmers were asked to explain their answeoserdetail. For example, if
farmers rated finding new markets as a very difficult activity, thesevasked to provide more
information to explain their response, including examples. Similarly, farmere asked about
their expectations for their future as farmers in Michigan, and asked to providespeanples

to help clarify their answers.

In addition, three group interviews were also conducted during the course of this
investigation. Farmers completed the farm, demographic, marketing atformand rating
portion of the survey individually, and, as a group, they discussed what they found difficult or
easy about marketing their products, as well as their expectations for tiee Futally, three
participant observations were conducted during meetings of a newly formedato@pand an
association of farmers, respectively, and during a farmers’ conferBmege observations were
useful in understanding how farmers interacted with other farmers, ganoreginformation
about common marketing problems, and how they were dealing with these isSddt(De

2002).

0 Ronald Coase coined the term “transaction costs” to explain the process of firicéng
information and the costs associated with this action (Coase 1937). Transactionreqostsent
any time firms need to negotiate delivery times, product characteasticany other
information necessary to complete a transaction (Stiglitz 1989). Moreovediranthere is
uncertainty in a transaction there is a cost associated to it (North 1990).
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All the individual and group interviews were transcribed immediately dfésrwere
conducted, and analyzed using NVivo software for qualitative data analyslirfgscheme
was developed for analyzing the transcribed interviews and group discussiowsplihe
survey questionnaire (Patton 2002; Rubin and Rubin 2005). The main codes corresponded with
the questions used in the survey. For example, the code for “new markets” corresponeled to t
guestion regarding “how difficult do you find finding new markets for your pro@ueétier
grouping each answer under their first code, sub-codes with emergingtiveneeidentified
from some answers. For example, under “new markets”, a sub-code “not looking”webspdd
to address farmers who responded that they were not looking for new marketsnag thiettie

interview?!

All the numerical datag(g.,farm size, income from farming) from the survey was
analyzed using SPSS-PASW and STA¥An all group comparison cases, a Chi-square test was
conducted and reported. In addition, a model of factors influencing farmersoaedsi
diversify their market channels was developed. Park and Lohr (2006) found that tegaeics
who diversify their market channels are more likely to improve their income anchthktyiof
their farms. Thus, it is increasingly important that farmers have a porntfionarket channels

(Park and Lohr 2006).

In the model, the dependent variable was whether or not farmers diversifieet mar
channels. The explanatory variables were whether or not a farmer produdsztrisge

(Blueberry), the level of difficulty in finding new markets (NewMkt_2)e humber of years

1 Appendix A of this dissertation contains a table with the codes used in this paper.
22 It is important to remark that due to the nature of the sampling proceduhe, @btilts from
the statistical analysis are only applicable to this specific sample.
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farming in Michigan (Years_MI2) and the level of trust in their buyers (TR)sThese
variables were based on previous research by Mclnnis (2003) on organic maikatingls,
which showed that small numbers of markets and lack of clear requirenmentisuyers
represented barriers to developing better marketing strategies (M20@8%. In addition, Hobbs
(1997) also found that the number of different markets or buyers was important to ensure
competition (Hobbs 1997). The variable “years farming in Michigan” was included batause
was expected that farmers who have been in Michigan for a longer time would tv@&ve m
knowledge of markets and market transactions. Finally, a variable repngsaingberry
producers was included to reflect the differences between blueberry proauddhose who
were not blueberry producers. In order to estimate this model, an exatit l@gsession (Hirji
1987; Hosmer and Lemeshow 2000) was selected, since it is a model that handles binary

outcomes correctly, given the small sample size (n%50).

The results were separated in three different sections: marketingeexpeeskills, and
expectations for the future. Each section presents a report of both the quantitdyisie éng.,
number of years farming in Michigan, years farming by country or region ohppgrcentage

sold by different markets) followed by the qualitative explanation of thegkses

23 In situations where sample size is small and the outcome is binary, the ntathlema
assumptions of the conventional logistic regressions, such as sample size lagheteheu
normally distributed, likelihood ratio to follow Chi squared distribution, and Waldaddstlow
normal distributions are not justified (Hosmer and Lemeshow 2000). However, ttieresthod
of logistic regression is based on the development of a statistical distributhocethae
completely enumerated. This is possible thanks to current statisticabpadkat allow for this
complex computation (Hosmer and Lemeshow 2000). The estimates were commgeal usi
multivariate shift algorithm (MSA) as presented by Hirki, Mehta and Pdigi et al. 1987).
The statistical package used for this computation was STATA 10.
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Results

Marketing Experience

Hispanic farmers’ marketing experience in Michigan was the first deaistec analyzed.
Two indicators were used to assess farmer’s experience; first, numbar®ofamning in
Michigan, and second, their knowledge of local markets. The majority ofipartis have been
farming for a relatively short time. Forty-two percent of respondentsildfagaing in Michigan
less than five years ago and 44 percent began farming six to 15 yearsoageskablished

farmers began 16 years ago (6 percent) and more than 30 years ago (8 (eabkni)3).

The major difference among Hispanic farmers is how and where they learned about
farming and, subsequently, how they gained local marketing knowledge. Morésesbl
farmers {.e., more than 15 years farming) were more likely to be born or raised in the U.S., and
less-established farmeiise(, less than 15 years of farming) were from Mexico or other Latin
American countries (Table 14). When comparing established and leBksbsid farmers, it was
expected that the number of years farming in Michigan would reflect more éatgevbf local
markets and be better able to deal with marketing issues. For examplegitpeated that more
established farmers would find it easier to identify new markets osaesésting markets
because they had been farming longer. However, when a cross-tabulation watechleic
results were not statistically significant to show a difference dxtvestablished and new
farmers in this study (Table 14). During interviews, some respondents fronodvand other
Latin American countries explained that their knowledge of farming cametfr@imfarming

experience in their country of origin (Table 15). However, none of these farepersed
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growing fruits or vegetables before coming to the U.S., which is expectedttthimn produce

marketing experienc¥.

Hispanic farmers who were born and/or raised in the U.S. had gained farming exgerienc
as migrant workers, or because their parents were migrant workers. téylwere confident
that the production practices that they had gained as a farm workers was vahedilet, that
most were migrant workers, and not allowed to participate in marketingereletigities €.9.,
negotiate prices with buyers) limited their marketing experience. Thihgge farmers had years
of farming experience before becoming fruit or vegetable farmers in géichtheir exposure to
marketing activities was very limited. Therefore, even when all Hisgamers had some
marketing knowledge, it was limited enough that it did not help to significanyone their

farm operations.

To further analyze Hispanic farmers’ local knowledge of markets, farnersagked
about their markets and the percentage of total production they would sell on thiests mar
(Table 16). Farmers identified a variety of different direct-to-consunaekets €.g, farmers
market, farm stand, direct distribution to neighbors), local stores, wholesals buagepackers
to which they sold their products. While it was expected that, due to theiveblamall-scale

production, Hispanic farmers would sell mostly through farmers markets or athetrtd-

24 This result is similar to the findings of Santos and Castro-Escobar (forihg) who reported
that Mexican farmers in Michigan usually did not have experience farming in $hebd their
marketing strategy was to imitate those who migrated before them (Sadt@astro-Escobar
forthcoming) .
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consumer channéf, most farmers identified local packers and wholesaler-brokers asnbsir

important markets.

Packersi(e., fruit and vegetable processing companies) represented the major markets
for Hispanic farmers in this study. More than 60 percent of participants soldpssosmtage of
their production to packers and 52 percent sold exclusively to this outlet (Table h&@ré-ar
agreed that the most important reasons to sell to packing companies were ithéypobxhese

facilities to their farms, and the convenience to sell to them.

The second most-used market was the wholesale/broker channel (Table 16). Around 30
percent of respondents sold all or some of their production to wholesale and brokefsigaic
and occasionally Chicago. The wholesale/brokers to whom farmers sold productstiesre
relatives €.g.,brother, in-law) or friends from their same area, which suggests th&y tardi
friendship networks play an important role in the marketing strategy Hisgamenrs adopt to
produce and distribute their produce. To illustrate this point, during one interviewex far
expressed his desire to switch production of a specific crop because the pricaéecivayy
was very low, but his relative/broker demanded that he continue growing thisherephé
continued to be unprofitable. Similarly, another farmer decided to spray gestan his
blueberries after years of growing them organically. This would gaes him the opportunity
to apply for an organic certification and generate more profit, but his relatoker told him to
apply the pesticide so that this relative could sell his production in the conventenkak.m

These examples show that family and friendship connections are likely infigetisipanic

%> The Economic Research Service (ERS) of the USDA reports that veryssalalfarms
produced around 11 percent of the fruit and vegetables in the U.S., and they relied on direct-to-
consumers channels, such as farmers markets as main channel of distribuddr9g@a
Newton and Hoppe 2001; Hoppe and Korb 2005; Hagtzé, 2007)
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farmers’ marketing decisions, and should be considered when assessinghmatkatiegies for

these farmers.

Sales to local storeg.Q.,grocery stores, mom-and-pop stores) were uncommon. Only 10
percent of participants sold in this type of market (Table 16). None of {hendants indicated
selling exclusively to stores and, in some cases, farmers said they woualsl Igdi as one
percent of all their production in this manner. No respondent reported sales taciege-s
supermarketse(g, Meijer or Kroger) or food service g.,school cafeteria, restaurants). When
asked whether or not they had tried to sell in these channels, 80 percent responded they had not.
Limited production capacity was cited as the main barrier for accessingdtkst. In addition,
none of the participants were considering food service as an outlet for their produités
small-scale production could be a contributing factor in the lack of participatibrsimarket,
there were a large proportion of Hispanic farmers who had limited first-k@owledge about

the marketing requirements of this channel.

As mentioned before, Hispanic farmers did not widely use direct-to-consunaenseats,
which are generally considered among most important outlets for smallpsodiecers (Buclkt
al., 1997; Gale 1997; Kirschenmaagnhal.,2008). Only 12 percent of participants responded that
they relied on direct sales to market some of their products. They werengehakers through
direct delivery to neighbors, delivering to friends in Chicago, and buildingusateon in their
communities, which encouraged neighbors to come to their farms to buy producisoie
farmers indicated sales in their own small convenience stores ortiardssAgain, for these
farmers, personal relationships were important and helpful as a marktesitepy to sell their
products.
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Unlike other small-scale farmers, the Hispanic farmers in thisngsdal not benefit
much from using organized farmers markets (Table 16). Only 10 percent usdthtimsldo sell
either all, or as low as one percent of their total production. In general, resofediaiiat their
local farmer markets did not have large number of buyers, and markets with ntoreezss
require traveling long distances, making them unprofitable for the volume thdg sell in one
day. In some cases, farmers indicated that they could not follow the requireftets local
farmers marketse(g.,the farmers had to be the one selling, or production had to be organic). It is
important to note that, during the interviews, some farmers mentioned that they Yave ne
considered farmers markets as an alternative marketing channel, andes@mst very familiar

about them.

In general, farmers did not seem very familiar with direct-to-consumeetsaand the
benefits that these kinds of markets could represent for them. One of the main adwdntages
direct-to-consumer channel is farmer’s greater share of peied and the greater opportunities
to connect with consumers and learn first-hand about demand. When asked, farmest wer
familiar with community supported agriculture (CSA), which has been a growarmmehof
distribution and a marketing strategy for many small-scale farmeyssaihe country (Schnell
2007). This also suggests that, although farmers have been selling in different niaekets

overall knowledge of marketing opportunities remains limited.

Marketing Skills

Following the analysis, the next set of characteristics explored wasitispemers’
skills in accessing markets. First, it was observed that mainly, Hisgaumerfs used two

marketing strategies: product specializatiog. (production of one product for one market) and
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market diversificationife., simultaneous use of marketing channels). In this research, 32 percent
of farmers used market diversification. The most common of these was sellirgk¢éospand
wholesale-brokers, selling to wholesale/brokers, and a small amount dicectigsumers. In

two cases farmers sold to all three markets simultaneously.

In general, vegetable producers were more likely to produce different crops; tinas, m
likely to use market diversification as a strategy than fruit produceld€T.7). Vegetable
growers produced various vegetableg (tomatoes and peppers), or diversified their production
with other fruits, such as apples, grapes and peaches. In some cases, fatiekeas and
sold broilers and/or eggs, and goats. Fruit producers and, in particular, blueberogmodu

tended to have only blueberries and sell solely to fruit packers.

Following a market diversification strategy seemed to help farmersieare about
different markets, even when they were not participating in them. For exampiergavho
diversified their markets were more knowledgeable about retgil $upermarkets, grocery
stores) and/or food service.§.,restaurants, or school cafeterias) markets. In total, six vegetable
producers and three fruit producers responded they have at least tabédd@gpermarkets and

restaurants (Table 18).

An important skill all Hispanic farmers have developed is their ability towiialmarket
transactions, most commonly referred to as transaction costs (Table 19 Farst part,
Hispanic farmers were very confident in their ability to deal with a lisbaimon transaction
costs presented to them. They rated receiving prompt payment for their prdwhiicg trusted
by buyers or customers, finding price and quality information for their prodacsvery easy or

easy transaction cost they dealt with when trying to sell their produtthether hand,
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farmers struggle with finding new markets, dealing with excess productibairmtarkets,
accessing existing markets, meeting new buyers in their local maaket negotiating

agreements or contracts.

When Hispanic farmers were asked to explain the difficulties they hadiimiaekets,
as expected, they said finding new markets for products a cost, in termsiofehenergy and
resources needed to sell products (Ross and Westgren 2006). Farmers selling$capdcke
those selling in other markets close to their farms explained that the c@stspidrting their
products was a constraint to selling to packers, because high transportasdowestd profits.
In addition, farmers explained that looking for new markets, such as farméwetsnar their
communities was not profitable because rural Michigan markets had low numbisisoos,
which also represented a serious constraint in finding ways to diversikgtnaNew farmers
were usually competing with farmers who already had a reputation incitk@ts, and/or were

larger in production scale (Escalante and Turvey 2006).

Another difficulty farmers found in selling their products was dealing witesx
supply?’ For example, farmers who sold to packers would usually base their planting and
harvesting decisions on the expectations that packers would process alltisheefruered to

them. An excess supply of products meant packers would simply lower the price paid to the

26 Cross-tabulations were conducted to compare farmers by origin, size of faductpn of
fruit or non-fruit, and whether or not they diversified their market channeddl. ¢dases there was
no statistically significant difference among farmers in thisptam
2" In 2008, fruit farmers experienced a year with exceptionally high yieldset#wruit
packers had a difficult year selling products. This situation extended into 200f.a packers
were not processing all the fruit available in the area. This situatioremngblat during harvest
time (August to September), prices reached record lows in the area ofidyigesg,
southwestern Michigan, west-central Michigan), and in many cases, goosésad to reject
loads because they did not have capacity to process and sell all the fruitsénesare
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farmer. Since all farmers in this sample were price takers, they woutdhleashoice but to
accept these lower prices or simply stop harvesting. For relativelyanewveifs, this situation was
very difficult to overcome. Eight farmers said they did not know what to do and stopped
harvesting. For more established farmers, their connections with maaadesspervisors were

helpful in enabling deliveries. However, they too had to deal with lower gfices.

Similarly, access to markets with currently grown products wasiaulifissue for 28
percent. Dealing with different marketing requirements usually repted major barriers for
Hispanic farmers when trying to sell their products. For example, all &mntefrs were required
to provide a list of pesticides they applied during the growing season, and wiitisadib¢ument
farmers were not allowed to deliver their products to packing companies. Thgawaularly
complicated for new farmers who did not have permits to apply pesticides and, icasany
did not know how to obtain these permits. In addition, occasionally farmers had to regster
in advance in order to deliver products to a packing company. In two different casessfa
were required to provide a Good Agricultural Practice (GAP) cettiibicdo continue selling
their products. For farmers selling in farmers markets, the requiremetitehzerson selling the
products has to be the “farmer” in many of these markets was very diffiogk, rmost farmers
had jobs besides farming, and needed to rely on others to sell their products. Theseeatnlire

represented high marketing barriers.

Getting connected with new buyers was difficult for 14 farmers. Somealdgdarmers

reported that they did not know how to initiate contact with a store manager or dtioensay

28 Unlike other farmers in Michigan who have relied on marketing cooperativesagiations
to deal with this kind of issue(g.,apples growers who joined MACMA; tart cherry growers
and the Cherry Marketing Institute), Hispanic farmers did not mention usingdhketimng
mechanism to improve their choices to deal with excess supply of products.
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be interested in their produce. These farmers acknowledged that they did not knogvianyon
Michigan who could be a potential business contact. Another concern for farmerastiag t

new people who offered to buy their products. Some farmers were afraid of doingssusith

new buyers because they have learned about or had bad experiences with newAbuyer
blueberry farmer explained that he needed to have the assurance that buyers wiweldhisec

fruit during the season, because a one-time transaction was not worth thd bi$od.

consistent with Hobbs (1997), who suggested that when farmers do not trust their buyers, they

need to look for alternative outlets, which again increases their transactisiiHaolsbs 1997).

Finally, for 11 farmers, negotiating market agreements or contratttbuyers was a
difficult activity. None of the participants had agreements with any bWeite this is generally
difficult for all farmers, not just for Hispanic farmers, it was intangsthat three farmers
mentioned that signing contracts was “dangerous.” They explained that in theheyewere
not able to fulfill the contract, the buyers could take them to court, and they did not waait to de
with that situation. This shows that there are still misunderstandings ammoreg$aabout what
an agreement or contract means and the types avaiapleeontracts with “act of God” clause

to account for bad weather effects).

On the other hand, fruit farmers explained that, even if they were willing toiaiegot
contracts or agreements with packers, this was simply not possible. Asrare éaplained, it
was not possible to show up in a packing company, talk to the manager and requestrapragr
(e.g.,agreement to deliver 1,000 pounds of fruit per week). Another farmer said that paokers g
farmers their standards for quality, such as pesticide sprayindf, @farmer followed the
packer’s requirements, these packers would buy from you. Otherwise, they wouldepit a
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your fruit. Clearly, fruit growers and packers developed verticdioekhips, which represent a

barrier to develop more coordination and cooperation with these buyers.

For seven farmers, the major market transaction skill learned was toredylzal
agreements with their buyers. This skill helped these farmers deal with nsatled, because
they were able to communicate with people they already knew to sell their {srofldarmer
explained that he had been able to talk to a vegetable packer about the prices hiswas rece
and, after that, they agreed to a better price. This farmer attributed thesstmehe fact that
they had been working together for several years. In addition, some faarethat relying on
verbal agreements with buyers was better in the long run, because this kintafgiela was
based on trust, reputation and mutual respect for each @basistent with the literature, in
some cases, when small-scale farmers are able to improve theiahegdakills and
representation, they might have a better chance at increasingataipation in different
markets (Bienabe and Sautier 2005). Skilled farmers need significant humahtodparn

marketing requirements which, in turn, reduces negotiation costs (Hobbs 1997).

Marketing plans

Hispanic farmers’ marketing plans and future market goal settinggtsiteere the last
set of characteristics analyz&During the interviews, farmers were requested to think about

their farming and marketing plans five years from the time of the interB8egides recording

29 McElwee (2006) found that farmers who had a plan for the future of their farms wste m
likely to succeed in their endeavors than farmers who did not. Resources for betanmierg
usually suggest they start with a clear plan for the future. See for exighligan Beginning
Farmers Resources (http://beginningfarmers.org/); Center for RuUeatsAfesources for
beginner farmers (http://www.cfra.org/resources/beginning_farraed) Marketing Strategies
for Farmers and Rancher from the Sustainable Agriculture Research angdi&xtprogram
(http://www.sare.org/publications/marketing/resource.htm)
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any future plans, the objective of this question was to observe the farmergtioeredout the
business environment in their local markets, and whether or not they had plansrigraagdi

new marketing strategies, such as retail and food service, as optiongKetimgetheir products.

In order to simplify the analysis, answers were divided into three groups, depending
whether farmers expressly said they would be improving their farm outputs andhéius
viability (i.e., improve marketing situation), those who answered their farms would remain the
same .e., no change of marketing situation), and those who based their marketing goals and
plans for the future on factors such as better prices, or more produeiomdrketing situation

depends on other factors).

In total, 42 percent of the farmers believed they could improve their farmuradien
(Table 20). However, none of these farmers mentioned having any specifi¢ingapkan to
achieve this goal. Most farmers in this group (12 farmers) responded they woakksec
production, but they did not mention specific markets they were targeting foptbducts.
Some fruit growers were already planting new trees or bushes that waelaidyeto harvest in
five years. In this same group, six farmers expected to add more land anddpedhifction,
but they had not given much thought to their long-term market stritégyEscalante and
Turvey (2006) found, this lack of attention to future marketing situations may jeap#ndiz
viability of their operations because farmers do not have a clear plan toitdealasket changes

(Escalante and Turvey 2006).

30 Adding more land implied buying more farmland or using land that was currently not in
production. Diversification of products meant planting different varieties ardiit crops.
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Although most farmers did not specifically mention marketing plans as ways to
improving their farm viability, 12 farmers provided marketing examples of whatctihdd do to
remain successful. For three farmers, becoming full-time farmersielp them improve the
production and marketing opportunities, as they could dedicate more time to thduiness.
Similarly, two farmers mentioned they would like to sell to supermarkekeifuture. Farmers
also mentioned that improving their farms meant buying new machinery to pthhaevest,
investing in storage buildings to sell products out of season, advertising thenfih a
specific logo, and using new labels such as organic, free range and huntde()aAlthough
these can be considered marketing activities, there was no clearystnategpned that would

help improve their current marketing situation.

For eight farmers, their marketing plan was to remain the same (Table 2bf.tDege
farmers, four stated that they could not quit their full-time jobs becauss & w&cure source of
income, whereas farming was not; thus, farming would continue to be an added adtragy. T
farmers did not want to change because depending on their farms alone as a source of income
was too risky. A farmer expressed his concern about keeping up with all theargewntal
regulations €.9.,GAP certification) that some packing companies required. Similarly, two
farmers said they were just fine with the way they were marketinggicelucts. Finally, two
farmers described their farms as a “hobby” or a “leisure” act{Vigple 21). It can be suggested
that for these farmers, having a farm represented mostly a secondaty,auid marketing to

increase their income from farming was not a priority.

Finally, eight farmers said they did not know what would happen to their farms in five
years (Table 22). For six of these farmers, to continue farming meantddepen markets and
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prices. For some blueberry farmers, prices were extremely low and/éne pessimistic about
harvesting in the future. Others were afraid of not finding markets for their psodrdy two
farmers expressed the concern that financial support would deterntieg ddntinued farming.
In these cases, farmers did not consider having a marketing plan or goal anntfpotta in

improving their perceptions for the future.

In addition to a farmer’s personal goals, this paper also analyzed whetherannmerisf
had a business environment conducive of entrepreneurship to maintain farm viahilisy (Di
2006). The assumption was that a successful business environment represented tmedtiat al
farmers to pursue a market diversification strategy. In this case stadiet diversification was
important because farmers who used it as a strategy were more likelydeeaxpl strategies to
maintain viability such as trying to sell to retail and food service. Honvevarket
diversification alone should not be considered a solution to increase farmer’gyiabil
particularly when there is no market for a particular products, or the markidtlbagowth

opportunities (McNally 2001).

As mentioned before, Hispanic farmers who followed a market diversificatategy
were more likely to gain experience, and learn different marketing shilésldition, market
diversification is as strategy small-scale farmers utilize to eetherisk of depending too much
on one product or market (McElwee 2006). Increasingly, farmers need to evaluateelod de
portfolio of many different outlets for their products in order to remain viablé @rat Lohr

2006).

Following this, it was expected that farmers would adopt a market divelsificitategy

dependent upon the difficulty they had in selling their products in different markets, the
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experience gained in Michigan over the years, and the kind of products theyroweireg. The
results showed that blueberry growers and the level of difficulty findingmarkets for
products were significantly correlated with farmer’s decision to divenségket channels (Table
23). Recall from the marketing skills section that blueberry farmers in thislsavere less
likely to diversify market channels, whereas other producers who were mag $dlieberries
were more open to explore market diversification. In addition, farmers eelgbit the most
difficult transaction cost variables were finding new markets for girenucts around their area

of production, and trusting new buyers to sell their products.

These results suggests that growers who find it easy to locate newisviarkbeir
products were 16 times more likely to also follow a market channel divensificitategy than
those farmers who find it difficult to find new markets (Table 24). The rehdis that the
estimates of the coefficient for finding new markets (2.78, p=0.04) is statissaynificant at 5
percent significance level. Blueberry farmers were less likelwersify their market channels
than other farmers. The odd of a farmer who produces blueberries to use diffekats mwas
0.14 times less than a farmer who does not produce blueberry. The estimate for b{e®&9é;ry
p=0.09) was statistically significant at 10 percent significangg.l& hese results might also
reflect the lack of alternative markets for these growers to use nulivkesification as a
strategy. This result further implies that in general Hispanic figrohe not have a business

environment which can be conducive to use diversification as a marketing strategy

Summary and Discussion

This research analyzed Michigan Hispanic farmers’ marketing iexpey; skills and

goals in accessing and participating in different markets. Using the numjesareffarming in
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Michigan and markets they currently use for their products as indicatorperience,
marketing strategies and the ability to deal with transaction costs imthgiets as indicators of
skills, plans for their farm future and factors affecting market diveasifin as indicators of

goals for the future, the most important outcomes of this research can be swtdraarfallow:

i) Hispanic farmers in this study have limited marketing experience dioéd belp them
significantly improve their farm viability. The majority of farmers haeeib farming in
Michigan for less than 15 years (40 percent have been farming for lessytharspb Regardless
of the number of years farming, Hispanic farmers still struggle wittesbasic marketing issues
(e.g.,supply effect on prices, coordination with buyers). Hispanic farmers in Mickidk
benefit from more outreach programs designed to address their speckeatintaneeds. For
example, farmers now have field days to learn about soil testing, feréihizgpesticide use,
which can be combined with marketing education, and possibly field marketingvdagghey

can actually interact with buyers.

i) In terms of marketing strategies, blueberry growers showed/hreance on market
specialization, particularly fruit packers. Despite the importance ®htarket for farmers, they
still struggle with coordination issues with these buyers. For exampledthegt communicate
with fruit packers about the expected volume during the season, or even the varigatyg tidy
were willing to accept. While this market is convenient for farmers, not haviraternative
strategy can represent significant losses for these farmers, in titdleatehese markets face
structural change®(g.,packers’ decision to accept production from large-scale farmers only).
Again, more support to coordinate activities with fruit packers can be benddicfalmers.
Increasingly, more packers are open to organizing meetings with faameeqorted by
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participants in this research. Hispanic farmers who depend on this channel n&ed to ta

advantage of this opportunity and find ways to communicate and cooperate with packers.

iii) Hispanic farmers did not use direct-to-consumer channels, despite thegrow
opportunities that lay within this strategy. Only 22 percent of farmers usezlfeom of direct
sales or farmer’s markets. None of the farmers knew about community supportettagri
This result suggests that these farmers have limited knowledge of avaitakkting
alternatives. Farmers who are very small in sa@lg, (fruit production less than 5 acres) could
benefit from direct-to-consumer marketing arrangements. For middlésizers it also
represents a useful practice to learn first-hand about the demand in thetsnearoutside their

communities.

iv) Hispanic farmers have developed important marketing skills. When presettieal wi
list of common transaction costs, Hispanic farmers did not find it difficult towdéalgetting
payments for their products, being trusted by buyers, finding price informatiomgf quality
information. However, they rated finding new markets, dealing with oversupphpdiicts in
their markets, meeting with new buyers, and accessing existing maritetbeir products as
difficult. Further analysis show that Hispanic farmers still find it diffico deal with rapid
fluctuation of prices during the season, see quality standards as barriers to dt#ajprices,
and lack leadership skills to coordinate transactions with buyers. Understéralingnsaction
costs that are more important and specific to Hispanic farmers can alsovedgpgeograms to

deal with those issues.

iv) Market diversification has helped farmers developed useful skills. Tthidyercent

of Hispanic farmers use this marketing strategy. While farmers who ifie@nsarkets were
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more likely to have approached a retail or food service to sell their products, nboee of
Hispanic farmers had experienced selling to mainstream retail and foagesshannels, which
can be a barrier in future involvement with these markets. Hispanic farmersenntesested in
market diversification will benefit from accessing current programgaiat coordinating
farmer-buyer business relationships, and more exposure to programs geaeaded more
connections with these type of buyers. Other marketing strategies could ipaltigerships to
participate in farm-to-school programs, participation in producer assmsaand partnerships

with other growers in different community programs.

vi) Regarding their farming future, Hispanic farmers were positive about the
improvements and growing perspectives of their farms. Only 12 percent saidoiblelyouit
farming if prices did not improve, and four percent would quit if they did not receiigtaas®.
Although 24 percent cited the desire to increase their production in the future, none of thes
farmers had a specific marketing plan for the future. While community oegenmzand
Extension programs need to assist all farmers, it is also important tollyadntify farmers
with a desire to increase the viability of their farm from those who seenig as leisure activity,
and develop an appropriate program for each group. Defining their specific plams fiatutre

can help promote programs for these farmers.

vii) Marketing programs with community food systems emphasis will beiHefpanic
farmers and the opportunities to increase their farm viability. For exaptess to
conventional retail and food service channels, while challenging, could nefpaesalternative
marketing strategy for farmers. Retail and food service companies aregsiggly and
proactively seeking to partner with local farmers, which represent an opppfarmsmall-scale
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farmers to gain the benefits associated with this channel. However, Hispamcsatill need

leadership support that could guide them to successfully partner with these imipoytnst

The exploratory nature of this case study provides limited answers to adh@ress t
marketing needs and opportunities of Hispanic farmers in Michigan. As previnasljoned,
the results of this research are applicable only to this case study. Howwesverséarch offers
some important findings that will help Hispanic farmers, and those working with #ssess the

opportunities and barriers they need to consider when evaluating marketingjestrate

While this study covers a significant number of farmers, the type of sampditingpds
and the lack of better information about Hispanic farmers represented$turigeciuding more
farmers. The need to focus on Hispanic farmers is increasing, given theingmumber in
Michigan and the Midwest. Hispanic farmers are becoming more importantimgén and in
U.S. agriculture, and their success will only contribute to the prominent role aflagecas an
industry in the state. A more general study will efficiently target massong issues facing

these farmers, given the limited Extension resources in Michigan.

While this project allowed for outreach outcomes from its beginning, outreachiesti
were limited. More participatory-action research will only benefiplisc farmers who usually
do not use Extension channels. Programs designed to collect information while encouraging
farmers to learn more about their markets can be cost-effective anetiaéneér example, the
experience of selling to a retail and/or food service market cannot be taugigsrooms or
seminars, it requires field experience. During this research, some $ammer already learning
about programs and agencies that could help them with their farms. In somdarasas also

learned of and started to participate in the Michigan Hispanic Farmers #&gsoand the
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cooperative “Farmers on the Move,” which was funded to help marketing and production need of
Hispanic farmers. However, a more systematic assessment of how sudbtessfypes of

outreach are is needed.

Areas for future research include an assessmagdrtitipation in research and outreach
programs While this research is the first to explore marketing needs amongiitispaamers in
Michigan, and the number of farmers participating exceeded original expectatmnes
participants need to be included for two main reasons. First, Hispanic farmershave b
historically underserved by different outreach programs in the U.S. and the d$ilidwe
increasing the number of participants will assure that most farmeasvare of the services
available to them and know how to get these services. Second, increasing the number of
participants in research studies will only provide more information about this gréanmars,
and at the same time it will increase generalizations and allow fofisagricomparisons that

can be made when using larger sample size.

In the Midwest, there have been efforts to support Hispanic farmers. Howevemnitlispa
farmers do not seem interested in participating. It is important to investegsons beyond the
language barriers that prevent farmers from participating in prograsigndd to help them. It is
also important for research scientists to collaborate in order to leverdgritbd resources

available to develop outreach programs for Hispanic farmers.

Another area for future research includesv partnerships with food distribution
companiesCompanies and independent buyers need to be included in programs aimed at
helping Hispanic farmers. Models of best business partnerships need to be developed wit

farmers and companies or buyers, interested in being supplied by these.f@imsarsclusion
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can help define a more effective way of measuring what constitutes suatess faith respect
to access to and participation in these channels. In addition, it is importants®\aks¢her
cooperatives, associations or other collective action efforts are agdguttrmers and

companies.

Finally, Hispanic farmers and agents working with them need to condhadistic
assessment of benefits and costs of farmiihg number Hispanics entering farming in Michigan
and the Midwest is growing. However, research shows that Hispanics tend to followhtloé pa
people who migrated before them. Also, in some cases, it is believed that farmimigp@vi
better quality of life for farmers. However, there is a need to carefsdlgss the social and
economic benefits that entering into farming represents to these famdezsramunities.
Hispanics can benefit from this type of research by making more inflode®@sions about their

future.

86



Table 12. Land Use for Fruit and Vegetable Production and Number of Hispaa Principal
Operators in the Midwest
Land Use for Vegetables,

State _ _ Hispanic principal operator
Fruits and Berries

------------ Acres ------------  --Farms--  --Acres-- Average
--- farm size---

lllinois 75,639 325 57,506 177
Indiana 39,413 217 35,333 163
lowa 11,423 346 103,666 300
Kansas 9,854 555 335,823 605
Michigan 308,860 615 54,795 89
Minnesota 247,519 296 101,372 342
Missouri 38,257 444 76,492 172
Nebraska 24,812 166 157,066 946
North Dakota 94,592 92 149,958 1,630
Ohio 57,399 302 44,549 148
South Dakota 1,805 116 87,645 756
Wisconsin 321,427 245 29,732 121

Source: U.S. NASS 2009
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Table 13. Years Farming in Michigan

Years Participants Percent
1to5 21 42
61015 22 44
16 to 30 3 6
more than 30 4 8
Total 50 100

Table 14. Years Farming in Michigan by Origin

Origin
Years Mexico and Latin

America v-S

----------- Number-------------

1to5 15 4
6 to 15 17 2
16 to 30 2 1
More than 30 0 4

N=45
Chi-square: 14.603 (p=0.002)
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Table 15. Examples of Participants Previous Experience Farming

Farming in country of origin

They have experience as farmers in Mexico

He has never done anything with blueberries before.

In Mexico he planted corn but they left it because

was expensive

He used to live in Mexico where everything was
organic and without chemicals, without fertilizers,

everything was ‘wild’

When he was in [his country] they used to have

pineapple plantations and all sort of animals

“I have it in my blood to be a farmer” | always

farmed and | like to do it

Knowledge from their farm

work background

His dad was a migrant worker and he bought the

land from the farm owner

He started over 30 years ago. They arrived in 195

He and his family were farm workers

She was born in Mexico, moved to Texas, grew if

Indiana, Michigan is now where she is from

He comes to Michigan during summer season to
care of his farm. During winter he takes cares of |
farm in Texas. He also take farm workers to North

Carolina

it

»2.

L

take

is

=
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Table 16. Sales by Market Channels

Direct
from Farmer's Wholesale Local Store -
Farm Markets - Brokers Supermarket Packers
Participants
------------------------------------ number --------—-----mmmme e
Total selling to 6 5 15 5 34
Fruit producers 1 3 9 1 33
Non-fruit
producers 5 2 6 4 1
Sales 0000 e (%) -------- s
Average 42 61 49 46 93
Minimum 10 1 4 1 40
Maximum 100 100 100 90 100

Table 17. Use of Multiple Market Channels by Type of production

Use multiple market channels

Production

Yes No Chi square P-value
Fruits 8 30 8.72 0.003
Vegetables 8 4
Only one product 6 26 7.172 0.007
More than one product 10 8
Less than 5 acres 7 14 0.03 0.863
5 acres or more 9 20
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Table 18. Intention to Sell to Supermarkets (SM) and Restaurants by Tygpof Production

Have tried to sell to SM or

Production Restaurant Total
No Yes
------ number ------------------
Fruits 35 3 38
Non fruits 5 6 11
Total 40 9 49

Chi-square 12.382 (p=0.000)

Table 19. Difficulty Dealing with Transaction Costs Variables

Level of difficulty

Statement (How difficult is for you to..) No
- Not  answer
Difficult Neutral ...
difficult
--------------- Respondents----------------
Find new markets for your products 19 5 22 1
Find price information for your products 10 3 32 2
Find quality standards information 7 2 29 9
Access existing markets with products you
currently grow 14 4 26 3
Trust people who buy products from you 8 25 10
Be trusted by buyers/customers 7 2 34 4
Get promptly payment 5 0 39 3
Meet new buyers in your local markets 14 7 25 4
Deal with oversupply of products in your
market 19 4 21 3
Negotiate agreements/contracts to sell your
products 11 - 26 10

Cronbach's Alphd= 0.796

31 Cronbach's Alpha measures the internal consistency a set of itemsap®ap. A "high"
value of alpha is often used as evidence that the items measure an underlyingtconstru
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Table 20. Hispanic Farmers’ Expected Improvements for the Future

Plans for the future Respondents
Increase farm production 12
Add more land 6
Diversify products 6
Become a full time farmer 3
Sell to supermarkets/stores 2
Better machinery and buildings 2
Advertisement of their farm 2
Use labels€.g.,organic, free range) 2
Hire workers 1

Table 21. Hispanic Farmers’ Reasons to Continue the Same in the Fueur

Plans for the future Respondents

Continue working part-time 4
Continue with same production strategy
Continue with same marketing strategy

Continue as a hobby farmer 2

Table 22. Hispanic Farmers’ Reasons Quitting Farming in the Future

Plans for the future Respondents
Quit farming if markets and prices do not improve 6
Quit farming if financial help is not available 2
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Table 23. Correlation Results for Sales to Different Markets

Variables Statistics

Description Name Chi-Sq Probability
Producers of Blueberdy Blueberry 14.60 0.000
Find new markets for your products NewMkt_2 3.72 0.054
Trust people who buy products from ybu  Trust_2 1.14 0.285
Years farming in Michigah Years_MI2 1.12 0.291
Access existing markets with products you
currently grow? Access_2 0.92 0.337
Deal with excess supply of products in your
market® Oversupply 2 0.52 0.471
Find quality standards informatidn Quality_2 0.31 0.580
Get promptly paymerit Payment_2 0.09 0.766
Find price information for your products  Pricelnfo_2 0.05 0.818
Meet new buyers in your local mark8ts NewBuyer_2 0.01 0.923
Negotiate agreements/contracts to sell your
products’ Negotiate_2 0.01 0.927
Be trusted by buyers/customé&rs Trusted 2 0.00 0.959

& 1=produces blueberry; 2= does not produce blueberries

b 1 =difficult: 0=not difficult

¢ 1=established farmer; 0= new farmer
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Table 24. Table Exact Logistic Regression Results

Variable Coefficient p-value Odds Ratio
Blueberry -1.96 0.09 0.14
Newmkt2 2.78 0.04 16.07
Trust2 -2.08 0.27 0.13
Years_mi2 -1.84 0.16 0.16

Goodness of fit test: Model Score=20.453; Pr>=score = 0.0001

Outcome variable: Use diversified market channels (yes/no)
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Figure 2. Indicators to Measure Hispanic Farmer’s Marketing Experierce and Skills
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CHAPTER 4

MICHIGAN HISPANIC FARMERS’ USE OF SOCIAL NETWORKS TO ACCESS
MARKETING INFORMATION

Introduction

In recent years, Hispanics have increasingly gained attention fromlfesiata and
community-based organizations, as they have become the fastest growingqopulairal
areas, and are likely to be beginning farmers (Kandel and Cromartie 20@008;yAhearn and
Newton 2009). Hispanic farmers are also more likely to be limited resanccsocially
disadvantaged farmers (Dismuletsal.,1997; Kleiner and Green 2008). Despite growing efforts
to assist new, as well as the more established farmers, Hispanic fatitheit® limited access to
marketing information as one of the most serious barriers they face in cognfjeetmarkets and

improving their farm viability.

In general, marketing information is very important for farmers and farmagement.
Essentially, marketing information represents an ‘aid to decision-makdafton 1997).
Farmers use it to identify opportunities and problems, to evaluate actions, montompedes
and improve the understanding of markets and marketing processes. More importantly,
information reduces the risks of not making the right management decision (Gofton 1997). Thus,
for limited resource and socially disadvantaged farmers with limitezsado marketing
information, finding the right mechanisms to access such important informatienassary to

succeed in the highly competitive agro-food system.
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Although social networking has gained consideration as a tool to facilitate and supply
marketing information (Wilkinson 2006), there have been limited studies analyamgpng
limited resource and socially disadvantaged farmers, especially Hispaners. Studies on
migration and ethnic entrepreneurship suggest that Hispanics have been parsicatassful at
using their social networks to increase social capital and access impoatdet information
when they first move to new places (Tienda and Raijman 2004; Hoy 2007; Hetalii2007).
Thus, it is possible that these farmers might also benefit from using thieirrsetevorks as a

means to increase access to marketing information and successfullyeampearket ventures.

This paper illustrates the importance of the various social networks usedpganidi
farmers, and their potential to be used to access more information and increase the
competitiveness among Hispanic farmers in Michigan. Finally, this papérzas barriers and

offers key recommendations farmers and agents should consider for futurangaskaeach.

Background

In the U.S., Hispanicé continue to be the fastest growing population in non-metropolitan
areas, and their presence in rural areas has important economic implicatibesé
communities (Kandel and Cromartie 2004; Fry 2008). In the 1990s, they represented 25 percent
of non-metro population growth outside the Southwest, and by a26@@d 50 percent of all

Hispanics who migrated to non-metro areas lived in the Midwest and Soutteadel and

32 According to the U.S Census, “Hispanic” is a label used to group individuals living in the U.S
who have some background or are from Spanish-speaking countries in LatinaArmbadJ.S.
census considers Hispanics all who indicate their origin as Mexican, Puegitg Ruban,
Central or South American, or some other Hispanic origin. Hispanics can be atar(yioy
2007; U.S NASS). In this paper, Hispanic farmers include newcomers (e.g.rantaiffom
other countries) and/or established individuals whose families have farmeddrarations and
are originally from the U.S. (Swishet. al 2007).
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Cromartie 2004). This influx of Hispanics into the Midwest and Southeast is said to have
prevented the rapid depopulation of several non-metro counties and its negative eedieainic

(Kandel and Cromartie 2004).

When Hispanics migrate to non-metro areas, they are more likely to be bedarmegs
(Ahearn and Newton 2009). As an example, in the 1990s, the number of Hispanics becoming
farmers in the Midwest grew very rapidly, particularly in Michigan. CurrentighMan ranks
number one in the number of Hispanic principal operat¢tsS. NASS 2009). Hispanic farmers
are also likely to be involved in the production of specialty crops. In Michigan, Hisfaamers
produce crops, such as blueberries, apples and various vegetables, in which Michigdg curre
ranks among the top twenty in the country in production and sales (U.S. NASS 2009). As a
result, Hispanic farmers’ economic performance is important for Michigan@gsomy,
especially since agriculture and related agro-food and energy syst¢nbates around $64

billion and supports more than 1 million jobs in the state (Petetsain2006).

% The U.S. Census of Agriculture defines principal operators as people “fyinesponsible
for the on-site, day-to-day operation of the farm or ranch business. This persbe maired
manager or business manager” (U.S. NASS)
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Despite the contributions that Michigan Hispanic farmers could potentiaNydar to
sustain the competitiveness of Michigan’s agricultural industry, they cortbrateuggle to
maintain farm viability and competitiveness. Hispanic farmers in Michigarain limited
resourcé* and socially disadvantaged farm&€ompared to other farmers, Hispanics generally
operate smaller farms and their sales of agricultural products are belovethgeain the state
(U.S. NASS 2009). More than 50 percent report sales of $5,000 or less during a year, and there is

no official record of off-farm household income (U.S. NASS 2009).

With the passage of the federal Outreach and Technical Assistance Pfog&ouially
Disadvantaged Farmers in the 1990s, more targeted efforts were developedate jairman
establish marketing and production systems that could improve viability fpamicsand
minority farmers (Kleiner and Green 2008), Hispanic farmers still ioitiéeld access to
marketing informatioff as one the most serious constraints they face to compete in their markets
(Swisheret al.,2007). In the most recent study on behalf of the National Institute for Food and
Agriculture (NIFA), Swisheet al. (2007) found that most Hispanic farmers did not know where
to look for relevant marketing information for their farms. Moreover, those who haskaoce

information from Extension services mentioned that the information availableaotvas

34 According to the Census, limited-resource farms have “market value ofilagral products
sales of less than $100,000, and total principal operator household income of less than $20,000”
(U.S. NASS 2009).
% Socially disadvantaged farmers is a label used by the United Stated Deptartrdgriculture
(USDA) to indicate certain minority farmers who, because of theirsaailéural, customs or
language barriers, their minimal awareness of the USDA programitgdimanagement skills,
and their level of formal education usually below county averages, were @e Ve
accessing resources available to improve the viability of their farmSTHA&®90; Dismukest
al. 1997).
3 Marketing information is the result of marketing research activitiesosling to the
American Marketing Association, marketing research is “the functioritikastthe consumer,
customer, and public to the marketer through information” (AMA 2008)
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appropriate for their type of farm operations (Swigtaal.,2007).3’ In addition, some of the
best marketing information was available on the Internet, but Hispanic fageeerally did not
use the Internet to access marketing information (Swestedr,2007). As a result, the available
outreach information did not improve farmers’ ability to compete with otheresédblished

farmers.

While Hispanic farmers generally do not use traditional information charsuels
Extension services and the Internet, they do seem to rely on their socialkseftovonformation
and support. In Michigan, Santos and Castro-Escobar (forthcoming) and Lopa{287)
noted that Hispanic farmers who did not know much about agricultural production when they
arrived based their decision to invest in agriculture largely on what theyelsfrom their
relatives, friends or “paisand®'who ventured to the state before them (Lopez-Ariza 2007;
Santos and Castro-Escobar forthcoming). While this was a very importarg sdwen they
arrived in Michigan, little is known on how best to access marketing information, adaf s

networks are a relevant methtd.

Given the importance of marketing information in increasing farm viajalitg the

difficulties Hispanic farmers have had accessing this information, thetimej@f this study is to

37 According to Swisheet al.,(2007), Hispanic farmers complained that most of the available
information is usually designed to help large-scale farmers.
38 «“paisano” is a Spanish word to indicate a person from the same community. Paiseamksne
were formed in rural America when Hispanics from main cities moved abargas where they
found jobs. Since most migrants kept connections with old ties in their country of origin, the
were able to inform some of these people about job opportunities, which promoted more
migration. Later, the new migrants followed similar pathways which ntaslenigration very
dynamic (Durand and Massey 1992; Massey and Espinosa 1997; Wiraér2001).
39 For example, Swishet al., al.,(2007) found that many times established farmers who sought
help from other farmers did not receive accurate marketing informatiash{&wt al.,2007).
However, the research did not address whether or not this was due to the lack of ifpmmnati
farmers’ interest in keeping valuable marketing information secret.
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analyze whether Hispanic farmers’ social networks could representaatha access timely

and accurate marketing information, thus building their competitive advantage.

Conceptual framework

Social networks are sets of relationships linking social actors or sesiavhich
originate through society. Social network theory studies connections among pedpks suc
collaborations between friends and family, and the influence people have on other people
(Wasserman and Faust 1994). Social networks are important to access and share qual
marketing information. Wilkinson (2006), based on the work of Granovetter (1974), identified
social networks as conductors or “vectors” through which market information exdshaagro-
food networks. Wilkinson explained that social connections are important becausdltlexce
the development of marketing skills and the conditions to access market opportunities

(Wilkinson 2006).

Social networks also facilitate the flow and quality of economic informatioan@etter
2005). Granovetter illustrated this point by analyzing the importance of acyuaestto find
information about employers, employees and jobs (Granovetter 2005). SimiladgoiVigt003)
suggests that in different markets (not just labor markets) people also exafifangpation to

coordinate activities and perform transactions (Mattsson 2003).

Social networks are different depending on the strength of relationships amongrmembe
Granovetter (1973) identified two main networks: “strong” and “weak” ties. Stiesgute
especially close relationships, such as family and friendship, whereasiegeaie said to be

emotionally distant relationships.{, acquaintances) (Granovetter 1973; Burt 1997). Interaction
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among members in strong ties is very frequent, usually daily, whereashrtie® networking is
relatively infrequent (Burt 1997) (Figure 1). In addition, the length of relatipashistrong ties

usually extends for long periods of time, while in weak ties they seem stzuted 097).

Although both weak and strong networks are useful to share information, they are useful
for different types of marketing information exchange. Burt (1997) found that theofevel
proximity or emotional closeness among members with strong ties weis &asl the speed of
communication contributed to an increased competitive advantage among mentiisrs in t
network (Burt 1997). In addition, strong network ties are good in creating trust ancirgnfor
obligations (Granovetter 1973; 1983). For marketing purposes, trust is important because it

reduces the cost of finding information (Granovetter 2005).

On the other hand, the weak ties or extended relationships people develop outside their
strong networks ties are important to access new information and to pursue sekourcket
transactions (Granovetter 1973; Burt 1997). An example of this is the work of Hetgalin
(2007), who found that entrepreneurs who join business or community organization networks are
more likely to form new links with new people who are potential customers, gain more
knowledge about current market trends, and, most importantly, receive up-to-dateatrdn
which is fundamental to maintain competitiveness (Holgtial.,2007). In contrast, Atterton
(2007) found that rural networks of small-business owners in Scotland were lgstolikel
open to new information from outside their rural setting, a situation that preventeffahem

accessing new and relevant marketing information (Atterton 2007).

In addition to weak and strong tie networks, Burt (based on Granovetter’s network

theory), found that the indirect connections in social networks, which he calleddsdituct
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holes,” provided not only new sources of information but also prevented the overlapping or
redundancy of information that tends to flow in networks (Burt 1997; 2002). People closely
connectedi(e., cohesive contacts), as in the case of strong ties, would likely have ectess
same information. Similarly, people who share contacts in weak network ties, Bdnit calls
“structurally equivalent” contact®(g.,a store manager for two different farmers), also have
redundant information because they share the same contact. However, people whreatky indi
connected to different groups are able to ‘bridge’ to more information because tbaptra
indirect connections and, in addition, they receive diverse information with lesbitglud

being repetitive or redundant (Burt 2002).

With regard to the type of social networks Hispanics have developed, thetensiee
documentation that they have been good at developing and keeping strong ties, wgglmgtr
to form weak ties. Studies on migration and settlement in rural areas found thisii@nikl
migrant family and “paisano” networks were important to generate infmmalbout jobs and
help newcomers settle in rural America (Durand and Massey 1992; Massey and&$pigs
Winterset al, 2001; Massey 2008). In lowa, Lewis (2009) observed that some Hispanic
immigrants decided to become farmers as a way to interact with othmer$éaand neighbors
(Lewis 2009). In Michigan, migrant networks are also believed to have helped Hispanics
purchase land to begin farming (Lopez-Ariza 2007; Gatal.,2008; Leach and Bean 2008;
Santos and Castro-Escobar forthcomifiyRespite the benefits of strong network ties, Gaetia

al. (2008) also found that Hispanic farmers widely used of “Presta Nombres,” a comniareprac

“0 Similar studies of Hispanic small businesses ahdie entrepreneurship have shown that social atiures were
a source of social capital which have helped Higphnsiness owners remain competitive in urbansaf€senda
and Raijman, 2001; 2004; Holgué al, 2007; Hoy 2007; Menziest al, 2007). In cities, Holguin (2007) found
that an advantage for Hispanics entrepreneurs lveiishieavy reliance on their family networks whieas helpful
particularly when firms were starting up (Holg@hal, 2007).
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of lending a name to a family member or friend so these people can conduct legsivbgsh
lead to informal farming arrangements to maintain farm viability, and pgssbtributed to
increasing the isolation of certain farmers when they arrived to theicoemunities (Garciat

al., 2008).

Strong ties to friends and family represent an important source of information f
entrepreneurs; however, the reliance on strong ties alone can prevent growth andrexpans
Rauch (2001) and Tienda and Raijman (2001) found that strong networks of friends asmd, kin (
informal networks) within ethnic communities in main U.S. cities helped Hispatriepeeneurs
find appropriate and reliable retail outlets for their products, given thahtdeymited
knowledge about markets when they first arrived (Rauch, 2001; Tienda and Raijman, 2001).
However, lack of weak ties and well-organized netwoekg,(Rotary Club, business
association) was detrimental for business expansion. Hispanic entrepsgheufsr the most
part, were not affiliated with formal institutions that would help them connigectnew
customers, were more likely to struggle with business growth and expansion, antkehpte |
remain isolated (Rauch 2001; Tienda and Raijman 2001; 2004; Helgain2007). Moreover,
Holguinet al.,(2007) found that Hispanic business owners had harder time accessing relevant

marketing information for their businesses than other ethnic owners (Helgaiin2007).

Considering the information presented above, this paper anticipates that fsnaiteys
may be found for Hispanic farmers in Michigan. It is expected that Hispamnefs have
developed and maintained extensive strong network ties. However, excessive @tidnis
type of network has prevented them from accessing new quality markebngation. In
addition, Hispanic farmers face difficulties developing weak ties and plarticindirect
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connections, or ‘bridges’, which would give them more new and useful marketing itiftorrea

increase their competitive advantage.

In order to address the importance of social networks in obtaining marketingatiform
this paper seeks to illustrate the social network of Hispanic farmers mgdig including the
strong and weak ties they have formed in their communities and outside, and anatlypge tie
marketing information and support they obtain from these networks. The resultsariahisis
are expected to explore the benefits of social networks to access mairkietingation and
ultimately, contribute to providing farmers and organizations working witin tligh

information to develop policies and programs that meet their marketing needs.

Methods of Data Collection and Analysis

This paper uses case study approach (Yin 1998; 2009). A case study approaentsepre
a particularly useful tool because it offers a means to explore new issueasgbe social
networks among Hispanic farmers in Michigan, and the role of these networks isiragces

marketing information and increasing farm competitiveriéss.

The selection of cases considered the Hispanic farm population in Michigawdicr
to the U.S. Census, there are 615 Hispanic principal farm operators in Michigaria@mdys
producing fruit and vegetables were selected. They use marketing channate gpacific to

these crops, and are different from the marketing channels used by field croyy tardagrs.

1 According to Yin (1998, 2009), case studies provide a framework to gain more knowledge
about a specific group and the issues affecting this group. Case studytréseases on
answering question related to “the ‘how’ or ‘why’ some social phenomenon wonk20x9,
p.4). In addition, case study allows for building new theories (Eisenhardt 1989)
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There are approximately 166 Hispanic farmers in Michigan who are pradofceuit,
vegetables and berries. From this population, two methods were used to identify aimd recr
participants. First, key informants from different groups currently wonkirlg Hispanics in
Michigan provided the names and contact information of some potential participaoisd Se
snowball sampling, in which one participant yielded a new set of contacts, providedredditi
potential participants. These two methods to identify Hispanic farmeesused to prevent
missing farmers who do not frequently interact with other farmers, in whsshsreowball
sampling would have only provided a limited number of farmers. After these contaets
made, a total of 50 Hispanic farmers in Michigan were identified and agreed toppaetin this

study from July 2009 to May 2010.

The study used a mixed-method data collection strategy to collect infornratmon f
participants. It included structured in-depth interviews and group meetingsysofJarm and
demographic characteristics and participant observation during seminatiagsiaad a farm
conferencé? All participants followed the same line of inquiry to ensure that results could be
compared from different people and groups (Patton 2002). The interviews and group sessions
were audio-recorded only when farmers agreed to it. Follow-up intervievesagnducted as

necessary to clarify concepts and themes (Rubin and Rubin 2005).

In order to describe their social network, farmers were asked to iderdifyaeme people
they recognized as influential in providing marketing information, as well asgtpeeincy of
their interaction with these people.d.,daily, weekly, every other month), the specific

relationship with these people.g.,family members, neighbors), and the place where they

2 Appendix A of this dissertation contains an example of the survey questionnaire.
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usually interactede(g.,church, family reunion, central market). Similarly, farmers were asked t

provide information about people who would come to them asking for marketing information.

With this information, strong and weak network ties were built based on farmeksiga
of the top three people who provided marketing information. For the purpose of thishietear
network farmers primarily belonged to was the first person they named as mpaorta
marketing purposes. However, each identified group was not mutually exclusatesben some

cases farmers belonged simultaneously to all networks.

All the information collected was entered into the computer using NVivo soffmatiee
analysis. Since all participants followed a structured interview, thesétof codes was based
on the interview questions. Next, a sub-coding was constructed to account for enfengieg t
that resulted from answers farmers originally provided (Rubin and Rubin 2005). Ragulexa
farmers first provided the name of the person from whom they received markebimgation;
then a marketing information code was created to include the type of marketingatndorthey
received. Among other things, farmers cited situations in which other faonéiends gave
them information on markets where they could sell their products, kinds of varietiehab&l
be planted to obtain better prices, information about prices a packing companyyings et
day, or volume a broker was willing to buy, or similar information. A differentcade was
marketing support, which included references to situations in which people would caédabora
with each other to sell a bigger load, or they would provide products to a family memigenrso h

she could fulfill a delivery, or such similar answéts.

3 Appendix B of this dissertation contains a table with codes and sub-codes used.
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Four different social networks were identified among Hispanic farmersahifyéin
(Figure 2) based on Granovetter’s (1974) and Burt’'s (1997) categorization oéuliffecial
networks, based on the level of emotional closeness, frequency of interaction arh ddrati

relationship (Granovetter 1973; Burt 1997).

Results

Hispanic farmers in Michigan have built mostly strong ties, comprised ofyfamdl
friends. However, these farmers have also developed a rich network of loca, uyieh
represent important examples of weak network ties. On the other hand, farnrete bedess
likely to form extended networks outside their communities, or ‘bridges’, whichdwocilease
their connections to indirect sources of information, and are very important ts aegeand

relevant marketing information (Burt 2002).

Family networks

In total, 38 percent of farmers (19 farmers) indicated family networks Wwenmaain
source of marketing information and suppadnfirming the importance of these types of ties
for farmers. In this network, a father would provide information or advice to sons arfuelaug
or older brothers would advise younger family members. Information also tended tociow f
men to women. The relatively vertical structure of information sharing amomipens implied
that, in some cases, older family members would not listen to younger familyersewho
could have had some business ideas for the family farm, which represented adbaxpand
their entrepreneurship. During an interview with a son and father, the son expressesaétis de
diversify production to reach different markets, such as selling directly tonsageets, but his

father did not considered that a good business idea and, thus, they would not pursue that strategy
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As Lopez-Ariza (2007) and Santos and Castro-Escobar (forthcoming) found, most
information shared within family networks was about production practices and, gatfd re
marketing, farmers would be likely to imitate other family members (Lépea 2007; Santos
and Castro-Escobar forthcoming). For example, farmers would selptioeiucts to the same
fruit packer their family members used before. In many cases, samer$avould grow
products assuming that they would be able to use the same distribution channel of alher fam
members, without researching their marketing opportunities before starfeagt. This
situation created some risks for farmers, particularly when marke¢ssaturated and not

accepting more products.

The most important information shared in the family network involved market
information (where farmers could sell their products) and current prices. Thadtintage of
using this network was the speed at which they share information (Burt 1997). Oncly a fam
member knew about current prices, he or she would rapidly call or send a texgertessther
family members, spreading the news very quickly. Similarly, farmergadilg to fruit packers
(e.g, blueberry, apple) would also know about which markets were open to receive products.
This represented an important advantage for farmers relying on family nsefoberarketing

information.

Given the level of emotional closeness among members — which is said to itlcecase
level of trust and reduce the risks of cooperating among members in social networks
(Granovetter 1985; McLaren 1999; Batt 2003) — it was expected that more faroudasbe
supportive of other family members, particularly to increase their conveetss in local
markets. However, only one farmer indicated that he and his sons were planningtés tiegir
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farm as a corporation in the future to increase their competitive advantageH®ttenic
farmers did not report communicating with family members about potential noarket
alternatives to accessing new markets, nor did they plan to collaboratefioratoencrease
their competitive advantage, such as combining loads of harvest production totedugitex

prices with buyers.

As close as family ties were among Hispanic farmers, participadta hard time
trusting other family members. For example, four farmers mentioned some footabiorative
marketing with other family members, but the relationship resembled a bavkez/fsituation,
where the farmer produced and the broker sold the harvest production for a commistiese Of

four farmers, only two knew where their family member was selling their pt@duc

In many cases, family networks did not work well for marketing purposes. During a
follow-up meeting, a farmer expressed his frustration with the price he eeaging from his
broker/brother and was thinking about breaking away from this deal. In addition, ardiffer
farmer commented that he and his brothers started their farm togethethehenoved to
Michigan. Later, his brothers did not work as hard as he did, so he decided to break away from
his brothers and start his own farm. Now, he feels his brothers are just beriediiritpe good

reputation he has given to their last name.

As Granovetter suggested, the fact that Hispanic farmers had stronghidseivifamily
members did not mean the absence of wrongdoing among members, nor did it mean that they
would automatically work together. A farmer commented that she no longer wishddtr se
farm production to a family member because she suspected this relative wagsheay very

low price for her products.
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Friend Network

The next strong-tie network for Hispanic farmers was the friend networgtaln 30
percent of farmers cited their friends as their main source of marlketorghation. As
previously reported, in some cases Hispanic farmers ventured into farmawgéecperson
before them migrated to Michigan and helped them establish their own farng@al,
2008; Santos and Castro-Escobar forthcoming). While not all friends were farnsganids
trusted the production and marketing expertise their friends had acquiredvirogiri
Michigan many years before they arrived. New farmers found the informationeiteyed

from these friends to be very valuable when they established their farms.

In this network, the relationships among participants were relatively élasmers
usually met with their friends weekly. Usually, they tended to have theirfaanthese friends,
and would interact with them at different venueg(,church, off-farm job). While Hispanic
farmers would consult with their friends about production practices, they vgsrikiely to
share marketing information which, to some extent, was expected, since ntarkietimation
is usually a decision-making tool used to compete in markets (Gofton 1997). Howeear, Qi
that, culturally, Hispanic farmers had established close relationshtptheir “paisanos,” it was
expected that more farmers and friends would support, or even collaborate withheach ot

increase their competitiveness in local markétsarmers explained that the marketing advice

“paisanos were an important influence in migrating to rural areas (MassdSspinosa 1997;
Winterset al.,2001) and start farming in Michigan (Lopez-Ariza 2007; Gaetial, 2008)
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they received from their friends was a one-time help upon arrival in Michiganjfadit, most

farmers would observe and imitate their friends’ marketing strategy.

“Imitators” created a barrier for some farmers to share marketiognation. More than
10 farmers responded that they were not sharing marketing information with gin¢e
farmer explained that he did not want to share this information time he would charigss,
other farmers would try to imitate him; later, everybody would take their pi®tluthe same
market, which made prices decrease and thus, affecting his income. Anotherstthibat he
was “selfish” with his marketing information. In the words of one farmerketiag is “a big

great secret” among Hispanics in general.

In addition to issues surrounding the imitation of their marketing practicesf@aialso
perceived that they were isolated from their friends’ groups, and would not sktr@gmvith
them. In one case, two farmers, they felt that their “paisanos” did not side igaod eyes”
when they were successful in their farm endeavors, so they did not want to sharetesises.
One farmer felt “discriminated” within the same Hispanic community bechesvas not from
the same region as other Hispanic farmers. Similarly, another faxpkained that he
sometimes received incorrect information from some friends, or they telbrdim éxactly the
opposite of what was supposed to be done. Though later this farmer acknowledged that this
misinformation was a result of his friend’s lack of knowledge on the matter, hailvdsubtful

about talking to friends about marketing and marketing information. This situatiorbotedrto

> This finding is consistent with Lopez-Ariza and Santos and Castro-Escobarsshepbrted
that most Mexican farmers coming to Michigan would imitate the marketing addgiion
strategy their friends followed when they arrived to Michigan (Lopeza®2007; Santos and
Castro-Escobar forthcoming)
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the decrease in trust among farmers and their friends, and competitionhhatheodperation

was most likely to occur.

Despite the negative views about their friends, or “paisanos,” Hispanic fammer
Michigan were already experiencing the need to collaborate with othesriammtheir
communities. During a group interview three participants mentioned that they hdedliéevas
time to join efforts because they felt mistreated by the packing compavhic¢h they were
delivering. These farmers expressed their frustration when other fanmtietarger loads
delivered their products and received better treatment from buyers. On thkasttiea different
farmer said that she wanted to join an association because she felt MSUEhprogra not
delivering the kind of information small-scale farmers needed. This fanpezssed her
frustration at getting attention from Extension agents because of the beefafm. She
acknowledged the need for better communication and collaboration among farmevésether

they would not receive the attention that large-scale farmers wouf@ get.

“® During data collection stage, a new cooperative of Hispanic farmers waadfavith support
from a USDA grant. The main purpose of the cooperative was to help farmers aendliffer
aspects of farming, including marketing. However, participants interdiéwthis study were
not sure how this cooperative would function or even how having a cooperative could be
beneficial for their farms. Some farmers showed interest in this new genainly because of
the information and marketing opportunities they thought they would be able to receive. Two
farmers were thinking they could develop a label together and be able to kingpaaterials,
using the cooperative name. In addition to the cooperative, an association oidiiapaers
was registered with the Michigan Department of Agriculture. Howevemgltwo different
participant-observations conducted during meetings of the association and theto@ypera
farmers did not seem to understand what exactly their participation entitidthbthey needed
to do. For example, farmers did not take notes during the meetings; the main board rdembers
not participate in these meetings, and there was no decision about future meeitimgs. D
interviews with some participants after the meetings, they were not suretlabalifference
between an association and a cooperative. Although it goes beyond the objective séénchre
to analyze the benefits and barriers of the cooperative and the associati@xetingyify the
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Local Buyer Networks

The local buyer network represents a form of weak network tie for Hispamerr
This network includes buyers, brokers, packing company managers, farmaecst managers
and store owners who were not family members or close friends. In this networlctioteveas
infrequent, usually limited to meetings during harvest time and in few cagevégetable
growers) before harvest, only when buyers organized these meetings. Fore3i pktite
farmers, this network represented the most important connections from whickdbered

marketing information.

Local buyers provided farmers with very important marketing information sughaity
specifications, documentation requiremesetg (pesticide application sheets), and regional and
global marketing trends, among other things. As expected from a weak netwdristie, t
relationship with buyers was helping farmers gain some competitivetadesand increase their
marketing information access. For example, some blueberry growersucocated with the
supervisor or manager who received their products in the packing warehouse abtut quali
specification for their fruits, payment terms, and information about productioncesacthey
learned from this network about quality grading and marketing practicesimdtnsry. For
instance, as a result of the requirements of some of these packing comparedsasthers had
decided to apply and obtain their good agricultural practices (GAP) certifisaAlthough the
process of getting this certification was long and expensive, these faithat domplain

about what they were required to do, because they were already practictrgf thes

limited information and knowledge Hispanic farmers have about different formsiogbsis
collaborations and the need for more outreach and education in this area.
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requirements in their farms in order to sell to their buyer. One farmer sggdrbsr support for

this type of certification, because it was making her access other maxkets

Farmers learned about marketing coordination with local buyers. Some loced tugye
more open about sharing information concerning delivery times and product speci§idedm
supermarkets or food service companies. In some cases, farmers gréw grsticts based on
the requirements of these buyers. One farmer said he knew that he neededrta dpbedic
size of vegetable that would fit standard boxes. In turn, other buyers would altdstpkeduct

because he was providing the right sized vegetable to fit this standard box.

As result of this apparent open and coordinated relationship with local buyers, it was
expected that farmers would work more closely, or develop formal agreement$hese
buyers or, at least, coordinate more marketing activities together. Howewe of the
participants of this research had any form of formal or informal agreemigniioa@l buyers. The
relationship was of power and compliance.(vertical) (Granovetter 2002). Farmers explained
that local buyers would only share specific information that would be benefictaleior
businesses or companies. A farmer explained that, with local buyers, “evegrngthgry private”

after farmers were told what it was required from them.

In this aspect, Hispanic farmers were not different from other sma#i-tarahers
regarding the relatively distant and vertical relationship they had vathlrars in this network.
However, the main difference could be their concerns about developing more @dtsesbips
with these buyers. For example, three farmers were skeptical of sggmtrgcts with local
buyers. They thought that signing contracts with local buyers could be “dangdioese

farmers were afraid that if they were not able to fulfill the contrbetsd buyers had the power to
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take them to court. On the other hand, other farmers explained that even if they waigied to s
contracts or marketing agreements with local buyers, the lack of a clasengip with these

companies made it impossible to talk to the manager and request an agreement.

Although seven farmers felt it was better to rely on verbal agreementsweittibtiyers,
based on a relationship of trust, reputation and mutual respect for each other. Qtretars
discussed different issues they usually face when using verbal agrearhentthey try to sell
their products to local buyers, which is similar to what other farmers who do notragerdi
marketing activities with marketers’ experiefic&or example, five farmers noted that
occasionally their fruits will be rejected or get lower grades, depgrah who had received
their fruit. Given the type of distant relationship they developed with theseshtlyese farmers
had no alternative but to accept whatever grade their fruits received. Witahlege often local
buyers were not sure about the standards they needed and their specificagamst wiear. A
farmer pointed out that her local buyer told her they wanted spicy jalapefio pé&ppeveen the
buyer came to pick up the load, he said also wanted jalapefios with stripes. Thus, dektregect

load. This lack of clear expectations from buyers represented a serioflos feskners.

The excessive reliance on local buyers, and the limited information theyagdrom
this network, prevented farmers from exploring other marketing opportunities. &opkx
farmers did not receive advice on marketing in other places when current maketsaturated,
or potential partnerships with their companies that would help farmers indnease t

competitiveness and viability. Constant changes in connections also condpledatenships

*" For example, Browet al.(1992) presented a list of coordination issues African American
farmers had with conventional buyers (Broetral, 1992). Similarly, Buclet al. (1997) found
that organic farmers with more resources would be able to coordinate more etedpdicd
extensive supply chain distribution than farmers with fewer resources éBatk1997)
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between local buyers and farmers. One farmer explained that previousbgcahstore he
supplies to changed its manager, the deliveries were easy and fast, however, hbalid aot
good relationship with the new manager, and was encountering problems with eteareti

payments.

Outside buyer network

This network represents a weak network tie that Hispanic farmers havepsl/e/ith
buyers from markets, and store and restaurant managers in Chicago for tpantnasit also in
cities nearby their farms. This network also includes connections tor&mgneups, Extension
agents, and other agents who were helpful providing marketing information. Thazkebm be
considered the closest to indirect connections Hispanic farmers have develogddu©nl
farmers mentioned having these types of connections, and two farmers citethtbi& as a
main source of marketing information, which illustrates the difficultiep&higc farmers have in

bridging networks outside their local markets.

In terms of emotional closeness, farmers and outside buyers were very, Oistaimése
ties, as in the local buyer network, were the result of relationships thatledtéor a long period
of time. While communication with outside buyers was limited to before and duringsharve
time, or even less frequently, farmers would consult with these connections whaegvead

an important marketing decision to make.

Like the local buyer network, besides sharing important marketing infamatsuch as
price and quality standards — this network was promoting competitive advartagkspanic

farmers. The main difference between this and the local buyer networkeviasd of
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marketing coordination and support they received from it. For example, two famomiag

with their contacts in Chicago would coordinate delivery of products, quality spéicihs,

payment terms and other marketing activities. In addition, a farmer egglthat he changed

from selling exclusively to packers to selling different products to differamkets, thanks to

what he learned during interactions with these buyers. The other farmenegplzat his

decision to farm from the beginning was guided by what his connections demanded. Thus, he
always had a market for the products he was growing. In general, these faouklfave a

marketing plan that was useful to make decisions about their farm management.

The level of trust among participants was relatively high for a weak net®oe of the
farmers explained that when he started marketing his products, he decided prdeanets with
the store manager in Chicago as free promotional items; later, they resyttterms of
payments and delivery times with this manager. After this agreement, he leawué the
products and was assured of receiving his payments. As a result of this truatingsieip,
when this farmer decided to increase his production capacity, he invited thenata@ger to

visit his new farm to see what was being produced and give advice to the farmer.

Based on the responses, farmers seemed to have access to new marketiaganform
this type of network. A farmer mentioned that he really liked working withaegale buyer,
even though he was not paid well, because of the ideas and information this buyer wasowilli
share with him. He said that this connection mentioned opportunities to sell in otherttate
added that he would like to work with other farmers to have the volume and quality of products

these buyers needed, but could not do it alone.
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In addition to connections to markets outside their communities, some farmengewere
active and well-respected among different groups within their communities. A tomgs hard
to establish whether they participated in community activities to inctkasdarm viability or
simply because they were engaged citizens, their involvement with commuatiyastl federal
organizations helped them increase their connections and gain more marketingtiofofiron

other sources.

Despite the importance of these connections for farmers, a very limited noimber
farmers were actually benefiting from using this weak network tie.eltwb® were using this
network provided some evidence of how important ties outside local markets arsganikl
farmers to access marketing information and to learn about opportunities to miatafarm

viability.

Summary and Discussion

Hispanic farmers in Michigan and around the country are categorized &slln@source
and socially disadvantaged farmers. Limited access to marketing infornsatitian cited as
one of the many limitations they face in their communities and markets. Totbffsbarrier,
different research in entrepreneurship and economic sociology suggests tiisadal
networks as an alternative. The results of this research suggest thaiddiapaers who already
have an extensive social network could use it as a feasible alternative tmnoeenarketing
limitations. However, there some key issues they need to address to fully frenetfite rich

network they have built in their communities and outside their markets.
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Hispanic farmers maintain two important strong networks in Michigan: théyfamal
the friend networks. The main marketing benefits obtained from the familprietvere
learning about main markets in their communities and obtaining pricing informatiertoRhe
emotional proximity in this network, information was generally shared quitkigst
immediately among members. The friend, or “paisano,” network was very uséglbing
farmers establish their farms and find information about markets when thedrto Michigan.
However, most of the information farmers gather today from their friend netwonkneny

cases, reduced to imitating marketing strategies that seem to workmtbkse friends.

From the interviews, it is possible to suggest that Hispanic farmers do nohéiust t
family and friends when it comes to more coordinated efforts to improve doaessketing
information. Social network theory suggests that strong ties are paryayded to share
information rapidly. However, Hispanic farmers did not share important nregkatormation
within these strong networks (they would only share some price information). Ghisf lust
represents a barrier to accomplishing collective marketing goals, andtratheooperating,
farmers compete for their already limited markets in Michigan. Ifiuhee, it is expected that
farmers who are dedicated to increasing their farm incomes or even mamfaim viability
would likely join forces with other family members and friends, particutarccess

information and support from federal, state and community-based organizations.

Hispanic farmers have built a relatively important local buyer netwottein t
communities. From this network, they receive important marketing informatioohwhhelping
them learn about markets and increase their knowledge about industry practices tasete
farmers and buyers were able to coordinate marketing activities. Howleweveak ties they
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have developed are not always helping them with more marketing information and damrdina
that can significantly improve their competitive advantage. While the logal metwork was

one of the most important networks for Hispanic farmers, the type of relationstigalver
relationship developed in this network prevented farmers from exploring otheaéites to
increasing their competitive advantage. Hispanic farmers still need suppstablishing direct
communications with more buyers in ways that could benefit both farmers and, laungers
coordinate more efficient marketing channels. It is possible that a neWr&stension or
community-based organizations could be facilitating this kind of interaction, \&gergs could

work as a ‘bridge’ to facilitate business communication.

Hispanic farmers struggle to develop weak ties outside their local mariets
communities that can help them access new and non-overlapping information. The number of
weak ties outside their local market proved to be benefiting those farmers wharhsasl @ this
type of network. Specifically, farmers who had some business connections thtgide
communities were able to receive and observe more marketing information, r@nelvee
willing to collaborate with other farmers because there was more demand thareteeable to
fulfill with their limited production capacity. Farmers and the agents [Extension and NGO
agents) working with them should find opportunities to develop more ties outside their

communities, as well as learn better marketing practices in the industry.

Hispanic farmers face numerous challenges in using social connectiongketinga
purposes, including a lack of understanding of its benefits. It was observed durnegdaich
that farmers lacked important information about what collaboration with ottmeerfa entailed,
and the various forms of collaborative efforts beyond traditional cooperatives. TiBus, it
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important that besides promoting more connections among farmers and marketens, &so
understand the benefits of social networking and how they could maximize the opjssrthai

these connections represent.

Identifying various social networks can be useful for Extension agents todewele
targeted and efficient communication with Hispanic farmers, given theuliffiin accessing
these farmers. For example, in the family and friend networks, identitygigaders of these
groups can facilitate and speed up the flow of information to other members. Cogsidat
many farmers imitate the marketing strategy of other farmers,cimtyathat shows
improvements will be beneficial for these farmers. However, it is alsortangt to consider that
just promoting weak ties connections would not always represent the bestiakeds
mentioned before, lack of trust among farmers in weak ties implies that sonsedavould not

share the most important information.

In local buyer networks, Hispanic farmers value and trust the informatiomebeyed
from these connections. In addition, the marketing information is relevant and helpssfarm
learn about market requirements. It is increasingly important to work with egnigeders and
promote the benefits of more collaborative efforts with these farmers. Thisreawhere
Extension and community-based organizers have a competitive edge that carspatpcHi

farmers.

Business partnerships, like a values-based value chain approach, or strategic
collaboration with suppliers, can increase market access and viabilaynos.fHowever,
Hispanic farmers need support from more experienced agents to assess thedmhebists of

networking with other farmers and companies before engaging in these kinds atroems
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Exploring the benefits and costs of this type of strategy with Hispanic facaeryield

important developments towards a more connected strategy to market accedstime.

Social networks can be an important tool for Hispanic farmers to increase #nkedatimg
knowledge and access to information. However, they require some specificiorsitand
farmer’s support to actually work effectively. First, many efforts togase social networking
need support from institutions such as Extension offices and NGOs. Beside®idsuget
constraints and restructuring affecting the system of Extension, itrgrious has not been
small-scale minority farmers such as Hispanic farmers. Sigilaost NGOs have not made
explicit in their objectives to work with minority and socially disadvantageddes. This
situation creates barriers to effectively use these institutions tbdmglal networks that could
benefit Hispanic farmer’'s competitive advantage. For both, Extension and N@&Js)pbrtant
to introduce targeted and explicit objectives to include Hispanic farméngir business
networking programs. By introducing this kind of objective, they are more ligeipderstand

the specific limitation Hispanic farmers face and address this issueeffectvely.

Farmer’s support is the most important factor that can make social networking wor
effectively. However, during this research, 14 farmers said that, in gethesawould not talk
about marketing with other people because they did not believe other farmers would know more
than they already knew about markets. A farmer said “So what is the point ofrahdngiu are
already used to the system?” As Atterton found with rural entrepreneurs larSo@ttterton
2007), this kind of reaction indicates how some farmers tend to be closed to new marketing
information and even working with other farmers. This barrier is very impddauknowledge
and perhaps it is the most difficult to overcome.
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Figure 3. Strength of Relationships based on Burt (1997)
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Figure 4. Strength of Relationships among Hispanic Farmers
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information and manage
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CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Hispanic farmers in Michigan continue to struggle with low farm viability and
marginalization. They are categorized as limited resource, due to thessat@ of production
and very low farm income. Their low level of education coupled with limited aczess t
resources, contributes to their economic marginalization. Despite the datispanic farmers
face in achieving production success, there are factors that can contrilmpeded their farm
viability.

This dissertation explores three contributing factors to improve farm walbilrst, it
explores access to, and participation in, government and NGO programs designed to suppor
agriculture, marketing and farm management. Second, it analyzes markeenigmece, skills
and future planning, which are important resources to access markets. Finatiigre®
farmers’ use of social and business connections to access relevant rgaritetmation for
improved farm management.

The results indicate that Hispanic farmers in Michigan face unique chedlé@mgrder to
assimilate and participate in agriculture and farming programs thdésigned to support
farmers and improve their farm viability. In this research, almost 60 pestpatticipants stated
their need for any type of assistance. Fifty-four percent indicatednedr for financial
assistance. Farmers also needed production and marketing support, but the stadytistow

more than 70 percent of Hispanic farmers do not participate in any federatieoprstgrams, 48
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percent was not aware of NGO groups working with Hispanic farmers, and 54 phdceot
participate of any local farmers groups.

Regarding the level of farmers’ marketing experience, skills and fptan@ing, the
results suggest that, while over the years Hispanic farmers have gapwethimh marketing
experience and skills to access current markets, they continue to stndjgtewdd benefit from
additional support in accessing new markets and discontinuing their reliancglemsanket
strategies. Hispanic farmers in this study have been farming in Michig&s$othan 15 years;
40 percent have been farming for less than 5 years. Hispanic farmers whazgekial
blueberry production rely heavily on market specialization, selling only to fruiepadDespite
the importance of this market for farmers, farmers and packers do not coorcnkédimg
activities. Hispanic farmers have limited knowledge of available matkefptions. Only 22
percent of farmers used some form of direct sales or farmer’'s markeis.dlthe farmers knew
about community supported agriculture. In addition, Hispanic farmers do not have experienc
selling to mainstream retail and food service channels, which can affedutbee participation
in these markets. On the other hand, market diversification has helped some davetop
useful skills. This strategy was used by 32 percent of Hispanic farmersersaxmo diversified
markets were also more likely to have approached a retail or food servideheisg@roducts.
Finally, when asked about their expectations for the future, most HispanicSdrave not
clearly defined a marketing objective that would guide their efforts to impraveviability.
Though 24 percent cited increasing their production as a future goal, none of thiese fead
developed a specific marketing plan for the future.

Finally, the third essay illustrates the importance of developing socialusintebs

connections as a means for Hispanic farmers to access more marketin@tioioriispanic
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farmers who already have an extensive social network could use it as a methoddmever
marketing limitations. However, limited connections outside their local maaket$ack of trust
among farmers are issues that need to be addressed to fully benefit fronh thaxiat network.
Hispanic farmers have built a relatively important and extensive locat heywork in their
communities. From this network, they receive necessary marketing infonntiadit increases
their knowledge about markets and industry practices. In some cases farmergeaadaviere
able to coordinate marketing activities. However, Hispanic farmers strtmdevelop weak ties
outside their local markets and communities that can build their knowledge and tidarma
base. Specifically, farmers who had some business connections outside their ceanweng
receiving more marketing information and were more willing to collabevateother farmers
because there was production demand that they were not able to fulfill.

In order to deal with current barriers to improve their farm viability, Hisptanroers
need innovative outreach and extension support that government and NGO groups can, and in
some cases, already provide. Based on the results in this dissertation, soese &éy

initiatives include:

a) Targeted training sessions with relatively small groups of farmleeselsessions
should be short presentations in combination with other training materials, suctussspir
short videos. Training days in the field are also recommended, because theyfaxpeseto
hands-on activities and have shown success, as in the case of IPM training. Aanmpor
consideration element in involving more Hispanic farmers in education and trenamg
schedule training sessions, farm meetings or field days at timestwheegular business hours,

so that farmers who work other jobs during those times can participate.
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b) Bilingual sessions could help farmers get more acquainted with farm maaraige
jargon and specific information, and also increase farmers’ participatiofiaredt programs.
Spanish-only sessions are not recommended, even when most Hispanic farmers have low
English proficiency, because it can further marginalize Hispanic farfinoensother farmers
groups. In addition, most business and marketing transactions are conducted in English, and
farmers need to be more confident to establish these types of relationshgys S@mtmportant

for their farm business.

d) Leadership and support from government and NGOs to identify new markets. Despite
being small-scale producers, the results of this research indicate thdatihomses who diversify
market channels are more prepared to reach out to other market segments atigt ganer
more skills to help them access these markets. However, limited mapksuex outside their

local communities represents barriers for these farmers.

e) Careful analysis and planning before investing in new farming endeavors. amdhi
previous research, results indicate that Hispanic farmers generatlg de@anvest in farming
based on what other family or friends have done before them. A careful analysiaraeting
plan can help Hispanic farmers make more informed decisions. At the same taimédg

farmers develop business plans which are useful to seek financial support.

f) More support in coordinating with local buyers and outside business networks. Local
buyers and business connections provide important market information. In mesypzaser
relationships between buyers and farmers limit the possibilities to expltee lgsiness
coordination or win-win models that could farmers and marketers alike. Support imguildi
outside networks is important for Hispanic farmers, who generally deal withhackets only,

and are less likely to learn new and non-redundant marketing information.
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The results of this research have important policy implications for farmx¢esseon
agents, university investigators and others currently working with Hisf@mners. The policy
implications suggested here are intended to increase the awareness of and@ug@panic

farmers in Michigan, while increasing their farm competitive advantag

Need for a Hispanic farmer’s research agenttsU researchers and educators needs to
take the lead and develop a research agenda that specifically targets/ramblimited-
resource farmers, such as Hispanic farmers in Michigan. As a leadingréaridnstitution with
prominent research institutes capable of addressing issues affectiagieifarmers, MSU has
the capacity and the opportunity to lead this type of research effort. \Wikeliave been some
studies addressing Hispanic farmers’ conditions in Michigan and the Midwesttjimformation
is reduced to cases studies and isolated research. There is need for a mofeecsprstudy
of Hispanic farmers, their issues and potential opportunities. The leadershipnbisseiand
educators is necessary to secure research funding currently avaitabightvarious USDA
NIFA programs. More research can only help Hispanic farmers and contobatproving their

farm viability.

Extension service focus on Hispanic farmeExtension services need to incorporate
programs that address minority and limited-resource farmers’ challébiyes the current
restructuring of MSUE, it is important to seriously consider and include mirardyimited-
resource farmers, whose numbers are growing statewide, and who could eveetamihe
important contributors of agricultural outputs and revenues. The well-being ofdnesss will
only benefit the agriculture industry as a whole. In addition, participants citeddton

programs as important sources for production and management information. Watkisol
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efforts to help Hispanic farmers are currently led by different M&gknts, these efforts remain

isolated and do not involve most Hispanic farmers in Michigan.

Coordination among institutions providing support for Hispanic farmeogrdinated
outreach programs are fundamental to effectively reach to HispameriarFor example, MDA
and MSUE already coordinate some training for pesticide certificatidmpeoduction
management (Santos and Castro-Escobar forthcoming). MSUE and MIFFSlyezpndadinate
information and training sessions; however, coordination of these efforts heithee
institutions has been difficult. Particularly in these times of limited fundios};efficient
information delivery is important to reach farmers. Careful consideratimswés affecting
Hispanic farmers can help increase participation. Listening sessionsrerants with key
informants can provide important feedback in the development of programs for Hispanic

farmers.

Constant awareness of diversity and cultural differences when working with Hispanic
farmers:The success of any program that serves Hispanic farmer is centerecharataress of
cultural differences. While Hispanic farmers need to integrate with cthardroups, it is also
important to remember that limited awareness of issues affecting tyigayups has been the
main reason behind their being disadvantaged. Extension and community-based pnegdms
to specify in their objectives social targets to measure inclusion of Hispamers, particularly
those farmers who need it most. It is also important to include community lead@rgtand
mentoring programs, which have been successfully used by other smalbscadesf and could
potentially be a method to reach to other Hispanic farmers. Though farmenseluetant to
work closely with other farmers in some cases, others had started an assacidta

cooperative, because they believe these organizations could increaseltbkerlegessary
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marketing information. These efforts support and encourage Hispanic farmerdpagivdne

them more of a voice.

This dissertation has some important limitations worth mentioning. First, due to the
methodology used in this research, this case study provides limited answerts §esud be
interpreted in the context of this study alone. However, the finding in this etqulorasearch
offer some important guidelines to help assess the opportunities and barriersdHepaers

and those working with them need to consider to increase farm viability.

While this study covers a significant number of farmers, lack of reliablenatoon to
locate Hispanic farmers represented a barrier to increase the numtuelygdarticipants. In
Michigan, there are numerous barriers to identifying and working with Hispamnefs. In
addition, limited funding for this research prevented the use of more traditional and cost
effective methods to reach them, though traditional methods do not work well with Hispanic
farmers. In many cases, limited time to conduct the surveys and in-deptreingeimply that
more detailed information was sacrificed in order to work with more fardmeasidition, the

farmers’ own time limitations did not allow for more in-depth interviews.

Other farmers and key stakeholders were not included in this research. Thisrsitua
limited the number of comparisons that could have been useful to understand what barriers
Hispanic farmers face, and what barriers are structural and facelddyredrs. In addition,
business and market managers were not included in this research, which could haveambntribut
to a more holistic analysis of market issues. While conversations with othdradtieks €.g.,

MSUE, NGO and USDA) were conducted as a preliminary assessment for skeigadien, their

views and comments were not included in this dissertation.
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Work with Hispanic farmers is increasing, and there are opportunities foe futur

investigation, some of which can be summarized as follows:

a) Cost-effectiveness of participatory-action research and prograigseteso collect

information, while encouraging farmers to learn more about their markets

b) Assessment of the best outreach programs that address Hispanic fagde@noe

opportunities

c) Development of educational and technical support considering Hispanicdarme

limitations and needs

d) Comprehensive study of Hispanic farmer’s challenges and opportunities in &fichig

and the Midwest

e) Survey of Hispanic and non-Hispanic farmers to compare opportunities ancsbharrie

Michigan and the Midwest
f) Assessment of business opportunities in local and regional markets

g) Assessment of adoption of environmental and sustainable practices
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Appendix A. Survey Questionnaire
Farm Characteristics

How would you like to answer the questions?

Spanish O
English @)

In which county do you farm?

Which of the following describes your farm operation? (Please check ynone)

Family farm O
Corporation O
Other (please explain) O

How many acres do you

Own
Rent

How many acres do you cultivate?

Do you farm? (please check only one)
Full-time @)
Part-time O
Other (please explain) O

Approximately, what percentage of your total income comes from farming? (pleas#teck
only one)

1to 25%
26% to 50%
51% to 75%
76% to 100%

O O O O
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Do you hire labor?

Yes @)

No O
Number of hired managers and/or workers

Who performs the main daily functions of the farm? (Please check only one)

Myself @)
My spouse O
Other (please O
explain)

What do you raise on your farm? (check all that apply)

Field crops O
Tree fruits
Fruits

O
@)
Vegetables O
Livestock O

@)

Other (please list)

Marketing

What are your main markets in terms of sales for your products? Please rank younost
important markets

Farm stand
CSA

Supermarket chain

Restaurant

Farmer's market

Wholesale/broker

School/institution

Other (please list)
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What percentage of your sales go to the first three markets you mention above? For
example 75% to first market, 25% to second market

1% most important market

2" most important market

3 most important market

If you are not currently selling to a supermarket, restaurant, or wholesaler, have you ever
tried?

What are your biggest challenges or hurdles when you try to sell your products? Hoso
you overcome them?

The following questions are about your marketing experience.
Do you consider each of the following to be a serious constraint, moderate coastt, small
constraint or not a constraint to marketing your products?

Extent to which situation is a constraint to marketing

Serious Moderate Not a
constraint
1 2 3 4 5
Find new markets o o o O O
Find the price for your products O O O O O
Find information about quality © O O O O
standards
Access existing markets with O o o o O
the products you currently grow
Trust people who buy products © o o o O
from you
For buyers/customers to trust O O O O O
you and your products
Get payments o o o O O
Deal with excess supply of ~ © O O O O
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products in your markets
Meet new buyers O o o o o
Negotiate agreements/contract" o o o o

Where do you see you and your farm 5 years from today?

The following questions are about your connections to perform marketingasks.
Please list the most important peoplgou have asked for information about markets, or
people whom you usually consult when you have a marketing question

1

How frequently have you interacted with each person?

Daily Weekly  Monthly Yearly

Person 1 @) @) @) @)
Person 2 @) @) @) @)
Person 3 @) @) @) @)

Where do you know the people mentioned before from? (for example, exteosioffice,
supermarket buyers)

Person 1

Person 2

Person 3

Please list the most important peopleho have asked you for information about markets,
or people who usually consult YOU when they have a marketing question

1

How frequently have you interacted with each person?

Daily Weekly  Monthly Yearly
Person 1 @) @) @) @)
Person 2 @) @) @) @)
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Person 3 @) @) @) @)

Where do you know the people mentioned before from? (for example, exteosioffice,
supermarket buyers)

Person 1

Person 2

Person 3

Assistance

| would like to know more about the types of assistance you are interestedfor your farm
and the types of farm programs you have participated in

Do you need assistance on your farm that an agriculture agency or atigemmay be able to
help with?

Yes @)
No @)

What kind of assistance do you need?
Have you ever received assistance from any organization?

Yes @)
No @)

Have you ever been denied any assistance?

Yes @)
No @)

Do you participate in any federal or state programs?

Yes @)
No @)

Have you heard of any non-government group, association or cooperative that wlorks wit
farmers in Michigan?

Yes @)
No @)
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Do you participate in any group, association or cooperative?

Yes @)
No @)

Do you need financial assistance?

Yes @)
No @)

Farmer Characteristics

Approximately, how many years have you been farming? (please check only one)
@) @) @) @)

1to5 6to 15 16 to 30 Over 30
years years years years

Where are you originally from?

What is your age range?

O O O
35 or 36 -65 66 or older
younger

What is your gender?

male @)
Female O

What is the highest level of education completed?

Some high school O
High school @)
Some college O
Bachelor's degree O
Some graduate O
school

©)

Graduate school
Other

@)
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Appendix B. Dissertation Coding Scheme
Table 25. Codes used for Assistance and Support from Federal, StatedadGO groups

Code Sub-code Characteristics Example

All answers to the
guestion: What kind
of assistance do you

Need Farmers’ opinions
about their need for
assistance in their

farms need?

Financial Farmers who answer needl hellp. F(()jr
needing financial example, | nee
support financial help

Marketing Farmers who needed . i€ Needs

information about
where to sell, some
requirements what
exactly he need to do
to sell".

marketing support

“So we can learn
about production,
about how to set a
trap, trim, how do we
work with fertilizers”

Production Farmers who needed
production support

“The only thing is that
there is not the needed
help that we need to

in our farms”

Problems Issues farmers
suggested as related
to assistance
available for farmers

Financial Opinions about need All answers to the
for financial question: Do you need
assistance financial assistance?

“We don’t know
where to look for
financial assistance.
That would be a good
thing to get trained on
that kind of things.
We need a guide”

Lack Issues concerning
lack of access or
knowledge about
access to financial
assistance
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Table 25. cont'd

Code Sub-code Characteristics Example

Institutions Institutions cited by
farmers as their
source for financial
assistance

Received Farmer’s opinions  All the answers to the
about the assistance question: Have you
they have or have not ever received any
received assistance?

Have not tried Farmers who have “He has never asked
not tried to look for ~ for any assistance
assistance and the  from anyone. He
reasons they provide doesn’t even know
to explain it who could help him”

Institutions Institutions which
have provided some
assistance to farmers

Denied Opinions about not  All the answers to the

Have not tried

Reasons

accessing assistance

Farmers who have
not been denied
assistance because
they have never
looked for assistance

Farmers perceptions

about why they were
denied assistance

question: Have you
ever been denied any
assistance?

“We haven't looked
for help, so we can't
be denied”.

“I have never met
anyone who would

tell me here I am, | am
a representative from
the government and |
am here to help you, |
have never met that
kind of person”.

153



Table 25. cont'd

Code Sub-code Characteristics Example
Participation Farmer’s opinions  All answers to the

about participating in question: Do you
programs to help participate in any
improve the viability federal, state or other
of their farms program?

Federal Farmers participating
in federal programs

State Farmers participating

Farmer’s group

NGO program

in State sponsored
programs

Farmers participating
or knowing about
farmer’s associations
or groups

Farmers participating
in NGO programs

Table 26. Codes used for Marketing Experience, Skills and Expectatisrior the Future

Code Sub-code Characteristics Answer Example
Main markets Farmer’s description Answer to the
of markets were they question: What are
sell their products your main markets
in terms of sales for
your products?
Location Markets they are “100 percent of their

selling and their
location with respect
to the farm

production goes to
processors in the
area”
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Table 26. Cont'd

Code Sub-code Characteristics Answer Example
Sales to Stores, Farmers opinions Ansvx;_er t_ol fthe
Wholesale or about selling or not qutes on. " you%e
Food service using these channels 19t cUrrently sefling
(SWFS) to a supermarket,
restaurant, or
wholesaler, have
you ever tried?
Opportunities Farmers who have I\jh? aslge? I\eln?'e In
tried to sell to SWFS V' cdSh, but Meler
and what they have had its own broker
: and you need to
experienced ;
P contact this broker
to sell”
Barriers Farmers who have I:e rr:atstﬁome idea
not tried to selland ~ © Wta(‘j Hey
their reasons why wanted. He once
they have not heard that Walmart
was looking into
buying products
from the area, but he
has never spoken to
anyone from the
store”
Challenges Farmer's opinion  Answer to the

about what represent
difficulties when
selling their products

guestion: What are
your biggest
challenges or
hurdles when you
try to sell your
products? How do
you overcome
them?
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Table 26. Cont'd

Code Sub-code Characteristics Answer Example
Expectations Farmer's goals for  Answer to the
the future of their question: where do
farms and different  you see you and
alternatives to your farm 5 years
achieve these goals from today?
Growth Positive answers .I will like to
about prospective to IMprove. My
continue farming and objective Is t(o) make
growing my farm 100%
productive maybe
later add more”.
Equal Farmers who were In five years he
not thinking about seems himself th,e
changing their same. He doesn’t
farming management think he would grow
or production and more, maybe he
remain as they were would have more
today volume because the
bushes he has now
are developing and
in 5 years they will
be in full
production”.
Quit Farmers who would In my case, |

quit farming unless
some market
conditions improved

bought my land as a
wooden land. If the
market is good | will
plant more. But if
the market goes this
bad | am not going
to continue”.

156



Table 26. Cont'd

Code Sub-code

Characteristics

Answer Example

New Markets

Knowledge

Not looking

Price
information

Opinions about
finding new markets
for their products

It includes farmers
who mentioned or
knew markets where
they could sell their
products

It includes farmers
who were not
looking for new
markets

Opinions about
difficulty to find
price information
before they take
products to markets

Answer to the
question: Do you
consider finding
new markets for
your products to be
a serious constraint,
moderate constraint,
small constraint or
not a constraint to
marketing your
products?

“During the
blueberry season
there are several
places, it's not just
one. All of them
have the same price.
So if you go with
one or the other
there is no
difference. There
are several places to
take”

“He thinks it is not a
constraint, but he
hasn't tried to find
new markets”.

Answer to the
guestion: Do you
consider finding
price information
for your products to
be a serious
constraint, moderate
constraint, small
constraint or not a
constraint to
marketing your
products?
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Table 26. Cont'd

Code Sub-code

Characteristics

Answer Example

Discovery

Issues

Quiality
standards

How farmers find
about prices before
they take their
products to markets

Farmer’s opinions
about what they see
as an issue with price
information

Farmer’s opinions
about quality
requirements to sell
their products

“It is not difficult to
know because you
know people who
can tell you about
prices. People tell
other people. You
only see on the
blackboard and
everybody can tell
you too. Prices are
all similar.
Sometimes the
difference is 10 c or
5c from one place to
the other.”

“I think this is a
problem. We should
know or at least
have access to the
prices that these
people manage. We
only see the prices
they decide to pay
us, we don’t know
any other price”.

Answer to the
question: Do you
consider finding
information about
guality standards for
your products to be
a serious constraint,
moderate constraint,
small constraint or
not a constraint to
marketing your
products?
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Table 26. Cont'd

Code Sub-code

Characteristics

Answer Example

Access

Trust buyers

Trusted

Opinions about
difficulty to access
existing markets with
products they already
grow

Farmer’s opinions
about people who
buy their products
and their business
relationships with
these buyers

Farmer’s opinions
about what other
people think of their
products or their
reputation in the
market.

Answer to the
question: Do you
consider access to
existing markets
with products you
currently grow to be
a serious constraint,
moderate constraint,
small constraint or
not a constraint to
marketing your
products?

Answer to the
guestion: Do you
consider trust people
who buy your
products to be a
serious constraint,
moderate constraint,
small constraint or
not a constraint to
marketing your
products?

Answer to the
question: Do you
consider for
buyers/customers to
trust you and your
products to be a
serious constraint,
moderate constraint,
small constraint or
not a constraint to
marketing your
products?
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Table 26. Cont'd

Code Sub-code Characteristics

Answer Example

Length Farmers who
answered that people
trusted them because
of the length of their
relationship

Relationships Farmers who
expressed that the
type of relationship
developed influence
trusted market
exchanges

Products Farmers who
mentioned trust is
built through product
quality

Payments Opinions about the
speed to get
payments after they
deliver they products

Exceptions Situations in which
farmers found issues
with getting their
payments on time

“Trust it is not
difficult to gain trust
because people
already know them
and they have been
in certain farmers
markets for a long
time”.

“Sometimes the
same people from
the packing facility
would tell him
whether he needs to
fertilize more the
fruit to make it
better, and when
they see his fruits
they would accept
it”.

“His customers
know he will deliver
good quality eggs.
They also know he
IS not ‘running after
money’””

Answer to the
question: Do you
consider get
payments to be a
serious constraint,
moderate constraint,
small constraint or
not a constraint to
marketing your
products?

“They always had
some issues paying
him on time.
Particularly this
year”.
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Table 26. Cont'd

Code Sub-code

Characteristics

Answer Example

Excess supply

Lack of strategy

New Buyers

Concerns

Issues

Opinions about
volume delivered to
markets that can
affect their chances
to sell products

Farmers who did not

know what to do
when facing this
kind of situation

Opinions about
meeting new buyers
whom they can trust
and sell their
products

Farmer’s negative
view about new
buyers

Farmer’s lack of
business connections
to allow them to
meet new buyers

Answer to the
question: Do you
consider deal with
excess supply of
products in your
markets to be a
serious constraint,
moderate constraint,
small constraint or
not a constraint to
marketing your
products?

“They never had
any problems with
oversupply of
products. But if they
had any issue, they
would just leave the
fruit on the bush and
not pick them”

Answer to the
question: Do you
consider meet new
buyers to be a
serious constraint,
moderate constraint,
small constraint or
not a constraint to
marketing your
products?

“It is easy to meet
people, he just don't
trust new buyers
because of his bad
experience”.

“He thinks this is
going to be difficult
because he doesn't
know many people”.
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Table 26. Cont'd

Code Sub-code

Characteristics

Answer Example

Negotiate

Relationships

Perceptions

Opinions about

having agreements or

contracts to sell their
products

Description of the
type of relationship
they have developed
with their buyers

Farmer’s negative
perceptions about
contracts with buyers
or their lack of
knowledge about
contracts

Answer to the
question: Do you
consider negotiate
agreements or
contracts to be a
serious constraint,
moderate constraint,
small constraint or
not a constraint to
marketing your
products?

“We need to be
registered, they
don’t ask much to
be registered, and it
doesn’t mean we
have to sell
everything to them”

“It is difficult to
negotiate
agreements with
buyers. He doesn’t
want to sign a
contract with a
buyer because it is
dangerous”.

162



Table 27. Codes used for Use of Social Networks to Access Marketing Infaation

Code Sub-code Characteristics Answer Example

Communicate Farmer's answers  Answer to the
about the people they question: Please list
would contact with the most important
questions about people you have
marketing asked for

information about
markets, or people
whom you usually
consult when you
have a marketing
question.

Advice People who would P lease list the most
likely come to important people
farmers and ask for th have a_sked you
marketing advice for information

about markets, or
people who usually
consult YOU when
they have a
marketing question

Family References to family rl:lgrtee?j ?a?c;“tehz\ta”
members and the .
ypeofmaretng 108 00T e e
support they provide connections and he

knew about where
to sell their stuff.
They trusted this
brother to sell their
products”
Farm Division of labor s.he would consult
management among family with her mum

members

before making any
decision”
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Table 27. Cont'd

Code Sub-code Characteristics Answer Example

Local Buyer References to local 1€ only talks to the
buyers who are buyer”.
helpful source of
marketing
information

Outside Reference to people  sually he calls
or buyers outside ~ them before the
their communities ~ harvest begins and
who are good the talk about
sources for markets maybe once
_marketln_g a year or so. He
information knows them from

the market in
Chicago”

Paisano Reference to friends '€ talks to Mr. M,
or people from their  they help each other.
country or region of Whenever he has
origin who provide any doubt he asks
marketing him where he takes
information his fruits, whenever

he has a question
about production or
marketing”.

No Network People who stated  He doesn'treally

not connecting with
anyone

talk to anyone, he
doesn’t speak to any
other person about
his farm or
marketing”
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