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Abstract

Agricultural cooperatives play an important role in rural Rwanda is as the country is one of the
most densely populated countries in Africa and the majority of population relies on subsistence
smallholder farming. Agricultural cooperatives have been regarded as a way of promoting
smallholders, particularly subsistence farmers, where collective operations can increase
agricultural production for a household. But although research indicates many factors affecting
cooperative development and agriculture productivity these factors are not the same in every
country. This study investigated the role of agricultural cooperatives in improving household
food security and factors contributing to the success of smallholder agricultural cooperatives. It
is expected that isolation of benefits of agricultural cooperative members in food security and
the factors influencing production may assist government and other institution dealing with food
security in plans and decisions to support smallholder farmers.

The study randomly selected three registered rural agricultural cooperatives in Mwendo Sector
growing pineapples, peas and maize. The research sample size of 150 cooperative members’
and 20 non-cooperative members was used to explore the agriculture cooperative in Rwanda,
factors influencing production in agricultural cooperative and benefits of belonging or not
belonging in a cooperative in Rwanda. Data were collected through questionnaires. In order to
complement the quantitative data and results of the study, focus group discussions and key
informant interviews were also used to appraise these research questions. A cross-cutting
conceptual framework for measuring effectiveness of agricultural cooperatives was elaborated
using literature review and it was used for comparative analysis as effectiveness of the assessed

cooperatives.

The results revealed that cooperatives possess the same organizational structure, only
differences are found in internal organization. The study further found that the factors
influencing productivity of agricultural cooperative are equipment used in agriculture, training
received by cooperative members, cooperative organization, government assistance and
extension officer services, inputs used in production, marital status of members, age and level of
education of cooperative members. From the findings it was found that cooperative members
benefit from cooperative income, government assistance and skills from cooperative training in
agriculture. Other benefits found are increase of production and market of cooperative produces
through cooperation and promotion of culture and unity in the locality through various social

and religious activities within cooperative members.



Research recommends the government and its stakeholders to sensitize so that every
smallholder should belong to the cooperative for the sake of helping them in groups.
Government should facilitate cooperatives use of improved equipment and inputs through
offering intensive trainings on financial management, agriculture and animal husbandry which
augment production. Government also should ensure affordable bank credit rate to cooperative
farmers, provide improved seeds to the farmers and avoid delay of delivery. On the other side,
cooperative members should be determined, investing in cooperative and dealing with

challenges in order to be self-reliance as a way of fighting against food insecurity.
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Chapter One

Introduction and research problem

1.1 Background of the study

Rwanda is a small, landlocked country situated in the Great Lakes region of East Africa. It
covers an area of 26 338 square kilometres with population of 10,537, 222. Rwanda is among
the most densely populated countries in Africa with 416 people/km? and the average annual
growth rate on national level is 2.6 per cent (NISR, 2012). Approximately 60 per cent of
Rwandans lives in rural areas and the poverty rate is moderately high (NISR, 2012). Rwanda
has four neighbouring countries: Burundi in the South; Tanzania in the East; the Republic
Democratic of Congo in the West and Uganda in the North (NISR, 2010).

Agriculture is a prime economic sector in Rwanda providing 90 per cent of employment
opportunities in the country and 70 per cent of export revenue. The national food provision
situation is that 91 per cent of domestic food is supplied by the domestic agricultural sector.
Sixty-six per cent of total crops cultivated in the country are domestically consumed and in

34 per cent of agricultural production is market oriented (IPAR, 2009).

On the basis of these statistics it was decided in 2005 to institute a system of cooperatives as
tool for poverty reduction and this is expected to play a key role in mobilizing rural people to
contribute to the development of the country (Mukaruziga, 2010). The role of cooperatives in
national socio-economic development is recognized in Law No. 50/2007 of 18/09/2007
which determined the establishment, organization and functioning of cooperative
organization in Rwanda. The vision of the Rwanda Cooperative Agency (RCA) established in
2008 is to promote an autonomous and economically viable cooperative movement founded
on the cooperative values and principles and is able to enhance social integration and

uplifting the standard of living of its members (RoR, 2011).

Mwendo Sector is one of nine sectors in Ruhango District which is one of thirty Districts in
Rwanda. According to the Sector census (2010), Mwendo Sector covers an area of 5,555 km?
and has about 23,213 inhabitants with 12,023 female and 11,190 male. Average Sector
population density is 417/km?and there are 5,036 households. The ratio of females-headed
households to males-headed households is 1258:3278. Most frequently cultivated crops are
cassava, maize, bean, pineapple, rice, etc (RD, 2010).



1.2 The problem and its roots

Food insecurity is intertwined with poverty. The World Bank Annual Report (2010) explains
that the global financial and economic crisis particularly afflicts developing countries, with
some 64 million more people in the developing countries expected to fall into poverty,
defined as people living on less than $1.25 a day. In addition, in 2012 a total of 870 million
people were undernourished in terms of dietary energy supply and 852 million of these live in
developing countries; this figure represent about 12.5 per cent of worldwide population, or
one person in eight (FAO, 2012b).

Rwanda is classified as a developing country and the majority of Rwandans depend on small
scale subsistence agriculture for their livelihoods (NISR, 2012). These small scale farmers,
who are the majority of the population, face numerous challenges among which are
inadequate education which precludes access to markets or bargaining on prices, soil erosion
which sweeps away both fertile soil and planted crops during rainy season, and lack of
mechanization which leaves smallholders reliant solely on rainfall. In addition, high
population density inversely reduces land per household which in turn reduces agricultural
production (Huggins, 2012).

As food insecurity and poverty are interlinked, poverty incidence is higher in rural areas than
in urban areas, with 66 per cent incidence in rural areas againstllper cent in Kigali (capital
city) and 18 per cent in other cities (AfDB, 2008).

The government of Rwanda sees cooperatives as an important tool for alleviating poverty and
food provision; they are expected to play a significant role in raising incomes and helping to
reduce poverty. As RoR (2011) explains, the economy of Rwanda is heavily dependent on
agriculture, which provides livelihood for 84 per cent of the population. Agriculture
accounted for 31 per cent of gross domestic product (GDP) in 2010-2011, with production
per household of roots and tubers growing by 10.6%, cereals by 7.5%, cassava by 7.4%, and
vegetables and fruits by 4%. In addition, both livestock and fisheries grew by 3% (RoOR,
2011).

The Government of Rwanda has encouraged the cooperatives, and the Mukaruziga (2010)
notes that agricultural cooperatives make direct and indirect contributions to socio-economic
development of the population through promoting and supporting productive employment

and entrepreneurial development, enhancing social inclusion (through income generation,



housing, reduction of family conflicts), strengthening social protection and community
building. There is therefore need to conduct an assessment on the contribution of agricultural
cooperatives to household food security: investigating their role in providing food for the
household, the factors that influence production by an agricultural cooperative, and the

reasons why some Rwandans prefer to join cooperatives and others do not.

1.3 Problem statement

In their current form and structure; do agricultural cooperatives in Rwanda assist in
improving food security? Effectiveness in this research is defined and limited to an enabling

structure and internal capacity to result in improved income generation.

1.3.1 Sub-problems

In this research study the following sub-problems are undertaken in order to attain the role of
agricultural cooperative in household food security and the factors contributing to the success

of a cooperative.
Sub-problem 1: How are agricultural cooperatives structured in Rwanda?

Sub-problem 2: What are the factors influencing effectiveness in production in agricultural

cooperative in Rwanda?

Sub-problem 3: What are the benefits of belonging or not belonging in a cooperative in

Rwanda?

1.4 Objectives of the study

The main purpose of this study was to explore the effectiveness of agricultural cooperatives
in improving production, income (food and monetary) of farmers and explore implications

for food security.
The specific objectives of the study are:

e To assess the role of an agricultural cooperative in providing food supply to a
household

e To determine the factors supporting the success of an agricultural cooperative

e To establish why some people join cooperatives and other do not



1.5 Study limits

There are many different kinds of functioning cooperatives throughout Rwanda but this study
confined its investigation to agricultural cooperatives growing pineapples, peas and maize in
a single local municipality (Mwendo Sector) and recognized by the Mwendo Sector
Department of Economic Development and Cooperatives. Small-scale farmers analyzed were
those who owned land less than 0.5ha and cooperated to increase production. The localized
research setting means that the results are not to be regarded as representative of the country

as a whole.

1.6 Outline of dissertation

The study consists of seven chapters: Chapter 1 is dealing with background, problem
statement, objectives, study limits, and significance of the study. Chapter 2 is a review of
literature pertaining to the agricultural cooperative and food security issues. Chapter 3
illustrates the characteristics of cooperative effectiveness. Chapter 4 describes the study area
in which selected cooperatives were clarified as well as samples characteristics of
respondents. The fifth chapter outlines the methodology used in carrying out this research,
including description of the study area, sampling procedures, data collection and data
analysis. The results of the study as well as their interpretations are presented in Chapter 6.

The final chapter presents conclusions and policy recommendation indicated by the study.

1.7 Importance of the study

In small, landlocked Rwanda about 90 per cent of the employment opportunities are found in
agriculture, and the majority of farmers in Rwanda do it for self-consumption (NISR, 2012).
Rwanda’s agricultural productivity has been low, and in view of the fact that 91 per cent of
domestic food is provided by agricultural sector, government has promoted cooperatives as a
way to boost employment, income per capita and Gross Domestic Product (GDP), with

appropriate consideration given to environmental protection and income equity.

In addition, it is envisaged that agricultural cooperatives will improve food production and
accessibility for households. The study accordingly set out to gather and evaluate relevant
information that will identify the role that agricultural cooperatives play in household food
security enhancement and indicate why some people choose to join an agricultural

cooperative and others do not.



Fuller understanding of the role of agricultural cooperatives in rural Rwanda as exemplified
by pineapple, peas and maize cooperatives in Mwendo Sector would be of value to
government bodies, donors and agricultural decision makers. Furthermore, findings of this
study will provide insight for researchers and students interested in related areas for further

research.



Chapter Two

Literature review

2.1. Introduction

Agriculture is a primary source of employment and income in rural areas where agricultural
cooperatives also play a role in rural agricultural development (Tripathy, 1998). The Rwanda
Cooperative Agency (RCA, 2011) accepted the International Cooperative Alliance (ICA)
definition of a cooperative as “an autonomous association of persons united voluntarily to
meet their common economic, social, and cultural needs and aspirations through a jointly-
owned and democratically-controlled enterprise, according to internationally recognized co-
operative values and principles”. A cooperative differs from a conventional business in that a
cooperative is formed to fulfil its member’s needs and is democratic in ownership and
control, in its way of working and in its legal structure. Cooperatives in the context of
agriculture provide genuine money-making benefits to farm families, especially poor farmers,
through strengthening the situation of the farmer in the agro-food chain, improving market
access for farmers’ products, and allowing rural people to sort out their own solution
(Allahdadi, 2011).

As pointed out by Echevarria (1998), agricultural production mainly depends on three factors
of production — land, labour and capital — and the failure of any one factor affects the
production. To improve agricultural production, these factors need to be improved: Soil
(land) needs inputs like fertilizer, improved seed, and chemicals for better agricultural
production (Ortmann & King, 2007); availability of trained labour as well as improved hand
tools help to foster good agricultural practices and agriculture production (Mushobozi &
Santacoloma, 2010); financial means is required in agriculture particularly in the form of
credit for small farmers which acts as catalyst in rural small farming production (Okon, et al.
2012). Akudugu et al. (2012) argue that for farmers, access to credit and extension services
are both important factors that help households to decide on technology adoption, hence they
improve agricultural production. Equally important, the farmers need to get access to the
market for selling their farm products, and this is facilitated by infrastructure that links the
producer to the consumer where the price is fair (Senyolo et al. 2009). As reported by
Rosegrant et al. (2005), in the case of Rwanda, national government together with donors
supported farmers’ groups by providing credit, farm inputs and crops, and was found to be

successful as vehicle for both agricultural production and rural development.



Worldwide, 70 per cent of the world’s poor live in rural areas and get their income and
employment from agriculture (WB, 2013). To increase agricultural production, rural mass
participation (agricultural cooperatives) and natural resources protections are required
(Hekmat, 2011). Agricultural cooperatives help in the provision of four essential services to
the cooperative’s members: farm guidance, input supply services, credit services and market
services (Prakash, 2005). Agricultural cooperatives also help small farmers to send their
children to school, afford health insurance, earn income, and be able to construct their houses.
Also, through cooperatives small farmers’ access training and skills in doing business and

participating in democratic debate (Chambo, 2009).

Despite the positive contribution of agricultural cooperatives to social and economic
development, a cooperative enterprise faces many challenges, including globalization,
political interference and poor management (Zamagni & Zamagni, 2010). Particularly in
Rwanda, agricultural cooperatives face difficulties such as small land parcels, lack of credit,
lack of effective management structure, market prices that do not correspond to the effort of

producers, and lack of entrepreneurial skills (Chuhan-Pole & Angwafo, 2011).

This literature review chiefly considers publications pertaining to agricultural cooperatives
where the emphasis is on development of agriculture. The chapter also discusses the origin of
cooperatives, their production and structure, particularly in regard to primary cooperatives,
and the historical background of cooperatives in Rwanda. Factors contributing to the
increase in the number of agricultural cooperatives will be presented, highlighting factors
enhancing agricultural production. This is followed by an account of the challenges to
agricultural production in relationship to cooperatives. The benefits of agricultural
cooperatives to the farmers, particularly small-scale farmers (small-scale farmers,
smallholders and subsistence farmers are interchangeable terms) will be explained by using
evidence from empirical studies. Attention will also be given to reasons why some people do

not want to join cooperatives.

2.2 Origin of co-operatives

Not much is known about the origin of cooperatives, especially informal cooperatives, as
they go far back in human history; it is natural for people to work together for achieving
something which benefits them, especially for economic development (Sargent, 1982).

Agricultural cooperatives have existed for thousands of years and there is evidence that they



existed in the Babylonian era in surviving agricultural charters that have cooperative features
(Roy, 1964). In the United States, cooperatives originated in the colonial period when they
primarily operated for the benefit of farmers. The oldest recognized cooperative business in
the United States was established in 1752 by Benjamin Franklin and is still carrying on its
activities (Zimbelman, 2007).

Agricultural cooperatives were first formed in the United States in 1858 in the state of
Illinois, begun by agricultural producers facing tough economic conditions due to
monopolistic control by middlemen (non-producers). The farmers met at Centralia and
decided to form an organization to get more voice than the non-producers, specifically on
price determination. This brought together producers and consumers by discouraging
middlemen and they were able to cope with the existing conditions (French et al. 1980). The
economic distress was found again in the late 1860s when a general farm organization called
“Grange” actively promoted cooperative enterprises, and in 1874 the annual convention of
National Grange adopted the Rochdale Principles as an operational guide for an organization
where farmers have opted to work together in regard to buying and selling, and more
generally for mutual protection and advancement (Shannon, 1945). The first law pertaining to
cooperatives was passed in Michigan in 1965 (French et al. 1980).

Equally important, in Europe informal agricultural cooperation began a long time ago, but
formal agricultural cooperation in Britain started in 1867 and were established by the
Agricultural and Horticultural Association. All co-op societies relied for their success on
provision of capital, provision of skills and support for their society in difficulties situations
(Sargent, 1982).

The evolution of cooperatives around the world accelerated during course of the nineteenth
century and today worldwide patterns and structures of cooperatives vary depending on how
they began and how they subsequently developed (Smith, 2004). However, the development
that had particularly important impact on worldwide cooperatives, and is seen as birthplace of
the cooperative movement, was the Rochdale Society of Equitable Pioneers. Founded in
Britain in 1844 the Rochdale Society first set out the underlying principles of cooperatives

and the same principles continue to guide cooperatives today (Ortmann & King, 2007).

In Africa, cooperation has a long history dating back to pre-colonial times. As pointed out by

Wanyama (2013), many countries on the African continent had a traditional culture of



cooperation, especially in agriculture and credit, but agricultural cooperatives predominated
due to their role in the economic activities of communities. In the colonial period, the
colonial governments introduced and shaped the system that fostered the cooperative
movement in the colonized countries and they used cooperatives as an administrative
approach in the implementation of socio-economic policies (Wanyama et al. 2009). The
cooperatives formed were mainly in the agricultural sector, intended to help small and
commercial farmers in the production of cash crops like coffee, cocoa, tea, cotton and other
export commodities. Cooperatives were thus linked to the export production strategies of the
colonial authorities rather to the marketing strategies of members (Deletere et al. 2008). In
post-colonial Africa, agricultural cooperatives were widely promoted with the aim of socially
organizing the countryside. Also, cooperatives had to serve two goals: organizing
smallholders into bigger, productive firms and facilitating the development of the state
(Mangnus & Piters, 2010).

2.2.1 Historical background of cooperatives in Rwanda

Historically, Rwandan society was organized according to a philosophy of working together
in solidarity for improvement of the social structure. The purpose of this unity/solidarity was
mainly to ensure common protection, take care of conflict management and provide mutual
assistance to one another. The evidence of this working together in the Rwandan community
is to be found; firstly, in the daily productive activities of the population where during crop
planting one could call on the neighbours’ assistance in cultivating a field. This is known as
Ubudehe and it was organized and done on ad hoc basis without waiting for any payment.
Secondly, people organized mutual-aid associations known as tontines or Ibimina and these

ibimina took various forms including labour pools and produce pools (ILO, 2008).

Similar to most African countries, in Rwanda cooperatives existed before the colonial era but
were shaped and encouraged by the Belgians in the colonial period (RCA, 2011). This was
done as an instrument for attaining the socioeconomic goals of the colonizer. The primary
emphasis was on cooperatives producing export commodities like coffee, tea, and on mining
production. The structure of cooperatives reflected the colonial administrative structure.
During this period the cooperative movement underwent little growth due to the fact that they
were controlled by the colonial administration who forced the population to produce what the

authorities preferred by fixing the price that cooperatives could pay their members for their
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produce. These prices were lower than the value of the work done orthe export prices
(Wanyama, et al., 2009).

Since the independence of Rwanda in 1962, the number of cooperatives has increased due to
the support of the movement by the new government. Table 1 below shows that cooperatives
rose from 4 pre-1962 to 1528 in 1983.

Table 2- INumber of cooperatives in Rwanda

Period Number of cooperatives
Before 1962 4

1962-1966 36

1967-1973 423
1974-1980 1203
1981-1983 1528

Source: Mukaruziga, 2010

The Rwanda genocide against Tutsi in 1994 destroyed the country including the cooperatives
(Ansoms, 2005). After the Rwandan genocide cooperative reform was adopted as national
policy and promotion of cooperatives was established by law in2008 with the aim of
promoting a vibrant cooperative movement country-wide. According to RCA (2011), primary
cooperatives unify and give rise to secondary cooperatives/unions, and all types of

cooperatives need to unite in a combined national endeavour.

The characteristics of a cooperative in terms of ownership, shares, liability, voting rights,

reporting requirement and registration process are summarized in Table 2.2 below.
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Table 2-2Cooperative characteristics in Rwanda

Critical component

Cooperatives

Ownership

Owned by at least seven people and open to the number of people who
may join. No ceiling.

Shares

The number of shares is determined by the General Assembly and this is
well stated within the Bylaws. A member may have as many shares as they
wish.

Liability

The liability of the members is limited to their shares and they are not
called upon as individuals to settle the debts of the cooperative.

Reporting requirement

Required by law to file annual returns with full disclosure

Decision Making / Voting Rights

General Assembly makes decisions — one member one vote.

Registration Process

Apply and acquire a certificate of registration form: Rwanda Cooperative
Agency

Source: RCA, 2011

In 2005 the Taskforce on Cooperatives Promotion was formed and conducted a survey which

showed that about 12,934 cooperatives and cooperative-like organizations are operating in

the country. Interestingly, most of them were primary cooperatives and their production is

centred in the agricultural sector where 68.7 per cent of cooperative organizations are

identified (Mukaruziga, 2010)

Table 2.3 below shows the cooperative organizations registered in 2008 with the ministry in

charge of cooperatives (MINICOM) identified in agricultural sector in Rwanda. This table

illustrates also shows categories, sub-categories, the number of cooperatives and number of

cooperative members.
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Table 2-3Cooperatives registered for agricultural activities in Rwanda, 2008

Categories Sub-categories Number of Number of cooperative
cooperatives members

Coffee 113 19096

Maize 71 14524

Household production 67 8711

Rice 60 23100

Rice vegetables 60 6175

Horticulture 52 682

) Fruits 49 4445
Agricultural

] Cassava 46 5030
cooperatives

Potatoes 41 4252

Other cash crops 36 3677

Bananas 15 1623

Wheat 13 2809

Pyrethrum 9 769

Sugarcane 6 428

Tea 4 4608

Livestock Cows 59 3413

cooperatives Beekeeping 47 2971

Small livestock 35 2667

Fishery 5 314

Source: Mukaruziga, 2010

2.3 Definitions of cooperatives

Various definitions have been offered as to what a cooperative is. For Bottomley (1979) the
term cooperative signifies “working together”, where a group of people achieve the
objectives that an individual alone cannot attain. It is a form of business that owned and
controlled by the people who agree to join and accept compliance with five principles (rules)
during operations: (i) open and voluntarily membership, (ii) democratic control, (iii) limited

interest on share, (v) fair distribution of surplus (profit), and (vi) promotion of education.

As defined by the FAO (2012a), a cooperative is an association of men and women who are
voluntarily joined together to form an enterprise generating profit. The enterprise formed is
democratically controlled by the cooperative members and has the objectives of lifting their
members out of poverty by sustaining them in the attainment of shared social, economic and

cultural benefits.
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Davies and Mills (2013) describe a cooperative as “an autonomous association of persons
united voluntarily to meet their common economic, social, and cultural needs and aspirations
through a jointly-owned and democratically-controlled enterprise”. They add that
cooperatives are based on principles of self-responsibility, self-help, democracy, equity,

equality and solidarity.

As explained by Ortmann and King (2007), cooperatives operate under the guidance of core
principles which act as roots of cooperatives. Cooperative guiding principles are presented in
Table 2.4.

Table 2-4Core principles of cooperatives

¢ Voluntarily and open membership

e Democratic member control

e  Member economic participation

e  Autonomy and independence

e Education, training and information

e Cooperation among cooperatives, and

e  Concern for community.

Source: (Ortmann and King, 2007)

The members of any cooperative have to understand these principles before creation of the
cooperative. Equally important, these principles elucidate the difference between a

cooperative and an investor-owned company or business enterprise.

According to the Mukaruziga (2011), there are different categories of cooperatives in
Rwanda which can be classified as primary, secondary, tertiary and apex. This research

focuses on primary cooperatives.

2.3.1 Levels of cooperatives

Basically, there are three levels of cooperatives: primary cooperatives, secondary
cooperatives (also termed unions) and tertiary cooperatives. An agricultural cooperative is
any form of cooperative that produces process or markets any agricultural product and

provides services as well as inputs to the cooperative members (RSA, 2008).

Primary cooperative: A cooperative is considered to be primary when it is made up of

individual persons as members. The aims of a primary cooperative are for the members to
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provide services, production and employment for one another. This form of cooperative
exists at local level (FAO, 2012a).

Secondary cooperative: This level of cooperatives, also known as cooperative unions, is
usually formed by a grouping of primary cooperatives which are its members. They come
together because they are involved in the same activities and provide services to their

members. Most secondary cooperatives function at district or regional level (Tchami, 2007).

Agricultural cooperatives may be organized in a variety of ways according to their particular
function; these can include production cooperatives, supply cooperatives, service
cooperatives, agricultural marketing cooperatives and purchasing cooperatives (Laming,
1984).

2.3.2 Challenges faced by primary cooperatives

All primary cooperatives provide many services to their members, and agricultural
cooperatives in particular offer multiple services to the farm households (FAO, 2011).
However, the greatest challenge for primary cooperatives, especially in developing countries,
is lack of access to capital (French, et al., 2012). In Rwanda, Nyensiga (2012) states that lack
of access to credit facilities precludes farmer cooperatives from buying inputs like fertilizer
which is critical in agricultural production, and that this is associated with management

problems in cooperatives that make the banks shy away.

Moreover, Nwankwo et al. (2012) noted that difficulties that prevent cooperatives from
maximizing business promotion activities include lack of management and leadership skills,
lack of training/educational opportunities, lack of adequate funds and illiteracy among
cooperative members. A study conducted in Kenya by Fischer and Qaim (2011) found that
within farmer groups, a low rate of participation in joint activities is a challenge that can
critically threaten their success and viability; free-riding can exist but this is attributed to
institutional and organizational factors like timing of payment and group size.

Despite the challenges facing primary cooperatives which have a negative effect on
production, cooperatives nonetheless play a significant role in social, economic and political
development. They create opportunities and provide incomes to their members, together with

services such as education, health care and creation of employment (Mukaruziga, 2010).
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2.4 Challenges in agricultural production and the relationship to cooperatives

The level of crop production is determined by various interacting factors in the farming
system such as environmental fluctuations, natural resources (water, temperature, fauna and
flora), traditional practices, government policies like land tenure, marketing, animal welfare,
and labour relations (IFAD, 2011). Agricultural cooperatives can resolve or mitigate many

problems facing farmers, particularly smallholder farmers (Chambo, 2009).

2.4.1 Linkages between land, labour and agricultural cooperatives

Land has been reported to be a crucial productive resource for farmers (Anim, 2011), but
increase in crop productivity will depend on how efficiently land is utilized (Carvalho and
Batello, 2008). In Africa, a large proportion of farmers are subsistence farmers with small
farm holdings ranging from 0.5 hectare to about 4 hectares. These small-scale famers face a
number of obstacles in seeking to increase their income and improve their livelihoods.
Resilience is therefore important to insure household food security (Odoemenem and
Adebisi, 2011). A study conducted in Ghana by Akudugu et al. (2012) notes that whereas
small farm size is associated with low agricultural production, small land holdings can
nevertheless provide high production when modern agricultural production technologies are
adopted. In addition, a study conducted in Kenya by Ngugi and Kariuki (2009) found that
smallholder farmers’ organizations provide trainings which enable their members to improve
production and marketing of crop and livestock commodities. Research by Clark (2012) on
population growth and deforestation in Madagascar argues, on the other hand, that population
growth, especially in developing countries, results in deforestation which reduces agricultural
production. Increases of population without technology raises energy needs for cooking and
other activities, increases food consumption and causes further plot division. Resulting,
deforestation and land degradation occur accelerates global warming and reduces the

availability of arable land, with negative consequences for agricultural production.

A variety of causes have been identified for failure of poor small-scale farmers working their
own land using labour from their own households for production (IFPRI, 2007). Poor
nutrition status or ill health can result in lower food production by a smallholder (Kropf et al.
2007). A study conducted by Daudu, et al. (2009) in Makurdi Local Government Area of
Benue state in Nigeria on the role of youth in agriculture development established that
although youth constitute an important source of agricultural labour they tend not to become

involved in agriculture, and the main reasons inhibiting their participation are lack of
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commitment, lack of logistic support and lack of land ownership. Conversely, producer
cooperatives can be one way of integrating people in agriculture, involving them indecision
making and motivating them to take responsibility for their actions (Mangnus & Piters,
2010).

Human diseases like HIVV/AIDS can be a major cause of labour shortage for small-scale
farmers’ dependant on agriculture as their only means of household food production
(Musinguzi, 2012). Primary production drops and household members seriously suffer when
a productive member of the household falls sick or dies, and the whole family becomes more
vulnerable to hunger. The most frequent cases are observed in HIV/AIDS-affected families or
child-headed households. All of these conditions keep small-scale farmers in a state of
poverty and, particularly, of food insecurity (Yasmeen, 2011). In Swaziland, a study
conducted by Masuku and Sithole (2009) sought to identify the impact of HIVV/AIDS on food
security and household food vulnerability. They concluded that the disease was detrimental to
agricultural labour and production, and resulted in the selling household crops and livestock
to finance healthcare and funerals, thus increasing the vulnerability of household to food
insecurity. Mukaruziga (2010) argues, however, that awareness of HIV/AIDS and
antiretroviral drug distribution more easily reaches cooperative members since they are
together. In Rwanda for example, cooperatives are used as a channel for HIV/AIDS
awareness and protection campaigns; cooperative members are sensitized and trained about
HIV/AIDS and this reduces infection, brings hope to HIV/AIDS-infected people and

increases production.

2.4.2 Agricultural inputs and education

Another reason for failure of small scale farmers is their limited production capacity when
confined to working with simple manual implements like hoes, spades, axes, machetes, etc.
The other drawback is that the farms are very small (FAO, 2001). According to Muzari et al.
(2012), adoption of more advanced agricultural technologies in sub-Saharan Africa can raise
the agricultural production of smallholders. Examples of these technologies (Houssou et al.
2013) include:

e crop breeding to promote high yielding plant crop varieties

e weed control resulting in a considerable increase in production
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e soil and water management that prevents soil erosion, deforestation, soil salinity and
acidity, and improved soil fertility and water availability, and, the use of low-cost or
small tractors and other machines to facilitate the agricultural activities operate efficiently

for smallholders to boosting up their production

Some of these problems facing smallholders can, however, be resolved in agricultural
cooperatives. According to the FAO (2012a), pooling resources helps cooperative members
to access techniques and technologies that provide sustainable agricultural production, and
cooperatives also increase their members’ ability to bargain and negotiate in reducing

expenses such as training fees and bulk buying costs.

Education and frequent visits of extensions agents to train farmers on how to use machines,
and making it possible for smallholders to access and afford machines and other agricultural
equipment, are important for increasing smallholder agricultural production (Owombo et al.
2012). Equally important are short-term crop intensification training programmes,
technical/vocational education programmes and extensions delivery systems supported by
information communication technology; all these can raise smallholders’ farmers technical
and productive capacity (Nyagaka et al. 2010). Adoption of technology for increased
agricultural productivity is made possible when there is a strong partnership between national
policymakers, community leaders, donors, agricultural researchers, farmers’ organisation and

other agricultural stakeholders (Muzari et al. 2012).

The inputs in smallholder farming are insufficient when a farmer stands alone, but when
working as a group or cooperative, small producers can obtain agricultural inputs and other
necessities at better prices (FAO, 2012a). In sub-Saharan Africa use of fertilizers, pesticides
and improved seeds is very low due to their high price and lack of availability (Muzari et al.
2012). A study conducted in Uganda by Kaizzi et al. (2012) on maize response to fertilizer
and nitrate use concluded that low maize production is due to low soil fertility and low
fertilizer use. Gathiaka (2012) argues that smallholders’ farmers can profit by using inputs
that are known to elevate output such as developed land husbandry practices and fertilizers.
Climate changes and natural problems such as drought, flooding, outbreak of pest and
diseases can also be devastating for small-scale farmers unable to adopt irrigation systems
(Masozera & Andrew, 2010).
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2.4.3 Credit, market and policies

Small-scale farmers do not have easy access to financial credit for buying inputs to increase
their productivity (Muiruri et al. 2012). To improve access to credit, government and
financial organizations need to support rural finance providers, and agricultural cooperatives
need to develop a bank savings culture (Sebhatu, 2011). A study conducted in South Africa
by Chisasa and Makina (2012) highlights the problem of credit for smallholders in
developing countries. In South Africa, very little credit is offered to smallholders as
compared to commercial farmers because smallholder farmers have low viability and lack
collateral. Dzadze et al. (2012) investigated factors that limit or increase smallholder farmers’
access to formal credit in Abura Asebu Kwamankese, Ghana, and found that level of
education, smallholder saving accounts, and extension contacts significantly influence
farmers’ access to credit. Farm sizes, value of non-fixed assets, infrastructure quality in the
area and literacy status are further variables in determining access to credit for smallholders
(Amjad & Hasnu, 2007). Worldwide, microcredit has been identified as an influential anti-
poverty tool, particularly for rural smallholder farmers (Anyiro & Oriaku, 2011). A study
conducted in Pakistan by Saleem and Jan (2011) showed that bank credit helped farmers to
buy seed, fertilizer and pesticides that are very important for positive agricultural

productivity.

Lack of market facilities and of reliable, high-value markets and infrastructure are further
constraints on smallholder development (Poulton et al. 2006). A study conducted in
Arumeru District, Tanzania by Kulindwa (2013) suggested that the constraints on household
participation in the market are inadequate farm size with corresponding small crop yields,
distance between market and household, and age of the household head. Enhanced
technology, market infrastructure, boosted social capital, and smallholder-oriented
institutions can encourage small-scale farmers to participate in formal markets, which are
important to improve smallholders’ livelihoods (Jari & Fraser, 2009). According to Oruonye
and Musa (2012), small-scale farmers do not participate in the formal market because the low
prices they get for their farm products are not commensurate with the effort they must expend
in production. A study conducted in Kenya by Omiti et al. (2009) showed that smallholder
farmers’ decision to supply the market is dependent on distance between farm and the point
of sale, market information, and market price. Hence the need for good policies to enlarge
financial access for small-scale farmers (Djurfedt et al. 2011). A study conducted in Rwanda

and Kenya by Larsen et al. (2009) draws attention to the government-supported Savings and
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Credit Cooperative Organization (SACCO) that provides loans for small-scale enterprise,
raising their production and marketing capacity. Yasmeen et al. (2011) conclude that
establishing and implementing good government policies is the key to infrastructure support
for production, transport, assets and improved education for smallholder farmers and their

children.

2.5 Relationship between small scale farming and food security

Worldwide, approximately 400 million farms smaller than 2haare cultivated by 0.5 billion
farmers. Some 1.5 billion people are sustained by these small-scale farms, which, in
developing countries, supply 80 per cent of the food supply (FAO, 2011). In sub-Saharan
Africa the majority of food producers are small-scale farmers (Yengoh, 2012). In Rwanda,
more than 60 per cent of households cultivate farms smaller than 0.7ha, around half of
farming households cultivate farms smaller than 0.5 ha, and more than a quarter cultivate less
than 0.2 ha (IFAD, 2011a). To counteract this problem, Rwanda is using agricultural
cooperatives as a means to increase production by agricultural smallholders (RCA, 2011).

Apart from the food they grow for themselves, smallholders and farm workers nearly always
buy more food products than they sell, since they have insufficient production capacity to
feed themselves throughout the year, which exposes this population to poverty and hunger
(IFAD, 2011b). According to Lipton (2006), the majority of poor people are in developing
countries where more than two-thirds of the workforce obtains their sole income from
agriculture. In Rwanda 86 per cent of Rwandans still rely on agriculture for a living. Even
though the big part of population is involved in agriculture, they do not have enough land for
farming and this is a major source of poverty (DFID, 2012). In these circumstances,
agriculture cooperatives significantly help small farmers and other producers to increase food
production, create jobs and improve their livelihoods (FAO, 2012a)

Lipton (2006) has argued that good implementation of policies and agricultural developments
for smallholders are the key to poverty reduction in developing countries. The World Bank
(2010) defines poverty as living on less than US$1.25 a day. According to the Rwandan

government definition of poverty,

At an individual level, a man or woman is considered poor if they:
are confronted by a complex of inter-linked problems and cannot
resolve them, do not have enough land, income or other resources to
satisfy their basic needs and as a result live in precarious conditions;
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basic needs include food, clothing, medical costs, children’s

schooling etc. and are unable to look after themselves. Their

household has a total level of expenditure of less than 64,000 Rwf per

equivalent adult in 2000 prices, or if their food expenditures fall

below 45,000 Rwf per equivalent adult per annum. At the household

level, households headed by widows, children, the elderly and the

handicapped are deemed likely to be poor (RoR, 2002).
Supportive promotion of small-scale farming in developing countries in terms of labour,
technologies and financial issues is a means of mass poverty reduction in view of the high
percentage of population involved in smallholder farming (Lipton, 2006). A study conducted
in East Africa by Salami et al. (2010) found that smallholder farming contributes to about 75
per cent of agricultural production and more than 75 per cent of employment, but nationally
faces challenges of weak institutions, restricted access to market and access to credit. All of
these factors hamper productivity improvements such as training intended to develop skills
and encourage technology use and innovation. The study by Yengoh (2012) in Cameroon
found that women were the predominant food producers among small-scale farmers.
Investment in agricultural extension contributes to increased food-crop yield and food
security, and spreads the use of technologies like improved seed, fertilizer and residue
management. Failure to provide financial assistance hinders the propagation of these
technologies, leaving smallholder farming communities in continued food insecurity and

poverty.

The FAO (2012b) notes that by2050 worldwide food demand is expected to increase by 60
per cent, with smallholders playing an important role in providing for food demand. In the
Green revolution in Asia, smallholders increased productivity and produced enough staple
food to significantly lower food prices to the consumers and improve food security. In sub-
Saharan Africa, the agriculture sector is a crucial economic driver, contributing 75 per cent of
workforce employment in low income countries and approximately 30 per cent of GDP (WB,
2007). In further support of the sector, agricultural cooperatives not only facilitate access to
credit (Okon et al. 2012) but can also be a channel of access for smallholders to inputs for
production increase, training and getting their product to market (Ortmann & King, 2007).

2.6 Benefits of agricultural cooperatives to their members

Agricultural cooperatives are established in order to help farmers in various social and

economic household circumstances in accordance with cooperative principles whereby
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cooperatives are user-owned and user-controlled, and the benefits gained by the cooperative
are equitably shared by the cooperative members (Ozdemir, 2005). Through agricultural

cooperatives, farmers are able to gain many benefits, as in the following examples.

2.6.1 Increasing members’ income and food security

Agriculture has been identified as an engine for rural economic growth whereby poverty is
reduced and the household food availability is increased (Abdu-Raheem & Worth, 2011). The
development of agriculture offers a diversity of food at household level and alleviates hunger
and malnutrition by increasing household food consumption and creating economic
opportunities for vulnerable people, especially those engaged in subsistence farming
(Hendriks & Lyne, 2009). A study conducted in Swaziland by Mavimbela, et al. (2010)
indicated that agricultural cooperatives are an important tool for boosting household income
as the members normally work together towards a specific goal of getting profit. Also, the
objectives of a cooperative are to provide goods and services to its members whereby they an
increase income and savings for social and economic benefits of cooperative members. Profit
or surplus of a cooperative is the difference between the total incomes of the cooperative and
the total cooperative expenditures at a given period of time (e.g., one year), and the surplus is

equitably shared by the cooperative members (Ruccio, 2011).

Research conducted by Karli et al. (2006) in the South-eastern Anatolia Region of Turkey
found that small farmers choose to join agricultural cooperatives mainly for the benefit of
cash at hand, though not ignoring the other benefits that support agricultural production such
as inputs subsidies and other services provided by the cooperatives. Thomas and Hangula
(2011) suggest however that agricultural cooperatives may fail and not provide income to the
members through lack financial irregularities, poor management, conflicts among members

and disloyalty of members.

2.6.2 Access to technical assistance / provision of services and training

Although there may be a small profit margin for the cooperative on each of its operations, the
main objective of a cooperative is to provide basic needs to the members. Zimbelman (2007)
explains that this is done by providing services that are not available to the members or by
improving those already existing. Agricultural cooperatives, for instance, provide a variety of
important services needed by the members to boost their agricultural output. Jimoh (2012)

stresses that a cooperative must not only supply its members with the requisite inputs for
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agricultural production (seeds, fertilizer, pesticides, herbicides, fuel, machinery services, etc.)
but also it provides technical assistance by teaching its members how to use these inputs. In
this way the cooperative members get agricultural inputs and technical know-how at low
prices with the prospect of high yield and also profit after harvesting. A study conducted in
Mexico by Taylor and Yunez-Naude (2000) found that agricultural productivity is
significantly increased when farmers are given training in more appropriate use of
agricultural inputs and also in post-harvest value-added operations such as processing,
packaging, distribution and marketing of cooperative farm products. A very important
cooperative objective is promoting the education of its members, and appropriate training

enables cooperative to perform all the activities involved in the value-added chain.

2.6.3 Improved market competition and expanded market opportunities

According to Pica-Ciammarra et al. (2011), about 75 percent of the world population,
equivalent to 1.2billion, are extremely poor and live in rural areas where they are dependent
on agriculture. Agricultural development is thus a crucial factor in seeking to to pull people
out of poverty. In other words, households need to be assisted in their farming and their
livestock keeping because boosting these two crucial sources of household income is vital in
poverty reduction and livelihoods support (WB, 2008). A study by Gani and Adeoti (2011)
on rural poverty in relation market participation and among farmers in the northern part of
Tabara State, Nigeria reported that improvement of rural agriculture implies an increase of
agricultural inputs, which is not achievable unless markets for farmers’ produce are also
supported, since agricultural production needs an efficient and responsive market system to
receive its output. Marketing capacity is thus a crucial element in the development of rural

farmers as it affects both farm investment and production decisions.

Small-scale farmers, especially in rural areas, encounter numerous challenges when they try
to enter the market (Robbins and Ferris, 2003). A study conducted in India by Hagargi and
Kumar (2011) showed that rural markets facilitate national development by boosting the
economy of rural areas where a high proportion of the population are involved in agrarian
activities. Challenges that preclude access to market by rural people include poor
infrastructure, costly and inadequate transport, and lack of contract farming. These logistical
weaknesses in the distribution of products cannot be easily be tackled by an individual
(Shiferaw & Teklewold, 2007).
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Cooperatives can overcome these challenges; Olson (2009) argues that farmers’ cooperatives
can tackle marketing barriers by reinforcing market access, negotiating power and political
representation. Equally important, collective cooperative action matches the needs of
emerging niche markets. A study by Adebayo et al. (2010) in Rwanda concluded that in
developing countries where smallholders face the problem of market access and need
socioeconomic development, organizing people into cooperatives is a crucial tool in rural

development and rural poverty reduction.

2.6.4 Access to bank credit

Small-scale farmers serve a vital role in all rural areas. A study conducted in Ghana by
Abunyuwah and Blay (2013) observed that the smallholder farmers encounter numerous
problems that hamper their agricultural production and keep them in a state of poverty. The
researchers noted that the fundamental predicament of smallholders is limited access to
agricultural finance. This serious limitation also inhibits agribusiness investment in rural
communities, but agricultural cooperatives can be formed where smallholder farmers have
the necessary willingness and initiative. These cooperatives have the goal of improving
farmers’ incomes and livelihoods in seeking to attain common economic, social and cultural
needs (Novkovic & Power, 2005).

To achieve these objectives, cooperatives need to target certain key investments. A study
conducted by Dung (2011) in Bac Ninh province of Vietnam found that agricultural
cooperatives provide a high number of services to farm households, with the focus on seed
supply, crop varieties, supply services, irrigation, fertilizer and pesticides, field protection,
extension services and other farm activities. Many of these activities need financial support
that can be raised either from contributions by cooperative members, surplus retained, or
credits provided by the banks. Similarly, a study by Gana et al. (2009) in Nigeria
recommended that small-scale farmers looking for a bank loan should be encouraged to form
a cooperative. Formation of cooperative will facilitate access to credit and applications for
loans, with the double advantage that loans are made to a group of people which will develop
their social and economic capacity, and administrative cost is reduced for banks making such

loans.

Many difficulties nonetheless remain that may cause cooperatives to fail, including poor
management of credit, lack of capital, and problems with portfolio and property rights. Fear



24

of failure because of problems such as these sometimes deter people from entering a
cooperative (Fulton & Hueth, 2009).

2.6.5 Democratic support and social cohesion

For peaceful coexistence people need to have an equal say in the decisions that affect their
lives (Christiano, 2003).0n the whole, cooperatives are reported to be sources of democracy,
with a primary cooperative principle dictating that they are democratic organizations
controlled by their members. Eligible cooperative members thus have a democratic right to
participate equally in voting for their leaders, either directly or through elected
representatives (Mendoza & Castillo, 2006). In this way cooperatives foster social, economic
and cultural conditions which favour free and equal political self-determination
(Dobrohoczki, 2006). Majee and Hoyt (2011) note that cooperatives support member
involvement in organizational control, negotiation and influence, and in determining
accountability not only to the cooperative organisation but also to the fellow-members whose

lives it affects.

According to the FAO (2012a), cooperatives work towards specific goals that not only
improve household food availability but also nurture social, economic and cultural needs.
And while Nilsson et al. (2012) suggest that some people choose not to belong to a
cooperative because they are not satisfied with the level of social networking it provides and
they see more benefit in working as individuals, Emana (2009) notes that sociability and
unity among cooperative members is also sustained by group activities such as assistance in
social activities such as wedding, religious activities and funerals. A study by Sentama
(2009) entitled “Peace building in Post-Genocide Rwanda” concluded that cooperatives in
Rwanda are free from discriminatory characteristics. Some cooperatives include both
genocide survivors, and former genocide perpetrators and their relatives, yet through joint
pursuit of socioeconomic development objectives, negative or dehumanizing attitudes were
overcome and positive attitudes were nurtured instead. Thus cooperatives can overcome

societal conflicts by improving and restoring the relationship among cooperatives members.

2.7 Approaches for measuring food security

As food security is a multidisciplinary discipline, it has got many different methods and

indicators of measurement. There is no single indicator combining all food security aspects
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and be used to measure food insecurity (Maxwell et al. 2013). For instance, hunger and
poverty interweave and similarly present about the same indicators in their measurement. As
both of them are characterised by the same indicators of basic needs shortages such as food,
clothing, shelter, and safe drinking water, so the approach to measure them are almost similar
(Tina, 2008).

For the poverty and food security, it was shown that household farmers with small
landholdings have high risk of suffering from food insecurity and poverty due to low income
where both income and consumption are the measures of poverty (Maharjan & Joshi, 2009).
According to Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), poverty measure at household and
individual level is based on household income and expenditures. People who do not have
sustainable income and live on less than 1.25 $ a day is considered as food insecure and

living in extremely poverty and hunger (Kozak et al. 2012).

For instance, in Household Expenditure Survey Method (HESM), people are interviewed at
household level and provide information on money spent on food and other expenditures
within a week or month. A researcher would be able to know the costs of household on foods
and quantity of food bought and consumed within a household. With reference of food and
their calories to household dietary diversity (Swindale & Bilinsky, 2006), researcher will be
able to estimate the number of calories consumed by household members per day and
determine the living costs (Bashir & Schilizzi, 2012). Nutritionally, the shortfall or increase
of calorie intake is referred to 2100 Kcal intake per person per day (FAO & WFP, 2009).

There are many other methods used to measure food security, either on national, household or
individual level. These methods include dietary intake assessment, anthropometry, rapid rural
appraisal, household food insecurity access scale, etc. Sometimes two or three methods can

be combined for the purpose of efficiency (Bashir & Schilizzi, 2012).

To sum up, the literature review chapter has discussed the origin of cooperatives, noting both
their long history and also their more recent tradition founded on the guiding cooperatives
principles laid down in 1844 by the Rochdale Society of Equitable Pioneers in Britain. In
Africa, cooperatives also are old as human society, but have been more particularly shaped
during the colonial period. As elsewhere in Africa, the colonizer in Rwanda emphasised
agricultural cooperatives targeting exportation crops like coffee and tea. Current reform of

national policy in Rwanda on promotion of cooperatives was established by law in2008.
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Among the types of cooperatives, primary cooperatives have been emphasized — particularly
agricultural cooperatives — along with challenges that include lack of capital, poor
management and leadership and negligible equity participation. Agricultural production
cooperatives in all developing countries face many problems in relation to land and labour,
agricultural inputs and education, as well as finance, market and policies. However,
agricultural cooperative members obtain many benefits. First, they are able to get access to
the bank credit which increases their agricultural production and improves their income.
Second, cooperative members have chance to access technical assistance and educational
training, improve market competition and expand their market opportunities. Third,
cooperatives promote democracy which facilitates the cooperative members’ participation in
voting for their leaders that they influence and hold accountable, thus strengthening social

networking and cohesion.

To analyze smallholder food security, many approaches have been developed and due to the
fact that hunger and poverty intertwine together production, income and consumption of a
smallholder is a good indicator. Worldwide, a person who do not consume at least 2100Kcal
per day is considered to be undernourished and according to Millennium Development Goals
if someone is living on less than 1.25 $ a day, s/he is food insecure and lives under poverty
line. Therefore the progress of smallholder farmer cooperative may be the source of

production and income that in return nourishes the cooperative members.
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Chapter Three

Requisites for agricultural cooperative effectiveness

A cooperative is a type of business corporation with unique principles of “user ownership,
user control and user benefit” (Ortmann & King, 2007).In agriculture, cooperatives are
regarded as away to support farmers, particularly subsistence producers, in achieving well-
being for the members as well as societal goals (Allahdadi, 2011).An agricultural cooperative
engages with a combination of inputs and changes them into outputs. The inputs are acquired
from within the society or the surrounding environment of the community where members
residing. The outputs are distributed and sold in the community in order to obtain other

resources which are reinvested to continue the cycle (Dlamini, 2010).

Collective farming provides benefits to subsistence farmers. The cooperative approach can
encourage more efficient use of resources through high participation of farmers, proper
delivery of inputs, better adoption and use of technologies, improved market access of farm
products and other support services (Wanjeri, 2011).A number of different indicators can be
used to assess cooperative effectiveness but the choice of indicators depends what they are
intended to measure and the nature of the particular cooperative organization (Dlamini,
2010).

3.1 Conceptual framework for measuring the effectiveness of primary agricultural
cooperative.

Issues of particular significance that emerge from the literature review in chapter two are
benefits of cooperative members, challenges of production and the relationship between
subsistence farming and food security. In focussing on the importance of agricultural
cooperatives in household food production, a conceptual framework was developed (see
Figure 3.1) which takes into account key factors determining the success of an agricultural
cooperative. For assessing the effectiveness of a particular group, cooperative goals are used

as standards/measures for evaluation of cooperative effectiveness.

3.1.1 Key fundamentals for success of an agricultural cooperative

One major factor for success of any organization is finance. An agricultural cooperative also
needs access to finance for its effective operations. The availability of finance means of

access to it, and its distribution and use is crucial for cooperative growth
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(Onafowokan, 2012). For that reason, it is a key starting point in the conceptual framework
used to analyze cooperative effectiveness. Exploring the ability of cooperative to mobilize
resources and use them appropriately gives an initial overview of its ability to acquire
materials and financial used in day-to-day operations. Tchami (2007) argues that the success
of a cooperative as a vehicle for rural development and increase of agricultural production
depends on support from government and donors through provision of credits, farm inputs

and crops.

The next issue to determine is the nature of the cooperative operations being undertaken to
improve production. Production grow this crucially dependent on provision by the
cooperative of agricultural inputs like fertilizer, improved seed, and other mechanisms
intended to prevent crop diseases or predators (Ortmann, 2007).A further important indicator
for effective production is the training members receive in the use of farming techniques and
technologies, tools for cultivation, and good agricultural practices (Mushobozi &
Santacoloma, 2010). Equally important, a cooperative needs a well-determined weekly
schedule for work processes that optimizes member participation for economies of scale and
cuts out free-riding members. Products then need to be sold for cooperative income, and this
is a point at which small, struggling farmers unable to compete on the markets and hampered
by market fluctuation often decide to join a cooperative for added stability and security in the
distribution of their produce. Efficient cooperative marketing gives them access to market,
transport, increase bargaining power and the potential of countervail force to compete with
big traders in the market place (Zarafshani et al. 2010).Rural cooperatives still face problems
of low price due to the seasonal nature of production, but they are less affected than their

counterparts outside the cooperative.

A third determinant of an agricultural cooperative’s effectiveness is leadership and decision-
making by and on behalf of its members. Chen et al. (2006) argue that a cooperative as an
institution should set a clear vision and establish a legal framework. Management team
members should value one another, create relationships among cooperative members and
facilitate proper coordination through effective communication. In addition, establishing
mechanism for solving cooperative problems and setting disciplinary system improves
membership trust and commitment that are crucial for maintaining effective organization in
collective actions (Mansfield, 2005). It is important therefore that all of these aspects are

handled transparently and for the promotion of cooperative interests.
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Primary agricultural cooperative

members
= Increase of surplus to the members

Cooperative goals:
= Creation of employment and social network
= Increase of productivity and of market access
= Provision of training and education to the

Key fundaments of effective success of a cooperative
Financial management

= Ability to mobilize and proper use of resources
Operation

= Equal participation in cooperative activities

= Adoption of technologies

= Use of inputs

= Improved market access

= Well-determined schedule for work processes
Leadership

= Clear vision with establishedlegal framework

= Good coordination and proper communication

= Discipline

= Ability to deal with challenges
Decision making

= Mechanism for solving problems

= Transparency for decision making

= Cooperative interest decisions

Figure 3-1Conceptual framework for measuring the effectiveness of a primary agricultural
cooperative (adapted from Dlamini, 2010)

3.1.2 Setting and attaining cooperative objectives

Each cooperative has its own objectives. The evaluation of a cooperative outputs is based on
attainment of its goal. Figure 3.1 presents a conceptual framework in which key elements of
effective success of a cooperative can be used to measure achievement of its objectives. The
framework is used in this study to measure whether selected pineapples, maize and peas
cooperatives in Mwendo Sector meet their key objectives based on the fundamentals

mentioned in the framework.
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Chapter Four

Description of the study area

Agricultural cooperatives in Mwendo Sector field have not previously been researched
extensively. The author found few documented studies on cooperatives in this area, yet
cooperatives are important government strategies in development. This study focuses on
assessing the role of agricultural cooperatives in household food security in Mwendo sector.
Three crops were selected for this study: pineapples, peas and maize. Three cooperatives

involved in the farming of these crops were chosen.

4.1 Geographical location of the study area

Mwendo Sector is one of nine local municipalities of the Ruhango district. It is located in the
western part of the Southern province of Rwanda. As shown in the figure 4.1 below, Mwendo
Sector is a mainly rural area where the local municipality office does not have electricity and
the majority of the population relies on subsistence farming. The extent of household land for
cultivation varies from 0.26 to 0.45 hectares and 81 per cent of the land is protected from soil
erosion (NISR, 2011).

Farmers in the locality farm at subsistence level. The main crops grown are cassava, maize,
beans, pineapples, rice, tomatoes, cabbages, sweet potatoes and yams. Mwendo Sector covers
an area of 5,555 km?and has an estimated population of 23,213 with 12,023 females and
11,190 males. Sector (local municipality) estimates give an average population density of
417/km?. There are 5,036 households in the area, with male headed-households outnumbering
female-headed-households in an estimated ratio of 3278:125.Mwendo sector is counted

among the poorest sectors in the district (RD, 2010).
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Figure 4-1Map of Mwendo Local Municipality indicating the study area
Source: Rwanda Natural Resources Authority: (Land and Mapping Department, 2013).

Economically, Mwendo local municipality (sector) does not differ from the district as a

whole. The overall employment rate in the district is 88 per cent for residents aged 16years
and above. Agriculture is the main industry, comprising 83.2 per cent in the sector, while

utilities and financial services comprise3 per cent. Other services like trading comprise 5 per

cent with manufacturing and government services and others totalling less than 2 per cent

(NISR, 2012).

Agriculture is the main driver of household income at 55 per cent; wage income and rents and

private transfer accounts represent 12 per cent and 9 per cent respectively. Government
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services and private business show the smallest contribution to household income at only 1
per cent. Poverty has been estimated to affect 60 per cent of the population in Ruhango
district with the percentages of extreme poor and poor groups estimated at32.2 per cent and
28.2 per cent respectively (NISR, 2012).

4.2 Pineapples Growers’ Cooperative of Gafunzo (COCUANGA)

There are numerous cooperatives growing pineapples in Ruhango district and in Mwendo
sector in particular., COCUANGA (Pineapples Growers’ Cooperative of Gafunzo
[Cooperative des Cultivateursd’Ananas de Gafunzo] were randomly chosen as samples for

the study.

COCUANGA cooperative falls under Gafunzo cell in Mwendo sector; it produces pineapple
on 2.5 ha of rented land which has been terraced for anti-erosion purposes. The cooperative
now registered in Mwendo Sector was effectively founded in 2010 by 42 members, mostly
Mwendo sector youth seeking for employment and income. Interestingly, the number of
female members equals the number of males and five cooperative members have attended

tertiary education.

The cooperative has a bank account with Mwendo
Savings and Credit Cooperative Organization
(SACCO), although collaboration of this
microfinance institution with the cooperative in
terms of sourcing credits or loan is, unfortunately,
weak, and the cooperative does not currently receive
any bank credit. In this research, all cooperative
members responded to the questionnaires. Figure 4.2

indicates field visits during the research where

members of cooperative were performing their Figure 4-2Field trip research during

N COCUANGA cooperative activities, 2013
activities.
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4.3 Legumes Growers’ Cooperative (Cooperative des Agriculteurs des Legumes:

COPALE)

COPALE cooperative is based in Mwendo
Sector, Kamujisho cell, where it carries out all
its agricultural activities. It was started in 2010
by household members looking for a way of
augmenting vegetable production and was
streamlined in the Rwandan government’s vision
of developing agricultural cooperatives. The
main vegetable crops grown by the cooperative
are carrots, cabbages and peas, in addition to

some crops of maize and cassava.

Equally important, the cooperative is registered
and has52 members, of whom 50 were randomly
chosen for answering the questionnaires. The
largest number of participants was in age group

50-60 years. In this cooperative the number of

Figue 4-3Faceo face interview in
COPALE cooperative, 2013

women is greater than the number of men. The land being cultivated by the cooperative is 3

ha in extent.

High population density means that the cooperative unfortunately has to rent land in order to

carry out its activities. Figure 4.3 shows a COPALE pea field and an illustration of a face-to-

face interview conducted by the researcher after a cooperative meeting.
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4.4 Maize Growers’ Cooperative (Cooperative des Agriculteurs de Mais:COAGRIMA)

COAGRIMA cooperative is located in Mutara
cell, Mwendo sector. This cooperative is primarily | @i
involved in farming maize, on approximately 6 ha ' g
which is rental land due to the overpopulation of
the locality. The cooperative was registered in
2010 but started in 2008 with the objectives being
income, jobs and skills development through

training. In this cooperative all members were

married, the ratio of men to women was58:42, 60

Figure 4-4Field trip research during

per cent of respondents were over 50 of age, and i ]
cooperative maize harvest, 2013

two were in the age group 70-80 years.

Age levels also meant that education levels of cooperative members was lower than for the
previously mentioned cooperatives. Of 50 respondents asked, 22 had not completed primary
education and 7 had not been to school. This was basically linked to the fact that many
participants were born around the period of Rwandan independence (1962) when education
was not well developed. Figure 4.4 indicates harvesting activities at the time of the field visit
during the research.

4.5 Sample characteristics of respondents

This study was carried out with a sample of 150 participants. In addition, there was a focus of
three cooperatives with three crops viz. pineapple, peas and maize. The distribution of
participants according to the crop and cooperative are as follows: 50 participants were from
COCUANGA, growing pineapples, 50 participants were from COPALE, growing peas, and
50 participants were from COAGRIMA, growing maize. All participants were requested to
complete a questionnaire in order to get information about cooperative organization, factors
enhancing production and the benefits for cooperative members. Furthermore, the gender of
participants was recorded for the purpose of statistical analysis. Table 4.1 presents the gender
of respondents from cooperatives farming pineapples, peas and maize. It shows the

frequencies and percentage of respondents.
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Table 4-1 Gender of respondents in different cooperatives (n=150)

Gender Frequency Percentage
Female 73 48.7
Male 77 51.3
Total 150 100.0

There was a dominance of men in the study group, which matched the overall male to female
ratio of 51:49 that was found in the cooperatives. This ratio is close to findings on East Africa
cooperatives by Majurin (2012) in which women’s participation varied from 30 to 42 per cent
in agricultural cooperatives in Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda, where women tend to be
marginalized, especially in cash crops like coffee, cotton and tobacco. Although there was

increased membership of women in subsectors such as spices, fruits, cereals and dairy.

As shown in Table 4.2 the 50-60 age groups predominated in the study, representing 33.3 per
cent of all respondents. The older respondents came mainly from COAGRIMA cooperative,

growing maize and COPALE cooperative, growing vegetables.

Table 4-2 Age of cooperative members

Age of COCUANGAN=50 COPALE COAGRIMA Frequency Percentage
respondents n=50 n=50

20-30 27 2 2 31 20.7
31-40 15 9 7 31 20.7
41-50 3 8 11 22 14.7
51-60 4 28 18 50 33.3
61-70 1 3 10 14 9.3
71 and above 2 2 13
Total 50 50 50 150 100

The youth were found not to be participating in agricultural activities for reasons such as lack
of commitment, not possessing land, and lacking support in terms of logistics (Daudu et al.
2009). Two cooperatives (COAGRIMA and COPALE) showed a good number of adults
members; they also had a high percentage of married participants. All COAGRIMA
cooperative members were married, for instance, and only two persons in COPALE were

single.

COCUANGA cooperative, on the other hand, mainly has young members, with 60 per cent

still single. These young people reported that they joined the cooperative because they would
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like to increase production and income and benefit from training through government and
NGO support. They were also looking for employment to improve their social participation in
the community. Abdullah and Sulaiman (2013) concluded that attitude; acceptance and
knowledge are not the only factors that influence youth to become involved in agricultural
entrepreneurship and those other factors like family support, government support and
promotion through festivals or other social celebrations also motivate youth to participate in

agricultural activities.

With regard to education, a noticeable difference was observed among the cooperative
members selected for this study. A sizeable percentage of respondents (58%, or78 out of 150
participants) had completed primary school. Tertiary education, on the other hand, was very
low with only five individuals having attended higher learning institutions and all five
coming from one cooperative (COCUANGA). Results showed that 3.3 per cent of all
respondents had never received formal education; COAGRIMA was the cooperative with the
highest number of members (seven, in this case) who had never been to school. Normally,
low education level of cooperative members impedes upturn of food production and social
change. Burchi (2006) emphasizes that basic education and higher education are the main
factors that allow people to live a decent life where they escape the hunger trap. This is
because being educated develops the thinking capacity of individuals or of a community to
enable them to increase agricultural productivity, diversify activities that secure their assets
and access information about health and sanitation. All of these are essential components to

ensure food security in long run.

Unfortunately, the second largest number of participants (26% of the total) was individuals
who did not complete their primary education. Figure 4.5 illustrates how the level of

education is distributed among all respondents participating in the study.
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Figure 4-5 Education level of all respondents
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A slightly a lower figure of members in all cooperatives had been in secondary education,

and most of the educated members were young. After the 1994 genocide education in

Rwanda was drastically improved; literacy rates for women and men aged 15-24years were
72.5 per cent in 1990 and83.7 per cent in 2010 (NISR, 2012).
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Chapter Five

Research methodology

5.1 Introduction

This study explores agricultural cooperatives by evaluating the role of pineapple cooperatives
in the development of household food security in Mwendo sector, Ruhango District, Rwanda.
This chapter details the research design and methodology used during data collection and
data analysis. This inquiry was primarily designed to identify the organizational structure
used by Rwandan cooperatives (in Mwendo Sector in particular) to achieve their goals,
factors influencing agricultural production, the benefits of being or not being a cooperative

member, and the contribution to household food security of income from the cooperative.

5.2. Sample selection

The total number of cooperatives involved in subsistence agriculture in Mwendo sector was
23 (government officer). Three cooperatives, producing pineapples, cowpeas and maize, were
randomly selected and 50 respondents in each cooperative were identified and questioned.

The criteria used to select cooperatives were focused on three important things:

e willingness of members to participate in this research
e active engagement in smallholder cooperative farming activities
e accessibility of the locality (taking account of lack of infrastructure and poor

communications)

For the purposes of comparison it was important to scrutinize more than just a single

cooperative growing a single crop.

Simple random sampling was used to select the cooperatives. Fox and Bayat (2007) explain
that simple random sampling is a technique used by researchers to select samples in a
population for calculating parameters such as averages, variances and proportions. The
technique provides valid estimates of population parameters permitting valid deductions

about the whole population.

This research also included non-members of cooperatives with the purpose of obtaining
information about the reasons for non-participation in the cooperatives and comparing their

activities, opinions and perceptions with those of cooperative members. From this
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information conclusions could be drawn regarding the importance of being involved or not
being involved in agricultural cooperative activities. The complete sample size selection
embraced both subsistence farming cooperative members and individuals not belonging to
any cooperatives. All participants, cooperative members and non-members of cooperatives,
were randomly selected according to their availability on the scheduled date and willingness

to take part in this research.

5.3 Data collection method and tools

In his investigation of agricultural cooperatives the researcher and an extension officer paid
an informal visit to the cooperatives while they were engaged in their day-to-day activities.
According to Bossman and Rallis (2012), multiple methods of gathering data, such as the
inclusion of field visits, are helpful and support in-depth interviews or questionnaire data
collection. This is because they enable the researcher to observe and understand the context

of the study and see patterns people may not want to talk about.

The field visit during this investigation had a specific aim, which was to introduce the topic
and obtain the cooperative members’ consent. During the informal visit information on the
current situation was collected through situation analysis. An agricultural extension officer

accompanied the researcher on the first visit to give support and identify the research area.

To improve the reliability of information and results, the data collection methods employed in
the research process included research questionnaires, focus groups and key-informant

interviews.

5.3.1 Questionnaire

The questionnaire was carefully designed and consisted of a series of questions concerning
research issues to which respondents gave answers. For collection of data the questionnaire
contained both closed-ended and open-ended questions (Kumar, 2005). The respondents
included agricultural cooperatives members and individual subsistence farmers. The
questionnaire was administered during face-to-face interviews in an attempt to avoid
dominance of certain individuals in the cooperative and to give an opportunity to the
individuals to express themselves by providing the truthful responses without being
intimidated by other cooperative members. Face-to-face interviews were helpful due to the
fact that some respondents were illiterate. When a respondent could not fully answer the
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question s/he was probed further to elicit more complete data, and using this method
prevented the respondent from jumping or flipping through the questionnaire to check what

was coming next (Bernard, 2000).

The main objective of this survey was to obtain more detailed information to address research
objectives from both individual cooperative members and non-cooperative members. The
questionnaire was composed in English but translated into Kinyarwanda which is the local
language of the area. The sampling plan for the inquiry was targeted to cover the majority of
all the selected agricultural cooperatives’ members, plus the leader of Rwanda Cooperative
Agency, non-governmental organizations assisting in agricultural cooperatives, and some

individual subsistence farmers.

5.3.2 Focus groups discussions

A small group that included members of both struggling and more successful, established
agricultural cooperatives, mixed with some individual subsistence farmers, was randomly
chosen for the purpose of discussions in order to collect additional data. Morgan (2007)
explains that focus groups provide additional information to supplement data to that has
already been collected through other qualitative or quantitative methods such as individual
interviews, and the goal of this combination of methods is to contribute something unique to

the researcher’s understanding about the study.

In this study the focus group was composed of 10 individuals, with the following make-up:
one female involved in agricultural activities, any two males, three people from successful,

well-established cooperatives and four people emanating from struggling cooperatives.

Optimistically, the research allowed focus group discussions to provide full information
without any pressure or intimidation. Desai and Potter (2006) poignantly clarified that focus
groups play an important role in offering effective information without pressure and are a
quick way of engaging with community groups and collecting consistent data among the

people whose lives are influenced by the same issues.

The focus group discussions were therefore essentially directed towards the benefits of
agricultural cooperatives to the lives of their members: Q1.What benefits do you obtain from

being involved in the cooperative? Q2. How does your household use income from the
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cooperative? Q3. How would you cope without the cooperative income? Q4. What kind of

training do you need/expect in the cooperative to increase food production?

5.3.3 Key-informant interviews

This method of supportive data collection was undertaken using qualitative in in-depth
interviews with three key informants: a government official responsible for cooperatives in
the Rwanda Cooperatives Agency (RCA), an agriculture officer in Food for the Hungry
International (an NGO working with agricultural cooperatives) and an agricultural extension
officer in charge of Mwendo sector. They were face-to-face interviews and the questions
were structured in advance, in accordance with Olsen’s (2012) explanation that an interview
for collecting qualitative data is an interaction that involves at least two people talking about

the subject.

According to their particular knowledge and understanding of the communities, key

informants supplied information on:

e how they support cooperatives in terms of training and inputs, and how often they
visit them

e what changes they see and what constraints are they faced with in doing extension
work

e what support they need to improve their work

5.4 Data analysis

Qualitative and quantitative methods were used to analyze and interpret the data collected

through questionnaires, focus groups and key-informant interviews.

Both qualitative and quantitative data were subjected to standard analysis using the statistical
package for social science (SPSS, Version 19). Data analyses included descriptive statistics
(percentage and frequencies), cross-tabulations and chi-square tests. Summarized data were
used to determine the relationship between independent and dependent variables and to
establish key comparisons. Table 5.1 presents sub-problems, data collection tools used in the
research, data collected and the method of analysis where different methods were used to

determine the explanations of research objectives.



Table 5-1 Data collection and analysis plan for each sub-problem

42

Sub-problem Data collection tool Data collected Way of analysis
1. How are =  Key-informant =  Qrganizational structure Comparative
agricultural interviews of agricultural analysis

cooperatives
structured in
Rwanda?

2. What are the
factors
influencing
agricultural
production
cooperative in
Rwanda?

3. What are the
benefits of
belonging or
not belonging to
co-0ps in
Rwanda?

Questionnaires

Questionnaires
Focus group
discussion
Key-informant
interviews

Questionnaires
Focus group
discussion
Key-informant
interviews

cooperatives in
Mwendo sector,
Rwanda

Descriptive information
on different factors
enhancing agricultural
production.

Constraints facing
cooperatives

List of benefits and
non-benefits of
cooperative members
Why people belong to
cooperatives other do
not

Descriptive statistics
(percentage,
frequencies)
Cross-tabulation and
chi-square tests
Summary tables

Descriptive analysis
(frequencies and
percentage)

Theme and content
analysis
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Chapter Six

Results and discussion

The main purpose of this study was to explore the effectiveness of agricultural cooperatives
in improving income (food and monetary) of farmers and explore implications for food
security. In order to respond to the core research problem, the study aimed to establish three

objectives that were as follows:

= How are agricultural cooperatives structured in Rwanda?
= What are the factors influencing production in agricultural cooperative in Rwanda?

= What are the benefits of belonging or not belonging to a cooperative in Rwanda?

6.1 Organization of cooperatives

Information on organization of agricultural cooperatives was gathered by using
questionnaires, focus group discussions and key-informant interviews. Prakash (2003) lists
four main aspects of cooperative functioning: 1) Members are crucial as founders of their
cooperative, which they own, control and manage. They are also user-benefited.
2) Cooperative organizational structure is autonomous but operates under the government
structure that provides a legal identity to the cooperative. 3) Management of the cooperative
is by board members and employees of the cooperative, through which good management
makes the organization efficient and effective. 4) The cooperative has a community
dimension through linkage to societal structures in terms of sponsoring cooperative members
and cooperative leaders. All of these aspects will be taken into account in the overall

conclusions arrived at in this study as to role played by cooperatives in food production.

Members join cooperatives in the hope of becoming more economically and socially stable.
The cooperatives that participated in the study were mentioned in relation to the challenges
faced by people in the community, including poverty, livelihoods and food security.
Government sensitization inspired members to register their cooperatives and become formal
organizations to qualify for government and non-government funding and training and for the

sake of social cohesion or mutual help. Members own and manage their groups.
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6.1.1 Demographics of COCUANGA Pineapple Growers Cooperatives

Table 6.1 indicates that in the COCUANGA pineapple-growing cooperatives in Mwendo
sector, gender is equally distributed. Farmers attributed the gender balance to the relative
youthfulness of the cooperatives’ members, with a majority (60%) of the members being
single. Being single makes it easier for both males and females to participate in agricultural
cooperatives as they are not burdened by family responsibilities, and they join the cooperative
in order to seek employment and money for solve their own problems like buying clothes and

livestock, and building their houses for their future families.

Table 6-1Demographics of COCUANGA pineapple cooperatives, 2013

Variable Frequencies Percentage
Gender Male 25 50
Female 25 50
Total 50 100
Age 20-30 27 54
31-40 15 30
41-50 3 6
51-60 8
61-70 1 2
Total 50 100
Marital status Single 30 60
Married 20 40
Total 50 100
Level of education Never been to school 1 2
Incomplete primary 3 6
Complete primary 31 62
Secondary school 10 20
University 5 10
Total 50 100

COCUANGA cooperative chooses pineapples as a cash crop with the intention of generating
money (Develeteret al., 2008), and the income received was used for social purposes like
paying for transport to visit friends and other mutual activities. However, the participants
reported that they only received money from selling their produce, and that micro-financiers
were reluctant to work with small-scale farmer cooperatives. Findings on income for
smallholder agricultural cooperatives confirm that the main intention of cooperatives is to
improve income and livelihoods of their members in order to meet common economic, social

and cultural needs (Novkovic & Power, 2005).
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Data on education showed that although 2 per cent of the cooperative members in
COCUANGA had not been to school, and 6 per cent had not completed primary school, the
majority (62%) had attended and completed primary education. This is almost in line with
government figures for 2010 that give the proportion of pupils who started Grade One and

reached the final grade of primary school as 78.6 per cent (NISR, 2012).

Twenty per cent of cooperative members had achieved secondary education and 10 per cent
had gone on to university level. This education provides a chance to improve the performance
of agricultural cooperatives, since educated people have a greater capacity for acquiring and
implementing new knowledge gained through training. Mushobozi & Santacoloma (2010)
make the point that trainings target groups of people seeking help to resolve their common
problem for achieving their socio-economic development goals. Trainings extend and
develop capabilities for better (agricultural) job performance and transfer behaviour, attitude,

new knowledge, and skills for performing a particular role in the workplace.

6.1.2 Demographics of COPALE peas growers cooperative

Demographic data for the COPALE cooperative (Cooperative des Agriculteurs des Legumes
[Legumes Growers’ Cooperative]) was obtained predominantly from questionnaires and
results are summarized in Table 6.2. Firstly, the results show that the number of female
members’ was 27, slightly greater than number of male members 23 and that more than a half
(25) of the members were in the group age 51-60 years. This may have a positive impact on
the cooperative as well as on household food production because many women are involved
in agricultural activities and 80 per cent of the food is supplied by small scale farmers (FAO,
2011). However, farming women face constraints in decision making due to lack of farming
knowledge, belief that women are subordinate to male counterparts, and illiteracy (Chayal et
al. 2013). Thus, being the majority in the cooperative can give women a better chance of
making decisions in farming. Furthermore, a stark difference to the pineapple cooperative,
COPALE’ membership was mostly much older with the majority being in the 41-60 years
old.
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Table 6-2Demographics of COPALE cow peas cooperative, 2013

Variable Frequencies Percentage
Male 23 46
Gender Female 27 54
Total 50 100
Age 20-30 2 4
31-40 9 18
41-50 8 16
51-60 28 56
61-70 3 6
Total 50 100
Marital status Single 2 4
Married 48 96
Total 50 100
Level of education Never been to school 5 10
Incomplete primary 15 30
Complete primary 28 56
Secondary school 2 4
Total 50 100

Secondly, apart from two who were still single, members were married and this favoured
cooperative participation as members were less likely to abruptly migrate to town.
Participants explained that growing vegetables helped to improve household nutrition
because one part of the harvest goes to the market for cooperative income generation

(savings) and another is shared for feeding their households.

Thirdly, the majority (56%) of cooperative members had completed primary education and 4
per cent had attended secondary education. The respondents suggested that education helped
them to understand techniques like application of fertilizer, planting, etc., that increase food
crop production and that they stimulate the adoption of new techniques and innovation in
agriculture (Oladeebo & Masuku, 2013).

6.1.3 Demographics of COAGRIMA maize growers’ cooperative

COAGRIMA cooperative (Cooperative des Agriculteurs des Mais [Maize Growers’
Cooperative]) included both men and women, with a 58 per cent predominance of men (see
Table 6.3). These gender demographics coincide with findings by Majurin (2012) that
primary cooperatives in East Africa are dominated by men. Men are particularly involved in
cooperatives that concentrate on traditional cash-crop or export-crop cultivation. Although,
women provide 60 to 80 per cent of labour in agriculture and produce food both for
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household consumption and for sale, they do not have access to the productive resources like
land, skills and financial credits (Adeyini, 2010).

Table 6-3 Demographics of COAGRIMA maize cooperative, 2013

Variable Frequencies Percentage
Male 29 58
Gender Female 21 42
Total 50 100
Age 20-30 2 4
31-40 7 14
41-50 11 22
51-60 18 36
61-70 10 20
71-80 2 4
Total 50 100
Marital status Single 0 0
Married 50 100
Total 50 100
Level of education Never been to school 7 14
Incomplete primary 22 44
Complete primary 19 38
Secondary school 2 4
Total 50 100

Age of members ranged from 21 to 80 years, with a predominance of older adults making up
the membership two members in the 71-80 age group, who would not normally be regarded
as still active were also amongst the membership. The education figures show that 19
members had completed primary education and only 2 members had attended secondary
education. A large proportion (58%) of cooperative members was illiterate; this would imply
that farmers would find it more difficult to adopt new farming technologies geared at
improving agricultural production. Aphunu and Otoikhian (2008) argue that education plays
a key role in agriculture as it creates a positive mental attitude and behaviour, making it more
likely that member will adopt modern farming creativity and innovations which boost

agricultural productivity.

6.1.4 Structural organization of cooperatives

According to literature a primary cooperative is made up of individuals working together for
achieving specific tasks and activities. To coordinate these activities a structure and system

are needed and they define roles for each person that facilitate decision making (Tchami,
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2007). All assessed cooperatives in this study are agricultural cooperatives and each
cooperative has its own internal organizational and system of working to achieve its targets.
However, there are many similarities between cooperatives such as their way of voting their
leaders and the way they make decisions, and also differences such as their committees and
the number of work sessions per week. The organization of the cooperative is described in its

rules but all cooperatives operate under Rwandan government guidelines.

Data pertaining to the organization of cooperatives was obtained using a mixed methods
approach as detailed before. These included questionnaires, observations, review of the
Rwanda’s Co-operative Act and interviews. All matters relating to cooperatives in Rwanda
are in responsibilities of Rwanda Cooperative Agency (RCA) which is a government
institution in charge of government policy implementation pertaining to cooperatives. The
organization was established by law NO 16/2008 of 11/6/2008 where it stipulates the
resolutions of the meeting of RCA are signed by its members and sent to the Minister in
charge of cooperatives. Rwanda’s co-operative act (RCA, 2011) says every registered
cooperative has to mention by law, the type of general assembly and the frequency of general
assemblies. According to the RCA, the cooperative society is led by elected members of the
co-operative who form the management committee and are responsible for managing and
making decision on policy matters. These decisions are made and communicated in the
assemblies. Furthermore, matters pertaining to cooperative policies and laws are decided and

modified in the cooperative’s general assembly.

6.1.4.1 Similarities between cooperatives

Farming land is in short supply in the areas studies. Although farmers own small land pieces,
this is not enough for increasing production. Therefore, because small-scale agricultural
cooperatives in Mwendo sector have the challenges of having a shortage of land, this that
pushes them into renting farming land from their neighbours and farm collectively in a bigger
area as a cooperative. These cooperatives show a number of similarities as they operate
under the same national cooperative rules. Firstly, the way the cooperative members vote for
their leaders is similar. Results confirmed that the election of leaders in cooperatives is done
at a general meeting. Every cooperative member capable of leading the cooperative is
allowed to be a candidate and each member has only one vote. In line with cooperative
principles, Henry (2005) notes that every cooperative member has an equal say in everything

happening in cooperative, and regardless of the amount of his/her investment, every member



49

has exactly one vote. There is thus democratic participation and control by cooperative

members.

Secondly, in all cooperatives, cooperative members reported that when they have a difficult
problem that problem is raised and debated in a general assembly before making any decision
on it. Minor problems are dealt with in a meeting that is held after every communal work
session. Briefly, they all describe a similar approach to solving problems. The ICA (2013)
emphasises that member participation is the cooperative sector’s most valuable asset; the
individual member in a cooperative plays the role of participant not only in cooperative
production work but also in cooperative decision-making. Moreover, cooperatives enable
individuals to develop skills and confidence in democratic participation in decision making
both within the cooperative and in the political processes of community government
(Dobrohoczki, 2006).

Thirdly, cooperative structure relies on active and on-going participation of members, where
the democratic nature cooperative is implemented. A general assembly or general meeting is
the foundation and birthplace of all the bodies that are associated to it (Tchami, 2007).
Guidelines published by the Rwanda Cooperative Agency specify that a general assembly of
members is the highest governing body of the cooperative. It is in these meetings that the
other organs of the cooperative (board of directors/management committee, supervisory
committee and employees or technical staff) are set up or elected (RCA, 2011).

Key-informant interviews indicated that support for cooperatives was mainly centred on
building their organizational capacity. They reported that they give support to cooperatives
by providing training to cooperative members on laws governing cooperatives, financial
management and leadership and structures of cooperatives. However, not all cooperatives in
the Mwendo Sector received this training due to the high number of cooperatives and

inadequate personnel and budget allocations for capacity building of cooperatives.

Members of cooperatives reported that they elect and support the various structures in their
cooperative in the expectation that these will enable them to get out of poverty through
sharing social profits as well as economic and cultural benefits. Figure 6.1 shows that in the
COCUANGA cooperative the structure was based on the general assembly, from which

executive committee and auditing committee were derived.
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Figure 0-1 Structure of COCUANGA cooperative

Figure 6.2 illustrates the structure of the COPALE and COAGRIMA cooperatives, in which a
disciplinary committee is added to the executive and auditing committee and is an important
organ in supporting proper coordination and implementation of cooperative objectives. Thus,
all members of cooperatives participate in the life of the cooperative either as a committee

member or as an ordinary member.
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Figure 0-2 Structure of COPALE and COAGRIMA Cooperatives

6.1.4.2 Organisational differences between cooperatives

All cooperatives in Rwanda operate under guideline rules from the Rwanda Cooperative
Agency (RCA) and these guidelines are apparently similar to international cooperative
guidelines (RCA, 2011). (Prakash, 2003) noted that cooperative structures resemble the

government cooperative structure in the country where they are based. Visited cooperatives
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remarked that in addition to guideline rules from the Rwanda Cooperative Agency,
cooperative members also draw up their internal rules for proper coordination and attainment
of their aims. These internal rules supplement national rules rather than contradicting them.
Tchami (2007) stresses the importance of internal rules in a cooperative as they represent its
contributions. Rules vary from one cooperative to another according to their various
individual objectives and bring order in the cooperatives as they are drawn up by cooperative

members who are also implementers.

The research found that cooperatives differed in the number of work sessions per week,
dedicated to doing active labour on farms. Apart from COCUANGA (pineapples) which
worked twice a week, other cooperatives worked once a week and some of these members

claimed that working once a week was not enough for them to achieve their production goals.

6.2 Factors influencing agricultural production of cooperatives

Agriculture is the main source of livelihoods in Rwanda and the government has encouraged
farmers to work in groups (Byaruhanga, 2013). For this reason, some farmers have chosen to
form agricultural cooperatives with the aim of increasing production and gaining government
support. Although cooperatives face ups and downs in their operations, information obtained
in this research through survey questionnaires, key-informant interviews and focus group
discussions identified factors that had a positive influence on agricultural cooperative
production.

There are many factors that contribute positively to agricultural production among
cooperatives (Awan & Mustafa, 2013). Findings derived through the use of Pearson Chi-
square (see Table 6.4) show a relationship between dependent variables of harvest (kg harvest
per season) and independent variables like equipment used and kind of training received by
farmers and cooperative organizations. Other factors that determine the operation of
agricultural cooperatives include government assistance, inputs used in production and age of
farmers. In addition, participants reported that extension officers, marital status and level of

education of cooperative members played an important role in their productivity.
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Table 6-4 Factors influencing agricultural production of cooperatives (sample size, n=150)

Variables Value Df Significance
Equipment used in agriculture 150.000? 3 0.001
Kind of training received 150.000? 3 0.001
Cooperative organization 145.633% 3 0.001
Kind of government assistance 117.619° 9 0.001
Inputs used in production 100.571° 9 0.001
Age 80.682° 15 0.001
Service provided by extension officer 75.903% 12 0.001
Marital status 68.028° 12 0.001
Level of education 48.377° 12 0.001

Ayaresh (2011) notes that in agriculture a number of non- agricultural factors may affect
production, among them are being political, managerial and socio-cultural factors. Economic,
educational and psychological factors are also important in improving agricultural
production. The Rwanda Co-operative Agency play a role is facilitating the political and
managerial factors to some level while the capacity related such as internal management are

internal to the co-operative and yet require external support to improve.

6.2.1 Equipment used in agriculture

Equipment used in agriculture is particularly significant for improving agricultural
productivity since it facilitates soil cultivation, crop planting, weeding, fertilizing, irrigation
and harvesting. In addition to the benefits offered by more advanced equipment, other
changes in tools and work methods significantly reduce human burden and fatigue and
improve farm productivity (Kumar, 2011). In Rwanda, the hand hoe is traditionally the main
tool used in agriculture. All of the assessed cooperatives reported using hand hoes in
cultivation as their primary and most important tool. The results show that there is a
relationship between equipment used in agriculture and agricultural output in kilograms
harvested (chi-square =150.000, df=3, p<0.001). Members reported using hand hoes in their
production as last option in the absence of improved tools like tractors, dragged teeth, animal-

drawn equipment, etc.

Equally important, key informants reported that cooperatives needed more productive
cultivation implements; in particular they needed tractors to replace the traditional hand hoe.
There was one tractor available for hire in Ruhango District but the high charges were more
than the cooperatives could afford. Focus group informants confirmed that cooperatives

provided benefits but said they would be more advantaged if the government subsidies
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included tractor provision, particularly for ploughing. Use of machinery such as tractors
would speed cultivation, enable cooperatives to plant in good time and reduce farmer fatigue;
agricultural efficiency would be improved and agricultural development would be accelerated
(Odey et al. 2008).

In addition to the hand hoe, cooperatives also made use of watering cans supplied by the
Food for the Hungry International (FHI) for irrigation. Farmer respondents said that watering
cans enabled them to plant vegetables during dry seasons but emphasized that not having an
irrigation system was a big challenge to their production. Key informants noted that although
irrigation systems would be an important technological advance they would not insulate
cooperative farmers from the harmful effects of climate change on production and
profitability. Normal annual rainfall in Mwendo Sector is around 1000 to 1300 mm,

distributed into two agricultural seasons (NISR, 2010).

6.2.2 Level of education and kind of training received in cooperatives

The second factor influencing agricultural production of cooperatives is level of education of
the members and kind of training received. Using Pearson Chi-square test, the results show a
clear relationship between level of education and production output (chi-square = 48.337, df
= 12, p < 0.001). A similar relationship was also found between training received in the
cooperative and production output (chi-square =150.000, df = 3, p<0.001). Nwankwo et al.
(2012) found that lack of training and educational opportunities prevent cooperatives from

maximizing production and profitability.

Key informants listed training given to cooperative members on aspects such as leadership,
accounting, cultivation of crops (maize, vegetables, and pineapples), and compost production
as core elements in increasing production outputs of the Mwendo cooperatives. However,
12.7 per cent of cooperative members did not receive any kind of training and those who
received training complained that it was not sufficient. They need more training and
observation trips to acquaint them with new ideas for cooperative production and

profitability, but budget constraints limit this possibility.

Focus group respondents highlighted skills acquisition as one of the many benefits they
derived from the cooperatives. Skills gained from trainings were used not only in cooperative
production but also in household production and management, such as making compost for

household crop production and household planning for the future. Unfortunately, cooperative
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members reported that they need more training to boost production and strengthen their
cooperatives because most of them are still in the early stages of growth. Also, members
recommended training in project design and management for running their own income
generating projects and in livestock production to supplement crop cultivation in terms of

fertilizer provision.

In three of the cooperatives, a majority (52.0 %) of members had completed primary
education and 12.6 per cent had gone on to secondary or tertiary education. Gasperini and
Acker (2009) argue that the education is a significant key asset enabling rural household to
escape from illiteracy and poverty and promote food security. Education and training are
among the core principles of cooperatives (Ortmann & King, 2007), and agricultural training
to boost crop production by smallholder organization membersis more effectively absorbed

when trainees (cooperative members) have been educated (Ngugi & Kariuki, 2009).

6.2.3 Cooperative organization

Cooperative organization is inscribed in the rules established and confirmed by cooperative
members. These rules provide the constitution that guides cooperative structure and
cooperative activities (Tchami, 2007). The study showed a significant and positive
relationship between cooperative organization factors and agricultural output at level 1 per
cent (chi-square 145.633, df = 3, p<0.001). Schotanus et al. (2010) emphasise that internal
organization of group members is one of the key success factors in the coordination of
activities and communication, and this requires every member to sufficiently commit and

contribute his or her effort.

Key informants noted certain organizational changes in the cooperatives in Mwendo Sector,
particularly in relation to leadership and management, but said that a lot still had to be done
to increase cooperative funding, production and good governance. These findings correspond
to findings by Chibanda et al. (2009) that optimal making and implementing of decisions in a
cooperative depends on transparency, accountability and participation of all members during

these processes.

Not all cooperatives in Mwendo Sector had the same internal organization, resulting in
various disadvantages. Sixty-six per cent of respondents mentioned that the organizational
structure of COCUANGA cooperative did not include disciplinary committees such as those
in the COPALE and COAGRIMA cooperatives. The presence of this structure safeguards
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and promotes internal motivation like commitment, trust and altruism of members. Discipline
in the other cooperatives is assured by a supervisory committee and penalties are better
accepted (not regarded as punishment), thereby maintaining order and increasing the
cooperative resources (Mansfield, 2005). Basically, all cooperative supervisory and
management committees are elected by all cooperative members and in return work for the

interest of members (Tchami, 2007).

6.2.4. Inputs used in production

Agricultural inputs are crucial in farming systems and inadequate investment in inputs
reduces production growth (Zepeda, 2001). Cooperative members in Mwendo Sector
confirmed the role of inputs in their operations, and significant relationship results using
Pearson chi-square test showed a significant relationship between agricultural inputs and
outputs in the cooperative operations(chi-square = 100.571, df = 9, p<0.001). This finding is
consistent with findings by Aregay (2012) and proved that farmers apply productive inputs
like fertilizer and irrigation to boost production with the aim of fulfilling the needs of the
family. However, the use of fertilizer requires money which may be needed for other
household purposes. Yuan (2011) concluded that agricultural output is dependent not only on
inputs such as fertilizer, irrigation, agriculture machinery power, manpower and land but also
by other factors such improved cultivars, temperature, precipitation, etc., some of which are

beyond human control.

In Rwanda, some inputs like fertilizer and maize seeds are currently subsidized by the
government (Rwanda Agriculture Board) but group discussions revealed members’ concerns
that government obliges them to grow improved seeds which are sometimes supplied late or
are not favourable to local soils. One key informant (sector extension officer) also noted
fertilizer diversion in some cooperatives which reduces their production. Findings statistically
showed nonetheless that fertilizer, improved seeds and pesticides represent a significant share

(52.7%) of inputs used by cooperative members in their production in Mwendo Sector.

Key informants also noted that the low production is linked to low quantity of inputs,
particularly in regard to fertilizer and improved seeds, confirming Ortmann’s (2007) for
instance that soil needs fertilizer and improved seed in order to generate a significant yield.
However, respondents also pointed out that low agricultural productivity is related to changes

in rain seasons and inadequate meteorological services in Rwanda which could give better
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guidance for farming activities — the country being located as is in an equatorial zone where
rain is available. While the co-operatives are willing to enlarge and diversify their produce
for sustaining food security for cooperative members, they are constrained by climate change
as well as vagaries of weather that disturb farming activities (Sasson, 2012).

6.2.5 Age and marital status of cooperative members

Age and marital status in agricultural production are meaningful. The findings revealed a
positive and significant relationship between age of cooperative members, marital status of
members, and agricultural production (chi-square = 80.682, df = 15, p <0.001; chi-square
=68.028, df = 12, p <0.001). Age of cooperative members was an independent variable and
showed the highest number of respondents as being the 51-60 age group, representing 33.3
percent of the members in the three appraised cooperatives in Mwendo Sector. This indicates
that older people are substantially more involved in farming activities than young people. In
contrast, the national demographic for Rwanda shows youth (<35 years old) at 78.4 per cent
of total population, against 18.6 per cent of total population are between 36-65 years old — the

remainder being those who qualify for old age pension (NISR, 2010).

Remarkably, one of the cooperative (COCUANGA) in Mwendo Sector is predominantly
composed of young residents. This constitutes a significant strength for this particular
cooperative in that labour-intensive activities may sometimes be too demanding for older
people and also in that younger people more readily adopt new crop varieties and new
technologies for higher yield, with important consequences for rural poverty reduction,
employment creation and food production (Oyesola & Obabire, 2011;van der Geest, 2010).
However, only 11 people in COCUANGA cooperative were married.

Two other cooperatives were dominated by adult members with only 2 people still single.
Key informants emphasized that married people are more serious in cooperative participation
compared to single members. The reason may be that that married members less likely to
migrate than single members, and if one partner is absent during cooperative work the spouse
can participate on that member’s behalf. This follows cultural family practice, where married
people traditionally receive assistance from their spouses in farming activities (Oyesola &
Obabire, 2011). Focus group discussions also indicated that family members target their
cooperative incomes differently in tackling some household issues like buying mituel de

santé (medical insurance), seeds, clothes, and household and school materials.



57

6.2.6 Government assistance and extension services

All studied cooperatives share one extension officer, who provides services not only to
cooperatives but also to other farmers in Mwendo sector. As one of key informants, he
confirmed that he could not be available at all times for cooperative demonstrations. Apart
from cooperative representative meetings or trainings, he visits every cooperative once per
season and emphasised that one visit is not enough for improving cooperative production.
Results of this study showed a positive and significant relationship between extension officer
services and cooperative harvest (chi-square = 150.000, df = 3, p<0.001). Owombo et al.
(2012) argue that frequent visits by extension agents help transfer technologies to farmers
through training in the use of updated techniques like application of fertilizers and use of
improved seeds, and advice to farmers on how to access and use machines and other

agricultural equipment.

Equally important, this study showed a significant relationship between government
assistance and production output in collective farming (p<0.001). Respondents cited
government assistance they had received in relation to agricultural policy, provision of
extension and cooperative officers, and lobbying for sponsors, but they also wanted
government to reduce agricultural credit interest rates. Another request was for an extension
officer dealing specifically with cooperatives, because the current extension officer was too

often unavailable due to other commitments in the local municipality.

6.2.7. Cooperative analysis of effectiveness

Analyzing the factors influencing the effectiveness of agricultural cooperatives was done
through the help of conceptual framework presented in the Figure 3.1. When comparing the
three cooperative shown in Table 6.5 against the requirements of effectiveness of agricultural
smallholder cooperatives. The results find that all three cooperative do not have the capability
of raising their financial resources. They all depend on their own contribution and sales of

cooperative produces.

Government does not sufficiently inject any financial assistance in the cooperative and the
bank credit interest rate is high which still fear cooperatives to barrow money from the bank.
Furthermore, low education level of members precludes them to get information access on

sources of funds. Therefore, cooperatives do not achieve all their goals.
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Analysis of cooperative operations shows that all cooperatives are hampered by possession of
small land that limits their production. Challenges also include lack of technology in
production, transport of produces to the market where low prices do not commensurate the
efforts used by farmers. Few free-riders were found in COCUANGA cooperative but this
does not avoid good participation in cooperatives. However, inputs like improved seeds are
used in all cooperative. Apart from COPALE cooperative others make compost and are able
to use it. Only COPALE work twice a week other have common work once a week which
does not give enough chance to produce enough quantity.

Results in Table 6.5 show good coordination and proper communication of cooperative
institutions resulting in cooperative discipline and effective works, the availability of cell
phones in the cooperative members facilitate communication. In addition, transparency and
accountability are also assured. However, low literacy level found in COPALE and
COAGRIMA result in having no clear cooperative vision. All cooperatives work without

clear framework. Although, all cooperative data are recorded in their books.

Cooperative displayed a good problem solving where any issue is raised and debated in
cooperative meeting before its implementation. That system enables accountability and
proper decision-making. This contributes to the good organization and prevents conflicts

within cooperatives
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Elements for cooperative effectiveness

COCUANGA

COPALE

COAGRIMA

Financial management
= Ability to mobilize resources
= Proper use of financials

Financing from own contribution
and sales from produces

Lack of access to credits

-No full information on the sources
of funds

Financing from own
contribution and sales from
produces

Lack of credit access

No information on sources of
funds

Financing from own contribution
Sales from produces

Lack of access to credits

No application made requesting
funds due to lack of information

Operations

=  Participation of members

=  Adoption of technologies

= Use of inputs

= Improved market access

=  Timetable of work processes

Production of pineapples

Few free-riders

Production hampered by lack of
technology (hand hoe, no irrigation
system)

Use of improved seed, compost
Market available but challenges of
transport and low price

Work timetable is once a week
Lack of land hampers production

Production of peas

Full participation

Lack of technology (use of
hand hoe, no irrigation system)
Use of improved seed,
pesticides

Market available but challenges
of transport and low price
Work timetable is twice a week
Small land hinders productivity

Production of maize

Good participation of members
Production hindered by lack of
technology (hand hoe, no
irrigation system)

Use of improved seed, compost
Market available but challenges of
transport and low price challenges
Work timetable is once a week

Leadership

= Clear vision

= Setting of legal framework

=  Good coordination and proper
communication

=  Transparency and accountability in
governance

= Discipline

Vision of factory construction
No clear framework

Record keeping

For surprise activity

communication through phone call.

Discipline

Absence of clear vision

Lack of strong framework
Record keeping

For surprise activity
communication through phone
call

No clear vision due to the high
number of illiteracy

No clear framework set
Record keeping

For surprise activity
communication through phone
call

Decision making
= Good mechanism of problems solving
= Accountability for decisions
= Decisions favour cooperative interests

Problems and decisions are
debated and decided in a meeting
after work.

Surprise decisions made by
committee

Problems and decisions are
debated and decided in a
meeting after work.
Surprise decisions made by
committee

Problems and decisions are
debated and decided in a meeting
after work.

Surprise decisions made by
committee
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6.3 Benefits of cooperatives

Information on benefits provided by the agricultural cooperatives was obtained from
questionnaires completed by respondents from the three selected cooperatives, through focus
group discussions, and from key-informant interviews. Discussions and analysis of the
reported benefits in all cooperatives centred on the same issues in each case, encompassing
farm guidance, income and markets, and inputs supply. The benefits cited were mostly the
same, with only a few minor variations in certain instances. The chief benefits cited by
cooperatives embrace the issues of government assistance, income and production. Also,
trainings on agriculture, skills and social benefits were reported to be benefits. Furthermore,
the reasons why people join cooperatives and perception of non-cooperative members are
herein explained.

6.3.1 Income

Rural farming in Rwanda is mainly characterised by low income and low resources. The
main reason for this is that farmers’ holdings are small and scattered, which makes it difficult
for them to pool their resources in a way that would enable them to boost farm income and
improve their livelihoods (Ibitoye, 2012). Agricultural cooperatives members in Mwendo
Sector reported that they own very small holdings and have jointly cooperated with the aim

of boosting income for their households.

Apart from agricultural income, distance from infrastructure means that few other
possibilities of income generation are open to these farmers. For instance, the locality does
not have electricity or macadamized roads. Other sources of income in the locality that
respondents did mention were selling household livestock, selling household crop harvest and
income from the Vision 2020 Umurenge Programme (VUP) which is a government
programme intended to lift poor people out of poverty. Salary and wage income was also
noted as a small additional source of money for the population living in Mwendo sector.
Using field situation analysis, the researcher observed that people begin developing non-

farming activities as a way of earning a living.

Agriculture was described as driving household income in the local municipality (NISR,
2012) and in low-income families, with improvement of income and employment as key
elements for development of household food security (Tarasuk & Loopstra, 2013).

Cooperatives are therefore one important way for individuals to obtain livelihoods and
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household income. Cooperative income is derived from members’ shares and from selling
produce. After harvest and selling, the members decide on retained income which deposited

in the bank as savings, and the remaining money is equally distributed to the members.

The money received from cooperatives has really assisted members in tackling some
challenges. Table 6-6 presents findings on use of cooperative income in a household. In all
cooperatives, participants unveiled that the use of cooperative income in a family is
predominantly directed to buy medical cover of household members, home appliance and
food items that are not produced or grown in small quantity. Furthermore, seeds and livestock

were purchased for agricultural activities not related to the co-operative.

Table 6-6 Use of cooperative income in a household, 2013

Use of income from COAGRIMA COPALE COCUANGA
cooperative
Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage

(%) (%) (%)
Buying seed and
livestock for my
OWN purpose away 6 12 6 12 4 8
from the co-
operative
Purchasing of school
materials and
support in social 15 30 3 6 8 16
activities
Buying home
appliance, medical
cover, cloths and 29 58 41 82 38 76
food items
Total 50 100 50 100 50 100

Findings show that a large percentage (82%) of income in COPALE is used in households to
buy medical cover, home appliances, clothes and some foodstuffs. About 58 per cent of
income in COAGRIMA and 76 per cent in COCUANGA are spent on the same issues (home

appliances, medical cover, clothes and food).

On the other hand, cooperatives members explained that money from cooperatives helped
them to buy school materials for their children and send them to school. In addition, money is
used in supporting different social activities in the community, particularly for cooperative
members and their relatives. Use of income is not the same in all cooperatives. COAGRIMA
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members spend 30 per cent of income from the cooperative on school materials and social
activities, whereas the corresponding figure for COPALE members is only 6 per cent, and for
COCUANGA members it is16 per cent.

Cooperatives also help their members to access assets for improving their living conditions
(Wanyama et al. 2008). In Mwendo sector, all cooperative participants use income for their
own purposes as well as for cooperative activities. For instance, at household levels,
COAGRIMA and COPALE members utilize 12 per cent of income for purchasing seeds and
livestock normally used in rural areas for earning a living. On the other hand, COCUANGA
members, who are mainly younger people, use only 6 per cent to buy livestock and seeds, and
spend a larger percentage (76%) of their income on home appliances, medical cover, clothes

and food items.

Even though, cooperatives receive money, they receive little profit and need to raise it.
Considering seasonal cooperative income shown in Table 6.7 below, COCUANGA obtain
slight high income compared to the other cooperatives and this may reflect that they are
growing pineapple which as a cash crop. However, this is income received after selling their
produce, without counting retained income in the cooperative. So, it is a cooperative surplus

used by members in their household and this occurs two seasons a year.

Table 6-7 Average seasonal income per cooperative member

Cooperatives Income received from cooperative per season per
person. (1Rwf = 645US$) ( Gasore, 2013)

COCUANGA 54US$ (n=50)

COPALE 39US$ (n=50)

COAGRIMA 15.5US$ (n=50)

Although cooperatives receive money, their profits remain low and need to be raised.
Members indicated that lack of bank credit was a big constraint on increase of production.
Access to credit is one of determinants of agricultural performance in cooperatives
(Byaruhanga, 2013). Access to credit boosts production and sales for the cooperative, and
repayment of the borrowed money (and savings bank involvement) instils a culture of saving

among cooperative members. Members also mentioned market availability for their produce,
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but noted difficulties posed by low prices due to the seasonal production, lack of storage

facilities, and high cost of transport to the market.

6.3.2 Production

Agricultural production of the cooperative is the main pillar of its development. To achieve
high production rural farmers crucially need basic farm inputs such as fertilizers, agricultural
farm equipment, and labour (Gathiaka, 2012). Key informants (FHI and sector extension
officer) mentioned that they had arranged some observational field trip for cooperative
members and supplied some inputs including seed, fertilizer, animals (goats) for manure, and
hoes and pumps. All of these inputs were supplied in order to increase cooperative

production, but unfortunately remained less than what was needed.

In all of the assessed cooperatives, one producing peas, another growing maize and one
producing pineapples, the cooperative members cited identical challenges (i) excessively
small holdings of land ownership (due to high population density), obliging participants to
rent farm land — coupled with low use of fertilizer; (ii) lack of irrigation, exposing
productivity to fluctuations of climate; (iii) reliance on hand hoes as their main equipment,
making tillage and land preparation excessively time-consuming.

Farmers used a combination of fertilizer and organic methods in the plots of COPALE
cooperative growing peas, and of COAGRIMA cooperative farming maize. In addition, some
of their members had been trained on how to make compost so that they could produce and
apply it for enriching the soil and reduce fertilizer expenses. But low input leads to in low
productivity (Kaizzi et al. 2012), and to increase inputs cooperatives need money to buy
them. Notwithstanding the availability of Umurenge SACCO in Mwendo sector, agricultural
cooperatives do not have access to the bank credit needed to purchase sufficient agricultural
inputs. Only 32.6 per cent of cooperative members in Rwanda obtain inputs from
cooperatives and 28.7 per cent of their produce is marketed within the cooperatives
(Tumwebaze, 2013).

Although COCUANGA members reported use of improved seeds to increase production, no
bank credit was delivered to any of investigated cooperatives for boosting their production
capacity or for integration in the agro-value chain. There are three main reasons for this:(i)
members do not have adequate kills in borrowing, using and repaying credit; (ii) lack of

collateral hinders application for bank credit; (iii) high interest rate imposed by the financial
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institutions scares off cooperative members and makes them reluctant to borrow.
COCUANGA members also mentioned free-riding in cooperative work as a problem that
impeded production; to resolve the problem they planned to retain their scheduled days for
working together but with a specific task assigned to each individual member.

6.3.3 Training in agriculture

Agricultural training for farmers’ cooperatives has been affirmatively reported as helping to
maximize crop production (Nwankwo et al. 2012). This study found that cooperative
members had received various instances of agricultural training. However, the number of
trained members is small and more participants still need to be trained on various cooperative
issues. Table 6.8 indicates the kind of training received in different cooperatives. Key
informants who were predominantly responsible for giving training highlighted three main
challenges: (i) low level of education of some cooperative members who are still resistant to
change and want to use traditional methods; (ii) insufficient budget for more frequent

training; and (iii) unfavourable geographical location.

Table 6-8 Training received in cooperatives, 2013

Kind of training COAGRIMA COPALE COCUANGA

received Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage
(%) (%) (%)

Pineapple growing - - - - 30 60

& seed

multiplication

Production of 15 30 - - 15 30

compost

Vegetable & maize 27 54 35 70 - -

growing and field

trip

Cooperative rules 3 6 2 4 5 10

Not received any 5 10 12 26 - -

training

Total 50 100 50 100 50 100

Training on seed multiplication and growing and mulching of pineapples in COCUANGA
cooperative showed a high proportion (60%) of trained members. Compost is key component
in organic farming, so these cooperatives also received training on how to make compost.
Thirty per cent of members obtained compost production skills, while just 10 per cent of

members were trained on cooperative rules. In COAGRIMA maize cooperative, 30 per cent
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of members received training on compost making using cheap organic matter such as leaves,

food waste, and crop stems.

COPALE and COAGRIMA members were taught practical skills in nursery bed preparation,
planting, and harvesting of vegetables, with 70 per cent of COPALE members receiving the
training and 54 per cent of COAGRIMA members. COAGRIMA members were also trained
in maize farming techniques with the focus on preparation of soil, planting, weeding,
harvesting, drying and shelling of maize. In addition, these trained members in two
cooperatives did field trips for observation that they hailed as important in inspiring increase
of their cooperative production.

On the other hand, very few COPALE or COAGRIMA members (4%) received training on
cooperative rules (4% and 6% respectively). There were also26 per cent of COPALE
members and 10 per cent of COAGRIMA members who reported not having received any
training. Respondents explained that cooperative members attended trainings in rotation,
which meant that with relatively few training sessions being offered, not all members got
their turn. Geographically more accessible cooperatives had an advantage in the scheduling
of training. The cooperative training was delivered by FHI, the sector extension officer and

Rwanda Cooperative Agency.

Respondents also commented on a need for specific training on the following topics in the
interests of good governance and increase of productivity: (i) project design and
entrepreneurship to encourage innovative improvements and adoption of additional projects
for generating income (Tchami, 2007); (ii) improved agricultural technology and livestock
management in order to obtain manure for crops and increase income from livestock; (iii)
post-harvest processing and storage of produce while waiting for the market price to increase;
(iv) cooperatives rules and leadership; (v) financial management; (vi) composting.

6.3.4 Government assistance

Government policy is the vehicle for all cooperatives and agricultural production in the
country (IFAD, 2011). In Rwanda, the government sets policies for cooperatives and,
together with donors, delivers some services to the cooperatives. These include provision of
fertilizer, seeds, credits, extension services, etc. (Rosegrant et al. 2005). Respondents

reported numerous benefits which largely coincided for all selected cooperatives. Table 6.9
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summarizes the reported government assistance services, their frequencies as well as

percentages.

Table 6-9 Benefits from Government Services, 2013

Government COAGRIMA COPALE COCUANGA

assistance Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Frequency  Percentage
(%) (%) (%)

Cooperative 23 46 34 68 29 58

officer & sector

agronomist

Provide seed & 13 26 16 32 12 24

lobbying for

sponsors

Financial help - - - - 9 18

Subsidies of 14 28 - - - -

cheap fertilizer

Total 50 100 50 100 50 100

A majority of members (68%) from COPALE (peas) and (58%) from COCUANGA
(pineapples) testified that civil servant cooperative officers helped in providing legal
documents and guides on cooperative development and that extension officers helped in

agricultural skills development (Prakash, 2005).

The study also found that members benefited from free seeds from government assistance
and created a good working environment where Food for the Hungry International (FHI)
supplied the cooperatives with agricultural equipment such as watering cans, spades and jerry
cans. Twenty-six percent of respondents from COAGRIMA reported that free seed plus
lobbying for more sponsors from government were some of the important benefits they had
received. This figure was 32 per cent for COPALE and 24 per cent for COCUANGA.
However, this assistance is very little set against the help needed to boost these cooperatives.
Members claimed that seeds provided by government were not always delivered in time

because of administration processes, which further impeded cooperative productivity.

On the other hand, government financial help and government subsidies in the form of cheap
fertilizer were sometimes substantial. Government financial assistance to the cooperative was
reported by 18 per cent of all COCUANGA respondents and 28 percent of COAGRIMA

respondents noted the importance of subsidised fertilizer received from government.
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6.3.5 Social benefits and social cohesion

Social cohesion is very important if a cooperative is to achieve its objectives, as members
need to have a sense of active participation in the development of the organization. Study
respondents reported that joint farming activities invigorated their sense of unity. A number
of different activities where mentioned as helping to strengthen group cohesion: (i)
cultivating, planting, weeding, harvesting and post-harvesting activities; (ii) meetings and
talks intended to answer their cooperative problems; (iii)participation and assistance in social
activities like weddings, baptisms, funerals and other forms of mutual help. Focus groups also
confirmed the importance of this kind of strengthening of social connections between
members, noting that social networks were stronger in successful cooperatives than in

struggling cooperatives.

Emana (2009) notes that cooperative activities promote a culture of sociability and unity
which is really cemented by assistance provided in social and religious activities among
cooperative members. In Rwanda, according to Sentama (2009), cooperative work and
discussions are particularly important for unity and reconciliation in cooperatives which
include both genocide survivors and former genocide offenders or their family members,
when negatives attitudes are transcended by a common desire for socioeconomic

development.

Similarly, 19.3 per cent of respondents commented that cooperatives not only helped to
increase crop production, income and skills of cooperative members, but also strengthened
social cohesion. Slight differences in percentage were shown among the cooperative selected
in this investigation. Twenty-two percent of COPALE and COAGRIMA members mentioned
benefits of social cohesion from cooperatives while the equivalent figure for COCUANGA
cooperatives was 14 per cent. This low percentage (14%) is explained by the fact that the
majority of their members are young people who are less involved in social and religious

activities at home.

Furthermore, cooperative members reported that being in groups upgraded social benefits
through provision of employment, education (trainings) and economic participation. Also,
cooperative elections inculcate a culture of democracy and equality among their members

which also spread to and benefit the community (Dobrohoczki, 2006).
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6.3.6. Market benefits and challenges

One important agricultural cooperative activity is improving market access for cooperative
products and allowing poor farmers to tackle their problems and improve their living-
standards (Allahdadi, 2011). All the respondents in this study (100%) reported that being in
cooperative increased market access for their produce, but they also highlighted two main
problems that arise from being located in a poor rural area. The first was that low prices mean
that is not enough profit for them to make faster progress. Key informants noted that low
prices hampered progress and adaptation, and they attributed the low prices to the lack of
infrastructure such as roads, electricity and storage facilities. Farmers all depend on the
weather; the harvest necessarily happens at the same time for all the farmers in the locality,
and no storage facilities, so supply then outstrips demand which reduces the price. The
second problem was transport: poor roads and lack of vehicles make it difficult for farmers to
get their produce to the nearest market, where transport cost is not considered in setting prices
(Chuhan-Pole & Angwafo, 2011). Meanwhile, Mwendo sector has two open marketplaces

where these products are sold.

6.4 Reason to join cooperative

In Rwanda, particularly in south province where Mwendo Sector is located, farmers depend
mainly on land for their livelihoods. They reported agriculture as a major source of revenues.
However, this activity does not provide adequate livelihoods to the residents due to problems
such as high fragmentation of land holdings, with only 0.65ha of appropriate farmland per

household and low yields from over farming that depleted soil fertility (Rutunga et al. 2007).

Residents therefore chose to join cooperatives in the hope of increasing production by
working together, and with the expectation of support from by government and NGOs. Also,
as a result of the government sensitization through public meetings and media (radio and
TV), people have developed positive attitudes towards cooperatives and realize it is in their
interest to join because of the possibilities for training and skills development leading to
improved income (Nugussie, 2010). Participants also mentioned joining cooperatives as a
way of improving social relations and strengthening unity with their neighbours in the
aftermath of the 1994 genocide against Tutsi, which had led some people to stay alone in
their families. Again, joining cooperative was seen as a way of creating employment,
acquiring a voice in the community, and automatically increases collective bargaining power

in the market that enhanced incomes of the members.
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6.5 Perceptions of non-cooperative members

Participants reported that they grow a variety of crops such as beans, cassava, maize,
bananas, peas, sweet potatoes, carrots, pineapples, cabbages, etc. Any person may voluntarily
join an existing cooperative or forma new cooperative (Ortmann & King, 2007). There were,
however, respondents who reported not belonging to any agricultural cooperative. In table 6-
10 below, a large proportion of these (60%) explained that in a cooperative all members wait
for crops to mature before they are harvested, whereas they preferred being able to reap crops
for consumption whenever food was urgently needed in the household or for sale when they
needed money to solve an unexpected family problem. Fifteen per cent of non-members
reported concerns about failures due to cooperative mismanagement. Also, participants
commended that cooperative rules are tough; any absence in the cooperative is penalized. So

they preferred not to join any cooperative because when they are tired they do want not work.

Table 6-10 Summary of results from non-cooperative members (n=20), 2013

Questions Responses Percentage
What kinds of crops do you grow? Beans, cassava, carrots, maize, cabbages, bananas, peas, 100
sweet potatoes, yams, pineapples
Do you belong to any agricultural No 100

cooperative?

Total 100
If not, why not? In my own farm | can harvest at any time when | am hungry 60

or need money but in cooperative they wait for maturity

stage.

I do not want to lose my effort due to poor cooperative 15

management

When | am tired | do not work but in cooperative when a 25

member is absent is punished.

Total 100
Do you find benefits in being Yes 30
individual?

No 70

Total 100
If yes, what are the benefits? Mutual help, during social activities they are helping each

other. They are known by local government and are

respected
Would you like to join an Yes 70
agricultural cooperative?

No 30

Total 100
If yes, what are the benefit do you I will get access to the training, more friends and voice in 60
expect? the community.

Gain income from cooperative, government and donors 40

Total 100
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However, the majority (70%) of non-members did not find benefits in being individuals and
they wanted to join agricultural cooperatives. All of them showed a desire to participate in a
cooperative noting that the members of cooperatives get mutual help specifically during
social activities like weddings, baptisms and other cultural or religious activities. Also,
cooperative members are respected in the community and do not face problems with local
government in policy implementation since cooperatives are part of the system used by
government for rural development and poverty reduction through creation of employment

and increase of agricultural production (Adebayo et al. 2010).

In addition, respondents warmly noted the benefits expected once they had a chance to join
the cooperative. A large number (60%) reported that in joining a cooperative they expect to
benefit from the access to training. Also, participating in cooperative activities would give
them more friends, power and voice in the community. A significant number (40%)
mentioned that they had come to realize that government and donors in Rwandan agriculture
are actually interested in collective farming and that cooperative members received surplus.
So joining cooperative would be a way of benefiting from this diversified income. However,
there was a problem in the cost of the cooperative share which a new member had to pay in
order to be accepted into the cooperative and be on equal terms with existing members
(Tchami, 2007).
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Chapter seven

Conclusions and recommendations

This research was intended to pinpoint the role of agricultural cooperatives in assisting
household food security for members of selected cooperatives (COCUANGA, COPALE and
COAGRIMA, farming pineapples, peas and maize) in the Mwendo Sector/Ruhango District.
The survey combined both quantitative and qualitative data collection methods. Quantitative
data were collected through questionnaires given to cooperative members and non-members
from studied areas, while qualitative data were collected using focus-group discussions and
face-to-face interviews with key informants. The responses were based on the study
objectives. Then, based on data collected, and the results and discussions presented above,

the following conclusions and recommendations can be made.

7.1 Conclusions

The study found that agricultural cooperatives provide some benefits to their members. First,
government recognizes cooperatives as tool for improving household food production and
tries to help them through lobbying for sponsors, financial help, providing advice through
cooperative officers and offering agricultural inputs as well as other subsidies. Second,
cooperatives provide employment and education that raises the level of agricultural skills
among cooperative members through different kinds of training. These benefits make it
possible for cooperative members to increase production and access markets which bring in
some income for the cooperative and for the members. Third, working together in an
organized group creates social benefits. In addition, cooperative work sessions, meetings,
discussions and other social interactions such as social and religious activities create social
cohesion between members. However, cooperatives also face challenges that include small
land size and thus constraining growth, lack of updated equipment like tractors, dependence

on rainfall and low market prices not commensurate with the producers’ efforts.

This study further found that how the cooperative is organized is also very important and is
requires leadership, coordination and communication. The success of agricultural
cooperatives is influenced by a number of factors including equipment used in production,
age, marital status, educational level of cooperative members, and training received in the

cooperative. Furthermore, inputs such as fertilizer, seed, and irrigation significantly influence



69

production but all of these are facilitated by government policies and by extension officers

who assist in their application.

The study further found that cooperatives in the Mwendo Sector study area shared a number
of similarities in their structural organization, relating to features such as voting for leaders at
a general assembly, resolving their problems through discussion in the meetings, and
establishing structural organization during general meeting. Two types of organization
structures in Mwendo Sector were identified. One is consists of general assembly of all
members, executive committee, and auditing committee. The other hand consists of general
assembly of all members, disciplinary committee and auditing committee. However, there are
differences in the internal organization of the cooperatives, particularly in relation to the

number of work sessions per week, where some work twice a week and others once a week.

It was found that some residents were reluctant to join cooperatives for three main reasons:
concern about the possibility of wasted effort due to cooperative mismanagement, being
afraid of punishment if absent from cooperative work sessions, and worry that they could be
faced with seasonal hunger because cooperative harvesting is done when the crops mature
while individual farming allows harvesting to be performed at any time food is needed in a
household. However, even those who did not belong to the cooperative acknowledged the

benefits of cooperative membership.

This research identified a number of benefits obtained from cooperatives by their members.
Further research could explore the nutritional benefits for households from agricultural
cooperative membership to establish whether households are both food secure and

nutritionally secure.

7.2 Recommendations

The study offered lessons pertaining to agricultural cooperatives and their structure in a
district in Rwanda. It has identified the benefits to members of cooperatives, their structural
organization, important factors affecting their agricultural production and the reasons why
some people do not get involved in cooperatives. Some of the points that emerge relate to the
support given to the development of collective farming by government together with its
stakeholders, and others are for consideration by cooperative farmers themselves. It is
recommended that the Rwanda Co-operative Agency take up some lessons from this study

and improve their support for growing smallholder performance.



70

7.2.1 Recommendations to be considered by the government and its stakeholders

The study found that cooperatives played a significant role in improving household food
security. The following measure should be given attention by government and its

stakeholders for enhancing cooperative effectiveness:

e Facilitate access by cooperatives to agricultural equipment like tractors that would speed
up agricultural operations that are dependent on weather condition. This will help growers
to plant on time, without delays in land preparation.

e Intensive training should be promoted, by government and its stakeholders, to improve
skills of farmers, not only for agriculture but also for animal husbandry and financial
management. This will boost production by encouraging farmers to manage their
resources and also to rear animals which provide manure for crops.

e Ensure that improved seed is favourable to local conditions and avoid delay in the supply
of seed where planting need to be completed in time for seasonal rains.

e Ensure that bank credit interest rates are affordable by farmers. This will make it easier
for farmers to borrow money, buy inputs, raise productivity and extend their markets.

e Continue to sensitize non-members on the advantages of cooperative membership, and
help them to join cooperatives or create their own for overall national advancement of

production, skills, income generation and unity.

7.2.2 Recommendation for cooperative members

Cooperative members should be determined, invest in cooperative assets that may not
generate income right away but hoping to receive it in the future. Because members own,
control and benefit from their cooperative they should particularly guard against
mismanagement of any kind, as failure of the cooperatives will have serious consequences for
all of them. Also, members should strive for self-reliance by tackling challenges and look for

solutions without relying too much on external help.



71

References

Abdullah, A, A & Sulaiman, N, N. (2013). Factors That Influence the Interest of Youth in
Agricultural Entrepreneurship. International Journal of Business and Social Sciences
4(3):288-302.

Abdu-Raheem, K, A & Worth, S, H. ( 2011). Household food security in South Africa:
Evaluating extension’s paradigms relative to the current food security and development goals.
Journal of agricultural extension 39(2): 91-103.

Abunyuwah, | & Blay, J, K. (2013). Accessibility Constraints Of Small-Scale Fish Farmers
To Formal Credit In The Nzema East Municipality. Journal of Economics and Sustainable
Development 4(1): 128-132.

Adebayo, S, T, Chinedum, O, H, Dabo, C, S, P & Pascal, H. (2010). Cooperative
Association as a Tool for Rural Development and Poverty Reduction in Rwanda: A Study of
Abahuzamugambi ba Kawa in Maraba Sector 1(11): 600-608.

Adeyini, L. (2010).Women Farmer’s and Agriculture Growth: Challenge and Perspective for
Africa face the economic crisis. Poster presented at the Joint 3rd African Association of
Agricultural Economists (AAAE) and 48th Agricultural Economists Association of South
Africa (AEASA) Conference. Cape Town, 19-23 September 2010. Pp. 1-21.

African Development Bank groups, AfDB. (2008). Rwanda, gender assessment: progress

towards improving women’s economic status. Tunis: Human development department
(OSHD).

Akudugu, M, A, Guo, E &Dadzie, S, K. (2012).Adoption of Modern Agricultural Production
Technologies by Farm Households in Ghana: What Factors Influence their Decisions?
Journal of biology, agriculture and healthcare 2(3): 1-13.

Allahdadi, F. (2011). The Contribution of Agricultural Cooperatives on Poverty Reduction: A
case study of Marvdasht, Iran. Journal of American Sciences 7(4): 22-25.

Amjad, S & Hasnu, S. (2007). Smallholders’ Access to Rural Credit: Evidence from Pakistan.
The Labore Journal of Economics 12(2): 1-25.

Anim, F, D, K. (2011). Factors Affecting Rural Household Farm Labour Supply in Farming
Communities of South Africa. Journal of Hum Ecology 34(1): 23-28.

Ansoms, A. (2005). Resurrection after Civil War and Genocide: Growth, Poverty and
Inequality in Post-conflict Rwanda. The Europeans Journal of Development Research 17(3):
495-508.

Anyiro, C, O & Oriaku, B, N. (2011).Access to and investment of formal micro credit by
smallholder farmers in Abia state, Nigeria. A case of Absu micro finance bank, Uturu. The
Journal of Agricultural Sciences 6(2): 69-76.

Aphunu, A & Otoikhian, C, S, O. (2008).Farmers’ perception of the effectiveness of
extension agents of Delta State Agricultural Development Programme. African Journal of
General Agriculture 3(4): 165-169.



72

Aregay, F, A. (2012). Impact of Irrigation on Fertilizer Use Decision of Farmers in China: A
Case Study in Weihe River Basin. Journal of Sustainable Development 5(4): 74-82.

Awan, F & Mustafa, U. (2013). Key factors contributing to agricultural growth in Pakistan:
An application of time series analysis. Journal of Agricultural Economics and Development
1(2): 006-013.

Ayaresh, B. (2011). Identifying the Factors Affecting the Participation of Agricultural
Cooperatives” Members. American Journal of Agricultural and Biological Sciences6 (4):
560-566.

Bashir, M, K & Schilizzi, S. (2012). Measuring Food security: Definition, sensitivity and
implications. The 56" AARES annual conference. Fremantle: 7-10 February. Fremantle:
AARES.

Bernard, H, R. (2000). Social research methods: Qualitative and Quantitative approaches.
Landon: SAGE Publications, Inc.

Bossman, G, B & Rallis, S, F. (2012). Learning in the Field: An introduction to Qualitative
Research. Los Angeles: SAGE Publications, Inc.

Bottomly, T. (1979). Introduction to cooperatives. London: Intermediate Technology
Publication Ltd.

Burchi, Fr. (2006).ldentifying the Role of Education in Socio-Economic
Development.International Conference on Human and Economic Resources. lzmir,
2006.University of Roma Tre. Pp. 193-2006.

Byaruhanga, 1. (2013). Credit Terms, Credit Accessibility and Performance of Agricultural
Cooperatives in Rwanda. Journal of Emerging Issues in Economics, Finance and Banking
1(6): 554-570.

Carvalho, P, C, F & Batello, C. (2008). Access to Land, livestock production and ecosystem
conservation in the Brazilian Campos biome: The natural grasslands dilemma. Livestock
Science 120(2009): 158-162.

Chambo, S, A. (2009) Agricultural cooperative: role in food security and rural development.
Paper presented to Expert Group Meeting on Cooperatives. New York, 28-30 April
2009.Moshi: Moshi University College of Co-operative and Business Studies. Pp. 1-14.

Chayal, K, Dhaka, B, L, Poonia, M, K, Tyagi, S,V,S & Verma, S,R. (2013). Involvement of
Farm Women in Decision- making In Agriculture. Stud Home Com Sci 7(1): 35-37.

Chen, C, Tjosvold, D & Liu, C. (2006). Cooperative Goals, Leader People and Productivity
Values: Their Contribution to Top Management Teams in China. Journal of Management
Studies 43(5):1177-1200.

Chibanda, M, Ortmann, G, F and Lyne, M, C. (2009). Institutional and governance factors
influencing the performance of selected smallholder agricultural cooperatives in KwaZulu-
Natal. Agrekon 48(3): 293-306.



73

Chisasa, J & Makina, D. (2012).Trends In Credit To smallholder Farmers In South Africa.
International Business & Economic Research Journal 11(7): 771-784.

Christiano, T. (2003).The authority of democracy. Journal of political philosophy 11(2):1-25.

Chuhan-Pole, P & Angwafo, M. (2011). Yes Africa Can: Success Stories from a Dynamic
Continent. Washington DC: World Bank.

Clark, M. (2012). Deforestation in Madagascar: Consequences of Population Growth and
Unsustainable Agricultural Processes. Global Majority E-Journal 3(1): 61-71.

Daudu, S, Okwoche, V, A & Adegboye, O, G. (2009).Role of Youths in Agricultural
Development in Makurdi Local Government Area of Benue State. Journal of Agriculture
Extension 13(2): 107-112.

Department for International Development, DFID.(2012). Summary of DFID’s work in
Rwanda 2011-2015. London: DFID.

Desai,V & Potter, R. (2006). Doing development research. London: SAGE Publications, Inc.

Develtere, P, Pollet, I & Wanyama, F. (2008). Cooperative out of poverty: The renaissance of
the African cooperative movement. Geneva: International Labour Office.

Devies, W & Mills, C. (2013). International Cooperative Alliance: Blue print for a
cooperative decade. Manchester: ICA.

Djurfedt, G, Aryeetey, E & Isinika, A. (2011). Africa Smallholders: Food crops, market and
policy. Wallingford: CAB International

Dlamini, T. (2010). Collective farming: elements constituting an effective agricultural co-
operative, the case of three co-operatives in the Umgungundlovu District. A thesis submitted
in partial fulfililment of the degree of Master of Agriculture (Food Security).
Pietermaritzburg.University of KwaZulu-Natal.

Dobrohoczki, R. (2006). Cooperatives as Social Policy Means for Creating Social Cohesion
in Communities. Journal of rural cooperation 34(2): 139-159.

Dung, N, M. (2011).Characteristics of the agricultural cooperatives and its services
performance in BacNinh province, Vietnam. Journal of ISSAAS 17(1): 67-79.

Dzadze, P, Osei, M, O, Aidoo, R & Nurah, G, K. (2012).Factors determining access to formal
credit in Ghana: A case study of smallholder farmers in the Abura- AsebuKwamankese
district of central region of Ghana. Journal of Development and Agricultural Economics 4
(14): 416-423.

Echevarria, C. (1998). A three-factor agricultural production function: the case of Canada.
International Economic Journal 12(3):63-75.

Emana, B. (2009). Cooperatives: a path to economic and social empowerment in Ethiopia.
Geneva: ILO.



74

Fischer, E & Qaim, M. (2011). Smallholders Farmers and Collective Action: What
Determines the Intensity of Participation? Gottingen: University of Gottingen.

Food and Agriculture Organization, FAO. (2001). Protecting small farmers and the rural poor
in the context of globalization. Rome: FAO.

Food and Agriculture Organization, FAO. (2011). Save and grow: A policy maker’s guide to
the sustainable intensification of smallholders’ crop production. Rome: FAO.

Food and Agriculture Organization, FAO. ( 2012a). Agricultural cooperatives: Key to feeding
the world. Rome: FAO.

Food and Agricultural Organisation, FAO. (2012b). The State of Food Insecurity in the
World: Economic growth is necessary but not sufficient to accelerate reduction of hunger and
malnutrition. Rome: FAO.

Food and Agriculture Organisation, FAO & World Food Programme, WFP. (2009). Joint
Guidelines for Crop and Food Security Assessment Missions (CFSAMs).Rome: FAO/WFP.

Fox, W & Bayat, M, S. (2007).A guide Managing Research. Cape Town: Juta & Co Ltd

French, C, E, Moore, J, C, Kraenzle, C, A & Harling, K, F. (1980). Survival Strategies for
Agricultural Cooperatives. Ames: lowa State University Press.

Fulton, M, E & Hueth, B. (2009). Cooperative Conversions, Failures and Restructurings: An
Overview. Journal of cooperatives 23(1): i-Xi.

Gana, F, S, Tsando, J, H, Kenshi, S & Olaleye, R. (2009). Agricultural Credit Utilization
among Small Scale Women Farmers in Selected Wards OfBida Local Government Area Of
Niger State, Nigeria. Journal of Agricultural Extension 13(2): 55-62.

Gani, B, S & Adeoti, A, 1. (2011).Analysis of Market Participation and Rural Poverty among
Farmers in Northern Part of Taraba State, Nigeria. Journal of Economics 2(1): 23-36.

Gathiaka, K. (2012). Social integration and returns to farm inputs in smallholder agriculture
in Kenya. European Scientific Journal 8(15): 180-201.

Gasperini, L & Acker, D. (2009). Education for rural people: The role of education, training,
capacity development in poverty reduction and food security. Geneva: FAO.

Gasore, B. (2013). Rwanda: Franc Loses Ground Against U.S. Dollar. All Africa. 23"
September. Available from: http://allafrica.com/stories/201309240359.html. [Accessed: 25
November 2013].

Hagargi, S & Kumar, A. (2011). Rural Market in India: Some Opportunities and Challenges.
International Journal of Exclusive Management Research 1(1): 1-15.

Hekmat, M. (2011). Entrepreneurship Approaches in Agricultural Cooperatives. International
Journal of Agricultural Science, Research and Technology 1(1): 39-45.

Hendriks, S, L & Lyne, M, C. (2009).Does food security improve when smallholders access a
niche market?. Pietermaritzburg: African Centre for Food Security.



75

Henry, H. (2005). Guideline for Cooperative Legislation: Second, revised edition. Geneva:
ILO.

Houssou, N, Diao, X, Cossar, F, Kolavalli, S, Jimah, K &Aboagye, P. (2013). Agricultural
Mechanization in Ghana: Is Specialization in Agricultural Mechanization a Viable Business
Model?. Washington DC: IFPRI.

Huggins, C. (2012).Consolidating land, consolidating control: What future for smallholder
farming in Rwanda’s ‘Green Revolution’?. International conference on Global Land
Grabbing I1. New York, October 17-19, 2012. Ottawa: Carleton University, Geography and
Environmental Studies Dept. pp. 1-46.

Ibitoye, S, J. (2012). Survey of the performance of agricultural cooperative societies in Kogi
state, Nageria. European Scientific Journal 8(24): 98-114.

International Cooperative Alliance, ICA. (2013). Blue print for a cooperative decade.
Geneva: ICA.

International Food Policy Research Institute, IFPI. (2007). The Future of Small Farms for
Poverty Reduction and Growth. Washington DC: IFPRI

International Fund for Agriculture Development, IFAD. (2011). Republic of Rwanda country
programme evaluation. Kigali: IFAD

International Fund for Agriculture Development, IFAD. (2011a). IFAD’s Environment and
Natural Resource Management Policy: Resilient livelihoods through the sustainable use of
natural assets. Rome: IFAD.

International Fund for Agriculture Development, IFAD.(2011b). Rural Poverty Report 2011.
Rome: IFAD.

International Labour Organisation, ILO. (2008). Cooperating out of poverty: The renaissance
of the African cooperative movement. Geneva: ILO.

Institute of Policy Analysis and Research, IPAR. (2009). Rwandan agriculture sector
situational analysis: IPAR Rwanda report. Kigali: IPAR.

Jari, B & Fraser, G, C, G. (2009).An analysis of institutional and technical factors influencing
agricultural marketing amongst smallholder farmers in Kat River Valley, Eastern Cape
Province, South Africa. African Journal of Agricultural Research 4 (11): 1129-1137.

Jimoh, 1, S. (2012).Survey of the performance of agricultural cooperative societies in Kogi
State, Nigeria. European Scientific Journal 8(24): 98-114.

Kaizzi, K, C, Byalebeka, J, Semalulu, O, Alou, I, Zimwanguyizza, W, Nansamba, A,
Muzinguzi, P, Ebanyat, P, Hyuha, T & Wortmann, C, S. (2012).Maize Response to Fertilizer
and Nitrogen Use Efficiency in Uganda. Agronomy Journal 104(1): 73-82.

Karli, B, Bilgi¢, A, Celik, Y. (2006).Factors Affecting Farmers’ Decision to Enter
Agricultural Cooperatives Using Random Utility Model in the South Eastern Anatolian
Region of Turkey. Journal Agriculture and Rural Development in the Tropics and Subtropics
107(2): 115-127.



76

Kozak, R, S, Lombe, M &Miller,K. (2012). Global Poverty and Hunger: An Assessment of
Millennium Development Goal #1. Journal of Poverty 16(1):469-485.

Kropf, M, L, Holben, D, H, Holcomb, J, P & Anderson, H. (2007).Food Security Status and
Produce Intake and Behaviors of Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women,
Infants, and Children and Farmers’ Market Nutrition Program Participants. Journal of the
Americans Dietetics Association 107(11):1903-1908.

Kulindwa, Y, J. (2013). The Impact Assessment of AMSDP: A case of Smallholder farmer in
Armeru, Tanzania. Agricultural Journal 8(1): 37-44.

Kumar, N, P. (2011). Manual Operations in Farming. Geneva: ILO.

Kumar, R. (2005). Research Methodology: Step-by-Step Guide for Beginners. 2 edition.
New Delhi: SAGE Publications, Inc.

Laming, G, N. (1984). Promotion of small farmers’ cooperatives in Asia. Rome: FAO.

Larsen, K, Kim R, & Theus, F. (2009).Agribusiness and innovation systems in Africa.
Washington DC: World Bank

Lipton, M. (2006). Can Small Farmers Survive, Prosper, or be the Key Channel to Cut Mass
Poverty. eJADE 3(1): 58-85.

Maharjan, K, L & Joshi,N, P. (2009). Relationship between Income-poverty and Food
insecurity in Rural Far-western Mid-hills of Nepal. International Association of Agricultural
Economists Conference. Beijing August 16-22, 2009. Hiroshima: Hiroshima University.

Majee, W & Hoyt, A. (2011). Cooperatives and Community Development: A Perspective on
the Use of Cooperatives in Development. Journal of community practices 19(1): 48-61.

Majurin, E. (2012). How women fare in East African cooperatives: the case of Kenya,
Tanzania and Uganda. Geneva: ILO.

Mangnus, E &Piters, B, S. (2010). Dealing with small scale producers: Linking buyers and
producers. Amsterdam: KIT Publishers.

Mansfield, F. (2005). Discipline, Internal Motivations, and Cooperation in a Rural Production
Cooperative. Environments Journal Volume 33(1):61-80.

Masozera, M & Andrew, G. (2010).Payment for ecosystem services and poverty reduction in
Rwanda.Journal of sustainable development in Africa 12(3): 122-139.

Masuku, M, B & Sithole, M, M. (2009).The impact of HIV/AIDS on food security and
household vulnerability in Swaziland.Agrecon 48(2): 1-22.

Mavimbela, P, Masuku, M, B, & Belete, A. (2010). Contribution of savings and credit
cooperatives to food crop production in Swaziland: A case study of smallholder farmers.
African Journal of Agricultural research 5(21): 2868-2874.



77

Maxwell, D, Coates, J & Vaitla, B. (2013). How Do Different Indicators of Household Food
Security Compare? Empirical Evidence from Tigray. Medford: Feinstein International
Center.

Mendoza, E, V & Castillo, E, T. (2006).The path to the Success of Cooperatives.Quenzon:
The University of Philippines Press.

Morgan, D, L. (2007). Focus groups as qualitative research. California: SAGE Publications,
Inc.

Muiruri, E, J, Nyangweso, P, M, Kipsat, M, J, Ndambiri, H, K, Ritho, C, Ng’ang’a, A, S, I,
Kefa, C, Ogada, J, O, Omboto, P, I, Kubowon, P, C & Cherotwo, F, H. (2012).Socio-
Economic and Institutional Constraints to Accessing Credit among Smallholder Farmers in
Nyandarua District, Kenya.Europian Journal of Business and Management 4(21): 159-170.

Mukaruziga, E. (2010). The hope for rural transformation: A rejuvenating cooperative
movement in Rwanda. Geneva: ILO

Mushobozi, W, L & Santacoloma, P. (2010). Good Agricultural Practices (GAP) on
horticultural production for extension staff in Tanzania. Rome: FAO

Musinguzi, B. (2012). Impact of HIV/AIDS on Households’ Food Production in Bushenyi
District, Uganda. International Journal of Social Science Tomorrow 1(5): 1-9.

Muzari, W, Gatsi, W & Muvhunzi, S. (2012). The Impacts of Technology Adoption on
Smallholder Agricultural Productivity in Sub-Saharan Africa: A Review. Journal of
Sustainable Development 5(8): 69-77.

National Institute of Statistics for Rwanda, NISR. (2012). 2012 population and housing
census: Provisional results. Kigali: NISR.

National Institute of Statistics, NISR. (2010). Demographic and Health Survey 2010: Final
Report. Kigali: NISR.

Ngugi, I, k & Kariuki, D, K. (2009). Correlates of group-membership by small-scale farm
entrepreneurs in Kenya. African Journal of Business Management 3(1): 001-008.

Nilsson, J, Svendsen, G, L, H & Svendsen, G, T. (2012). Are Large and Complex
Agricultural Cooperatives Losing Their Social Capital? An international Jour of Agribusiness
28(2): 187-204.

Novkovic, S, & Power, N. (2005). Agricultural and Rural Cooperative Viability: A
Management Strategy Based on Cooperative Principles and Values. Journal of rural
cooperation 33(1): 67-78.

Nugussie, W, Z. (2010). Why some rural people become members of agricultural
cooperatives while others do not. Journal of Development and Agricultural Economics 2(4):
138-144.

Nwankwo, F, Ewuim & Asoya, N, P. (2012).Role of Cooperatives in Small and Medium
Scale Enterprises (SMEs) Development in Nigeria: Challenges and the Way Forward. An
International Multidisciplinary Journal6 (4):144-156.



78

Nyagaka, D, O, Obare, G, A, Omiti, J, M & Nguyo, W. (2010). Technical efficiency in
resource use: Evidence from smallholder Irish potato farmers in Nyandarua North District,
Kenya. African Journal of Agricultural Research 5(11): 1179-1186.

Nyensiga, D. (2012). Access to credit facilities still challenge for farmers. The New Times.
16™ March. Available from: www.newtimes.co.rw/news. [Accessed: 4June2013].

Odey, S, O, Adinya, I, D, Oniah, M, O & Nsor, M, E. (2008). Effective Tractor Utilization
for Agricultural Mechanization In Central Cross River State, Nigeria. Global Journal of
Engineering Research 7(1):37-42.

Odoemenem, |, U & Adebisi, V. (2011).Sustainable agriculture for small scale farmers in
Niger state, Nigeria. Journal sustainable development in Africa 13(2): 1520-55009.

Okon, D, P, Etim, N, A & Offiong, A, A, A. (2012).Impact of Micro Credit Scheme on Rural
Farmers in Akwalbom State, Nigeria. Journal of Agriculture & Social Sciences 8(2):65-68.

Oladeebo, J, O & Masuku, M, B. (2013).Effect of Farmer Education and Managerial Ability
on Food Crop Production in Nigeria. Journal of Economics and Sustainable Development
4(7): 75-82.

Olson, F. (2009).United Producer Inc. Chapter 11 Restructuring. Journal of Cooperatives
23(1): 130-140.

Olsen,W. (2012). Key Concepts in Data Collection. London: SAGE Publication Ltd.

Omiti, J, Otieno, D, Nyanamba, T & Cullough, E, M. (2009). Factors influencing the
intensity of market participation by smallholder farmers: A case study of rural and peri-urban
areas of Kenya. The African Journal of Agricultural and Resource Economics 3(1): 57-87.

Onafowokan, O, O. (2012). Finance in developing economies: 2012 Year of cooperatives.
Lagos: Soma Prints Limited.

Ortmann, G, F & King, R, P. (2007). Agricultural Cooperatives I: Theory and Problems.
Agrecon 46 (1): 40-68.

Oruonye, E,D & Musa, Y,N. (2012). Challenges of small scale farmers access to microcredit
(Bada Kaka) in Gassol LGA, Taraba State, Nigeria. Journal of Agricultural Economics and
Development 1(3): 62-68.

Owombo, P, T, Akinola, A, A, Ayodele, O, O & Koledoye, G, F. (2012). Economic Impact
of Agricultural Mechanization Adoption: Evidence from Maize Farmers in Ondo State,
Nigeria. Journal of Agriculture and Biodiversity Research 1(2): 25-32.

Oyesola,0, B & Obabire, I, E. (2011). Farmers’ perceptions of organic farming in selected
local government areas of EKkiti state, Nigeria. Journal of Organic Systems 6(1):20-26.

Ozdemir, G. (2005). Cooperative-shareholder relations in agricultural cooperative in Turkey.
Journal of Asian Economics 16(2005): 315-325.


http://www.newtimes.co.rw/news

79

Pica-Ciammarra, U, Tasciotti, L, Odette, J & Zezza, A. (2011). Livestock Asset, Livestock
Income and Rural Households: Cross-Country Evidence from Household Survey. Rome:
FAO.

Poulton, C, Kydd, J & Dorward, A. (2006). Overcoming Market Constraints on Pro-Poor
Agricultural Growth in Sub-Saharan Africa. Development Policy Review 24(3): 243-277.

Prakash, D. (2005). Agricultural Extension Services Provided by Cooperatives. New Delhi:
IFFCO Foundation.

Prakash, D. (2003). The principles of cooperation: A look at the ICA cooperation identity
statement. New Delhi: PAMDA Network International.

Republic of Rwanda, GoR. ( 2002). Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper. Kigali: Ministry of
Finance.

Republic of Rwanda, RoR. (2011). Rwanda Cooperative
Agency.[WWW.document].http://www.mifotra.gov.rw/fileadmin/citizen%20charter/RCA_E
nglish%20A5.pdf (accessed on 20 April 2013.

Republic of South Africa, RSA. (2008). Regulations for Cooperatives: A user guide.
Pretoria: Department of Trade and Industry.

Robbins, P & Ferris, R, S, B. (2003).The impact of Globalization on the Agricultural Sectors
of East and Central Africans Countries. Ibadan: International Institute of Tropical
Agriculture.

Rosegrant, M, W, Cline S, A, Li, W, Sulser, T, B &Valmonte-Santos, R, A. (2005).Looking
Ahead: Long-Term Prospects for Africa’s Agricultural Development and Food Security.
Rome: IFPRI.

Roy, E, P. (1964). Cooperatives: Today and Tomorrow. Danville: The State Printers &
Publishers, Inc.

Ruccio, D, F. (2011). Cooperatives, Surplus, and the Social. A Journal of economics, culture
and society 23(3): 334-340.

Ruhango District, R, D. (2010). Integration Household Living Condition Survey of sectors.
Ruhango: Ruhango District.

Rutunga, V, Janssen, B, H, Mantel, S & Janssens, M. (2007). Soil use and management
strategy for raising food and cash output in Rwanda. Journal of Food, Agriculture &
Environment 5 (3&4): 434-441.

Rwanda Cooperative Agency, RCA. (2011). Training programme on management of
cooperatives. Kigali: RCA.

Saleem, M, A & Jan, F, A. (2011).The Impact of Agricultural Credit on Agricultural
Productivity in Dera Ismail Khan (District) Khyber Pakhtonkhawa Pakistan. European
Journal of Business and Management 3(2): 38-44.


http://www.mifotra.gov.rw/fileadmin/citizen%20charter/RCA_English%20A5.pdf
http://www.mifotra.gov.rw/fileadmin/citizen%20charter/RCA_English%20A5.pdf

80

Salami, A, Kamara, A, B & Brixiova Z. (2010). Smallholder Agriculture in East Africa:
Trends, Constraints and Opportunities. Tunis: African Development Bank.

Sargent, M, J. (1982). Agricultural Co-operation. Bath: Gower Publishing Company Limited.

Sasson, A. (2012). Food security for Africa: an urgent global challenge. Sasson Agriculture
& Food Security 1(2):1-16.

Schotanus, F, Telgen, J & de Boer, L. (2010).Critical success factors for managing
purchasing groups. Journal of Purchasing & Supply Management 6(1):51-60.

Sebhatu, K, T. (2011).Management of Savings and Credit Cooperatives from the Perspective
of Outreach and Sustainability: Evidence from Southern Tigrai of Ethiopia. Research Journal
of Finance and Accounting 2(7):10-23.

Sentama, E. (2009). Peace building in Post-Genocide Rwanda: The Role of Cooperatives in
the Restoration of Interpersonal Relationships. A thesis Submitted in partial fulfilment of the
Requirements of University of Gothenburg for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy.
Goteborg: University of Gothenburg.

Senyolo, G, M, Chaminuka, P, Makhura, M, N &Belete, A. (2009). Patterns of access and
utilization of output markets by emerging farmers in South Africa: Factor analysis approach.
African Journal of Agricultural Research 4(3): 208-214.

Shannon, F, A. (1945). The farmer’s last frontier agriculture 1860-1897: The Economic
History of the United States, vol. V. New York: Farrar and Rinehart, Inc.

Shiferaw, B & Teklewold, H. (2007). Structure and Functioning of chickpea markets in
Ethiopia: Evidence based on analyses of value chains linking smallholders and market. Addis
Ababa: EIAR.

Smith, S. (2004). Promoting cooperatives: A guide to ILO recommendation 193. Manchester:
Cooperative College.

Swindale, A, & Paula B. (2006). Household Dietary Diversity Score (HDDS) for
Measurement of Household Food Access: Indicator Guide (v.2). Washington, D.C.: FHI
360/FANTA.

Tarasuk, V & Loopstra R. (2013). Severity of household food insecurity is sensitive to
change in household income and employment status among low-income families. The
Journal of Nutrition. 143(8):1316-23.

Taylor, J, E & Yunez-Naude, A. (2000). The returns from Schooling in a Diversified Rural
Economy. American Journal of Agricultural Economics 28(2): 287-297.

Tchami, G. (2007). Handbook on Cooperatives for use by Workers’ Organisations. Geneva:
International Labour Organisation.

Thomas, B & Hangula, M, M. (2011). Reviewing theory, practices and dynamics of
gricultural cooperatives: Understanding cooperatives’ development in Namibia. Journal of
development and Agricultural Economics 3(16): 695-702.



81

Tina, H. (2008). Causes and consequences of political clientism: Mexico’s PRD in

comparative perspective. Inter-American Studies and World Affairs 50(4): 123-153.

Tripathy, S, N. (1998). Cooperatives For Rural Development. New Delhi: Discovery
Publishing House.

Tumwebaze, P. (2013). MFIs to rollout agricultural loans. The New Times. 16" September.
Available from: www.newtimes.co.rw/news. [Accessed: 17 September 2013].

van der Geest, K. (2010). Rural youth employment in developing countries: A global view.
Rome: FAO.

Wanjeri, K, E. (2011). Effects of collective farming on cotton production in Kenya a case
study: Kitui district. A Thesis Submitted in partial fulfilment of the requirements for the
Degree of Master of Business Administration (Corporate Management) of the School of
Business KCA University. Nairobi: Kenya College of Accountancy.

Wanyama, F, Develtere, P & Pollet, 1. (2008). Encountering the evidence: Cooperatives and
poverty reduction in Africa.
[www.document].http://cdn.nimbu.io/s/hcjwsxg/channelentries/5Suwepwt/files/wp_sce_08-
02.pdf (Accessed on 20 April 2013).

Wanyama, F, Develtere, P & Pollet, 1. (2009). Reinventing the Wheel? African Cooperatives
in a Liberalized Economic Environment. Annals of Public and Cooperative Economic 80 (3):
361-392.

Wanyama, F, O. (2013). Some positive aspects of neo-liberalism for African development:
The revival of solidarity in cooperatives. International Journal of Arts and Commerce
2(1):126-148.

World Bank, WB. (2007). World Bank Assistance to Agriculture in Sub-Saharan Africa: An
IEG Review. Washington DC: WB.

World Bank, WB. (2008). World development report:  Agriculture for Development.
Washington Dc: WB.

World Bank, WB. (2010). The state of the poor: Where are the poor and where are they
poorest?.[www.document].  http://www.worldbank.org/content/dam/Worldbank/document/
State_of the poor_paper_April 17.pdf (accessed on 20 September 2013).

World Bank, WB. (2013). Agriculture and Rural Development. Washington DC: WB

Yasmeen, K. (2011). Impact of educated farmer on Agricultural Products. Journal of Public
Administration and Governance (1)2: 2161-7104.

Yasmeen, K, Sarwar, S & Hussai, T. (2011).Government Policy Regarding Agricultural
Loans and Its Impact upon Framers’ Standards of Living in Developing Countries. Journal of
Public Administration and Governance 1(1): 16-30.


http://www.newtimes.co.rw/news
http://www.worldbank.org/content/dam/Worldbank/document/

82

Yengoh, G, T. (2012). Determinants of yield differences in small-scale food crop farming
system in Cameroon. Journal of Agriculture and Food Security 1(1):1-19.

Yuan, Z. (2011). Analysis of agricultural input-output based on Cobb—Douglas production
function in Hebei Province, North China. African Journal of Microbiology Research 5(32):
5916-5922.

Zamagni, S & Zamagni, V. (2010). Cooperative Enterprise: Facing Challenge of
Globalization. Cheltenham: Eduard Elgar Publishing Limited.

Zepeda, L. (2001). Agricultural Investment, Production Capacity and Productivity. Rome:
FAO.

Zarafshani, K, Rostamitabar, F, Hosseininia, G, H, Akbari, M & Azadi, H. (2010). Are
Agricultural Production Cooperatives Successful? A Case Study in Western Iran. American-
Eurasian J. Agric. & Environ. Sci. 8 (4): 482-486.

Zimbelman, K. (2007). Orientation to Co-ops and to Wheatsville Co-op for Co-op
employees. lowa: National Cooperative Grocers Association.



Appendix 1: Survey face-to-face interview questionnaire

RESEARCH QUESTIONNAIRE

This inquiry is intended to investigate the role of smallholder agricultural cooperatives in
improving household food security and the factors contributing to their success. Your survey
responses will be confidentially kept. Thank you for your participation in this research.

PART I. IDENTIFICATION OF RESPONDENT

D3 L P
Gender: ......oooiiiiiiii
Ages (IN Years): ..ooovvvvneennienneannnnn.
Marital status: ............cccoeennnen
Level of education: Never been to school C] Incomplete Primary u
Complete primary D Secondary D
Agriculturally  vocational trained  after University C]

completing school C]

Name 0f the COOPETAtIVE: ......iiii et e e
Type of CroP GrOWN: ...nutii e e e e

Location (Local Municipality): ........ooeoiuiiiiiii e
Sources of Other INCOME: ... ...t e

Role in cooperative: Manager( ] ~ Committee member [ prdinary member (]

PART I1: QUESTIONS PERTAINING TO ORGANISATION

1. How is your cooperative organized?




2. How do you elect the leadership?

PART I11: QUESTIONS RELATED TO FACTORS ENHANCING PRODUCTION

1. a) What are the sources of your funds?
Own contribution (] Bank credit ( JSales [ }.oan from cooperative members (]

b) Have you borrowed fromabank? Yes (] No [}

O MOt WRYZ . e e et

In this cooperative
Do you farm on your own and market together

Do you farm one large plot and market together

Is this a primary C] or secondary cooperative?

[
)
Do you rent one large plot, farm and market together C]
)
[

2. a) Is any of your land used by the cooperative? Yes




3. a) Do you have sufficient market for your products? yes No L]
b) If not what do you think is the cause: .............cccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnin...

c) What constraints do you face in  marketing your produce?

4. a) In your production, which of the following inputs do you use?

FertilizerC] improved seeds C] pesticides D herbicides C]

b) If not use, what is the cause?

No capacity to purchase them C]
inputs are found far from your place (]
lack of knowledge to use them C]

5. Do you practice irrigated agriculture? | orrainfed? [ ]

6. What is the equipment you use in your agriculture?

Tractor () Irrigation equipment (]
Hand hoes D Hand pump D watering can (watering pot) D

7. Do you receive any government assistance? Yes D No D
If yes, what kind of assistance 1S 1t? .........ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii,

8. What are the other helps requested from government?

9. What constraints do you face in increasing production?




PART IV: QUESTIONS RELATED TO BENEFITS OF COOPERATIVE MEMBERS

1. What benefits do you obtain from being involved in the cooperative?
Improved production (] income [ ] skills (]
social cohesion/social benefits C] none D
2. How much do you make per season from farming in the cooperatives?
3. How many kg do you harvest per season;
a) Maize.................. Pineapple..................... Peas.......coovviiiiiiiiiii
4. How does your household use this income?
5. What would life be like without this income?
6. Have you ever received any training in the cooperative? Yes (] No [ ]
a) Ifyes, what kind of training? ...............ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiieen
b) If not, what do you think it is the cause? ...............ccceviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnn,
7. What kind of training do You NEEd? .
8. a) Do you have an extension officer? Yes [ | No [ ]

c) If yes, how often does s/he Visit you? ...........cccoviiriiiiiiiiiiiiiieiienene, ,

d) What are the extension services that s/he is providing?

Thank you for your reliable information and frank collaboration




Appendix 2: Guide for focus group discussion

Q1. What benefits do you obtain from being involved in the cooperative?

Q2. How does your household use income from the cooperative?

Q3. How would you cope without the cooperative income?

Q4. What kind of training do you need/expect in the cooperative to increase food production?



Appendix 3: Guide for key informants’ interview

=

How they support (training, inputs) cooperation?

How often they visit cooperatives?

What change do they see in cooperatives?

What constraints are they faced with in doing extension work?

What support do they need to improve their work?



Appendix 4: Questionnaire for non-members of cooperative

1. What kinds of crops do you grown?

3. Do you find benefits of being individual? Yes (] No [ ]

If yes, what are they?

4. Do you want to join an agricultural cooperative? Yes (] No [ ]

If yes, what benefit do YOU eXPECL? .......ceeiveicic e



