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[Headnote]
Abstract: Recent restructuring of the Australian dain and wheat sectors can inform current theoretical debates on the significance of agri-food globalization. A key issue in recent debates is whether current processes lead toward a so-called "third food regime," wherein strategies for profit capture are built around internationally coordinated flows of production, commodities, and money capital. The study outlined here suggests that there may be ongoing roles for local, farmerowned marketing cooperatives within current globalization processes. An agenda is presented for further research into agri-food restructuring and globalization. 
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Through substantial industrial restructuring, changes to government regulation, and the establishment of new international trading rules, agriculture and food (agrifood) industries are attracting considerable research by economic geographers and others in the 1990s. This research broadly accepts that the current era is witness to dramatic changes in the global agri-food system. Yet there is intense debate on how this change should be interpreted. Much of the debate turns on the question of the role played by globalization within current restructuring. One side argues that the current era is transitional, moving toward a more full-fledged regime of globalized accumulation (a "third food regime"), in which strategies for profit capture are built around expediting internationally coordinated flows of production, commodities, and money capital. Other research theorizes globalization as "the social and economic geography of unresolved crisis" (Buttel 1996, 32), which, for agri-food svstems in particular, is characterized by contingency. Researchers following this latter tradition emphasize commodity-based and locality-based distinctiveness within agrifoods sectors (Fine, Heasman, and Wright 1996). 

Resolution of such issues requires detailed empirical investigation into the restructuring trajectories of individual commodity systems. To date, the empirical record has relied heavily on so-called "new commodity complexes," notably the export-oriented fresh fruit and vegetable sector (Friedland 1991, 1994a, 1994b; Wrigley 1992; Arce and Marsden 1993; Le Heron and Roche 1995; Le Heron and Roche 1996).' The significance placed on this sector is, in one sense, hardly surprising. The fresh fruit and vegetables sector is a highly visible example of an internationalized system of profit capture based around the application of new technologies, management systems, and functional coordination between metropolitan markets and production sites in developing countries. It also shows how the emergent global food system promotes "naturalness," in opposition to the "processed" character of the meat and durable fats commodity complexes at the center of the global agri-food system during the last half of the twentieth century (Le Heron and Roche 1996, 420). 

For the "third food regime" account to be persuasive, however, evidence is needed from a range of agri-food commodities that demonstrates how restructuring is leading to internationalized systems of profit capture, to the advantage of globally mobile actors. Some research attempts to address this issue. Studies of the poultry (Kim and Curry 1993; Labrianidis 1995) and beef (Ufkes 1993; Gouveia 1994; Stanley 1994) industries, in particular, reveal important insights concerning global profit capture and the restructuring of existing agri-food complexes. This paper endeavors to further the empirical record by providing evidence into recent restructuring processes and globalization in the Australian dairy and wheat sectors. 

The Australian agricultural experience in the past two decades is particularly relevant in terms of the debate over restructuring and globalization. Australian agriculture is currently undergoing dramatic transformation, diversifying from its traditional mainstay, broadacre wheat and sheep farms. The terms of trade for wheat and sheep products fell by two-thirds between the 1950s and 1990s, encouraging massive restructuring within wheat and sheep farm enterprises and marginalizing their contribution to the national economy (Australia. Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport References Committee 1994, 79). 

There is evidence that new regional commodity complexes are emerging, however. Since the early 1980s, employment has grown in key horticultural industries, more than offsetting the erosion of jobs elsewhere in agriculture. For the decade 1981 to 1991, Australia was the only nation in the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) to increase, on average each year, the absolute size of its agricultural work force (Ferguson and Simpson 1995, 9). These shifts have created new centers of economic power, new geographies of production, and a new geography of trade within the Australian agri-food system (Australia. Bureau of Industry Economics 1996). 

Global Agri-Foods Restructuring and the Transition to a New "Food Regime" 

The transformations in Australian agrifood industries are expressive of a global shift in food regimes (Pritchard 1995a). Food regimes "are found in the characteristics of large-scale food production and consumption and their relation to the state system" (McMichael 1992, 344). They are relatively stabilized capital-state formations that allow sustained international expansion of accumulation to occur. The food regimes perspective provides a useful organizing concept for research into agri-food restructuring. It emphasizes the ways capital-state formations determine the speed and characteristics of globalization and, in so doing, places the restructuring experiences of individual commodity systems within the framework of a generalized restructuring process.2 

Research has identified three distinct food regimes in the past century. The first, roughly from 1870 to 1914, was centered on the export of meats and grains from settler states (the Americas and Australasia) to Europe, in exchange for capital and manufactured goods. This system was closely allied with colonialist trade practices. After the First World War, with the waning of colonialism, economic power shifted across the Atlantic, and an American model of agri-food industrialization became ascendant. This model was characterized by a shift from an extensive to an intensive regime of accumulation (Goodman and Redclift 1991, 95-100). The technological basis of this transformation centered on developments in energy and nitrogen. By the 1930s, developments in plant genetics came to the fore, enabling a convergence of technologies (specific varieties being developed with specific chemical input needs). These technologies allowed agribusiness firms to link farming with industrial inputs, radically changing the face of farming (Mooney 1986). 

These crises were stabilized through the development of the U.S. Midwest soyameat complex, founded on a combination of technological and regulatory shifts. New techniques for rotational legume production became popular, especially after 1925 when the combine harvester was applied for soybean cultivation. This emergent agricultural structure was cemented by regulatory actions, as farmers placed pressure on the U.S. government to create and protect their markets. Soybean oil markets were secured through an aggressive political campaign to restrict cheaper imports. Markets for soy meal, a major by-product of the crop, were established through its development as a cheap feedstock. In the postwar period, this encouraged dramatic drops in beef prices and correspondingly higher per capita red meat consumption (Berlan 1991, 122-23; Rifkin 1992). 

These processes and their accompanying regulation provided the basis for a new, second global food regime. The logic of this regime was an arrangement of state interventions to furnish urban populations with cheap food, to guarantee farm incomes, and to dispose of surplus farm production. These arrangements were undertaken against the backdrop of U.S. geopolitical hegemony. After 1945, agrifood sectors underwent a period of rapid productivity growth as interconnected sectoral complexes, organized through large agribusinesses, promoted technological change. Governments managed the surplus tendencies of agricultural production via continued support for orderly marketing agreements for individual commodities and via export disposal mechanisms such as food aid. Globally, this period also saw the incorporation of former colonies (constituting the newly formed Third World) into the global agri-food system through, first, a growing food import dependence upon settler states and, second, a decline in their traditional agri-food exports (sugars, oils) through commodity substitution in metropolitan economies (Wimberley 1991). In the three decades following 1945 there was rapid expansion in the international operations of processed food transnationals, such as Heinz, Kellogg, Del Monte, Nabisco, 
Coca-Cola
, 
Pepsi
, 
Nestle
, and 
Unilever
. During the years 1957 to 1977, production abroad by U.S. food companies grew almost tenfold, and approximately 50 percent faster than the growth of U.S. food exports over the same period (Leopold 1985, 326). 

By the mid-1980s, the institutionalized overproduction that characterized the second food regime contradicted the desires of governments to wind back state support for agriculture. Farmers experienced much of the brunt of the ensuing rural restructuring. In Canada, real farm product prices fell 10 percent between 1981 and 1987, while food manufacturers' real profits grew by 65 percent (Winson 1992, 159). In the United Kingdom during the 1980s, average farmgate prices rose by less than half the rate of retail food prices (Marsden et al. 1996, 365). Rationalization of basic processing and input industries encouraged a shift in market power to large trading houses, such as Cargill, ConAgra, and Continental Grain (Marion and Kim 1991). Food processing industries were magnets for mergers and acquisitions during the 1980s as investors sought to capture prominent brands and to rationalize production. More recently, economic power has shifted to the highly concentrated retailing sector, which through the promotion of retailer brand labels and generics is exerting intense control over food processors' margins (Marsden and Wrigley 1995). 

Researchers investigating these processes, however, tread cautiously in their analyses of where these shifts are heading. McMichael (1992) speaks only of the "contours of a third food regime," noting that expanded globalization will promote as yet unresolved political issues within nationstates. Friedmann ( 1993) writes of "the food regime unhinged" and posits possible future trajectories for agri-food regulation. McMichael's (1993) examination of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade Uruguay Round is similarly open-ended. In another paper he contrasts regimes as being national and postnational: "we have a pretty good idea of what the former involved, but a quite incomplete idea and set of theories concerning the direction of the latter" (McMichael 1994, 280). 

Le Heron (1993,19) and Fagan and Le Heron (1994) present a framework that moves this debate fonvard. It relates shifts in regimes of accumulation to the internationalization of capital circuits and, in so doing, highlights the domination of different capital circuits during various historical eras. During the first food regime (1870-1914) agri-food trade from European newly settled regions was the primary engine of internationalization. This changed during the restructuring crisis of the 1920s and 1930s, when forced repatriations of finance capital was the main factor governing the internationalization of capital. During the second food regime, internationalization occurred mainly through the circuit of production, as transnational corporations internationalized their production systems by constructing plants behind national tariff and quota walls. 

The framework developed by Le Heron and Fagan is useful in delineating the broad relational categories between regimes of accumulation and the internationalization of capital circuits. Furthermore, it paints an evocative picture of how restructuring processes in the current period are heading toward enhanced global flexibility of all capital circuits. However, it simplifies what is often a more complex set of circumstances. Buttel (1996), using Goodman (1994) as a reference point, argues that current processes of agri-food internationalization are producing a varied mix of outcomes. He argues that the shift to simultaneous global mobility of all circuits, akin to the "stereotypical footloose, stateless form of 'flexible' production involving inter- and intra-firm multiple sourcing" (Buttel 1996, 30), is just one possible restructuring trajectory. Case studies of transnational agri-food corporations (Heffernan and Constance 1994; Pritchard 1995b; Fagan 1990, 1996; Elshof 1989) appear to support this contention. These studies point to a variety of relationships between globalization and profit capture. To illustrate this point, the remainder of this paper assesses current themes of restructuring and globalization within Australian dairy and wheat sectors. 

The Dairy Sector 

The dairy industry is one of Australia's major agri-food industries, comprising approximately 1 percent of gross domestic product and 13 percent of total processed food and beverages output (Australia. Bureau of Industry Economics 1996, 10). Since the late nineteenth century, the Australian industry has expanded through increased local demand and access to international markets for the sale of manufactured milk products (butter, cheeses, and powders). Currently, Australian dairy exports constitute approximately 10 percent of world dairy trade, growing strongly since the early 1980s. However, whereas the Australian dairy sector has been characterized by strong international linkages in the circulation of commodity capital (with 25 percent of product exported), other aspects of the industry's organization have been rooted in national space. Production has been nationally oriented, with factory output tailored to capture profits from the supply of fresh milk to city markets. Moreover, the industry has had few direct linkages with international finance. 

Globalization, involving changes to capital and its relationship to the state, is challenging this geography of accumulation. Historically, the Australian dairy sector has existed within a comprehensive regime of economic regulation dictating spatial and pricing characteristics. Recent restructuring has been mediated by, and largely in anticipation and response to, wide-ranging regulatory changes instigated by Australian (state and federal) governments. Broadly, the goal of regulatory restructuring has been to reduce direct administrative intervention in the industry, paving the way for a more robust role for "market mechanisms." As regulatory barriers have been unraveled, industry participants have adjusted their accumulation strategies in light of new profit environments. This has encouraged locational shifts in dairy production sites, as less profitable regions have lost out to higher-productivity regions in Australia's south. 

Australian dairy regulation originated with dairy farmers' attempts to stabilize production during the 1930s recession (Codrington 1979). These origins parallel the experiences of the industry in North America (du Puis 1993). Through complex market access and pooling systems, a twotiered pricing regime was established for market (fresh liquid) and manufacturing milk. Manufacturing milk has comprised the vast majority of milk processed by the Australian dairy sector, historically representing between 65 and 75 percent of total national throughput (Australian Dairy Corporation 1993). State governments regulate market milk, whereas the federal government regulates manufacturing milk. 

This regulatory regime encouraged a production system organized through regional cooperatives. The state's willingness to demarcate "milk zones" (dictating market access and pricing conditions) defined and reified the spatial scales at which production would be organized. Regional cooperatives grew as localized vehicles to exploit market conditions that had been embedded in government regulation. Changes to milk zone boundaries had their counterpoint in the reorganization of dairy capital through cooperative mergers. In the mid-1980s, intense pressure to deregulate this system began. Driving these changes was the dominance of an economic rationalist philosophy among policymakers that held that a shift toward market forces would generate efficiencies and thus contribute to a superior national economic performance. 

Administrative changes to the regulation of manufacturing milk (from 1986) and market milk (from the early 1990s) have established new conditions for capital accumulation by Australian dairy producers. Corporate strategy in the dairy industry is now dictated less by an imperative to position producers' pricing and locational decisions within the strictures mandated by governments but rather guided more by competition and cooperation among individual capitals. Consequently, the industry has undergone massive corporate restructuring as capitals have been forced to adapt to a new regulatory environment. Between 1983 and 1993 the number of dairy cooperatives was reduced from 44 to 27 and the number of dairy proprietary companies from 65 to 31. At the same time, Australian dairy production increased by 40 percent. The restructuring of the industry has been characterized by four interrelated features. 

First, regulatory change (and the prospect of it) has prompted a wave of defensive mergers and hostile takeovers. This has proceeded in two stages. In 1986-87, 13 regionally based cooperatives in the export-oriented manufacturing milk sector of Victoria merged into two cooperatives (Bonlac and Murray-Goulburn). These mergers were prompted by the desire to gain economies of scale in preparation for the deregulation of export marketing arrangements, and they created a massive increase in the dairy sector's concentration. Together, Bonlac and MurrayGoulburn account for 70 percent of Australian dairy exports. The second stage of mergers and acquisitions occurred between 1992 and 1994, in the market milk sector. Three players (Australian Co-operative Foods, National Foods Ltd, and QUF Ltd) jockeyed for positioning in key markets, launching 12 takeover attempts within two years. In the process, U.S. $210 million of market milk assets changed hands. The frenzied climate of takeover bids for market milk operations during this period reflected the rapid deregulation of market milk access arrangements and price controls, which created a narrow window of opportunity for the establishment of national branding and supply systems. 

Second, strategic alliances have multiplied to protect and build market access. Most strategic alliances in the dairy industry have taken the form of contract production and branding agreements. For the manufacturing milk sector, the end to product pooling has placed an onus on individual producers to gain access to lowcost production sites. Bulk manufactured milk products (e.g., skim milk powder, cheddar cheese, butter) generally offer little prospects for product differentiation and are highly reliant on economies of scale to achieve cost advantages. As a result, dairy producers have developed a system of alliances to organize production at minimum cost. Most manufacturing milk plants consequently undertake production both for themselves and for others under contract. For market milk, perishability means strategic alliances have been less concerned with economies of scale and more concerned with market proximity. 

Third, dairy producers have restructured their transportion and distribution systems. Producers have separated traditional vendor/distributor routes from the supermarket trade. With an increasing proportion of milk being purchased in supermarkets, producers have given preeminent importance to establishing exclusive or preferential agreements with various supermarket chains, increasingly at large scales. Directsupply arrangements with supermarkets preclude access by independent distributors to these markets, further concentrating the control of milk and milk products distribution. 

Fourth, producers have utilized innovations in equity financing. Cooperatives traditionally have operated under what many analysts have considered low levels of capitalization (Dairy Marketing Review Task Force 1993, 56). The less predictable future for dairy cooperatives promoted by regulatory change has caused qualitative changes to their traditional operating environments, encouraging many to restructure their equity bases. This has involved equity raisings both from suppliers (cooperative members) and others. Contributions from suppliers involve retained profits being converted to equity via share issues. These have been structured either as "deferred payments" in lieu of cash in cooperatives' supplier payments or as compulsory quota contributions from suppliers on the basis of individual suppliers' milk intakes.3 Nonsuppliers have been encouraged to invest in cooperatives through the issuance of financial tools such as debenture-type capital units or different classes of nonvoting preference shares. All major cooperatives participated in restructuring their equity bases between 1991 and 1994. 

In sum, these processes have caused the eclipse of the regional cooperative as the main organizational form of capital in the dairy industry. The industry is now composed of a smaller number of cooperatives and proprietary companies with extensive market reach, tightly organized distribution systems and strategic alliances, and innovative equity structures. The emergence of these players provides an interesting perspective on the debate over agrifood globalization. It illustrates that, in the Australian dairy industry at least, deregulation has been associated with a restructuring and strengthening of incumbent cooperative capital, rather than an incursion of globally mobile capital.4 

The Wheat Sector 

Until the late 1980s, Australian wheat growers faced a regulated and relatively simple institutional environment in which to sell their crops. Most growers sold wheat into pools administered by a statutory marketing authority (the Australian Wheat Board (AWB)) and relied upon the marketing expertise of the AWB to provide them with an optimal price. Growers received a substantial majority of the price for their wheat within three weeks of delivering it into storage, based on the federal government-determined guaranteed minimum price (GMP) for wheat. Financially, this system was supported by an underwriting of AWB payments by the Australian government. 

In the 1990s, this institutional environment changed dramatically. In 1989, federal legislation removed the AWB's monopoly position for the domestic wheat market, eliminated the GMP, and put sunset clauses on government borrowing guarantees for the AWB. The AWB currently maintains a statutory monopoly on the export trading of Australian wheat, but its future structure is under review. There is considerable pressure to dismantle the AWB's export monopoly position. This pressure is being generated by certain sectors of the Australian government bureaucracy, which are keen to see the nation take a leading role in acquiescing to Uruguay Round commitments, and by international commodity traders, interested in capturing trade held currently through statutory arrangements. However, research indicates that "single-desk" monopoly selling provides Australian wheat growers with an estimated U.S.$2 per tonne benefit on the international market, via the AWB's ability to use scale economies to capture export markets (Booz, Allen and Hamilton 1995, 7). 

Demand for Australian grains is also changing in the 1990s. Traditionally, the Australian grains sector has been oriented to the bulk sale of wheat to export markets. Although wheat exports remain the dominant end use in the Australian grains sector (in 1993-94 comprising 13.7 million tonnes out of 16.2 million tonnes of wheat production), the fastest growing component of the industry is the domestic feedgrains sector, currently accounting for approximately 12 percent of total wheat output. It is projected to grow faster than export sales, on average, through the remainder of the 1990s (Meyers Strategy Group 1995). 

The growth of the feedgrains industry has been driven by a shift of dairy cattle onto feedgrains and rapid growth in the commercial beef feedlot sector. Demand for feedgrains by the beef feedlot and dairy cattle sectors grew at annual average rates of 5.7 percent and 17.4 percent respectively between 1992-93 and 1995-96 (Meyers Strategy Group 1995, iii). Moreover, these sectors are well positioned for future growth. The Australian dairy industry will most likely be a major beneficiary from reduced global protectionism in response to the Uruguay Round outcome and by increased demand for dairy products by Asian consumers (Pritchard 1995a). In the case of beef feedlots, the opening of the Japanese and South Korean markets has resulted in substantial investment in the Australian sector from U.S. transnational beef companies and Japanese trading companies interested in connecting the Australian beef production sector to globally integrated supply chains (Ufkes 1993). The growth of beef feedlotting in Australia is such that in 1993-94 grain purchases by the local beef feedlot industry exceeded those of the local poultry and pig industries for the first time. 

Growth of the feedgrains sector has two important impacts for grains producers. First, it presents a more diversified grains market for the local industry. Dairy and feedlot beef sectors rely heavily on a diversified grains supply. In recent years, these changes have encouraged a diversification by many grains growers away from the exclusive cropping of wheat (AWB 1994, 11). Between 1989-90 and 1995-96, production of barley, oats, and sorghum grew from 6.6 million tonnes to 8.8 million tonnes, an increase of 33 percent. Second, the growth of the feedgrains sector has tended to shift the industry as a whole away from the regulated (and AWB-controlled) export sector. This impact is profound at a regional level. Whereas the Western Australian wheat sector has been little affected by the growth of feedgrains, the reverse is true in the states of New South Wales and Queensland. For growers in these states, restructuring has allowed new choices for grains growers regarding crop composition and marketing. 

Growth of the deregulated domestic feedgrains sector has opened the possibility for new marketing arrangements within the industry. To date, these opportunities have been captured mainly by newly established wheat marketing cooperatives and by the AWB, rather than by transnational grains traders. The formation of grower cooperatives in the Australian wheat industry has been an important new phenomenon. The history of statutory marketing arrangements has meant that wheat growers have not possessed traditions of rural cooperation. Between 1990 and 1996, however, seven regionally based grains cooperatives were established in New South Wales, the state in which demand for feedgrains has been strongest. These cooperatives have a membership of between 40 and 200 growers each and typically are based around local grains silos, which are either owned or leased. 

Commercially, the major incentive for growers to form cooperatives is the creation of large parcels of grain that can be sold at a premium. The ability to pool wheat provides growers with increased opportunities to segregate grain by quality. Thus, wheat can be sold bv specific grade forward contracts, rather than through multigrade contracts (hence capturing significant price premiums). Larger parcels of grain also provide greater opportunities for portfolio management, whereby a group of growers acting collectively can choose to utilize a range of selling techniques to better distribute risk and cash flow (e.g., to forward contract a portion of grain as a hedge strategy and to use AWB pools, cash sales, and grain warehousing to take advantage of market shifts). For example, one cooperative in 1995 established a forward contract for multigrade wheat early in the growing season, which gave it a floor from which to segregate its remaining wheat into parcels for sale at premium prices (Pritchard 1995c). Decisions by growers to sell grain collectively also provide opportunities to gain better access to market information. The wheat market is volatile, and deregulation has increased the need for growers to understand likely shifts in demand and supply for different grades of wheat. 

Deregulation of domestic wheat marketing has also seen a more commercially "active" stance taken by the AWB. The AWB has responded to deregulation by offering growers new arrangements for selling wheat. Initiatives taken by the AWB have included cash prices to growers, forward and minimum price contracts, seed credit schemes, regional pools, and hectare contracts. Approximately 10 percent of AWB-acquired grain is paid for in cash (AWB 1994, 16), as opposed to being pooled. This diversification of selling arrangements is likely to continue through the 1990s and may offer growers greater flexibility in terms of cash flow options. The AWB supplies approximately 60 percent of the wheat purchased by flour millers in the key production state, New South Wales, and approximately 50 percent of wheat purchased by feedgrains users nationwide. The AWB's major advantage in securing contracts for these supplies is its ready capacity to put together large parcels of grain. For example, New South Wales' largest single grain buyer, 
Goodman Fielder Ltd
 (with purchases of 350,000 tonnes per annum), relies upon the AWB for all its grain needs. 

To summarize, current restructuring in the Australian wheat industry is guided intimately by the pace and character of deregulation. The decision in 1989 to deregulate domestic wheat sales, in conjunction with the rapid growth of the domestic feedgrains industry, has opened the possibility for new marketing arrangements within the industry. To date, these opportunities have been captured mainly by newly established wheat marketing cooperatives and by the incumbent AWB, rather than by transnational grains traders. The likely next stage of restructuring in the Australian wheat industry will involve the deregulation of export wheat sales, alongside the privatization of the AWB. The responses of transnational grains traders to these decisions will provide further insights into processes of globalization in agri-food industries. 

Conclusion 

Much of the debate on agri-food restructuring focuses on the question of whether current processes are leading toward a regime of globalized accumulation. Such an outcome exists where profit is captured through strategies that expedite the internationally coordinated flow of production, commodities, and money capital. Case studies of the Australian dairy and wheat sectors presented here suggest that such processes are to date being mediated by an ongoing role played by agricultural marketing cooperatives. In the dairy industry, cooperatives have engaged in a range of strategies to protect and strengthen their market positions. In the wheat industry, regional cooperatives have been formed to capture profit opportunities presented by the deregulation of the domestic grains market. 

The larger question posed by this empirical evidence is whether these processes are a transitory hiccup to globalization, or whether they suggest that there are limitations to the incursion of global capital within agri-food systems. Evidently, transnational agri-food corporations can choose to source upstream agricultural inputs through vertically integrated production, or via externalized contractual relations. In the latter case, processes of globalization would be consistent with an ongoing role being played by locally owned agricultural cooperatives. 

Deregulation of individual agri-food commodity systems is opening potential profit arenas for globally mobile capital. As this occurs, it becomes imperative to better understand these issues and how they impact upon the strategies and limitations of global capital. Research from New Zealand (Moran, Blunden, and Bradly 1996) highlights the important role played by cooperatives and agricultural producer boards to the creation and distribution of added value. Thus, the articulation between the global and the local, as it applies to global capital and agricultural cooperatives, has direct implications for the material distribution of surplus. 

To date, these issues have received only passing recognition by economic geographers and other researchers. Marsden et al. (1996, 371) note that one of the key questions of significance to economic geography in this field relates to how "local actors become incorporated into (vertical) networks of relations in the food system." This suggests a need to mesh research agendas into agri-food commodity complexes, with those addressing the (geographic) strategies of transnational agri-food corporations. Marsden et al. also note that "recent efforts by economic geographers to unravel the seamless fabric of multinational corporations by exploring strategic alliances and joint ventures and their dependence on personal networks of 'trust'. . .parallel research into the different, but equally intricate, social relations of agricultural production" (Marsden et al. 1996, 362). The findings reported in this paper support these sentiments, as an agenda for agrifoods research. 

[Footnote]
1 Research interest in fresh fruit and vegetables can be traced, in part, to a highly influential workshop: The Workshop on the Global Fresh Fruit and Vegetable System, University of California, Santa Cruz, F9 December, 1991. 

[Footnote]
2 There is some confusion in the literature as to whether the concept of "food regimes" refers to dominant institutional structures and accumulation processes of agri-food systems or whether it relates to the dominance of individual commodity types. For example, the concept of the "third food regime" has been conflated occasionally with an internationalized regime where "fresh" or "organic" foods are dominant. This conflation is a misreading of the concept of a food regime. Le Heron and Roche (1996, 420) suggest the reasons for this conflation when they argue that premium (i.e., surplus) is added in the fresh fruit and vegetables system by branding techniques, which associate "quality" with a corporate brand, and not with a "place." Thus, fresh fruit and vegetables appear a quintessential commodity of the third food regime because of the process by which they generate surplus, rather than their commodity specificity. 

[Footnote]
3 Typically, suppliers make a contribution of five cents per liter on all or part of their milk supply, the proceeds of which are converted to so-called 47A shares. 

[Footnote]
4 There have been only two instances in the past decade where globally mobile capital has entered the Australian dairy sector. In one case, a medium-sized cooperative entered into a joint venture with a Japanese dairy transnational. The cooperative guaranteed milk supply in exchange for the transnational constructing a local milk processing plant. In a second case, a different Japanese transnational trading company made an investment of nonvoting equity in a dairy cooperative as a strategy to help secure a trading contract (the cooperative in question was a major dairy exporter to Japan). 

[Reference]
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