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 This study examines the influence of agribusiness partnership models 

and microcreation schemes on market access and their implications for 

the welfare of coffee farmers in East Java. Using a quantitative research 

approach with a sample of 200 coffee farmers, data were analyzed 

through Structural Equation Modeling - Partial Least Squares (SEM-

PLS) using SmartPLS 3.0. The results reveal that both agribusiness 

partnerships and microcreation schemes have a positive and 

significant effect on market access. Furthermore, market access was 

found to significantly improve farmer welfare, acting as a mediating 

variable between the independent variables and welfare outcomes. 

These findings underscore the importance of integrated rural 

development strategies that combine institutional collaboration, access 

to finance, and market facilitation. The study contributes to the 

understanding of sustainable agricultural development by 

highlighting how structured partnerships and financial inclusion can 

enhance market participation and economic resilience among 

smallholder farmers. 
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1. INTRODUCTION  

The agricultural sector plays a vital 

role in the economic development of 

Indonesia, particularly in rural areas where 

farming remains the main source of 

livelihood. Among various commodities, 

coffee holds strategic importance due to its 

contribution to both local incomes and 

national exports. East Java, as one of 

Indonesia’s major coffee-producing regions, 

is home to thousands of smallholder coffee 

farmers who face persistent challenges such 

as limited market access, fluctuating prices, 

and unstable income, often exacerbated by 

weak supply chain integration and lack of 

institutional support [1]–[3]. Despite the 

crucial role of sustainable standards and 

certification in enabling access to global 

markets, smallholder participation remains 

limited, rendering them vulnerable within the 

value chain [3]. Addressing these 

multifaceted issues calls for strategic 

interventions, including the adoption of 

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/4.0/
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sustainable development models such as 

AgroCoffee, which can simulate and improve 

the coffee agroindustry system to provide 

evidence-based recommendations for 

stakeholders [1]. Furthermore, leveraging 

Indonesia’s comparative advantage in coffee 

quality and diversity through improved 

product quality, infrastructure, and 

marketing is key to enhancing global 

competitiveness [2], [4]. Increasing farmer 

income through these strategies is also crucial, 

as evidenced in regions like Semende Darat 

Laut District, where coffee farming plays a 

significant role in supporting total family 

income [5].  

In response to the persistent 

challenges faced by smallholder farmers, 

agribusiness partnership models and 

microcreation schemes have emerged as 

innovative and collaborative frameworks 

aimed at enhancing farmers’ economic 

empowerment by improving access to 

resources, markets, and technical knowledge. 

These partnerships, involving 

multistakeholder collaborations among 

farmers, private companies, cooperatives, and 

government entities, strive to align 

agricultural production with market demands 

while ensuring fairer terms and sustainability 

in the value chain [6]. Multistakeholder 

Partnerships (MSPs) and Public-Private 

Partnerships (PPPs) are particularly 

significant, with MSPs emphasizing 

sustainability through transparent and 

aligned stakeholder goals, and PPPs 

facilitating technology transfer, improved 

market access, and risk reduction via private 

sector involvement [6], [7]. Agri-marketing 

partnerships, such as those observed in India, 

have demonstrated tangible impacts on 

poverty reduction by linking farmers to 

modern supply chains, though concerns 

about equitable profit distribution remain [8]. 

Complementing these collaborative models, 

microcreation schemes offer financial 

mechanisms tailored for micro-enterprises, 

enabling farmers to scale their production, 

enhance product quality, and invest in value-

added processing, which not only meets 

evolving consumer preferences but also 

increases farmers’ competitiveness and 

income potential [6], [9]. Together, these 

integrative strategies provide a holistic and 

sustainable pathway to address structural 

barriers in modern agriculture. 

Despite the growing implementation 

of agribusiness partnerships and 

microcreation schemes, empirical studies 

evaluating their effectiveness—especially 

within the context of coffee farming in East 

Java—remain limited. Understanding how 

these interventions influence market access 

and ultimately affect the welfare of coffee 

farmers is essential for informing evidence-

based policy and development initiatives. 

Therefore, this study seeks to fill that gap by 

analyzing both the direct and indirect effects 

of agribusiness partnership models and 

microcreation schemes on market access and 

the overall welfare of coffee farmers in East 

Java. 

 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Agribusiness Partnership 

Models 

Agribusiness partnerships 

are collaborative arrangements 

designed to integrate 

smallholder farmers into formal 

value chains by providing access 

to critical resources, markets, 

and technical support. These 

partnerships—ranging from 

contract farming and nucleus 

estate schemes to public-private 

collaborations—aim to enhance 

productivity, improve market 

efficiency, and reduce 

transaction costs and risks. 

Empirical studies highlight that 

such partnerships can lead to 

increased incomes and stronger 

market integration for 

smallholders [10], [11]. Key 

benefits include improved 

market access, which is essential 

for poverty alleviation and 

economic growth, enhanced 

productivity and income 

through access to inputs and 

training, and better risk 
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management mechanisms [10], 

[11]. However, several 

challenges persist, including 

institutional barriers such as lack 

of market information and 

financial access, as well as 

market concentration where 

dominant multinational firms 

often favor large suppliers for 

reliability and lower costs [12]. 

The success of agribusiness 

partnerships frequently depends 

on the coordinated involvement 

of public agencies, private 

enterprises, NGOs, and farmer 

organizations, all working 

together to overcome systemic 

barriers and foster technological 

and institutional innovations 

that empower smallholders and 

enhance their competitiveness in 

evolving markets [10], [12]. 

2.2 Microcreation Schemes 

Microcreation schemes, 

particularly microfinance, play a 

crucial role in empowering 

micro and small enterprises in 

rural and agricultural areas by 

providing financial services to 

those often excluded from 

formal banking systems. These 

programs—such as microcredit, 

savings schemes, and revolving 

funds—enable small producers 

to invest in their businesses, 

boosting productivity and 

market access. Research shows a 

positive link between 

microfinance participation and 

improved household welfare, 

including greater asset 

ownership, education, and 

healthcare access [13], [14]. In 

Ghana, group-based 

microfinance models helped 

cocoa farmers mobilize savings 

and secure credit through peer 

guarantees, ensuring high 

repayment rates [15]. These 

schemes also support socio-

economic and entrepreneurial 

development, especially in 

underserved regions like Jammu 

and Kashmir [13]. In agriculture, 

microcredit access encourages 

technology adoption and 

investment, though its effects on 

income can vary [16]. While 

microfinance improves 

enterprise management and 

stabilizes income [14], challenges 

such as high interest rates, 

limited reach, and over-

indebtedness persist—

underscoring the need for more 

inclusive and tailored program 

designs [17]. 

2.3 Market Access 

Enhanced market access is 

vital for improving farmers' 

economic outcomes, as it allows 

them to sell at competitive 

prices, reduce post-harvest 

losses, and adopt market-

oriented strategies. Access 

depends on factors such as 

infrastructure, information, 

institutional support, and 

contracts. Agribusiness 

partnerships and microcreation 

schemes help overcome 

financial, informational, and 

logistical barriers, boosting 

farmers' market participation. A 

one percentage point 

improvement in market access 

can increase net farm income by 

Rs. 392 and gross income by Rs. 

764 [18], while also 

strengthening farmers' 

bargaining power through 

reduced transaction costs [19]. 

Globalization offers broader 

markets but also increases 

competition, especially for 

farmers in developing countries 

[20]. Addressing these 

challenges requires strategies 

such as lowering transaction 

costs, improving infrastructure, 

and linking farmers directly to 

value chains [19]. Network 
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industries and public institutions 

play key roles in improving 

access, whereas regulatory 

factors are less influential [21], 

and reducing intermediary 

influence is especially important 

in unorganized markets like 

India [19]. 

2.4 Welfare of Coffee Farmers 

Farmer welfare in coffee 

farming is closely tied to 

economic stability, market 

access, and institutional support, 

with the integration of these 

factors playing a crucial role in 

ensuring stable prices and 

consistent income. Participation 

in cooperatives and fair-trade 

schemes has been shown to 

improve welfare outcomes, as 

demonstrated by the Vunga 

Coffee Washing Station in 

Rwanda, where farmers 

experienced higher incomes, 

increased coffee tree cultivation, 

job creation, and technology 

adoption [22]. Similarly, in 

Indonesia, cooperative 

involvement and effective land 

management have contributed to 

prosperity among coffee farmers 

[23]. Speciality coffee markets 

also offer opportunities for better 

and more stable pricing, though 

benefits are not evenly 

distributed, and high compliance 

costs can offset potential gains, 

as seen in East Africa where such 

markets have yet to deliver 

broad social benefits [24]. 

Moreover, many coffee-farming 

households in Indonesia still fall 

short of earning a living income, 

pointing to the need for better 

agricultural land management 

and socio-spatial integration 

[25]. Strategies such as 

intensification, diversification, 

and technology adoption are 

essential to enhance farmer 

welfare and require coordinated 

efforts from governments, 

financial institutions, and 

cooperatives [26]. 

2.5 Theoretical Framework 

This study is grounded in the 

Sustainable Livelihoods 

Framework (SLF) and Value 

Chain Theory. The SLF 

underscores the significance of 

assets, policies, and institutional 

arrangements in fostering 

sustainable livelihoods, while 

Value Chain Theory emphasizes 

the importance of strengthening 

linkages between producers and 

markets. Together, these 

frameworks suggest that 

agribusiness partnerships and 

microcreation schemes can play 

a vital role in enhancing farmers’ 

access to critical resources and 

markets, thereby bolstering their 

economic resilience and overall 

welfare. Previous empirical 

research presents mixed results 

regarding the effectiveness of 

such interventions. For instance, 

contract farming in India has 

been linked to increased income 

among vegetable farmers, 

especially in Maharashtra, where 

international market access and 

supporting services like credit 

and extension played a key role 

[27]. In Indonesia, while contract 

farming has improved food 

security for rural, female, and 

landless farmers, its broader 

impact remains constrained 

without innovations and 

technology adoption [28]. 

Similarly, microcredit on its own 

may not substantially improve 

welfare unless accompanied by 

institutional and market 

support; however, its 

combination with technology 

adoption has proven to enhance 

prosperity by enabling 

operational expansion [29]. 

Cooperative partnerships have 



West Science Social and Humanities Studies   1092  

Vol. 03, No. 07, July 2025: pp. 1088-1100 

also facilitated better access to 

export markets and price 

premiums for coffee farmers in 

Indonesia, while increased 

market participation in Eastern 

India has significantly improved 

income and consumption, driven 

by factors such as training, 

market access, and price 

information [30]. 

Despite the growing body of 

research, few studies have 

examined the combined 

influence of agribusiness 

partnerships and microcreation 

schemes on both market access 

and farmer welfare—

particularly within the context of 

coffee farming in East Java. This 

study seeks to address that gap 

by developing a structural model 

that integrates these key 

variables and evaluates their 

direct and indirect relationships 

using Structural Equation 

Modeling with Partial Least 

Squares (SEM-PLS). Based on the 

theoretical framework and 

empirical literature, the 

following hypotheses are 

proposed: 

H1: Agribusiness partnership 

models have a positive and 

significant effect on market 

access. 

H2: Microcreation schemes 

have a positive and significant 

effect on market access. 

H3: Market access has a 

positive and significant effect on 

the welfare of coffee farmers. 

H4: Agribusiness partnership 

models have a positive and 

significant indirect effect on 

farmer welfare through market 

access. 

H5: Microcreation schemes 

have a positive and significant 

indirect effect on farmer welfare 

through market access. 

 

3. METHODS 

This research employs a causal-

explanatory design to examine the cause-and-

effect relationships among agribusiness 

partnership models, microcreation schemes, 

market access, and the welfare of coffee 

farmers. A quantitative approach was 

selected to ensure objectivity, generalizability, 

and statistical testing of the proposed 

hypotheses. The study population comprises 

coffee farmers in East Java engaged in 

partnership schemes and/or microcreation 

programs. Using purposive sampling, 150 

respondents were selected based on criteria 

including active involvement in coffee 

farming for at least the past two years, 

participation in relevant programs, and 

willingness to complete the questionnaire. 

The sample size meets the minimum 

requirements for Structural Equation 

Modeling-Partial Least Squares (SEM-PLS), 

following the guideline of 5–10 times the 

number of indicators [31]. Primary data were 

collected via a structured questionnaire 

developed from existing literature and expert 

input, and pretested on 20 respondents to 

ensure clarity, reliability, and validity. All 

variables were measured on a Likert scale 

ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 

(Strongly Agree), with operational definitions 

and indicators defined as follows: 

Agribusiness Partnership Models (APM) 

measured by access to inputs, technical 

assistance, marketing agreements, and 

benefit-sharing; Microcreation Schemes (MS) 

assessed through credit access, loan terms, 

repayment flexibility, and fund usage; Market 

Access (MA) evaluated via frequency of 

participation, price stability, buyer networks, 

and infrastructure; and Farmer Welfare (FW) 

measured through income, education, 

housing, and food security indicators. 

The data analysis utilized SEM-PLS 3, 

an appropriate method given its robustness 

for small to medium sample sizes, ability to 

model latent constructs, and evaluate both 

measurement and structural models. The 

analysis proceeded in two stages. First, the 

measurement model (outer model) was 

assessed by evaluating convergent validity 
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using loading factors and Average Variance 

Extracted (AVE), composite reliability (CR) 

and Cronbach’s Alpha for internal 

consistency, and discriminant validity using 

the Fornell-Larcker criterion and cross-

loadings. Second, the structural model (inner 

model) was evaluated by testing the 

significance of path coefficients through 

bootstrapping (t-statistics and p-values), 

assessing the coefficient of determination (R²) 

to measure the explanatory power of 

endogenous variables, and determining 

predictive relevance using Q² values. This 

comprehensive analytical approach allows for 

a rigorous examination of the 

interrelationships between the variables and 

supports the formulation of evidence-based 

conclusions and recommendations. 

 

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

4.1 Demographic Profile of 

Respondents 

Data were collected from 150 coffee 

farmers in East Java. The demographic 

characteristics are summarized as follows: 

 

Table 1. Demographic Sample 

Profile Category Frequency (n) Percentage (%) 

Gender Male 124 82.7% 

 Female 26 17.3% 

Age 20–30 years 18 12.0% 

 31–40 years 42 28.0% 

 41–50 years 53 35.3% 

 >50 years 37 24.7% 

Farming Experience <5 years 22 14.7% 

 5–10 years 46 30.7% 

 >10 years 82 54.6% 

Partnership Involvement Yes 104 69.3% 

 No 46 30.7% 

Microcredit Usage Yes 97 64.7% 

 No 53 35.3% 

These demographics show that most 

respondents are experienced male farmers 

who actively participate in agribusiness 

partnerships and microcredit programs. Of 

the 150 coffee farmers surveyed, the majority 

were male (82.7%), reflecting the gender 

dominance likely driven by physical labor 

demands and traditional gender roles in rural 

agriculture. In terms of age, most respondents 

were in the productive range, with the largest 

group aged 41–50 years (35.3%), followed by 

those aged 31–40 years (28.0%) and over 50 

years (24.7%), while only 12.0% were aged 20–

30, indicating limited participation from 

younger generations. Farming experience also 

skewed toward seasoned individuals, with 

54.6% having farmed for more than 10 years 

and 30.7% for 5–10 years, showing that most 

respondents have extensive knowledge and 

involvement in coffee cultivation. 

Additionally, 69.3% of farmers reported being 

part of agribusiness partnerships, and 64.7% 

utilized microcredit services, suggesting a 

strong inclination toward institutional 

support and financial schemes to enhance 

their farming operations. These characteristics 

provide a solid foundation for analyzing the 

impact of agribusiness partnerships and 

microcredit programs on market access and 

farmer welfare. 

4.2 Measurement Model (Outer 

Model) Evaluation 

The measurement model was 

assessed to evaluate the reliability and 

validity of the latent constructs: Agribusiness 

Partnership (AP), Microcreation Scheme (MS), 

Market Access (MA), and Farmer Welfare 

(FW). This evaluation includes indicator 

loading factors, Average Variance Extracted 

(AVE), Composite Reliability (CR), and 
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Cronbach’s Alpha to ensure the robustness of 

the measurement instruments. 

1. Indicator Loading Factors 

All item indicators in this study 

achieved loading factors greater than the 

recommended threshold of 0.70, confirming 

convergent validity. The table below shows 

the indicator loadings for each construct: 

Table 2. Loading Factor 

Construct Indicator Loading Factor 

Agribusiness Partnership (AP) 

AP1 – Access to quality input from partners 0.826 

AP2 – Technical assistance and training 0.864 

AP3 – Marketing agreement and contract clarity 0.872 

AP4 – Transparent profit-sharing system 0.901 

Microcreation Scheme (MS) 

MS1 – Access to microcredit/funding 0.839 

MS2 – Flexibility in repayment terms 0.854 

MS3 – Use of funds for production improvement 0.882 

MS4 – Entrepreneurial training and mentoring 0.873 

Market Access (MA) 

MA1 – Frequency of access to profitable markets 0.879 

MA2 – Stability of market prices 0.873 

MA3 – Access to long-term buyer relationships 0.884 

MA4 – Availability of transportation infrastructure 0.862 

Farmer Welfare (FW) 

FW1 – Increase in household income 0.884 

FW2 – Improvement in education access 0.879 

FW3 – Better housing conditions 0.872 

FW4 – Food security and health access 0.893 

All indicators exceed the minimum 

acceptable level of 0.70, confirming that each 

item reliably measures its respective latent 

construct. Based on the outer model analysis, 

all indicators for each construct demonstrated 

high loading factors, indicating strong 

contributions to their respective constructs. In 

the Agribusiness Partnership (AP) construct, 

the highest loading was AP4 (transparent 

profit-sharing system) at 0.901, emphasizing 

the importance of fair benefit distribution, 

followed by technical training (AP2 = 0.864), 

clarity in marketing agreements (AP3 = 0.872), 

and access to quality inputs (AP1 = 0.826). The 

Microcreation Scheme (MS) construct also 

showed strong indicator reliability, with the 

highest loading on MS3 (use of funds for 

production improvement) at 0.882, followed 

by entrepreneurial training (MS4 = 0.873), 

repayment flexibility (MS2 = 0.854), and 

funding access (MS1 = 0.839), suggesting that 

microfinance effectiveness is perceived higher 

when linked with productivity and 

mentorship. For Market Access (MA), all 

indicators were consistent, with MA3 (long-

term buyer relationships) having the highest 

loading (0.884), followed by frequency of 

market access (MA1 = 0.879), price stability 

(MA2 = 0.873), and infrastructure availability 

(MA4 = 0.862), indicating that enduring buyer 

connections are critical for market success. 

Lastly, in the Farmer Welfare (FW) construct, 

FW4 (food security and health access) had the 

highest loading (0.893), followed by 

household income improvement (FW1 = 

0.884), education access (FW2 = 0.879), and 

housing quality (FW3 = 0.872), illustrating that 

farmer welfare is significantly influenced by 

economic, social, and health-related factors in 

a holistic manner. 

2. Average Variance Extracted 

(AVE), Composite Reliability 

(CR), and Cronbach’s Alpha 

The following results demonstrate 

that all constructs meet the required 

thresholds for validity and reliability. The 

Average Variance Extracted (AVE) values for 

all constructs—Agribusiness Partnership 

(0.762), Microcreation Scheme (0.748), Market 

Access (0.781), and Farmer Welfare (0.769)—

exceed the minimum threshold of 0.50, 
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indicating good convergent validity and that 

each construct explains more than half of the 

variance in its indicators. Composite 

Reliability (CR) values are also high, ranging 

from 0.910 to 0.931, confirming strong internal 

consistency and construct reliability. 

Additionally, Cronbach’s Alpha values for all 

constructs are above 0.70, with the highest at 

0.899 for Market Access and the lowest at 

0.871 for Microcreation Scheme, confirming 

that the indicators consistently measure their 

respective latent variables. These results 

collectively affirm that the measurement 

model possesses strong convergent validity 

and internal consistency reliability across all 

constructs. 

3. Discriminant Validity 

Discriminant validity was assessed 

using the Fornell-Larcker criterion and cross-

loading comparisons. The square root of AVE 

for each construct was higher than its 

correlation with other constructs, confirming 

discriminant validity. 

Table 3. Discriminant Validity 

Construct AP MS MA FW 

AP (√AVE = 

0.873) 
0.873 0.598 0.657 0.541 

MS (√AVE = 

0.865) 
0.598 0.865 0.642 0.528 

MA (√AVE = 

0.884) 
0.657 0.642 0.884 0.677 

FW (√AVE = 

0.877) 
0.541 0.528 0.677 0.877 

This confirms that each construct is 

distinct from others in the model. 

4.3 Structural Model (Inner Model) 

Evaluation 

The structural model (inner model) 

evaluation assesses the relationships among 

the latent variables: Agribusiness Partnership 

(AP), Microcreation Scheme (MS), Market 

Access (MA), and Farmer Welfare (FW). This 

step tests the significance and strength of the 

hypothesized paths using Partial Least 

Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-

SEM) with SmartPLS 3 software. 

1) Collinearity Assessment 

Collinearity between predictor 

constructs was assessed using Variance 

Inflation Factor (VIF) values, and all values 

were found to be well below the critical 

threshold of 5.0, indicating the absence of 

multicollinearity issues that could distort the 

structural model. Specifically, the VIF values 

for the paths from Agribusiness Partnership 

and Microcreation Scheme to Market Access 

were both 1.736, while the path from Market 

Access to Farmer Welfare had a VIF value of 

1.000. These results confirm that the predictor 

constructs are sufficiently independent and 

do not exhibit problematic levels of 

correlation. 

2) Coefficient of Determination 

(R²) 

The R² values indicate the proportion 

of variance in the endogenous constructs that 

is explained by the exogenous constructs, 

reflecting the model’s explanatory power. The 

R² value for Market Access is 0.623, suggesting 

that Agribusiness Partnership and 

Microcreation Scheme together explain 62.3% 

of its variance, which is considered 

substantial. Meanwhile, the R² value for 

Farmer Welfare is 0.347, indicating that 

Market Access accounts for 34.7% of the 

variance in Farmer Welfare, representing 

moderate explanatory power. These results 

demonstrate that the structural model has 

strong predictive relevance for Market Access 

and a reasonable capacity to explain 

variations in Farmer Welfare. 
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3) Predictive Relevance (Q²) 

The Q² values, obtained through the 

blindfolding procedure, assess the model’s 

predictive relevance, where a Q² value greater 

than 0 confirms that the model has predictive 

capability. In this study, the Q² value for 

Market Access is 0.521, indicating high 

predictive relevance, while the Q² value for 

Farmer Welfare is 0.287, reflecting medium 

predictive relevance. These results suggest 

that the model is capable of making accurate 

predictions for both endogenous constructs, 

with particularly strong predictive power for 

Market Access. 

4) Hypothesis Testing (Path 

Coefficients) 

The path coefficients represent the 

strength and direction of the relationships 

between constructs. Hypothesis testing was 

conducted using bootstrapping (5000 

resamples). The results are summarized 

below: 

 

Table 4. Hypothesis Testing 

Hypothesis Path 
Original 

Sample (O) 

t-

Statistic 

p-

Value 
Conclusion 

H1: Agribusiness Partnership → 

Market Access 
AP → MA 0.438 6.245 0.000 Supported 

H2: Microcreation Scheme → 

Market Access 
MS → MA 0.392 5.872 0.000 Supported 

H3: Market Access → Farmer 

Welfare 
MA → FW 0.589 9.103 0.000 Supported 

H4: AP → MA → FW (Indirect 

effect) 

AP → MA 

→ FW 
0.258 4.962 0.000 

Supported 

(Indirect) 

H5: MS → MA → FW (Indirect 

effect) 

MS → MA 

→ FW 
0.231 4.311 0.000 

Supported 

(Indirect) 

All direct and indirect paths in the 

structural model are statistically significant at 

p < 0.05, with t-statistics exceeding the 

threshold of 1.96, confirming the robustness of 

the relationships among variables. The 

hypothesis testing results show that 

Agribusiness Partnership has a significant 

positive effect on Market Access (O = 0.438, t = 

6.245, p = 0.000), and Microcreation Scheme 

also significantly influences Market Access (O 

= 0.392, t = 5.872, p = 0.000), thus supporting 

H1 and H2. Furthermore, Market Access 

strongly and significantly affects Farmer 

Welfare (O = 0.589, t = 9.103, p = 0.000), 

supporting H3. The indirect effects are 

likewise supported, with Agribusiness 

Partnership influencing Farmer Welfare 

through Market Access (O = 0.258, t = 4.962, p 

= 0.000) and Microcreation Scheme showing a 

similar indirect impact (O = 0.231, t = 4.311, p 

= 0.000), confirming H4 and H5. These 

findings affirm that enhancing market access 

serves as a critical mediating mechanism 

through which agribusiness partnerships and 

microcreation schemes contribute to 

improving the welfare of coffee farmers. 

5. Effect Size (f²) 

The effect size (f²) measures the impact 

of each exogenous construct on the 

endogenous variable. 

 

Table 5. Effect Size 

Relationship f² Value Interpretation 

Agribusiness Partnership → MA 0.273 Medium effect 

Microcreation Scheme → MA 0.229 Medium effect 

Market Access → Farmer Welfare 0.531 Large effect 
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These values indicate that both 

agribusiness partnership and microcreation 

scheme have a moderate impact on market 

access, while market access has a strong 

impact on farmer welfare. 

Discussion 

1) The Role of Agribusiness 

Partnerships in Enhancing 

Market Access 

The results confirm that agribusiness 

partnership models have a positive and 

significant impact on market access, 

indicating that structured collaborations 

between farmers and agribusiness 

stakeholders—such as cooperatives, buyers, 

and processing units—are effective in 

integrating farmers into formal market 

channels. These partnerships typically 

provide access to quality inputs, technical 

training, and clear contractual arrangements, 

which not only enhance production efficiency 

but also ensure stable and reliable outlets for 

farmers' products. This finding supports prior 

research emphasizing the role of contract 

farming in reducing marketing and 

transaction costs, as seen in India's dairy 

sector where smallholders benefit from 

technical support and improved profitability 

[32], and in the broader context of private 

sector engagement where traceability and 

cost-efficiency drive adoption [33]. Public-

private partnerships also play a crucial role in 

helping smallholders meet food safety 

standards, thereby maintaining access to 

high-value markets  [34], while collective 

action through producer groups enhances 

traceability and reduces transaction costs. 

Furthermore, contract farming contributes to 

trust-building and value chain performance, 

as demonstrated in the Kenyan potato sector, 

by fostering stable business relationships and 

improving governance, despite challenges 

from institutional limitations [35]. These 

insights are consistent with Value Chain 

Theory, which asserts that stronger linkages 

among supply chain actors lead to improved 

market outcomes for smallholders. 

2) Microcreation Schemes as 

Catalysts for Market 

Participation 

The study also finds that 

microcreation schemes significantly improve 

market access, as these programs—typically 

encompassing microcredit, small business 

grants, and entrepreneurial training—equip 

farmers with the financial resources needed to 

invest in productivity and meet market 

standards. With enhanced financial capacity, 

farmers can improve product quality, align 

with market requirements, and tap into high-

value opportunities. This finding reinforces 

previous studies such as [36], who 

demonstrated in South Africa that access to 

microfinance improved various livelihood 

assets—including financial, human, and 

social capital—leading to stronger market-

oriented production and increased bargaining 

power. Microfinance institutions (MFIs) have 

also played a pivotal role in empowering 

underprivileged populations, particularly 

women, by enabling business creation and 

enhancing social standing [37]. Moreover, 

financial capital is recognized as a key driver 

in livelihood diversification strategies, 

helping rural populations reduce poverty and 

build resilience against economic and 

environmental shocks [38]. This aligns with 

the Sustainable Livelihoods Framework 

(SLF), which identifies financial capital as 

essential for income diversification and 

sustainable economic stability [39]. In a 

broader context, microfinance-driven 

financial inclusion supports economic growth 

by integrating low-income individuals into 

formal financial systems, thereby reducing 

inequality and contributing to inclusive 

development  [40]. 

3) Market Access as a Determinant 

of Farmer Welfare 

One of the most significant findings of 

this study is the strong relationship between 

market access and farmer welfare (β = 0.589, p 

< 0.001), indicating that better access to 

markets enables farmers to sell their produce 

at fairer prices, achieve more stable incomes, 

and reduce reliance on intermediaries—

ultimately leading to improvements in 
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household income, housing conditions, 

education access, and food security. This 

result aligns with prior studies, such as [41] , 

which showed that e-commerce platforms in 

Sub-Saharan Africa improved market access, 

prices, and reduced post-harvest losses, 

contributing to better economic outcomes. 

Similarly, [42] found that infrastructure and 

contract farming interventions enhanced 

agricultural output and welfare in low- and 

middle-income countries. In China, [43] noted 

that contract farming promoted 

commercialization and specialization among 

small-scale sorghum farmers. These findings 

collectively support the notion that market 

access is a prerequisite for sustainable rural 

development by encouraging producers to 

innovate and invest in more market-oriented 

systems. [44]further emphasized this by 

linking improved market access in Eastern 

Africa to better dietary diversity, 

consumption, and food security. However, 

persistent challenges such as limited digital 

literacy, poor infrastructure, and the absence 

of institutional support—especially following 

the dissolution of marketing boards in some 

developing countries—underscore the need 

for comprehensive strategies to fully leverage 

the benefits of market inclusion [45]. 

4) Indirect Effects and the 

Mediating Role of Market 

Access 

The structural model shows that 

agribusiness partnerships and microcreation 

schemes indirectly influence farmer welfare 

through market access, rather than having a 

direct impact. This highlights the mediating 

role of market access, suggesting that without 

proper access to markets, the benefits of 

partnerships or financing may not fully 

materialize. 

This pathway reflects the importance 

of an integrated development approach—

interventions in financing or capacity 

building must be accompanied by efforts to 

connect farmers with stable and profitable 

markets. It also emphasizes the need for 

systemic support, including infrastructure, 

information flow, and institutional 

arrangements, to ensure that farmers can 

effectively utilize the resources provided by 

partnerships and microcredit schemes. 

5) Policy and Practical 

Implications 

The study’s findings suggest key 

implications for policymakers, development 

agencies, and agribusiness actors in 

enhancing farmer welfare and market access. 

Inclusive partnership models should 

emphasize transparency and long-term 

collaboration to build farmer trust. 

Microcreation programs must integrate 

financial support with training and mentoring 

to ensure productive use of funds. Improving 

infrastructure and information access—such 

as roads, storage, and digital platforms—is 

vital for expanding market reach. Finally, 

combining partnerships, financial 

empowerment, and market facilitation into an 

integrated strategy will drive more 

sustainable rural development. 

6) Contribution to Literature 

This study contributes to the 

empirical literature by simultaneously 

analyzing the effects of agribusiness 

partnerships and financial schemes on both 

market access and farmer welfare, validating 

the mediating role of market access in these 

relationships, and providing context-specific 

evidence from coffee farming in East Java—a 

region that has been underrepresented in 

previous quantitative research. 

 

5. CONCLUSION 

This study concludes that 

agribusiness partnership models and 

microcreation schemes significantly improve 

market access, which in turn has a direct and 

positive effect on the welfare of coffee farmers 

in East Java. The research highlights market 

access as a key mediating variable, showing 

that effective collaboration and financial 

empowerment alone are insufficient without 

concrete mechanisms for farmers to access 

profitable and sustainable markets. These 

findings emphasize the need for policymakers 

and development stakeholders to adopt 

integrated interventions that combine 



West Science Social and Humanities Studies   1099  

Vol. 03, No. 07, July 2025: pp. 1088-1100 

partnership frameworks, financial support, 

and market infrastructure. Strengthening 

these interconnected factors will not only 

elevate farmer welfare but also contribute to 

the long-term sustainability and 

competitiveness of the coffee agribusiness 

sector in Indonesia. 
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