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Suecial diversity can/;?fe:t cooperative—like groups in many ways.
Ohgervers in Coalombia aa;~generalig have stressed the advantagss of a
socially homogenszous membership, at least in local sections (Harnande:z
196201 and the manual of DANCOOP, the Calombian naticnal agency that
P?ﬁmstes cooperatives, aaclaraﬁ they uniﬁ? people of like interests.
1If members are sgcially diverge, small couperatives may bs unable to
accomipdate dissent. as Dobuns theorized (19469} and Huizer showed ia
detail with a Peruvian case (1983,

Cooperatives reflect a stratified social environment in  their
internal affairs, notably in officer-member or financer-~coopsrative
relations  (sea Tendler 198337 she takes an unusual position bgv
sugaesting that internal stratification is a factor in cmuparativa’
BUCCREED . Most cooperatives serve a middie—-class membership, but
there are cooperatives for all classes, and each cooperative recruits
differentially from social classes,

Thia papgyr will iﬁcigta one of the many relations between social
variety and cooperative action, namaly internally—sensrated
differena&g among beneficiaries! how memberg® participation differs
from that of non—members. how the volume of mesbers’ transactions
varies, and how members and non-members receive differential benefits
and diverse benefit mixes. Thege differences in  participation can

treate tensions within cooperagtive-like groupss even when membership

iz restricted to peocple with relatively similar backgrounds and



interests. On  the ather éand; what seem to be relatively minor
benefits can make participation attr;ctive to wmembers who are
different from the majority.

In particular, asome  farmer/members of the sucamprecess?ng
assaciations on Coplombia’s HNorth Ccagt receive more benefits  than
others, despite the gengral social homogeneity of these 15 to 28—
menber groups. The relative impartance of the different bengéits of
agsociation membership {guca purchases, wages, distributed profits,
ang others! variggs from member to membery and access to some of thess
benefits is open to non-members az well, Qther aspects of the
relation betwaen social stratification and these same quasi-
cooperatives bave been describsd by PBode (1984},

Having demonstrated divérsitg in kinds and volumes of benefits, 1
turn to their social gonsegquences a5 the groups pursue different types
of benefits angd gs they deal with internal differentiation. Feom thers
it is & small step teo policy conseausnces; particularly the effects of,
changing the Colombian *associations® to "cooperatives® organized by
the Rochdale principals.

This study is based on a survey of three quasi-cooperative
associations in rural Coioabia that produce dried, chipped yuca. In
1981, a team of development agencies began field experiments to solar~
dry yuca for one component of animal fesd, The technology is based on
concrete drying floors and a small, motor-driven chipper, a methaod in
use in Asiay but not previously in Latin America (for the adaptation
of the technologu.s compare Best 1979 and CIAT 1984). The north coast
of Colombia was a promiging site because of its long rainless season
from December to Aprily its production of yuca, and its problems in

marketing that cropy including low damand, ingufficient



transportations unreliable purchaserss and low prices. To the *Popgt-
Harvest Committea” seeking solutions to marketing problems,
transforming guca into a less~perishable product offered a sonliution.

The institutional context was alsn propitious. The three
agencies involved uwere the integrated rural development program of
Colambia’s Ministry af Planning (DRI, now part of the ﬁiniﬁtrg of
Agriculture), the Canadian Internacional Development Agency (CIDA,
which was funding this DRI}, and the International Center for Tropical
Adgriculture (CIAT, which took the lead in terchnological matters). At
the local level: there were also farmer marketing grganizations that
were failing: a new technology could save some of these. Using DRICs
prior contacts, an asspr-iation built a small pilot plant on a  lang~
reform benaficiarg’s farm in Sucre Department.

After the 1?81‘experimentﬁ, the pilot plant began to operate as a
businesg, By the 1982-83 druing seasone there were four plants  in
operatiogn  in two departments. The following seasons 1983-84s saw
seven plants in three departments with 40RQ square meters of druing
floor where they produced F46 tons of dry puca from 2,395 tons of
fresh material (Ospina 1984). In the current year, 1985, there are 28
plants across the North Coasty making periodic Qﬁmtn; shipmants in
tractor-trailerss though management functions are still subsidized by
gavergment contributions. The prodect is considered a4 sucoess by all
three of the implementing institutions, and DRI is congidering forming
geveral hundred new plants in the next fow years.

Bince the technology has been proven and the market seems strong
for the new product, a major renaining issue facing DRI is the cost of

promoting and supporting the plants. Although there are only 18 to



20 members per planty  tho t+atal cost from 1981 to 1984 to develop the
SeVEn drying plants in Bucre Depsrtment was about $USTS5E,000.
Costs include researchs: trainingy technical assistancey agricultural
trialgsy overhead and masy othern, using 1984 prices; the sstimate is
probably low {(Romanaoff 1985, The seven plants of Buere had
about 1208 members in December 1984, so the per—nember tost was about
$UEH, 280 ~— a figure that is more usual for an  irrigation project
than an  appropriate technology project. Even stripping away the
peripheral costs and the capital investment costsy the per-member cast
is SUB2E74. Tendler (1983} has identified benefits to non-members as
heing essential to Jjustifuing cooperative promotiony ggiven its  high
cost per beneficiary. The associations purchase about half of  the
yuca they process from non-membere. 1f "beneficiaries" covers all
those who sell vuca to  the plants, and if there are mang of thoses
then costs-per-person-benefited seem more reasonable.

But how manyg farmers should be classified as “beneficiaries*? If
there is considerable variation among membgrs, some may not rate that
label. Of the non-members, one wondereg how many %eil to the plants?
Are they poor? Do they sell as much as the me#bers? For & tupical
plant  the auantity of yuca sold by non—members might be supplied by
seven © farmers selling five hectares gach to fhe’plant or by 25
farmers selling small lots of left-over third-class roots.

There is a turther problem. The memberships of four of eaight
asspciations on the western coast (198%) have declinedy while only two
have increased in sizesy including those bringing in kin of memberes,
On the basis of mean figures; it is hard to see why members would
lpave or find membership duties onerous. The answer is that the mean

af benefits does not represeunt the situation of all members.



I thus aim to provide information oo saveral practical issues,
but my central there is discovering variations among benefits to
association members and non—mambers, From this follows the analus:s
of tensions within coorperating groups and how the associations behave
in responzse to those tensions. Complete equality of benefits in a
cooperative activity; such as these wuca processing associations, is
not a realistic goal, despite the considerable gfforts made to recruit
tarmers in similar situations to each particular association. Yet,
inéquality of benefits threatens the viability of the associations,
which woere chartegred as tools aof anti-poverty development,

PACKGROUND

The three associations surveded are located near Sincslejo., the
capital of Bucre Department. in the midst of the wvasty dry,
interfluvial grasslands of The HNoeth Coast. The low hills are
ropulated by many cows and few peoplel the yearly cgrraledass a kindv
of bull fight in which the animal wing, offers an apt metaphor for the
relative importance of bull and man. The dominant land use is
extensive cattle ranching, with hacisndas coming to the very edges of
nucieated gettlements that have scarceluy any peri-urban horticulture.
Only near the geaamnaiig—floadad depressions and in  the mogtly-
defarested higher hills have peasants competed somewhat successfully
with ranchers,

In this area of relativelw low land walues, the Colombian land
reform purchased and distributed more land than anywhere else in the
country. The 606,008 hectares distributed in Sucre Depariment now
suppart most of the amall-scale farmers of the northern part of the

departaent, Members ofvtwn of the three associations sur?ag&d hera



are land-reform beneficiaciss. OF theza, the members of one
association obtained about 18 hactares‘per tamily in the reforms
another’s members have onluy 3.5 héctares. The third group conprises
non~-langd-reform, smali~scale property cwners. In the mid-~1978" s,
the lang roaform lostitute trigd o _fmrm collective land-holding
groupst  though these failledy they were the basis for the later
tsgssociations” of small-scale farmers with individual holdings., & few
of these were conspicuously successfuls but most were not.

Three changes led farmers of the study area to produce yusa for
sale. Tractaors made it casier to prepare larger lotsi buyers for
starch factories sought raw materialj the road fo the regional highuay
was improved. g8till, demand was insufficient to absorb potential
production. This is the situation that the development agencies
aiready described found in Sucre.

CIAT has sponsored at least five sopcial studies in the area of
the associaticons. Rode [1984) studied the propensity of campesinos to
Join and some organizational aspects. Boering's studuy {(nd} usefully
high—-lights the mix of cropping and cattle~raising that characterizes
campesing  farm systems in the area. Two studies -— one of land-
holding and one of production vosts -~ are in the analusis stage.

My focus here is on a simple data set taken from archived records
of saless of plant opprationss and of agricultural plans, complemented
by cbservations of association meetinas and by extended discussions
with members. The term “"social agcounting® refers to the financial
source ©of most of my  data and their use fo illuminate social
phanomana. Bince coppaeratives vragularly recaive accounting
assistance, appending social indices only siightly more complicated

than “number of customers' would be feasible and, as | hops to shaow



here, usaful, Other detelils of method are found in an appendix.
A, DENEFITS FROM ASSOCIATIONS ARE DIVERSE

Assoziation sembers veceive income from sales, wagssy distributed
profits, ownaership of a share of undistributed profifts {including
government’s contribution to capital), wuse of capital goods, coredit
secured through the assoelation, sducations and governmaﬁ# investments
that follow fthe decision to invest in a wuca plant (e.g. improved
roads). Some o©f these have been noted by Bode (1984); they can be
gustematically presented {(see Table 1) and analused.

In the ¥first gearﬁfgf an association, the major benefit fo
members  is their equity fru@ partial opunership of capital goods
finan;ed by wovernment funds and accrued from members’ labor. When a
plant begins operations, duca puﬂchageg.bacame its main berefit. In
later wyears, an assocliation accumulates more capital from profits and
from fresh govermment assistance/subsidies. Members benefit in
several ways from this capital.

Menbers of the three surveysd associations are still in the stage
wherse they have geined wmore from government Fubtsidies and
contributions to capital than they have from other sources. Apart
from such benafits, they have gained more from selling yuca to thse
plants than they have from wages or profits (Table 2). Wages and

profits account for only 19 % of benefites from these three sources,



Table i. Cash or Value Benefits to Members of An Association
Sale of Own and Family’s Yuca Production
Wagess Balary, ar Commission
Part of the Assaciation’s Met lncome
Distributcd to Members
* Profit from Sale of Mambers® Yuca
* Profift from Sale of Non-members’® Yuca
# Income frowm bank interest on association funds
* Funds from Government Subsidy
Undistributed fPart {eguity in the association?
# with the same categories
Members® use of Capital Goods
#* Drying Floor and karehouse (for Cornd
#* Tractor (reducsd rate and credit)
"% Tractor ~- for transport
Benefite of Individual or Grous Credit
% Use af the Money
" % Avoiding Past Bad Desbts
* Lpans Never Paid
# Credit for Cattle Secured on PBasis of Gopdwill
Value of Education (including training and technical
agsigstancey using current value of future income’
* Agricultural technical assistance
* Accountingy atdminisiration
Vaiue of Tripsy Conferences, e2ig.
Part of Yalue of Investments that Accompany an IRD
# Roads Water, Rural Electrification; etc.
Banefites for Kin
* Wages
* Fres Entry iato the Assaciation for Song
# Proeferential Puvchasg of Yuca
Btolen Funds {unfortunately)

to



Table 2. Cash Benefits to Association Members from Salesy Wages, and
Profits {Per-Mgmber Aproximations)

Z2.a Benefitss Using Gross Sales as a Benasfit

Association Number of Avearage Hagesw, Prafit Total
Mambers Bales
UG $UB &US $US
1 17 g8 5& 2 T84
2 =8 378 3t &7 468
3 is 457 e 49 846

2.5 Penefits, Using Estimated Prafit in Flace of Gross Sales

Aaéo:iation Number of YSales Wages Profit Total
Members Profit Est.

1 17 529 5& 2 585

2 28 211 31 &7 389

3 15 2k 39 49 245

Total 1324 117 114 1239

gt % Q?% 9% 128%

Hotes? This is a table of rough aproximations.
Exchanae rats for 1984 = $COL 102 = $US |
Guess of 43% of gross sale as gain (Boering nd);  this is very
rough and open to interpretation. ’
Sales price of guce standardized as $COL 5/Kilo



- B. MEMBERS GELL DIFFERENT AMOUNTS TO THE ASSGCIATIONS

Members® wuca sales to associations are auite variable, as
seasurad by the size of the standard deviations and sagans calculated
for kilos seld in the 1983-1984 seascon (Tables 3 and 4). While some
members sold nothing fo the associationy others sold more than 28
tons. In two of three cosesy the top 25 percent of members sold 32 to
480 times mors guca to the association than did the bottom 25 psrcent.
This kind of differentiation can be described using the same index and
graphical representation used *ta measure stratification of land
ocwngrship. We find that one associatien‘is much more egalitarian than
the other two. Such "betwesnh-group® variation is bevond the scope of
this papers which concerns *within-group® variation, though the topic

is worthy of investigation.
Table 3. BRifferential fales o Association 1

BALESD AREA PLANTED TENENCY

G 1)y 1983

{MECTARES)
& 1 T = (T4 =1
2 2 T « L1 1T
448 BB wussunaa reanter
329 2 exnaraane Panter
211é 1 sexnesna rTenter
2383 @ axssanss reEnter
2649 3 o v wns GMEr
IB&E3 3 wmts e CHIIEY
b 3 1.9 2 P « T -
4115 2.8 wrresnns renter
bLELGT 2 vesesass reEnter
6821 n.d.
7407 1 exasenas rauter
12325 Z.8 cwsanaas Guner
12252 J.5 ccaseonn rENtEP
12774 228 taacaseas land red. beneficiavy
13191 3 B =1 (=1
13472 4 saavess QuUREY
14594 2.9 caaseee Ouner
231321 5 ressasvs  renter
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Table 4. Summary Indices of Variability in Members® Salas

ABBOCIATION
1 2 3
TOTAL KILOS BOUGHT 147277 10491 134277
MEAN KILOG DOUGHT PER MEMEBER T3b4 19718 9591
STAMDARD DEVIATION L&54 15609 &385
BTRATIFICATION INDEX &7 <47 32

Why is there so much variation? The ampunt that a membzr sells
to +he association is equal fto the amount he produces multiplied by
the proportion sold to the association. 8Since associations’ members
generally use agricultural production credit. the areas they esxpect to
plant are known, Their normal-ygear production is BOBY kilos of yuca
per hectare (and 1888 kileos of ¢corns plus minor crops). These data
permit a4 rough estimate of the proportion sold to the associations
{Table 51},

Those who sold more yuca to the asgociation both produced more

and sold a2 higher percentags of what they produced to the association,
Of the two factors, howevery the percentage sold to the association
was much morg important than the estimated amount produced. The
associations wouid have gotten 1834 more wuca from members if they had
gotten their low-sales members to plant the same AREA aa the members
wha sold a lot to the chippers, but they would have gotten 337 more
guca 1if the low-sales members had sold the same PROPGQ%IGN of their

yuca to the association.

1



Table %. Estimated Productions Sales, and Proportion Sold
fo Two associations

Eatimated % Bnld o the

Praduction Agsociation
Association X
Those under the 15 TON 134
median of sales

Those over the 2% TON S&%
median of sales

Association Y
Those under the 24 TONM 35%

median of sales

Those oiver the 35 TON 184%
median of sales

Interpreting shewed sales and proportions sold requives some
knopledae nf alternative markats, Farmers reported that they spld
yura to market intermediaries for fresh consumption, whichy at the
start af the harvest, offers a higher pricey, and they keplt yuca for
home consumption. Astute farmers sell thelr better roots on the fresh
gura market and sell remainders to the plant. If these two uses (home
cansumption and fresh market) toock pricrity, and the farmers sold only
their left-overs to the plant, then differential sales and proportions
sold to the association would reflect one of the roles planned for the
asgociations: a sink for excess or Iow-aqualituy production. Ta a
daegreay this iz the case. Howevers the choice batw&én fresh or dry
markets is more complex than average prices would indicate. For
example, the highest-priced roots for the fresh market are immature
and small. The farmer really choses between Novembsyr prices for
immature roots and February prices for larger roots.

Further, some members had gyura to sell when the plants stopped
purchases in Aprily when rain curtailed drying. Five months later, at

the start of the next dryinz svasaon, some aof those members gstill  had
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their unharvesied yuca. The aqauantities of unharvested rootyg are
substantial. In Azsociation 1y there were beoetwpen 9 and 14 hectares
of *old yuca" at the start of the 1984-1983 drying season (the status
of one mesber’s 5 hectare planting is wunclear), This represents 20 to
33 percent of the members’ total area planted. In a third plants four
members had a total of 2.% hectares of yuca in January 1983y or about
28 tons. Ginte all the members of the association sold onluy 144 tons
ta the plant, the unharvested residual repreﬁenta 12 percent of the
total harvest.

The causes f;r this problem Qera various, complex, and debated.
Plants had bought guca from non-menbers. Some membere’ yuca was slow
to mature because of late planting, possibly because of late-arriving
credit  and delaved rains. There were chargus that the plant manager
had closed sales too early.

Whatever the complexity of these cases, the simple facts remain
that sales to the association vary from person to parsony and that not
all the varistion is due to alternative markets,.

C. HMOST HMEMBERS' GET ROQUGHLY EQUAL WAGES AND FPROFIT-SHARES, THOUGH
SPECIALISTS WORK HMORE DAYS AND MAY GET & PERCENTAGE

Members earn wages for the daus when thew (or a replacement) take
4 fturn laboring at the plant and, in sote cases. they get a share of
the yearly net income. With a few exceptions, these benefits are
ralatively unifcrm anong members.

Members of two associations reported that most members work in
turns and that they do in fact follow the schadule. The exceptians
are the few who work nearly 2very dag.(e.g. motor operators full-time
employesy @manager in some cases) and a few who are excused from work

{e.q9. a membes~ said to suffer from severe allergiegs in one case and &

i3



manager in the otherd. I did not examine work records for two plants,
accerting statements about eaual work as the basis for myg
calculations. In the third case, the number of daus worked by menbers
iz in fact roughly, but only roughly, equal.

Table &. Number of Days Worked in 1983-1984 Seasons One Association

Frequency
5 3
% 1
31 X
21 X X X X
1} X X X X X X X 7 X 2/ X 3/
i _— - — I ¥ v
4 5 & 7 8 2 18 11 12 i4 51 57

Number of Daus

Noteg: 1) ftreasurer 2} full time 3} motor opegrator

The wages paid to member/werkers at one plant were H88 pesog per
tday without foodi this is akout the going rate for labor, At  fthe
sacqnd, they received 408 per "turn® and they claimed that a turn
conila last more %ha; one days in which case the paument is well below
the market rates for agricultural labor. &8t the thirds they got 488 per
day. Managers, and in one case, the treasurer, 9ot a percentage of
%he coop’'s net incame for their work.

Thus, most members receive equal benefits from wagesy but some
specialired workers receive more than others. )

Profits, if they are digtributed, comprise the other main payment
to members. In one case, profits were retainsd, while in the other
two they were distributed. They are given out Oon a4 QRE-PErgony ong-
share basisy except for the cases where g managesr receives a share of
prafits in ?1ace of a wage.

D. THE MIX ©OF BEMEFITS YARIES

In aggregate terms: SUce sales were the only important benefit



from bheing a member of an associration (Table 1). Hhen we look at
individual members, we find that some got their major benafits from
wages or profits, and that many got a substantial share (at leagt 20
percent) from these spurces. My perception is that the year 1984-1983
will lahgw wagess Jdistributed profitsy  and undistributed profit to be
much more important,

For example; in Association 2+ four nembers got move than one-
quarter of {their benefits from wages and mors than one—half from
distributed profits. In Assaciation 1, five (actually six—— I lack
data on one specialized worksr) members got at least 28 percent of
their benefits from wagesi this group did not distribute profits last
year. Six manbers of Associabtion 3 got more than 28 percent from
wages  and prafits, Thase figures result from using the gross figure
for sales to the assogiaticni use of the estimatod net figure would
increase the apparent importance of wages and profits. They also
rafer to only thres sournes of benefits - wages, profit, and sales,
when we have already noted that subsidized eauity is & substantial
benefit.

Now let us turn to hyoothetical situations to show the relation
between benefit mix anu the price that an association pays for its
guca.. It is intuitively true that if an association pays less for its
yuca {given that there is enowgh yuca available at even low prices),
it will have more money to spend on ather things or to distribute as
profit. If it pays four guca, then it will)l have less profit or it will
go into debt. He can see these intuitive relations ig the following
table of an hypothetical association with a limited amount of monsy to

distr}hute amang purchases, wages: and profit,

15



Table 7. Sengitivity Analusis Showing Effects pf Yusa Prices on  the
Distribution of Eznaefits ameng kWages, Sales, and Profits

Price Total yuca Wages Net Profit
pesn/kyg  purchases {fiked) Share
(147277 kg
8 1178216 79153 -30R7Y7?71 {i.g. the ass-
27 1838R37 79183 —1414%4 ociation lost
$6 883642 79153 ~14217 moaney.)
%0 736335 72133 1333468
4 387188 79153 2EPp3I37
#3 441831 Y7153 27614

Totals as & Proportion of All Costs

82 1.24 .88 -3 (ths member

$7 1.08 . 88 - 17 loses equity,
%& .93 8 -, A1 but gets cash?
$5 77 1 <14

$4 A2 . a8 28

$3 « b 7 - 45

MOTE: THIS IS BASED ON 1983~1984 DATA ARND IS NOT MEANT A4S A GUIDE FOR
PRICING YUCA IN 1985

In the case of the lowest price paid for yuca ($3/kilo), the
averazge mambey got 45 percent of his benefits from erofits. [f the
association pays more for yuca., it loses money {(negative net profits),
but the average member makes money on ssales (aof course, such an
organization could not long continue without subsidies).

Now let us introduce variation in sales, which has alreaduy besn
shown to character.ze two out of three associations. In particular,
let wus take the case of é mambar ‘who sells relatively little to  the
aaﬁociétian‘ Such a @ma2mber gets two-thirds of hig benefits  from
profite 1if the associztion paus a4 low prige for guca. The hiph-sales
mambery of course, wants higher prices for his wucai he does better if
the association de-emphasizes distributed profits (thoueh he also does

well if the association buys a tractor).

i&



Table B. The Case of A Tupical Low-BSales Menher, who Sells 25068 Kiles
fo the association {(or 1.7% af the total:l

Price Total wuca Wages Net Profit TOTAL PAYMENT
pesu/kyg  purchases {fived} Bhare TO MEMEER
(147277 ke

8 19999 3958 ~15438 8519
$7 17499 a95H 8074 13383
$& 14999 3988  -710 18247
$5 12499 3958 64653 23110
84 9999 I998 140146 27974
$3 7499 3958 21380 326838

Proportion of Total Cost for the Low-Bales Member

8 2.3 &b -1.81

7 1.38 29 -« &l
%4 .82 21 -. B33
£3 .54 » 17 2B
‘%4 .33 « 14 .58
$3 .22 12 » &5

HOTE: THIS IS BASED ON 1983-1984 DATA AND IS NOT MEANT AS A GUIDE FOR
PRICING YUCA IN 19835

_The same  sort of analysis applies o most issues of allogsting
resgurces and risk. Tractors benefit large-volume producers far more
than small. Officers benefit from government sponsored mestings.
Cradit benefits those who produce morg: it puts others at righ. Oone
could thusly check anyg set of topics that might come wup at  an
association meeting.

E. NON-MEMBERS SELL SMALLER AMOUNTS LOTS THAN MEHBéRS

The two plants wheres I examined non-meabers sales chits bought
yuza from 213 non-nember farmers in the 1983~1984 season {or, more
strictlys: they had receipits in the name of 219 peoplel. Of the btwo.
Flant 1 bought from slightly more pecopley but in slightly smaller
lots., The amount purchased from each seller was near one ton — a low
figures oiven that one hectare produces about gight tons. At  S$COLS

per kilos this implies an average gross benefit of $COLSQGY, the

7



gauivalent of 18 days'® wages as a rural laborer (nid-1984 wage! or of
%1550, Net benefite are probably about 3U8 38 1if the farmer paid for
land and labor. In gach plant, the meabers sold about 10 times more
guca than the averase non-memher,

On the average, farmers were said fo travel 18 minutes to bring
uuta to gne plant and 48 minutes to the other. Plant 2 has the larger
average figure because it attracted two sellers from two-hoursg?
distance . and several from ane-hour’si its larger radius is probably
due to the fact that it is older and hetter known in  the region.
However, most’ of the sellers are within fiftesn minutes of the plant
by loaded {slow-moving’) truck. and relatively few are at or beyond an
hour's distance. Bome of the close-by farmers bring small lots by

burros. but truck is the main form of transportation. I tried a

correlation of distance and amount solds for dssociatiocn 2, there ig a

slight correlation between the amount that people sold and their

distance from the plant (.45 —~ close-by pecple sold lsss), but  this
is not ep for Assocition 1.

The geographic proximity of sellers is rveflected by social
proximity. fhe mellers’ residences are predominantly in the one
nearby  town {43 cases)s with a few people living in the surrounding
satellites or on their farm (14 cases). I have np casesg of sellers
fram move distant gunicipios. For both plantsy sellers are known
peoples, not- strangers. A notable number of sellers are close
reiatives (and I think that the figures presented underastimate this).
Plant 2; which processes more yuca and buys morg from more-distant
places, also buys mgre from strangers.

One effect of buying from friends, neighborsy and relatives is

the large number of small lots. Non—members show up with a few sacks

ig



of wura and in need of cashi it is hard to refuse them. In the
egxtromg case, the brother of a sember sold guca on nine dausy the
sizes of the lots were in the one~gsack range: 58y 45, 43y 40, 57, S&y
5By V8. and 57 kilos. Purchases of wyuca remainders {("rabo*) also
cantribute to small lot size.

Sellers are mostly land-reform beneficiaries and renterss less
often owners of theair own land,. In this: thsy reflect the tenancy
gituation of members and presumably thew are in the Ilow-income
population that DRI intends to help.

Table 7. Numbsr of Non-members Selling, Distance to Plant, and Mean of
Kilos Sold

Asoc. 1 Asoc. 2 Eoth
Number of Non-memnbers 114 101 Z15
Gelling
Mean farm—to-plant 18 40 25
distances in minuteg
Megan kilos sold g7t 1852 Q&4

per non-mnember

Notesr The megan of distance and kilos are taken from a samples while
the number selling is a count. .

The mean of kilos is based on the sum aof all sales by particular
people.

Table 18. Farm-to-plant Distance Dercay

Digtence

(minutes} N A

A - 14 25 53 [ZTETT LS
15 - 59 is 32 W W W

&2+ 7 15 t T L

Total A7 128

1%



Table 1i. Social Distance of Yuca - Gellers

Relation to Numbeyr of ¥ of

Members Selliers Sellers

Family iz 17 maw

Known psrsaon LT SR T T PR T
Unknown ind, 11 L 15 *aN

Mo data pr 23

Total 7i 1.00

Relation to Kilas % of

Membaers Sold Kilos

Family 13113 19

Hnown parson h&464 « &8 KRR X AR KRR R
Unknown ind. BYG3 12 %

Mo data Fhé& 21

Total L8628 1.8¢

Table 1. Tenancy of Yuca -~ Sellers

Lang-raform 23 LI2 FAEEEE
Renter 21 « SA HRE
Assigned {reformil 7. A

Son of ouner 7 10 %
Duner 4 +8b »

No data is « 21 RAHR
Total 7i 1.2

This short diversion Iinto the characteristics of ngn-merber
gellers will be useful in a moment for calculating the number of
bhensficiaries. The points to be used are the numbeéﬁ of sellers and
the fact that theyg appear to be kin, friends, and ﬂeighhofé of mémbers
as well as small~holders) that isy they seem to be praper

-

beneficiaries.

F. TYPES AND NUMBERS OF BENEFICIARIED

We have now seen variation in the bhenefits received by members,
as well as the contrast between non-members and members, We have
fairly exact data on the casnh benefits. Stilly, it is hard to say how
manyg peaple should count as beneficiaries, a designation that derives,

after all, from bureadcracd rather than science, There are many tupss



of beneficiaries, classified by the way they use the associations.
Within each kind of beneficiary, there are guantitative variationss
some treceive benefits that may be Jjudged insignificant and others
incur costs greater thaos the beuefits theu receive. To proceed to a
single figure that represents all beneficisries, there iz need for a
*full beneficiary equivalent factar“; it is hard to equate a member
selling three hectares of guca with a non-member selling a half-sack.
Beyond all these factorse there is the simple ?act that only a3 special
study following a sample of benefigiaries over time could tell us how
many peoples with their kin and neighbors, reallu benefit.

The following exercise in rcalculating the number bensfigiaries of
Agsociation 1 is useful in that it clearly presents some of the
decicions that one has to make. One sees the lack of data,
particularly for estimating indirect benaficiaries o
6isbaneficiarin§. One  also sees the importance pf  contextd: someons
interested anly in orecanizing farmers might say that the conversion
fagtor from non-members {0 membsgrs should be .81, bare acknowlegement,
while an office interested only in reducing per-beneficiary costs
wousld use a 111 conversion factoe. The terms “pﬁeudw—heﬁfi:iary“ and
Yprimary  purpose” introduce other context factores highlighting the

ideological aspect of the calcula®ion.
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Steven A, Romanoff, CIAT

Figure Za. WHaorkshaot for Caloulating Musmber of Beneficiaries

Project DRI Dried Yuca,__  Grour Association )

A o e S SRR, Bkl Ut

Type [a. Primary Purpase Bengficiaries! Mombersg selling more than
4004 wilos of yuca

Total 13
~ numbar outside the bhenoficiavy agroup - 2. ..
- nunber not substantially bensfited - @&
= pumber not MET benefited (cpnsts > hen.d - Fiw
—~ numher of pscudo-beraficiaries e a_
NET = _12_

Conversion factaor = 1 ¥ factor . = 12

—— s s

% for the farmers lefi with yuca at the end of last uear
Type Ib. Szcondary Purpase Benefiriaries _Mombers selling less than
4008 kilos
Tatal

- pupber outside bthe beneficiary group -
- nusber net substantially benafited -
~ numbeor not NET benefited (costs » bDen.d -~
— number af psecudo-beneficiarvies

=3 e )L

i
{
i
i

i

1
P
[

i
+

O ]

NET =
Conversion fagtor = _1_ % factor = R
Note! Meoabers sarning igss then SC0LEE2D are nat substantially ben, Ib
Mote: *Pssudo-bereficiaries® benefit only from aspzcts of the
srogram not intended as sole bensfitg, lile subsidized sauity.

|
i

Tupe 1. Poripheral Pesneficiaries __MNon-mambers selling o asoo,

Total wllénm
- numbar guitsids the beseficiary group - __B__
- pumnber not substantialiy bznefited - _El_m
- pumbar not MNET benefited {coste » ben.d -~ 7 ..
= numbsar of passudo-bensficiarigs Rl : N
NET = __93 _

Conversion factor - .5 ¥ factor o 47

Ir
Note: Hon—membeors se2lling less than 258 Lilos are not substantially
benpfitted.

Tupe I1I. Dishenificiaries ___ oo __ Mo data... . ——

Tatal ?
~ nhusber outside the beneficiary group -
- nymbor not substantially harmed -
-~ number not NET harmed { ben. » harm}

NET
Conversion factor = % fagtor = ?

H

Mote: Conversion facters reflect "context” factors.

—iZ + 2 + 47 - B ? = 61

[, v o - —-“" ——— po_ e e o e e s e e e

ia + Ib + 11 - i1t = PBeneficiaries



Pussible disbenefitsy such as effects on rental fees and labor
availability, are the subljectrof on-aping CIAT studies. One of the
gengral bhenefits that is supposed to result from bhuilding yuca plants
is risk vreduction for farmers who indrease their wuca plantings,
whether members or notsy and reduction of farmers® pgrception of risk,
at least risk ralated to demand for yuca.

However, some membors sell so little guca to the plants  that
their risk has not been reducedd among them are some who found no
alternative market. Furthery, for the average non-member farmer, the
twg plants studied absorvbed the production of only ong~tenth of a
hectare. It is possible that, by being a source of small amounts of
tashy the plants obviate the need for a farmer to sell his uyear's
production to get cash for mediciney, for example. This reduces market
risk & bkity but | presume tha§ the non-member farmer who plants  an
extra throe hemta;es faces masically the same risk as he did before
the plants were built; 4Lhe member farmer alses gontinues to  face
cubstantial risk. Anecdotes about the region and members® guperiences
indicates that some have not bengfited,

G. GROUF DYMAMICE, DIFFEREMTIAL PARTICIPATION, AND DIFFERENTIAL
BENEFITS

The variety éf henefits to members and the %amt that benefits
differ among menbers can lead the associations to develop in  ways
unanticipated by bureaucrats. #WHhen confronted by oprportunities,
decisionsy and internal differences, associations and their members
evaluate distinct benefits, aot just the opportunity to produce and
Process more guca,

To document thiss 1 will present rcases of behavioral adapstation

to benefits that are diverse {(called "Tupe of Benefit® and "Origin of



Penaefit® cases) and unequal (palled *Bengfit Ratio® cases).

Boenefit Hatios~I! HMember/Non-member Benefit Ratio as Pressure o
Join

Tendler (1983} reports that Bolivian cooperatives do not grow
because, in part, non-members get the same bensfits as menmbers. This
iz not the case with the yuca chippers:y wsg have seen that an average
mamber sells the association %gn times wmoreg than a non-menbers.
Henece, son-nesher gsellers try to gain entry. Furthery members get @.5
pesos more per kilo of uwuca than non—members, in an extreme casea,
dozens of such farmers sent a letter to DRI and attended a mesting,
unsuccessfully asking to be allowed to join their town's association,

Bensfit Ratios~11: Handling Internal Efress

Ong of the wmain issves of a wmeeting that 1 attended was
compensatian to a member whe had nmt,bean able to sell to the
association. He described the effect of not harvastiég his gyuca -~
income hoth deferrad and lost because be could not use his field. In
this cases the association managemsnt held firmj there would be no
rECOmMPEnSeE.

Penefit Ratios~I11: Handling Internal Stress

Association 2 shows the pattern of skewed sales to the
aasocigtica and a high proportion of bensefits from wages and profits.
Differential bengfits and other problems led to internal dissan%}Ln.
The assoaciation manasar kept the group together by offering verd high
wages for manbers {88 pesosy while the local wage is 4088 to 500
pesos) and by sponsoring & move to allow the sons of pembers to
substitute their labor for absent fa#h@rg. Oppasition to thigs move
tame from the piant manager, who was in favor of capitalization. Here

wea have two kinds of behavioral consequances ef‘different interests.
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Firsty the interest of lowu-sales members and plant manager differed.
Smcondy the dissention between interesst ;ruups was resocived by giving
higher wades to one grous.

Kind of Benefit-1# Cattle Credits as an Unanticipated Benefit

When credit was scarce one year, members of one of the
associations had access to relatively large cattle leans because they
were known to the bureaucracy and thought to be relatively stahble
because of their membership.

Kind of Benefit-II: Members® Kin and Paging back Credit

A henefif ta members that is proving very important is  the
apportunities offered to their sons and, less frequently,y to  other
relatives. Members of some associations substitute their sons® labor
for their own 3t the plant, and the sonz of some members work full-
time at the plants. Under government pressure to incrsase membershipy
some associations  have reacted by taking in members’™ sons {and & .
nephew)s fulfilling the cuota but not the intent of the bureaucrats.
HWithin the associations surveyeds there ig strong feelings to restrict
mambershis to relatives, though other groups are morg anenable to
government plans to increass membership.

Restricted membership is undesirable from the point of view of
governmant  functionaries, who are evaluated on the number of peopls
benefitted. However, benefits ta kin make the progras; more attractive
to some membars. Functionarjes know that the whole chiprer program is
hased on unsecured loang to the associations and that members’
commitments to pay back the loans depend on their commitment to  long-
ternm  involvement, While future credit is one reason for such an
enduring bond (see belowdy members cite their sons® future as  the

reason for paving back the loans {(see also discussion of bureaucrats’



behavior; belowi.

When I attended a meeting where the membsrs discusssd paging &
note that had come dupy the conversation repeatedly switched from the
treasurser’s figures to memberg’ emotional discussion of the benefits
af the agsociation for their progeny. They were justifuing pasing off
the lovan in a social environment characterizeg by the highest default
rates in Colombia andy until recentlu. by the opinion that loans need
not be payed.

Kind of Benefit~1I!* The Option of Milking the Association and
Burgaucrates® Adaptation

The possibility that associations could *milk* their assets and
forget about their debt mntivates bureaucrats tc seek ways to kesp the
associations in lineg. In particular, it motivates them to seek
saolutions to ﬁrQiS}ems of credit panggnts and to advocate low
interest rates. Secondy entitieg saesk to provide more loans to  the
associations -—- & ‘“pyramid® stheme in ghich the level of debt Lkeeps
rizing and the motivation to pay the debt is the hope far further
&redit {but sgsee also the discussion of members’ kin above and of
rejection of additional credgits belowl.

Origin of Benetit—-I: Purchases from Non-membgrs xaéaua Mambers

Tabis 1 distinguishes between the benefits of protessing mesbers’
yuca from that of processing non-members’ guca. There are some real
banefits to relying on non-menbers’ yuea. For examples members can
harvest more kilous of guca by leaving their own in the ground longer
while the lplant oparates on pon—amenbers' vuca. {(The plants pay the
same price all seasson longi for the fresh markety there is a premiunm

for harvesting sarly, wmhen praces arg high,) Furthery oy using non—



members® yucas members avoid production risk. Thusy plants continue
to buy duca from non-membsrs even {F they grow enough to supply  their
plant.

This raises the issue of the degree to which tha plants are
groups of farnErs banding toasther to process their product and the
degres  to which they are grocessing companies. The association of
farmers with very small piots bought 70 percent of its Huca from non-
mambers last year. These marginal farmers aré compensating for their
povaerty by buying more non—members® yuca.

Origin and Tupe of Benefiti "Ho thanks™ to an Offer af More
Credit.

The faect that somz low-sales members still  had unpaid  debt
contributed to &n assoriation’s decision to emphasize processing

non~manbers’  wueca and to reject an offeor of so nuch credit that it

could become self-sufficient in supplies. The membar; prefaerrad to
take a modest ampunt of credit. There was alzp a feeling that others
could assume the visk of production, while the association made a
profit on processing. High—production members gain . from production
credit, while law-production mesbors gain little fror such dredit
begyond a minimumi in fact, insofar as the association is put at risks

their eaquity and wages are put at risk.

H. CURRENT ISSUES: COOPERATIVE PRINCIPALS

In Qctmger; 1784 DRI sponsored a neeting for association members
and for government staff from the institutions working with the
planty, Among  the most discussed issues of this Monterias Cordobs
mesting was a proposed shitt from  ‘association™ to  "cooperative®
status, Such a shift would allow the associations té tap new sourceds

of credit and to form a federation. Howsvers the term *cooperative®



carries considerable connotatian regarding goals and intgrnal
organization. Those changes would affect members differontly
depending on  the predominant way in which thew benefit from the
association.

In the acerbic debates that culminated a monumental United Nations
atudy of cooperatives (UNRISD 1977% orig.1%73), detractors and
defenderg of cooperatives foc&ﬁe; briefiy on a small chicken-breoder
cooperative  and, for Just a moment, agreed on something! the
cooparative took on the (disreputable) coloration of private profit
when it blocked the admission of new members. Even the defendsrs of
cogpegrativism had Yo admit that this contravenes cooperative
prinmipies‘ However, the cooperativietes held that an organization
maintains its special character s=o lmnguaﬁ it distributes its net
income in  proportion o nembers’ transactions with tﬁe cooperative
(UNRIGD 1977:&87).

Currently, the associations that distribute profits do so on a
one-person-one~-share basis. However, cooperativesy by the Rochdale
principals, dist-ibute profils (or Zrebates’l ip propcriion fo Zussl

gr Iiransactions’i. In the case of yuca plants, use” could be taken
to mean "sales to the plant.” Thasé‘m&mberﬁ who sell most yuca to the
plants would henefilt from such & definition} in effect, it would raise
the price of yuvca. Thosse wha act 4s intermediaries {gelling others’
yuca to tha plant as if it were their own) would a&also hbenefit.
However, the low-sales mesbers would lossz part of their year-end
share. Since they sell little o the association, they would lose a

ma jor incentive to remain in the association.

At  HMontevia the discussion between Tarsers and bureaucrats
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revealed two different pargspecitives on  the auestion of OPen
membarship and equity. Most of the bureaugrats voiced opinions showing
a develgpment-project pervapective (which juddes success on the basis
af number pf benefiriaries) ar « cooperative-ideal perspective. The
campesinoss on the other bhand, were concerned with maintaining their
pauity in the capital goods of the association. New members, some
sugaested; would be admitved if they paid a fes {(in cash or deducted
from future pagments) gaquivalent tc a current member’s squity, Whan
presseds one campeginog estimated that this would amount to  $00L
168,080 (equivalent to 208 days’ uwages or 2.5 hectare’s of yuca
delivered to the plant}. One bureaucrat suggestsd thet this might be
reduced; it rules out most farmerss given the size of sales that this
report has documented.

Open  membership, like distribution of profits proportional to
sales: most directly reducres the benefits of low-sales members.
Howavers those with the most guca to sell lose from having more psople
with priority rights to sell to the plant. In the case nf the low-
sales peopls, the issue is equity and profitsy  in %he case of high-
sales peopley the issue ig praference in selling. Theﬁé are other
factors fto analuse to understand the option of opening membership?
issues  of posuible stagnation, of declining ‘ memberahip, af
governmant's interests, and of other factors. Herey I am concerned
anly with individual interssts,.

If a significant number of members can sarn their benefits from
wages and profite {(rather than from selling uucal, then one should
ronsider the possibility of organizing some yuca facilities as a rural
industry {(il.e. a worker-owned facility)y or of a éru% cooperative

{apen manbership}) that emphasizes prafit sharing for a limited aumber



af workers {i.e. pauys lower prices for gucal. Buch forms of
organization would be appropriate where land holdings are small and
where pur thases fronm non-moembers ave high. The data on diversitu of
benafits do not support the conclusion of some earlier studiss that
associations should be formed only among campesinos who own land  and
who oun morae land than othars. Beside the fact that sevaral
associations not surveyed here have been formed among rentersy
campesinogs who sell little o9r no yuca to the plant can contribute by
their work and can benefit from membership.

H. CONCLUSIONS

i. There is important variation in the total monetary wvalue of
b&ﬂef?tﬁ that North Copast yuca association members derive from ltheir
affiliation.

2. The miz of benefits alsao varies from menber to membe;.

3. Some farmerg gained soe little from the procwssing plants that we
should not count them as beneficiaries. Puliticaly ideological, and
context factors enter into caleulating the number of beneficiaries,
though recoanitian of variation con make these calrulations wmore
realistic. "Gucial accounting” provides muchy,  but not ally of the
data needed.

4., Ho matter how hopogenecus the membesrship of an  association or
ﬁocperativgg- differgntial participation can create interest groups
within the conperative. These interests have bshavioral
consequencess net  just for group cohesions but also for how the
cooperative uses its resources.

5., The lowser the price an association pays for yuea,; the more the lowy—

sales menboers henefit from membership;  the higher the price, the more
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the high-sales membersg boenefit. Low income membors bengfit more from
wages and profits than from %aiea‘
d. The ideal internal regulaticons of cooperatives may or may not  be
appropriate to particular yuca asanciations: if the assogiations
epnvert thamselves to conperalives and if they take cooperative ideals
gseriously,y then gsome agssociation members will gain more than others,

7. Analusis of bhenefits and of policy questions fagcing such
caoperative~like groups should avoid using “average® figures and
should consider variation among heneficiaries and among benefits,
Some tupes of unlikely-appearing potential beneficiariess; such as the
near-landless, may gain important benefits from "minor® or uneupscted
aspacts of the groups and this gives hints for the future development

of the azsociations.
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APPENDIX 1. METHODLS

Gaetting data on sales was not difficulty though it was tedious.

Fortunately, the plants have hept receipts of their purchases.,. so
with vthe ireasurers of two plants 1 mads ligts of ¢the sellars and
the nuantity sold. The tedinus part was sorting through the nanmes to
catch the cases of two or mors sales by the same  parson. Then I

selected a sample of non-member sellzrs {(every third one on the
list, for a total of 71! anue aszsked those prosent {treasdurer plus
agsarted membars) for information on the seller’s relation to members
land tenencysy place of residence, plage of farms and farm—io-plant
transpart  time. The data were processed using an Qsbhorne—1
microconputer running dBEASE~II, a data base program.

Te Judge social distance of non-maebersy I decided to use three
catogoriest family of anuy membar (familiard, friend or known person to
ang menber {conocido or amigo), and strenser or unkngun person  {(no
conocidol.

The most likely bias in the data is an  underestimate of the
number of non-pember ssilers and of sellers’ social eroximity  to

menbers. This is so because the associations paid more for members’
yuca than far non-members’s 50 &8 nember's sons  for example, would be
likely to sell to the association undaey his fatbar’s name. Thus, he

would nat be counted as & non-membor sellegry and the list of sellsrs
would not includs this close relative,

The data analuysed here arg readily available to government

funcionaries. Exceapt for taking an hour of fime fraom plant
treasuraera, there was no boather o campesinosy who have  besn
rapeatedly surveyed. It is trus that a special survey could answer

mare gquastions than  thio compilation of archived data, but the
methodology used here is low cost and suitable for replication by
coor menbers of bursaucrats interested in "reality testing®.

APPENDIX 2. Sore Simple Techniaques for Social Acoounting

The following indices can be calculated by a cooperative member or
someons giving  technigal assistance to a cooperative-like group tu
Judge internal variation and, at least, to begin to determine the
number and kinds of peneficiaries. These indices doa not replade
soriclogical or anthropological analuysis.

Tahle'lﬁdex Data Use

Fig. 1 Penefits interviews percerive benefits

2 number of memnbers membership lists determing beneficiaries
g “ ‘ * non-members receipts b *

Fig. 2 Beneficiary workshsest caleculate a total

z average sales, wage, receipts, inter, volume and emphasis

and profits
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Iy 4 sorted list of benefi~ individual dats visual distribution
ciaries # inactive members
# putra—actives

% standard deviation/mean b variability
of benefits

& gini index “ variability

5 mean produc./sates loans: receipts gensral import of assoc.
indiv. produc./sales * functiong of assoc.

text benefits to non-members/ * nature of assoc.

bunefits to maanbers

text wmean benefit to non-members/ raceipts premsure to join
mean benefit to membersg

7:8 sensitivity analysis . w#ffects of changs
- ‘' or special grous

10,1112 somcial characteristics third-party are heneficiaries
af salliers questiong in target?
taxt gtandardized proajsction 13 weight changes

1y For szamples, Gold gne factor ceongtant and hupotheszize a change in
anatheri then hold the seeond factor constant and hupothesize a change
in the first. In the text. I used area planted as one factor and
percentage sold to the second and concluded that the latter made more
af a difference in the total of menmbers' sales than the former.
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