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Abstract

In this paper, the author reviews the literature on institutions 
and their relations with agricultural economics. The aims of the 
article are to clarify the definition of an institution, indicate its 
relevance from the perspective of agricultural economics and 
propose a method of institution classification. Using the PRISMA 
method, 35 articles were selected out of 238 articles from the 
Web of Science database that met the established requirements 
(i.e. they were simultaneously related to institutions, economic 
performance and the agricultural sector). Based on the identified 
articles as well as the preliminary literature review it can be con-
cluded that there is a lack of research that precisely defines institu-
tions and examines the historical context at the same time. There 
are not many papers in which authors assess relations between 
institutions. Furthermore, authors rarely associate directly with 
any theory, especially with institutionalism or new institutional 
economics. That may be a pragmatic approach, but at the same 
time results are less comparable with other papers written in the 
same manner. The contribution made by this article is a synthetic 
presentation of the issue of institutions in agricultural econom-
ics and a classification of institutions, with an indication of which 
type of institutions will be viable when assessing the relations of 
institutions with the farming sector.
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Introduction

Even though agriculture has become almost marginal, at least in terms of the 
statistical perspective in modern Europe, it is still important for diversity and 
European identity (Wilkin, 2016). For example, the important role of agriculture 
in counteracting poverty is noted (Mellor, 2018). Agriculture is a sector that has 
been present in the economy since the beginning. More productive agriculture 
is responsible for the development of a country. The agricultural sector provides 
key goods for the survival of the population, while also employing many people 
(especially in less developed countries). Due to the dependence of production on 
land, which is a scarce and specific good that requires appropriate management 
(Marks-Bielska et al., 2017, p. 15), a key factor in agricultural development is tech-
nology through which productivity can be increased. Knowledge makes it possible 
for farmers to utilise the most recent technology. At the same time, knowledge is 
strongly dependent of institutions (Wójcik et al., 2019).

The following article is largely based on the tenets of new institutional eco-
nomics (NEI), which was founded on institutionalism (Ratajczak, 2012). The ob-
ject of studies of representatives of both NEI and institutionalism is primarily the 
concept of “institution”.

It is reasonable to point to specific types of institutions together with the con-
ditions for which a particular way of stratifying them has been adopted. Thus, 
one can distinguish between formal and informal institutions, institutions con-
cerning the economic, social or political sphere, as well as institutions of free and 
restricted access.

Institutions are changing and evolving. The speed with which change proceeds 
varies according to the type of institution. As a rule, informal institutions change 
slower than formal institutions (Williamson, 2000).

Arbitrary and systematic review have been conducted. Compared to an arbi-
trary expert review, a systematic review maintains its greatest advantage – the 
transparency of the procedure and its repeatability (Wolski, 2017). The system-
atic review used the PRISMA method (Page et al., 2021) where applicable. As the 
method was originally developed for meta-analysis in the medical sciences, some 
steps, such as assessing the risk of bias, were omitted. Even without these steps, 
however, PRISMA can be used as a tool for conducting a systematic review of the 
economic sciences (Staniszewski & Matuszczak, 2023).

Within the framework of the present study, the aim was to create a method-
ological workshop through which it would be possible to classify institutions based 
on the authority of the main representatives of new institutional economics, in-
stitutionalism and the latest research in the subject).

The following specific objectives served to realise the above-mentioned goals:
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 – indicating how institutions are defined in the economic sciences, with an em-
phasis on new institutional economics

 – presenting studies that point to the relevance of institutions in the agricultural 
sector and evaluating the authors’ positions

 – presenting a coherent view of institutions and proposing their classification.

The contribution of the article is the identification of the research gap in the 
literature on institutions in agricultural economics as well as the classification and 
identification of institutions based on the conclusions of the literature review. This 
will allow the reader to better understand what an institution is in economic sci-
ences and how to identify it in economic research studies, especially in agricultural 
economics. That, in turn, will further develop research on institutions in economics.

1. Methodology

The systematic review using the PRISMA method proceeded as follows: regard-
ing the eligibility criteria for the review, only already published scientific articles 
were considered. It was decided not to impose any temporal or spatial restric-
tions. As agricultural economics is qualified as a social science, the Social Sciences 
Citation Index (SSCI) was used to select the database from which the articles would 
be selected. SSCI is an index which allows for the selection of social science articles, 
available in the Web of Science database. Due to the wider scope of the selection, 
there was lower risk of missing a valuable article (the process is shown in Figure 1).

The source of information for this review was a query retrieved on 11.03.2023 
from the Web of Science database. The query was formulated as follows: ALL = 
(AK(institution* AND (“agricultur* sector” OR “agricultur*” OR “farm*”))) OR ALL 
= (AP(institution* AND ( ‘agricultur* sector’ OR ‘agricultur*’ OR ‘farm*’))). It was 
also decided to limit the study to papers published in English, as these have the 
greatest impact on the international research agenda. It was decided to select ar-
ticles from the collection in which:

 – institutions are the object of study and are used to explain differences in eco-
nomic performance;

 – issues in economics and finance are addressed;
 – the scope of the paper is the agricultural sector, provided that crop growing or 

animal husbandry is addressed in the context of the agricultural sector.
Articles selected for further review had to meet all of the above conditions 

simultaneously. In the selection process, all titles, abstracts and full texts were 
checked by one reviewer and analysed in English. The entire selection process is 
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shown in Figure 1. In the data collection process, the articles were categorised 
based on the expertise of the reviewer.

The first stage of the review conducted was the selection of the database from 
which the records would be extracted. Firstly, it was decided to rely on a single da-
tabase due to potential technical difficulties in merging data (Kryszak et al., 2021). 
The Web of Science database was chosen, among other things, due to the preva-
lence of its use in systematic reviews of the literature on agricultural economics 
(Bathaei & Štreimikiene, 2023; Malapaneet al. 2022; Mizik, 2023; Poczta-Wajda 
& Sapa, 2021). As Malapane et al. (2022) point out, Web of Science is a highly re-
liable tool, giving access to a wide variety of scientific material, and is well suited 
to data-intensive, large-scale research.

After entering a query in the Web of Science database, 1248 records were ob-
tained. Automatic article selection tools available in Web of Science were used. By 
considering only articles with the Social Sciences Citation Index (SSCI), 992 records 

Figure 1. PRISMA flow diagram – selecting articles
Source: own elaboration based on the PRISMA systematic review of the Web of Science database.
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were eliminated. Subsequently, scientific papers that were not scientific articles 
(13 records) and articles that had not yet been officially published (5 records) were 
excluded from further study. As an outcome of the preliminary screening of ab-
stracts (abstract screening) and the titles of the papers, 182 articles were reject-
ed and 56 articles were provisionally accepted, if they met the requirements (i.e. 
they were about institutions, they fell within the subject matter of economics and 
finance, they were about the agricultural sector and agricultural production: crop 
cultivation, animal husbandry). Articles in which institutions were not the object 
of study and were not used to explain differences in economic performance (not 
INST), articles whose subject matter did not relate to economics and finance (not 
ECO), and those in which the agricultural sector was not the scope of the subject 
matter, including plant growing and animal husbandry (not AGRO), were rejected. 
Of the 238 articles, 71 did not meet any conditions, 17 were not about INST and 
ECO, 20 were not about INST and AGRO, and 1 was not about ECO and AGRO. In 
addition, 56 records were not including INST 1 did not consider ECO, and 16 ne-
glected AGRO problematics.

After an initial review of the abstracts, the remaining articles were reviewed for 
full-text availability. It turned out that at the time of writing this paper, it was not 
possible to access 13 full texts. Steps were taken to access the full version of 13 
out of 14 articles (for one record it was not possible to take these steps). As can 
be seen in Figure 1, 41 records were eventually included in the full-text analysis of 
the articles. After reviewing the full texts of the articles, it was decided to exclude 
5 more articles, 2 of which did not address ECO, 2 did not address the issues of 
ECO and INST at the same time, and 1 article was not about INST and AGRO. Thus, 
the 36 selected articles are further analysed in this subsection.

As a supplement to the systematic literature review, a supporting literature re-
view based on the Google Scholar and Scopus databases was conducted. Newer, 
frequently cited articles (published after 2010) and review articles (published af-
ter or before 2010) were selected to compare its conclusions with the systematic 
literature review. The conclusions from the supplementary literature review were 
coherent with the systematic literature review. Keywords for Google Scholar and 
Scopus were: agricultur* AND institution* OR farm*.

2. Literature review

Institutionalism took shape in the United States in the second half of the 19th 
century. Representatives of this economic school were the first to begin to study 
and define the institution and to recognise its crucial importance for the econom-
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ic system. They relied on a holistic, interdisciplinary approach to economic issues 
(Stankiewicz, 2004, pp. 15–25). New institutional economics derives partly from 
institutionalism. It sets itself the task of answering the questions of what deter-
mines the emergence of specific institutions and what impact do they have on 
the economic performance of economic agents (Alston, 2018). Economic perfor-
mance can be seen as the total labour input, the real income of factors in agricul-
ture per annual labour unit, and the gross value added of the agricultural industry 
and animal production (Rađenović et al., 2022, p. 6).

An institution, according to Hodgson (2006), is a system of established and uni-
versal social rules that shape social interactions. Language, money, law, the sys-
tem of weights and measures, as well as savoir vivre, are all institutions (Hodgson, 
2006, p. 2). In this article, interpretation of the perception of institutions based 
primarily on the definitions proposed by representatives of the new institution-
al economics and by Hodgson, has been implemented. Thus, institutions are de-
fined as established and widespread rules of conduct in a given community that 
shape interpersonal relations and social interactions (including organisations). 
Furthermore, institutions influence transaction costs, which may contribute to 
better or worse economic performance.

North (1991) points out the division of institutions into formal institutions, 
i.e. norms resulting from rules written in the law, and informal institutions, oc-
curring as certain unwritten, community-established norms of behaviour (p. 97). 
Supplementing the conceptual apparatus regarding institutions in addition to the 
distinction between informal and formal ones (North, 1991; Ostrom, 2008), it is 
important to point out an additional division suggested, among others, by North 
together with Wallis and Weingast (2009, p. 56). They specify two types of insti-
tutions: institutions that restrict access to economic surplus and political life as 
well as inclusive institutions that provide actors with equal opportunities (North 
et al., 2009). Based on North’s (1990) definition, three types of institutions can be 
further distinguished by their sphere of influence. These are economic, political 
and social institutions. For this paper, however, it was decided to include a third 
type of institutions, i.e. social institutions, as initially outlined by North (1990). 
Economic institutions determine the availability of community members to con-
duct business and take advantage of business opportunities (Mousseau, 2023, 
p. 119). Political institutions influence the “rules of the game” in which political 
decision-makers, those responsible for legislating and making policy, are partici-
pants (Besley & Persson, 2018). Social institutions are social practices established 
through norms that determine the status and conduct of actors who are part of 
a community (Tuomela, 2003). In this article, the author suggests viewing a so-
cial institution as the most general concept, which includes political and economic 
institutions. Furthermore, there may be purely social institutions, when they do 
not concern the economic or political sphere. Culture and social capital can also 



27How institutions are related to agriculture? Systematic literature review

be included in this set due to their specificity. Culture is a level of trust in others, 
a marker of status in society, beliefs about the appropriate trade-off between ef-
ficiency and fairness or established roles for men and women (Fernández, 2018). 
Social capital is a person’s network of social ties (social bonds), providing access, 
mobilisation and use of the material and immaterial resources accumulated in 
the network, which enable and/or facilitate the realisation of specific economic 
goals (Sławecki, 2009, p. 59).

Very helpful in understanding the phenomenon of evolution and institutional 
change is the model proposed by Williamson (2000). Williamson presents four lev-
els of analysis of social phenomena: at level one, change occurs very slowly (100 
to 1000 years), at level two it occurs more rapidly (10 to 100 years), at levels three 
and four change occurs relatively rapidly (1 to 10 years) and continuously. At the 
same time, the first level is informal institutions, customs, traditions and religious 
norms. The second level is formal rules. Level three concerns governments and 
level four is about incentives for changes in the market and allocation of resources.

North (1991) indicates that economic change is path-dependent. He assesses 
that path persistence is more than an evolutionary process. He points out that the 
largest players may capture surpluses for themselves, with no incentive to do so 
to support development (North, 1991). In many publications regarding the top-
ic of ‘institutional change’, Acemoglu (along with other researchers) developed 
North’s insights. In their later work, Acemoglu et al. (2021) point to the continuing 
inability to explain the mechanisms involved in this phenomenon. Nevertheless, 
a situation of “institutional stagnation” has been recognised as an extreme, model 
example of institutional sustainability. This is a situation in which institutions do 
not change at all.

Agricultural economics emerged from a combination of company theory as 
well as marketing and organisation theory in the 19th century. In the 20th centu-
ry, it developed into an empirical branch of economics. From the 1960s onwards, 
agricultural economics also began to address issues such as the development of 
poor countries, trade and the effects of government-led macroeconomic policies 
in wealthy countries. In later years, issues of production, consumption, environ-
mental protection or natural resources also began to be studied within agricul-
tural economics (Runge, 2018).

In the supporting literature review, the authors present which components of 
the agricultural sector institutions affect the factors of production.

In the supporting (non-systematic) review of the Scopus database, 22 articles 
on the relevance of institutions in agricultural economics were analysed. Three 
articles dealt with the impact of institutions on economic performance, and the 
content of 2 articles dealt with the relevance of institutions in trade. The link be-
tween institutions and economic performance was seen in the largest number of 
articles, 6 out of 22 examined. In 2 articles, the occurrence of specific institutions 
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was linked to the amount of transaction costs, also in 2 articles the role of institu-
tions in stimulating innovation in the agricultural sector was highlighted. The rel-
evance of institutions from an agricultural policy perspective was demonstrated 
in 4 articles. A potential relationship between institutions and the availability of 
capital was noted in 3 articles. Given that the articles from the Scopus database 
review largely focused on developing countries, the contribution of productivity, 
agricultural policy effectiveness, economic performance or capital availability as 
important characteristics of the agricultural sector that should be influenced by 
institutions was not surprising. Developing countries are in the early stages of eco-
nomic transition and base their system primarily on the agricultural sector (Mellor, 
2018). At the same time, the agricultural sector absorbs a significant share of the 
means of production in these countries. By increasing productivity/efficiency, it 
is possible to achieve economic results at a lower cost and free up the means of 
production with the possibility to develop other sectors of the economy.

Both articles from Google Scholar and the Scopus supporting literature review 
recognise the relevance of state policy and its effectiveness, as well as the impor-
tance of innovation. Summing up, the topic of institutions as an important factor 
influencing the agricultural system remains topical, which is reflected in scientific 
literature. Depending on the specifics of the studied region, researchers are inter-
ested in other spheres of influence of institutions. At the same time, however, it 
is possible to notice serious problems in articles which deal with institutions: of-
ten the institution is not defined, and the definitions presented in various articles 
differ significantly. In the following section, the aim is to conduct a systematic lit-
erature review to further investigate this problem.

3. Results and discussion

In the systematic review of literature, thirty-six articles were examined. The 
topic of institutions in the context of their impact on farm economic performance 
appeared to be the most widely used in developing countries. The largest num-
ber of records comes from the Middle East and India (12): these are largely case 
studies, evaluating the effectiveness of policies in place and forecasting the ef-
fectiveness of solutions planned for the future. There are also a number of arti-
cles on Africa (9). A few articles were devoted to Europe (4). Same number were 
considereing South America continent (4).. In addition, 3 articles covered the Far 
East and China region. The fewest articles were either not related to any specific 
country or region (2) or concerned North America (1). Thus, as can be seen, only 
5 articles out of 33 (not counting articles of a general nature) relate to regions 
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where developed countries predominate. The final selected set of articles was 
used to create a list of institutions influencing economic performance (Figure 2) 
in the agricultural sector and allowed comparison with the typology of institutions 
suggested in the preliminary literature review.

Due to the emergence of institutions whose classification did not fully corre-
spond either to formal or informal institutions (for example, producer organisa-
tions or formally concluded contracts), it was decided to create a cluster called 
“intermediate institutions”. Intermediate institutions are characterised by being 
under state regulation, but at the same time free to contract. For instance, a pro-
ducer group can be seen as a formal as well as an informal institution at the same 
time (Dal Belo Leite et al., 2014).

While a large proportion of articles focus on only one category (about 77%), 
there is also a noticeable proportion of articles that examine both formal and in-
formal institutions or institutions of an intermediate nature (about 23%).

When comparing the institutions examined in the systematic review with the 
typology of institutions from the supporting review, it was noted that the manner 
of classification coincides with the conclusions of the PRISMA review to a large ex-
tent. Nevertheless, after a synthesis of conclusions of both reviews, doubts were 
raised in the context of formal institutions, in particular concerning active state 
interventions in the economic sector. The term “economic policy” has been sug-
gested for such state activities, which would allow similar formal institutions to be 
harmonised. It is also more specific than just “policy”. Another term that, in the 
author’s opinion, better reflects the political reality along with the changes taking 
place in the system is the concept of “political climate”. This term combines certain 
cyclical changes in the context of the power system. In the end, it was decided to 
simplify and at the same time complete the division of institutions. It was decided 
to have a maximum of 3 levels, simultaneously limiting the examples to the key 
ones. Figure 2 shows the categories of institutions distinguished by the authors.

Institutions

Formal

(political climate, politics)

Intermediate

(cooperatives, contract 
farming, trade agreements)

Informal

(culture, social capital, 
knowledge/innovation)

Figure 2. Proposed classification of institutions
Source: own compilation based on a comprehensive literature review.
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The potential impact of the system of government in which the community 
operates on the agricultural sector was widely indicated in the works used in the 
review. Reference was made to how elections are conducted (Klomp & de Haan, 
2013), as well as to political stability (Ebanyat et al., 2010), democracy and insti-
tutional quality (Fosu, 2013). The problem has also been looked at from a regional 
perspective, examining the local governance habits of the population (Ng’ang’a et 
al., 2016). The established legal system and functioning organisations of the state 
were identified as important for the sustainability of aquaculture food production 
(Manlosa et al., 2021). The important role of the power system was also pointed 
out by Baker et al. (2018). The paper notes that it is crucial to reconcile local insti-
tutions with those of the state; government programs can assist in this.

The papers also attempted to distinguish explanatory variables in terms of 
variously understood farm characteristics and to test a separate model in each 
case. In their study, Falconnier et al. (2015) separated farms in terms of how re-
source-rich they were (poor, moderate, rich), but also separated farms that were 
rich in resources and at the same time had large animal herds. A similar division 
that took into account only the attractiveness of the resources held was made by 
Kumar et al. (2017). The authors separated the following classes under the land 
class category: marginal, small, medium and large. In terms of their role in the 
market, Manjunatha et al. (2016) identified sellers, buyers and farmers who do not 
participate in the groundwater trading market. Another interesting breakdown is 
the identification of farms that entered into varying numbers of trading arrange-
ments with foreign companies (Rambe & Agbotame, 2018). Among cacao farm-
ers, Hernández-Núñez et al. (2022) distinguished between those who have been 
primarily engaged in it for years (cacao farmers), those who treat cacao cultivation 
as one of their sources of income (diversified farmers with cacao), and those who 
are entering the market and looking for opportunities to invest in cacao cultivation 
(new cacao farmers). Due to their different motivations and business practices, 
these farmers were characterised by different economic outcomes. Sinha et al. 
(2021) indicate business size in terms of land ownership. They list the following 
groups of farms: marginal, small, medium, medium-large and large.

Local traditions, culture or religion are among the potentially important factors 
influencing the agricultural sector. This issue is addressed in the work of Kumar 
et al. (2017), among others, where they serve as control variables. Ng’ang’a et al. 
(2016) point to the local governance system known as the “Gada system”, where 
its quality and how much it protects property rights, among others, are important. 
Mishra et al. (2018a) address the distinctive Indian cultural problem of castes and 
tribes and their impact on economic performance. Informal institutions such as 
culture, social roles and tradition are key to explaining water savings in a sociologi-
cal paper by Oberkircher and Hornidge (2011). Gil et al. (2016) point out that the 
ability to adopt an innovative cropping system is influenced by culture as well as 
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historically established norms of behaviour, a certain enduring pattern. Tradition is 
also appealed to by the proponents of often dysfunctional farming systems (Pinto-
Correia et al., 2019). The customs of local people can hinder policy-making if it is 
inconsistent with such traditions (Baker et al., 2018).

It is also worth pointing out the important role attributed to intervention and 
state policy in the articles indicated. A beneficial effect of state intervention with 
a distress relief effect (COVID-19) on farm inputs is observed (Varshney et al., 2021). 
State programs such as the Farmer FIRST Programme can also contribute to in-
creased productivity and better economic performance (Venkatesan et al., 2023). 
Programs that allow purchases with subsidies lead to both higher inputs and eco-
nomic performance (Oldekop et al., 2015). Institutional reforms of market price 
controls, properly carried out, allow the price of a product (in this case cocoa) to 
stabilise as a result of changes in its production. The authors point out that this is 
not absolutely to the advantage in every case (Quarmine et al., 2014). In his theo-
retical reflections, Barnes (2016) notes that state interventions like food policy can 
allow for a shift in “production frontiers”, i.e. increase production potential. Technical 
support to farmers offered by the state (extension services) is commonly identi-
fied as one of the important factors influencing the agricultural sector (Ayuya et al., 
2015; Ebanyat et al., 2010; Manjunatha et al., 2016; Mishra et al., 2018a, 2018b). 
In addition, Ayuya et al. (2015) point to the potential of certified organic agricul-
tural production to counter poverty, which can be facilitated by state intervention.

Ownership issues have also been highlighted as a potentially important ex-
planatory variable for differences in the characteristics of the agricultural sector. 
Oldekop et al. (2015) made a distinction between landlords, tenants and renters 
and indicated that there are important differences in the characteristics of these 
three types of tenure, which may translate into, for example, economic perfor-
mance. Security of land tenure has been identified as one of the potential ex-
planatory variables for crop productivity (Ebanyat et al., 2010) but also potential 
for adaptation (Ng’ang’a et al., 2016). Similarly, land tenure status may influence 
the potential to adapt innovative solutions (Gil et al., 2016). The very fact of land 
ownership was considered in Barnes et al.’s (2015) research on long-term and 
short-term efficiency.

Another important aspect explored in the work was the interconnectedness be-
tween actors, the motivation to cooperate, and mutual trust, which can be collec-
tively referred to as “social capital”. Different ways of contracting with each other 
can lead to higher or lower transaction costs (Dissa et al., 2022). Again, the work of 
Ng’ang’a et al. (2016) points to social capital as a driver of adaptation. Participation 
in social networks itself has a similar impact (Gil et al., 2016). Dependence on soci-
ety, but also the possibility of receiving help from loved ones, can have a positive 
impact on farm profit (Kiani et al., 2021). Social capital, in addition to synergies 
with other capitals (e.g. cultural, human or political), can positively affect cocoa 
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production levels (Hernández-Núñez et al., 2022). Trust plays important role for 
the emergence of beneficial organic farms (Deka & Goswami, 2022). Ayuya et al. 
(2015) further add to this claim the important role of social capital. In the context 
of government policy effectiveness, as indicated earlier, it is worth pointing out 
the synergies: a trusted source of information for the farmer, the convergence of 
recognised norms of behaviour and social pressure – participation in the govern-
ment program (Daxini et al., 2019).

Cooperatives are the result of “good” social capital and high trust, so the risks 
of cooperation are minimal and the benefits are high. A concept at the intersection 
of the two is “civic society” seen as in the article by Manlos et al. (2021). It consists 
of farmers’ self-organisation and sharing of capital, but also inter-organisational 
and social connections (networks). They include resource and factor sharing as 
a control variable (e.g. Kumar et al., 2017; Mishra et al., 2018a). Cooperatives can 
have a significant impact on transaction costs (Dissa et al., 2022). Value creation 
on small farms can be significantly influenced by cooperatives (Prosperi et al., 
2023). When we consider forms of goal-oriented organisations of farmers, their 
self-organisation, e.g. in the form of cooperatives, will maximise the benefits of 
such activities (Sinha et al., 2021).

The relevance of access to capital in the agricultural sector was also widely 
discussed (Chandio et al., 2020; Gil et al., 2016; Kumar et al., 2017; Mishra et al., 
2018a). Contractual arrangements between the farmer and the institution were 
identified as a potentially beneficial way of entering into commercial arrange-
ments for the agricultural sector (Mishra et al., 2018a, 2018b; Sinha et al., 2021).

Conclusions

An important conclusion of the review is that these classifications do not con-
tradict each other but complement one another’s information about the institu-
tion. By categorising them in this way, it is not only possible to forecast in what 
time frame real institutional change will be possible, but also to diagnose in which 
social aspect the institution is embedded.

When appraising a particular institution, the author suggests the following ap-
proach:

1.  Classification of institutions based on the criterion of formality (formal/infor-
mal/intermediate) (cf. Dal Belo Leite et al., 2014; North, 1991; Ostrom, 2008).

2.  Classification of institutions on the basis of the criterion of the sphere of im-
pact (social/economic/political) (cf. Besley & Persson, 2018; Mousseau, 2023, 
p. 119; North, 1990; Tuomela, 2003).
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3.  Classification of institutions based on the criterion of the level of analysis of 
social phenomena (level 1, 2, 3, 4) (cf. Williamson, 2000).

4.  Classification of institutions according to the criterion of restricting access 
(restrictive, inclusive) (cf. North et al., 2009, p. 56). Informal and formal in-
stitutions are not independent arrangements from each other, they co-exist 
and interact with each other. This finding is in line with the literature on the 
subject, which furthermore points to the greater relevance of informal insti-
tutions to which, among other things, policies (formal institutions) should be 
aligned (Baker et al., 2018; Kiani et al., 2021; Uzuegbunam & Geringer, 2021; 
van Hecken et al., 2019). In turn, this justifies considering them in a single 
model when examining their potential impact on the agricultural sector. This 
allows for taking into account the relationship between informal and formal 
institutions. It also reduces the risk of omitting important variables from the 
model. Moreover, it should be taken into account that institutions exist in 
a certain configuration (van Hecken et al., 2019), which depends on histori-
cal factors (Manlosa et al., 2021; Ünal, 2018).

The issue of digitalisation and virtual functioning of institutions has not been 
mentioned directly in the analysed articles. It may have been an issue of key-
words and topic restrictions in the systematic review. Nonetheless, the issue has 
been indirectly included by some of the authors. For example, Ayuya et al. (2015), 
Ng’ang’a et al. (2016), Mishra et al. (2018b) included phones as an important factor 
in acquiring information, thus – knowledge. Deka and Goswami (2022) pointed out 
that online global retailers offer better control over marketing than the conven-
tional method of selling tea; social media makes it easier to exchange knowledge 
and share information with other tea smallholders. The importance of mass media 
(radio, television, newspapers and the Internet) has appeared as the most impor-
tant source of information in case of credit borrowers – agricultural households 
in India (Kumar et al., 2017). Thus, the issue of digitalisation and virtual function-
ing of institutions may be a promising area of future research as it appears to be 
relevant in modern agriculture.
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