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Abstract  

Final research report for the CCA-IDRC research project “Examining Success Factors  

for Sustainable Rural Development through the Integrated Co-operative Model”.  

The research was carried out between March of 2013 and March of 2016 in four  

partner countries: Uganda, Rwanda, Tanzania, and Canada. The research applied  

quantitative and qualitative methods to examine the potential of the Integrated Co- 

operative Model (ICM) in their particular contexts. The report concludes that the  

ICM in Uganda has yet to meet its full potential, but that the model is sound. In  

practice, the financial co-operatives (SACCOs) and marketing co-operatives (ACEs)  

are not fully performing their expected roles within the integrated model in providing  

services to the farmers of producer co-operatives (RPOs). The report provides  

recommendations for improvement. In Tanzania, the model is not formally adopted,  

but many aspects of the model are taking place in practice informally on the ground.  

The study concludes that there is great potential for the model in Tanzania.  It is  

recommended that the model be formally adopted into co-operative policy to support  

the development of ICM in Tanzania. In Rwanda, similar to the case of Tanzania,  

the model has not been formally adopted. However, upon close examination of the  

features of the model and co-operative policy and practice in Rwanda, the study  

concludes that in Rwanda as well, there is much potential for the model to contribute  

to rural sustainable development.  In Canada, the model also has much potential.  

Keywords:  Co-operatives, integrated, rural development, Tanzania, Rwanda, 

Uganda and Canada  
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Examining Success Factors for  
 Sustainable Rural Development  
through the Integrated Co-operative  

Model  
Synthesis of Country Research  

 Results  
 
By  

Dr. Lou Hammond Ketilson  
 Dr. Cindy Hanson  

Dr. JoAnn Jaffe  

University of Saskatchewan  
 
1.1 Introduction  

 

Agriculture is the backbone of the majority of economies in the developing world,  

accounting for between 30 and 60 percent of the gross domestic product of many  

countries. Yet the majority of farmers in developing nations are poor and face  

serious challenges, such as an inadequate resource base, labour bottlenecks, lack  

of access to capital, high cost of inputs, low prices for commodities during harvest  

seasons, limited infrastructure for storage and transport, little social protection, and  

climate change. These challenges are reflective of personal and societal poverty  

and are often exacerbated by a vicious cycle in which farmers borrow money at high  

interest rates to purchase seed and other inputs, often experience low yields under  

increasingly unpredictable climate conditions, and then must sell their products  

at harvest time, when the market is flooded and prices are low. As a result they  

experience difficulty in repaying loans and in accumulating savings.  Ironically, this  

may deepen farmers’ dependence on markets and expensive credit and undermine  

farmers’ ability to sustain their livelihoods. There is a high correlation between poverty  

and rurality  (Anriquez & Stamoulis, 2007). Major barriers to poverty alleviation and  

“the sustained improvement of the (rural) population’s standards of living or welfare”  

(Anriquez & Stamoulis, 2007, p. 2) noted by the International Fund for Agriculture  

and Development (IFAD) include lack of social services in remote rural areas, lack  

of access to markets, and lack of power to influence decisions on service delivery at  

the local, regional, and national levels (IFAD, 2001).  
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Research has indicated the benefits of co-operatives for addressing several of the  

problems faced by rural dwellers; particularly smallholder farmers. Birchall (2003)  

examined the historical record of co-operatives around the world in poverty reduction,  

and has concluded that co-operatives can play an important role in reducing poverty  

in developing countries. He argues that not only do co-operatives “succeed in  

helping the poorest and most vulnerable people to become organized” (p.62), but  

where there are several possible forms of organization “cases demonstrate that the  

cooperative form is - for the aim of poverty reduction - superior” (p.62). Further,  

there is broad agreement on the positive role played by co-operatives in view of  

economic development and poverty reduction (Wanyama, Develtere & Pollet, 2008;  

Birchall 2003; Birchall et al 2008).  

Co-operatives have developed widely in Canada in numerous kinds of communities 

(MacPherson 1979; Fulton 1990; Fairbairn, MacPherson, and Russell 2000; Fairbairn 

2001). They have proven to be a sustainable model for rural development (Fulton 

and Hammond Ketilson 1992; Hammond Ketilson et al. 1992; Hammond Ketilson 

et al. 1998; Gertler 2004) and play an exceptional role in northern communities 

(Hammond Ketilson and MacPherson 2001).  

Case studies examining the co-operative movements in Tanzania and Sri Lanka  

show that co-operatives both reach the poor and raise members’ incomes (Birchall  

& Simmons, 2009). Chambo, Mwangi, & Oloo (2007) found that co-operatives have  

contributed to the reduction of income poverty as well as directly and indirectly  

increasing employment levels. One of the recommendations of the study was that  

co-operatives should work towards vertical and horizontal integration to be more  

effective (Chambo et al, 2007).  

Other research points to the positive socio-economic impact of co-operatives in 

Africa, such as individual empowerment, increased involvement of women and 

youth in community decision-making, and improved leadership skills and succession 

planning, as well as addressing their institutional context and impact on the policy 

environment. Co-operatives have also been shown to be resilient in times of 

economic crisis (Birchall and Hammond Ketilson, 2009).  

A 2011 study commissioned by the Canadian Co-operative Association highlights  

some of the benefits of membership in credit unions for Ghanians: For example,  

83% of members surveyed felt that they were better off than five years previously,  

against only 40% of non-members. In addition, credit union members reported the  

acquisition of more assets in the last five years than non-credit union members (van  

Oosterhout & Dzandu, 2011, p.2).  
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1.1.1  Integration in the Co-operative Context  

 

It is recognized in the business literature that integration is important for business  

efficiency, but that it must also be balanced with differentiation (Lawrence and Lorsch,  

1986). Lawrence and Lorsch defined integration, for a single organization, as the  

“state of collaboration that exists among departments that are required to achieve  

unity of effort” (1986, p. 11). This research looked across and between co-operative  

organizations rather than departments within a single organization. Co-ops work  

together to “achieve unity of effort” to meet the needs of members.  

The word integration can mean different things in different contexts. Co-operative  

organizations can be integrated horizontally or vertically, or can be part of vertical  

financing systems involving other organizations, which may or may not be co- 

operatives. Some types of integration, and co-ordination, among co-ops include the  

following:  

Vertical integration includes joint administration, in the same company, of two or 

more stages of production and marketing (Harte, 1997). Hobbs, Cooney, and Fulton 

note that vertical integration involves multiple functions within a single organization, 

and that this should be seen as distinct from vertical coordination, which involves 

multiple organizations in a vertical value chain network (2000).  

Value chain financing is another area in which a type of co-operative integration  

may take place. Access to sufficient and well-timed financial services for all actors  

in the value chain is a key element for business success (see, for example, KIT &  

IIRR, 2010). This financing can come in many forms - through other businesses  

involved in the chain, through banks, micro-finance organizations, or financial co- 

operatives (credit unions). The inter-dependent linkages of a value chain and the  

security of a market-driven demand for final products can provide those throughout  

the chain (suppliers, producers, processors and marketing companies) with more  

secure channels for access to and sale of products. Financial instruments developed  

or adapted for use in financing value chains include warehouse receipts, forward  

contracts, and guarantees (FAO, 2012). The World Council of Credit Unions  

(WOCCU) supports co-operative value chain financing.  

Multipurpose co-operatives are another way that multiple member needs can be  

met, particularly in rural areas. A multi-purpose co-op may offer financing, produce  

and sell inputs, and process, package, and market products. A multipurpose co- 

operative offers advantages through the vertical integration of a variety of functions  

that all lead to the final sale of a product or service to the ultimate user (USAID,  

1985). It may also engage in several unrelated lines of business, a form of horizontal  

integration.  
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One of the reasons that co-operatives work together is in keeping with the 6th Co- 

operative Principle - “co-operation among co-operatives”. This Principle states that  

“Co-operatives serve their members most effectively and strengthen the co-operative  

movement by working together through local, national, regional and international  

structures” (ICA, 2012). In this research, integration is used to refer to ways in which  

co-operatives work together to increase their own business success; thus better  

meeting the needs of their members. For example, in some cases producer co- 

operatives work together with financial or marketing co-operatives with the idea of  

improved services in all three; others do not operate this way but have access to  

other kinds of co-operatives.  
 
 

1.1.2  Integrated Co-operative Model (ICM)  

 

One model that has emerged aims to improve the livelihoods of rural farmers in the 

developing world through the integration of three functions:  

1.   Agricultural production  

2.   Marketing  

3.   Access to financial services.  

The model can be pictured as follows:  
 
 
 
Provide(((warehousing,((value((addi0on((  
 and((marke0ng(services(  

 
 
 

Area%coopera)ve%  
Enterprise%(ACE)%% 

 
 
 
 

Provide((agricultural( Rural% 
produc0on(support( Producer% 

services( Organisa)on% 
(RPO)% 

 
 
 

Savings%and% 
Credit% Provide(micro8(finance( 

Coopera)ve% services( 
Organisa)on%  
 (SACCO)%  

 
 

NB.$The$inter,linkage$implies$all$serve$the$members$of$the$same$community$  

Source: Innocent Muhereza, 2015  

 

In this model currently in use in Uganda, production, marketing support, and financial  

services are interlinked yet separate. Rural Producer Organizations (RPOs) are made  

up of individual smallholder farmers, who join together to increase their agricultural  

production and productivity, and to bulk, or aggregate, their production for sale. Area  
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Co-operative Enterprises (ACEs) are second-tier co-ops focused on marketing,  

typically made up of six to ten production co-ops working together to take advantage  

of economies of scale. These co-ops provide market information, source agricultural  

inputs in bulk, assist with strengthening of market linkages, and help to negotiate  

bulk sales at good prices. They also help to supply training, and offer various other  

services to members. Savings and Credit Co-operatives (SACCOs) are the third  

element of the model: co-operative financial institutions that act as engines for the  

development and growth of the two other types of co-operatives involved. SACCOs  

provide the finance that is needed in order to enhance agricultural production and  

productivity and run sustainable farm businesses.  

Working within this integrated model, co-op members identify opportunities and 

make choices, to attain both individual and collective goals which include increased 

food production and productivity, linkages to larger markets and access to better 

prices, and access to affordable financial services. Accumulated research and 

experience show that while small farmers acting alone do not always benefit from 

higher marketprices, those acting collectively in strong producer organizations and 

co-operatives are better able to take advantage of market opportunities and mitigate 

the negative effects of food and other crises (FAO, 2012).  

Whereas much co-op development focuses on supporting a single co-operative or 

group of co-ops at a time, this model supports the joint development of three distinct 

but inter-connected, networked co-operatives (production, marketing, and finance) 

to achieve rural development goals.  

Integrated)Co,op)Model)Summarised! 
 
 
 
Shares! & !ideas ! Produc7on ) 

 
Members ) Co ,ops )(RPOs) ) 

 
 
 
 
Farmer!training,! advisory! 

 

Services!and!marke-ng ! 

Financial!  

Shares! 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Marke-ng!  services  ,! 

value!  addi-on ! 

Savings!facility,!  

loans!+!other! 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

) 

Marke7ng)  

 Co ,Ops)(ACEs) 

 
 

Financial! 
 

services  ! 

 

Services 

Shares!  

savings!+! 

ideas ! 

! 

services  !  
savings!+! 

idea s ! 

 

 

 

 

 

SACCOs)or)other ) 
 

Community)Financial)Ins7tu7ons  ) 

financial!services ! 

 

Shares!  

savings!+! 

ideas !  

 

 

Source: Innocent Muhereza, 2015  
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1.2 Purpose of the Research  

 

Muhereza and Kyomuhendo (2010) have studied the integrated model in practice.  

They found that through the integrated model, farmers have improved access  

to markets and extension services through their production and marketing co- 

ops, and improved access to credit through their membership in financial co-ops.  

They found that implementation of the integrated model had resulted in improved  

household incomes, as well as increased food security for both male- and female- 

headed households. They note how the co-ops involved mutually reinforce each  

other: “SACCOs [financial co-ops] provide financial services but also gain from the  

growth through increased demand and savings deposits; ACEs [marketing co-ops]  

offer services but also earn from increased commissions when more players come  

in” (Muhereza and Kyomuhendo, 2010, p.97). Mugisha et al. (2012) and others  

indicate that access to credit is among the most important determinants of whether  

or not farmers adopt new agricultural training and technology. This suggests that the  

integrated model may assist farmer co-op members in a number of ways.  

The purpose of this research was to add to the existing body of knowledge regarding 

how to improve rural livelihoods and reduce poverty and inequality in a sustainable 

way, specifically through the implementation of an integrated model of co-operative 

development. The general objective of this research was to improve programming in 

rural development both in Africa and in Canada by obtaining new knowledge about 

integrated co-operative models in practice.  

The research explored the added value of an integrated approach to co-operative  

development as a tool for rural development, as compared to the benefits offered  

by development of a single co-operative. It also examined the enabling conditions  

necessary for the integrated model to be developed and work effectively.  

1.2.1 Specific objectives  
 

1.  Assess the Integrated Co-operative Model as it is currently employed  

in   Uganda,   identifying   strengths,   weaknesses,   and   recommended 

modifications;  

2.  Explore selected other models of co-operative integration to seek new  

knowledge that could be applied to the Integrated Co-op Model;  

3.  Compare the livelihood assets, satisfaction, and social capital of farmers  

who are involved in the Integrated Co-op Model with those of farmers who  

are not;  

4.  Compare development at the co-op level (considering business linkages,  

access to inputs and market, presence of warehouse receipt system, etc.) 

of the co-op businesses involved;  

5.  Identify key elements of an enabling environment that allow the model to  

achieve rural development results (in terms of poverty reduction, increased 

economic activity, etc.); and,  
 

8  



Examining Success Factors for Sustainable Rural Development through the Integrated Co-operative Model  

 

6.   Identify necessary conditions for implementing the model with beneficial  

 results.  
 

1.3 Conceptual and theoretical framework  

 

“A livelihood comprises the capabilities, assets (stores, resources, claims and  

access) and activities required for a means of living; a livelihood is sustainable  

when it can cope with and recover from stress and shocks, maintain or enhance its  

capabilities and assets, and provide sustainable livelihood opportunities for the next  

generation; and which contributes net benefits to other livelihoods at the local and  

global levels and in the short and long-term” (Chambers and Conway 1991, p, 7).  

People and their relationships are at the centre of the livelihoods concept. People’s  

capacity to make a living exists at the nexus of a set of inter-related constraints  

and possibilities that affect how they are able to put together their livelihoods. The  

ability of people to get access to and use their assets is strongly conditioned by  

their vulnerability context, which is the way that social, economic, political, and  

environmental circumstances actually affect the way people make their livelihoods,  

through such factors as seasonality, trends, and shocks. “Livelihoods emerge out  

of past actions and decisions made within specific historical and agro-ecological  

conditions, and are constantly shaped by institutions and social arrangements” (De  

Haan and  Zoomers 2005, p. 43). Although the livelihood concept is often dealt  

with as primarily voluntaristic or as a matter of agency on the part of rural actors,  

livelihood possibilities and outcomes are largely structural in that they are offered by  

the pathways, trajectories, tactics, strategies, constraints, and ways of understanding  

inscribed by the wider context in which rural people find themselves (Van Dijk, 2011).  

Conditions of constraint and opportunity vary for different categories—including  

gender—of farmers, meaning those with different access to assets or those farming  

according to different scope or scale (Bryceson, 2002).  

For many small farmers in Sub-Saharan Africa, life and livelihoods are precarious,  

vulnerable, unpredictable, uncontrollable, and characterized by deprivation along  

multiple dimensions (Chambers, 2010). Poverty, when described only in income  

terms, does not capture the insecurity, uncertainty, marginality, and powerlessness  

that is its result. Poverty arises out of people’s unequal social relations, which dictate  

unequal relations to resources, claims and responsibilities. However, it is also  

through social relations (for example, through networks of family and friends) that  

many poor people survive.  

Researchers (Chambers, 1983; 1995; 2010; Hickey and DuToit, 2007) have identified 

six dimensions of poverty:  

1) Income or consumption poverty; the lack of basic needs; material  

deprivation. This is the lack of adequate income or assets to generate  

subsistence and income, and is the most basic perspective on poverty.  
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2) Physical weakness, which is characterized by under-nutrition, sickness, 

or disability.  

3) Isolation, social exclusion, and adverse incorporation. This exclusion may  

be physical, as well as social, and may be caused by location, lack of access  

to goods and services, ignorance, illiteracy, or marginalization. Conversely,  

poor people may be included in society, but to their detriment (Hickey and  

DuToit, 2007).  

4) Insecurity and vulnerability. Poor people are insecure and vulnerable to 

emergencies, contingencies, and to becoming poorer or losing their 

livelihoods altogether.  

5) Powerlessness, which has many dimensions—social, economic, political,  

cultural—and includes dependence and subordination in relation to access  

to assets, and the poor bargaining position of small farmers and asset-less  

labourers.  

Because the experience of poverty has a strong subjective dimension and is specific 

to each context, development researchers should also be cognizant of:  

6) The way the poor themselves would define their own situation.  

These difficulties can lead to those oft-noted characteristics of poor farmers, often  

described as the cause of their problems, but actually their effect; this is the source  

of their well-known conservatism and tendency to risk minimization, for example.  

Many of these farmers find themselves caught in a ‘simple reproduction squeeze’  

(Bernstein, 2010) in which they pursue coping strategies that undermine their long- 

term capacity to maintain themselves (Ayele, 2008).  Still, poor rural people must  

possess a number of strengths and considerable local knowledge as they practice a  

‘diversified portfolio’ strategy of one sort or another in order to survive. This includes  

reducing  vulnerability  through  social  means  by  establishing  and  maintaining  

substantive relationships with other households, through which they get access to  

labour, land, networks, and other assets to make a livelihood. In the face of this  

complicated reality, successful pro-poor strategies for development must be complex  

and dynamic, as well as oriented towards reducing capriciousness, vulnerability and  

exposure to events and conditions that threaten livelihoods; enhancing security;  

and heightening people’s resilience and their capacity to respond effectively to  

opportunities, challenges and threats (Scoones, 2009).  

Risk factors operate at multiple levels of social reality and may have contradictory  

effects: through social interaction at the level of immediate social life, at the  

institutional level, and at the level of system, large structure, and discourse. This  

provides many places of entry and many things to study (Scoones, 2005). At the  

level of the individual and household, livelihoods and livelihood security depend  

upon access to the healthy components of livelihood: land, labour, knowledge,  
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healthy soils, seeds and other inputs, animals, markets, tools, and so on, and on  

the vulnerabilities faced. As rural livelihoods are in some sense community-based,  

they are also conditioned and affected by relations with family and neighbours. At the  

institutional level, they depend upon such things as government policies, institutional  

arrangements, and the role of the private sector. At the societal level, sustainable  

livelihoods require the establishment of rights and appropriate discourses, and are  

influenced by the broader social arrangements of gender, class, ethnicity, and so on,  

that structure the relations of power within society (Jutting, 2011; Pretty, 2011; Jaffe  

and Gertler, 2008). These issues all require study to get a full picture of livelihoods  

and their possibilities for transformation.  

Rural development may be defined as those processes that substantially transform  

these conditions. Rural development is a multi-level, multi-sectoral process in which  

efforts at one level of human action create effects and the conditions for action at  

another. In an ideal world, efforts to enhance quality of life and livelihood would  

work across levels and sectors; they would enhance capacities and capabilities of  

individuals and households; increase the total productivity, flexibility, and diversity  

of livelihoods and the assets on which they depend; amplify the density and  

competencies of appropriate institutions and organizations—as well as strengthen  

public and common goods and resources available to the population at large; and  

improve programmatic and policy-making abilities—all while enhancing flows of  

information and responsiveness (Hodge and Midmore, 2008; Scoones, 2009).  

In contrast, research and development efforts often focus at only one level, that of  

the level of the individual or household. Even if successful, improving the situation  

of some individuals without regard to the broader context paradoxically runs the  

risk of deepening inequalities and poverty, especially for those who are relatively  

limited in resources.  The success of the few can result in increased vulnerability,  

insecurity and unpredictability for the many. Given the importance of equity and  

reducing inequality to sustainability, it is questionable whether this situation should  

rightfully be called rural development. An alternative is also to pay attention to points  

of leverage in developing the level of the social—to the practices, organizations and  

institutions that channel people’s efforts, shape immediate conditions for production,  

and create new sources of strength for rural people and communities (Pretty et al,  

2011; West et al, 2014). The role for co-operatives here is clear.  

To the degree that rural development has relevance, it is to address the problems  

of Korten’s (1995, p. 21) “global three-fold human crisis—deepening poverty, social  

disintegration and environmental destruction.” According to Sen (1999), development  

should enhance the capacity for freedom, meaning that it should develop the  

autonomy, capabilities, entitlements and endowments of people through the creation  

of a society that enables this. This is accomplished in a variety of ways and the  

improvements are principally social, political, cultural and economic in nature. It  

is done by building sustainability; reducing inequality and the depth and number  
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of people below the poverty line; building democracy and democratic institutions;  

increasing  institutional  complexity  and  creating  an  improved  and  appropriate  

organizational ecology; creating and widening the middle class; and reducing the risk  

experienced by those least able to bear it. Development also includes encouraging  

social cohesion, which does not mean somehow creating a society without conflict  

but rather having appropriate ways of mediating divisions and differences. Co- 

operatives can play an important role in building democratic practice and improving  

the organizational ecology, as well as enlarging the collective capability space, of  

rural communities (Nunes, 2015).  
 
 
1.4 Research Methodology  

 

The study was framed as community-based research (CBR). CBR can be defined  

as an approach to conducting research that sees communities as participants in  

knowledge production, dissemination and implementation of results (Israel et al,  

1998). The research results were also to be of some practical significance to the  

community. Given the principal of participatory democracy played out in co-operatives  

and the goals of our study on integrated co-operative development, we envisioned  

CBR as a way to embrace both the principles and practices of co-operatives in  

community work. To carry out the research, mixed methods - quantitative and  

qualitative - were used.  Each method included multiple methodologies. Research  

conducted in Canada did not include household or primary co-operative level data  

collection due to the expense of utilizing such methodologies in the Arctic.  

The intention of using multiple methodologies was to build both a breadth and depth  

of knowledge about the success of integrated co-operatives to rural development.  

All of the countries involved trained students in data collection techniques. Some of  

the methodologies used, particularly those common to qualitative research, were  

relatively new to the researchers so additional capacity development was acquired  

in the research process.  
 

Table 1: Tools Application  
 

Target Respondents Methods Tools for Data Collection 

Households (Co- 
operative and Non-Co- 
operative 

 
Household survey 

 
Survey Questionnaire 

 
Community Profiles 

Focus group 
Community inventory 
Census materials 

Interview guide 
Data collection template 

Informal Groups Focus group Structured Interview guide 

Members of Co- 
operatives 

In-depth interviews 
Focus group 
Validation workshop 

Structured interview guide 

 
 

12  



Examining Success Factors for Sustainable Rural Development through the Integrated Co-operative Model  
 

 

Leaders and 
Managers of Co- 
operatives 

In-depth interviews 
Validation workshop 

Structured interview guide 

Policy Makers 
In-depth interviews 
Document analysis 

Structured interview guide 

 

1.4.1 Household surveys.  

 

The primary data collection tool was a household survey used to measure the  

difference between single co-operative, double or multiple co-operative (integrated  

co-operatives) and non-member (of a co-operative) households. The household  

survey asked both closed, quantitative questions and open-ended questions where  

study participants could elaborate. A common household survey was developed  

for data collection in all three sites (see appendices in each country report), with  

some modification made to reflect country specific differences. A breadth of data was  

collected from household characteristics and demographics to variables concerned  

with agriculture production and dimensions of livelihoods. The household data was  

analyzed using Strata in Uganda, and SPSS in Tanzania and Rwanda.  
 

1.4.2 Focus group discussions.  

 

A second data collection methodology was focus group discussions (FGD) used to  

develop profiles of the co-operative and to deepen understandings of how the co- 

operative worked in practice. The teams discussed what should be included in the  

FGD and guidelines were provided on how to analyze the data. Once the FGD was  

held, the researchers used the data to develop a profile of the co-operative in each  

site. The profile was to be central to the case studies. A structured interview schedule  

was employed including a standard set of questions across countries.  
 
 

1.4.3 Case studies  

 

The case studies were to be used as a way of contextualizing and deepening the 

analysis of the research at the sites. The actual case studies were more descriptive 

than analytical (see each country study). Case study writing was not widely 

understood and it was new to most of the researchers.  

Because of the cross sectional nature of the research, as opposed to longitudinal,  

proving direct causation was difficult. In order to address questions related to whether  

particular characteristics of co-op members contributed to improved livelihoods as  

opposed to causation being linked to a specific model, interviews were conducted  
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to develop profiles a “typical” member. This information was used to enhance the  

overall understanding of the co-operative, its context and impact on the members.  
 
1.4.5 Validation workshops  

 

A discussion of the results with the community was envisioned as an important part 

of this community-based research. These discussions or validations were used to 

ensure that the community concurred with what the research team had interpreted 

or understood about the community’s input and the data collected/analyzed and/or 

an opportunity to clarify and add additional information. The validation workshops 

provided a way to explore issues in the household survey or FGD which were 

seemingly unclear or in need of elaboration. See Annex 12 for guidelines provided to 

the research teams about validation workshops.  

Working with the community to validate and discuss knowledge sharing and transfer  

is widely supported as part of community-based research. Minkler (2005) describes  

it as “a co-learning process to which community members and outside researchers  

contribute equally, and achieve a balance between research and action” (p. 4). The  

validation workshops aimed to further distribute power over the research results  

and the community members consulted in the validation workshops were widely  

surprised to learn about the preliminary results and to be asked to elaborate on  

various points because validating results and discussing points for clarification  

was not a common research practice in the participating countries. The validation  

workshops were received as an important mechanism to achieve effective knowledge  

transfer and implementation of recommendations. The validation workshops both  

validated the findings of the researchers and in all countries and sites, they provided  

the researchers with additional data.  
 
 

1.4.6 Data Collection and Policy Research  

 

The policy research for this study was gathered through stakeholder and key 

informant interviews and document analysis. The Tanzanian team was responsible 

for collecting policy data for each of the three East African countries.  
 
 

1.4.7 Study Sites  

 

The research was conducted in Uganda, Tanzania and Rwanda, as well as Canada. 

Because Uganda is the only location of the three countries where examples of the 

Integrated Co-operative Model can be found, comparable models were sought for 

comparison in the other three countries.  
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In Uganda, data was collected from households and co-operatives in Western 

Uganda (in Ntungamo district) and Northern Uganda (in Nebbi district). In both 

regions, household members belonging to a co-operative that was part of an 

integrated model (ICM), those belonging to a single co-operative (SCM) as well as 

households where no one was a member of a co-operative of any kind, were 

selected and interviewed, and the co-operatives studied.  
 
Table 2: Ugandan Study Sites  

 

Location Model Type Co-op House hold 
survey: # of 
Participants 

Focus Group: 
# of 
Participants 

Validation 
Works hops: # 
of Participants 

 
Ntungamo 
(Western 
Uganda) 

Integrated 
co-op model 

Many Rural: 141 
Urban: 140 

 
 
 
 

96 total 

 

44 
Non- 
members 

n/a Rural: 50 
Urban: 50 

 

Nebbi district 
(Northern 
Uganda) 

Single co-op 
model 

Many Rural: 60 
Urban: 59 

 
 

49 
Non- 
members 

n/a 
Rural: 50 
Urban: 50 

In Rwanda two rice growing co-operatives were chosen to be the focus of the  

research. In the Jabana Sector, Nyarugenge District, close to the City of Kigali, data  

was collected from members of Corika, an integrated co-operative, as well as non  

member rice growers in the immediate area. In the  Ntyazo Sector, Nyanza District,  

a province in southern Rwanda, data was collected from members of Agasasa an  

example of a single co-operative, and again, non member rice growers in the same  

area.  

Table 3: Rwandan Study Sites  

 
Location Model Type Co-op Household 

surveys: # of 
Participants 

Focus Group: 
# of 
Participants 

Validation 
Workshops: # 
of Participants 

Urban: 
Jabana 
Sector, 
Nyarugenge 
District, City 
of Kigali 

Integrated 
co-op model 

Co-operative 
Rizicole 
de Kabuye 
(CORIKA) 

 
100 

 
16 

 
80 

Non- 
members 

n/a 
Approx 90 5 11 

 

Rural: Ntyazo 
Sector, 
Nyanza 
District, a 
Southern 
Province 

 

Single co-op 
model 

Cooperative 
de 
Production 
du Riz 
d’agasasa 
(coproriz- 
agasasa) 

 

100 

 

17 

 

75 

Non- 
members 

n/a 
Approx 95 6 17 
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In Tanzania, data was collected in Moshi District (Kilimanjaro Region) as well as  
from Mbinga District (Ruvuma Region).  Members of both agricultural marketing and  
financial services co-operatives (DM), members of only one co-operative society  

(SM), and non members of both were included in the study.  

Table 4: Tanzanian Study Sites   
 
Location Model 

Type 

 
Co-op 

House hold 
Survey: # of 
participants 

Focus Group: 
# of 

Participants 

Validation 

Workshops: # 
of Participants 

 
 
 

Moshi District 

(Kilimanjaro 
Region) 
(N=127) 

 
 

Double 
members 

Mruwia 
Agricultural 
Marketing co- 
operative 

and Mruwia 
Savings and 
Credit co- 
operative 

 
 

26 

 
 

Max. 7 

 
 
 

18 total 

Single 
members 

n/a 59 Max. 7 

Non- 
members 

n/a 42 Max. 7 None 

 

Mbinga 
District 
(Ruvuma 
Region) 

(N=101) 

 
 
 

Double 
members 

Kimuli 
Agricultural 
Marketing co- 
operative 

and 
Muungano 
Savings and 
Credit co- 
operative 
society 

 
 
 

27 

 
 
 

<28 

 
 
 

Unknown 

 Single 
members n/a 54 <28 Unknown 

 Non- 
members n/a 20 None Unknown 

The closest example in Canada to the ICM is an integrated service federation, Arctic  

Co-operatives Limited. In depth interviews with key informants, document analysis  

and participant observation contributed to the development of a case study.  
 
 

1.5 Policy Environment  

 

The policy environment has been demonstrated to be key to creating enabling 

mechanisms for co-operative development. Achieving the correct balance between 

support and intervention, however, is a challenge. Experiences in African countries 

has been mixed on this front (Develtere, 2008).  This research examined the 

legislative and policy frameworks in each of Uganda, Rwanda and Tanzania with 

an eye to identifying the factors contributing to the development of the Integrated 

Co-operative Model in Uganda, and to identify the potential and challenges existing 

in each of Rwanda and Tanzania with regard to the ICM.  
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1.5.1  Uganda  

In Uganda, co-ops were organized in a vertical, top-down structure for decades, but  

when the country’s economic liberalization began in 1987 (Bazaara, 2001), co-ops,  

having been heavily state supported, began to crumble. The co-operative sector  

in Uganda went through a dynamic process of restructuring and adjusting to the  

conditions of a liberalized economy (Afranaa-Kwapong, 2012). In the late 1990s,  

the Uganda Co-operative Alliance (UCA) and primary co-ops came together to try to  

develop a new model that would serve farmers’ needs in the new context; the Area  

Co-operative Enterprise (ACE) was created. The ACE, a marketing co-op, meets the  

needs of the farmers by specializing in the marketing of multiple crops, as distinct  

from its predecessors.  

In the early 2000s, the finance component was added. Since 2004, the Uganda  

Co-operative Alliance (UCA) has been working with outside agencies such as the  

Canadian Co-operative Association and the Swedish Co-operative Centre to develop  

and support an integrated co-operative model for sustainable rural development.  

There has been explicit support for co-ops from President Museveni, and co- 

operative organizers are thinking carefully about how government support can  

help to develop an enabling environment, while later being moderated to allow co- 

operatives to function independently as sustainable, community-based businesses.  
 
1.1.2  Tanzania  

Co-operatives have a long history in Tanzania. As in Uganda, they flourished  

following independence, but then became part of state structures in a top-down  

approach, used as a tool for government policy. These co-ops were unequipped  

to deal with the competition that resulted from the trade liberalization of the 1990s  

(Bibby, 2006), and suffered a substantial decline in business success and reputation.  

In 2000, a special commission was established to attempt to rejuvenate the co- 

operative sector in the country, and concerted steps began to be taken to support co- 

operatives. New legislation was passed in 2003, and in 2005, a Cooperative Reform  

and Modernization Programme (CRMP) was approved by the government. The  

CMRP, supported by the International Labour Organization, focuses on the themes  

of member empowerment and commercial viability, and is due to be in place from  

2005 to 2015 (Bibby, 2006).  

The form of integration that exists in Tanzania is different from the Ugandan version.  

Savings and Credit Co-ops (SACCOs) are numerous and strong, and their federated  

model is an example of the way in which the co-ops integrate to better serve  

members. Meanwhile, farmer and marketing co-ops work together in some areas.  
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1.5.3 Rwanda 

Rwanda’s first official co-operative was formed in  1953, and the co-operative 

movement  in  Rwanda  has  developed  and  changed  considerably  since  then 

(Sentama, 2009). The first co-operatives were top-down structures largely benefiting 

the colonial government, and even after Rwandan independence, co-ops remained 

heavily influenced by the state and by donors on whom they depended (Sentama, 

2009). According to Sentama, since the 1960s, co-operatives have been dealt with 

by at least seven different ministries (2009).  

During the genocide that began in 1994, many Rwandan co-operatives failed. Since  

then, however, the number of co-ops has risen significantly, to well above pre- 

1994 numbers (Sentama, 2009). In 2006 Rwanda adopted a national policy for the  

promotion of co-ops, and the movement is strongly supported by the government, in  

particular through the Rwanda Co-operative Agency, a public institution in charge of  

promotion, registration and regulation of cooperatives in the country (RCA, 2012). Its  

mission is to develop the co-operative sector, so that it “serves its members equitably  

[and] efficiently and empowers them economically” (RCA, 2012). According to an  

official of the Rwanda Co-operative Agency, there are over 2 million co-op members  

in Rwanda, of whom half are members of agricultural co-operatives (Nkubito, no  

date). It is a promising time for co-operatives in Rwanda, with government support  

for revitalizing the co-operative movement, while aiming for it to remain autonomous  

and economically viable.  
 
 

1.5.4  Canada  

In the late 19th century, farmers in Quebec, Ontario and Atlantic Canada developed 

co-operative creameries and cheese factories to meet the needs of the growing 

dairy industry. Canada’s first caisse populaire was founded by Alphonse Desjardins 

in Lévis, Quebec in 1900. And in western Canada through the first decade of the 

20th century farmers organized co-operatives in an effort to market their products 

(Co-operatives and Mutuals Canada 2016).  

Since that early beginning, co-operatives have developed widely in Canada in  

numerous kinds of communities (MacPherson 1979; Fairbairn 2001). They have  

proven to be a sustainable model for rural development (Fulton and Hammond  

Ketilson 1992; Hammond Ketilson et al. 1998; Gertler 2004) and play an exceptional  

role in northern communities (Hammond Ketilson and MacPherson 2001). Newer  

types of co-operatives such as those involved in health, housing, childcare, alternative  

energy generation, and neighbourhood development address the economic needs  

of low-income and other urban as well as rural groups (MacMurtry 2010).  
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Despite Canada’s relative wealth, rural dwellers, in particular, remote rural dwellers,  

continue to experience a lack of access to services, quality housing, affordable and  

healthy food, and accessible finance. A number of models that support sustainable  

co-operative development have emerged that can facilitate people’s work towards  

poverty alleviation and community development. In Canada’s north Arctic Co- 

operatives Limited (ACL) has evolved a multipurpose co-operative model to meet  

member needs. Research has demonstrated that where a co-op structure already  

exists, it is often more efficient to develop additional services to meet additional  

needs, rather than creating a new co-operative or other organization (Hammond  

Ketilson and MacPherson, 2001). Thus, members have access to numerous  

products and services through a single co-op.  

1.6 Results of Comparative Policy Analysis for Rwanda, Uganda, Tanzania and  

Canada  

 

In his research into the legislative and policy frameworks in the three countries, 

Chambo1 identifies four conditions which led to the introduction of the Integrated 

Cooperative Model in Uganda.  

There are four conditions which made the Uganda Co-operative Alliance  

discover the integrated co-operative model. First is its existence as a registered  

confederation of co-operatives since 1961. As a co-operative at the national  

level, the UCA has suffered all the negative aspects of a declining co-operative  

movement. The decline was either caused by government, but also in the  

years of the military rule when co-operatives were destroyed. The second  

condition is a continued exercise of the open conflictive model of government  

relations  with  the  co-operative  movement. As  pointed  out  earlier,  after  

independence, the government embraced the co-operative movement as an  

instrument of rural development, receiving open assistance such as subsidies  

and cheap credit. The third condition, was the attitude and position of the NRM  

government on the co-operative movement. While the 1991 Co-operative Act  

gave a substantial degree of autonomy, liberalization and privatization policies  

imposed strict competitive conditions which could not be absorbed by the co- 

operative movement previously embraced by government.  Co-operatives  

had to learn through the hard way. At this point, the government assumed a  

temporary offloading stance. “If the co-operatives cannot compete, let them  

go.” Responding to the decline and stiff competition, the Uganda Co-operative  

Alliance provided the fourth condition for the integrated co-operative model  

in Uganda. The Uganda Co-operative Alliance initiated the transformation  

process by first rejecting its hierarchical position to become an umbrella  

1  Section 2 of this report (policy review) presents a comprehensive review of the history of co-operative  
development and associated legislation and policy frameworks in place in Rwanda, Uganda and Tanzania.  
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organization serving the co-operative movement through service delivery on  

education and training, capacity building and lobbying and advocacy. Second,  

the transformation process rolled back the co-operative enterprise at the local  

level in terms of members taking up responsibility for doing and controlling  

business outcomes.  

The emerging outcome of co-operative business in agricultural co-operatives  

is the situation whereby the government has come up with a new co-operative  

policy of a complementary nature that recognizes the existence of the  

integrated co-operative mode in Uganda. While the legislation remains that  

of 1991, the new policy underscores the critical importance of the integrated  

model as we show in references to different sections of the policy.  

 

Chambo  conducted  a  comparative  policy  analysis  for  Rwanda,  Uganda  and  

Tanzania, and concluded that there is both potential for, and challenges to,  

developing an integrated model for co-operative development similar to the ICM  

found in Uganda2. He identified that the integrated model is operating effectively in  

Uganda and the Ugandan policy has explicitly recognized the model. Co-operative  

policies in Rwanda and Tanzania have not formerly recognized the integrated co- 

operative model. However, in the two countries’ co-operative policies and laws, he  

identified aspects of an enabling environment which can favour the introduction of  

the integrated model. Such areas include organizational mechanisms leading to the  

integrated model as an outcome, a gradual process of moving toward autonomy and  

independence of the movement, and strategic capacity building for entrepreneurship  

development with the co-operative movement.  

Chambo further concludes that structures for the integrated co-operative model do 

exist in all the surveyed countries. But, critical success factors emerging from the 

policy discussion above include the following;  

1.   there is need for a policy and strategy of transformation  from traditional co- 

 operative societies to entrepreneurial co-operatives;  

2.   countries need strategic administrative models with strategic exit plans  

 where some government responsibilities are handed over to the co-operative  

movement as it grows into a competitive system of organizations;  

3.  youth participation in agricultural marketing co-operatives is critical for the  

generation of new ideas and innovative co-operative business practices;  

4.  financial services by way of SACCOS, co-operative banks, insurance co- 

2  Please refer to Appendix 1 of Section 2 (Policy Review) for a summary of similarities and differences found 
across the African countries included in this research.  
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operatives and co-operative based social security funds are needed as part  

of the strategy for the integrated co-operative model in the East African  

countries;  

5.  the integration process may need to be located  geographically at  village  

or cell levels where all members have easy access to co-operative services;  

and  

6.   there is need to improve private sector relations with the co-operative  

 movement in an all-round strategy for promoting interaction between investor  

owned firms and co-operative enterprises. This includes the share -holding 

participation by co-operatives in investor-owned firms.  
 

Canada  

In her review of co-operative development policy in Canada, Hammond Ketilson 

concludes that  

It is quite evident that where legislative and policy support is present, coupled  

with access to funding or other types of incentives, such as tax credits, and  

supported by agencies whether government or sector-based, co-operative  

development proceeds and is often the model of choice. In Canada, however,  

because responsibility for co-operatives is divided between the federal and  

provincial or territorial levels, co-operatives are often caught between the  

differing policy agendas of the jurisdictions, falling through the cracks in  

between. Nowhere is this more true than in Canada’s North.  

Examples are numerous but one in particular stands out.  In the late 1980s Arctic Co- 

operatives Development Fund invested considerable amounts of human resources,  

time, and money in their attempt to facilitate development of much needed credit  

unions in the North. They co-ordinated and participated in feasibility studies, recruited  

consultants, lawyers, and credit union experts from the south, and worked with  

various levels of government. Despite all of this, by the mid-1990s fiscal constraint  

and the creation of Nunavut preoccupied governments, and the idea of establishing  

of a credit union system lost support. Access to financial institutions remains an  

urgent need today.  
 

1.7 Conclusions  

 

A great deal of data was collected by the four participating research teams.  

Methodologies in the three African countries included comprehensive household  

surveys, extensive community and co-operative case studies, as well as in-depth  

interviews, focus group discussions, and workshops conducted in the communities  

to receive feedback and validation of the interpretation of the data.   More than  
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1,200 co-operative members and just under 500 general community members were 

involved in these activities.  

A summary of the major results from each country is provided in the next section. For 

a much richer and more in-depth review of the research results, please refer to the 

individual country reports found in sections 3 through 6.  
 
1.7.1    Uganda  

The study of the four co-operatives found in two regions in Uganda concluded:  
 

1.  Benefits of the integrated co-operative model (ICM) extend beyond members  

to the entire farming community. As a result, there were fewer differences  

 than expected among participating households based on co-op membership.  

2. Co-op members within ICM experience fewer severe problems in production  

and marketing than those in single co-ops and non-co-op members.  

3.  Co-operative integration fosters greater financial inclusion of smallholder  

farmers including women who have traditionally been avoided by financial 

institutions. There is greater financial literacy and access to credit among 

farmers as a result of co-op integration.  

4.  Shared knowledge, access to good quality inputs and mutual support are  

key benefits from participating in co-operatives. Co-operatives expose  

farmers to better farming practices, training opportunities, markets and  

financial services. There is also increased social capital among co-operative  

members.  

5.  Financial co-operatives (SACCOs) and marketing co-operatives (ACEs)  

are not performing their roles in supporting producer co-operatives (RPOs)  

adequately. As a result, the benefits of ICM are not being fully realized.  

There are a variety of reasons for this, from problems with limited markets,  

storage, and available capital to competition from middlemen (and even from  

some producer co-operatives) for marketing co-operatives and problems  

with staffing competency, trust, poor public relations, and competition from  

other financial institutions, as well as competition from Village, Savings and  

Loans Associations (VSLAs) for financial co-operatives. Both are affected  

by problems stemming from climate change and pests and diseases as that  

translates to unpredictability in supply, problems with repayment, and so on.  

6. Co-operatives  have  not  significantly  improved  market  access  among  

 smallholder farmers. Fewer farmers than expected sold their produce  

through the marketing co-operatives due to delayed payments, difficulties  

in transport, poor storage facilities and failure to secure markets. The  

warehouse receipt system meant to address the need for immediate cash to  

solve urgent financial needs such as school fees after farmers have bulked  
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their produce, failed to take off.  Further, there is currently reported some 

distrust of financial co-operatives (SACCOs) by small farmers due to a 

history of corruption and misappropriation of funds.  

In general, however, the research showed that the integrated co-operative model 

has a great potential to improve livelihoods among smallholder farmers.  

Unfortunately, in the regions studied, the model has not been working to its potential.  

The marketing co-operatives (ACEs) did not adequately address farmers’ marketing  

challenges. The financial co-operatives (SACCOs) failed in their anticipated role of  

financing activities of producer co-operatives (RPOs) and marketing co-operatives  

(ACEs).  
 
1.7.2    Tanzania  

 

In Tanzania, small scale farmers have opted for horizontal integration in the form 

of double membership in two types of co-operatives - Agricultural Marketing 

Cooperative  Societies  (AMCOs)  and  Savings  and  Credit  Co-operative  

Societies (SACCOs) - as a strategy for improving livelihood. The results of research 

into cooperatives in two regions led to the following conclusions:  
 

1.  Members involved in the integrated model have relatively more wealth and  

have the comparative advantage of accessing various services provided in 

the community.  

2.  Double members have opted for diversification of income sources as a  

livelihood strategy.  

3.  There are very few women co-operative members due to the traditional  

land inheritance system. Youth are not participating in co-operatives and  

agriculture. There is a need to diversify the traditional cash crop marketed  

through agricultural co-operatives to food crops, livestock and value addition  

activities to increase the participation of women and youth in rural primary  

co-operative societies.  

4.  Non-members have identified financial liquidity as a factor denying them  

membership in co-operatives. In addition members have identified non- 

payment of loans as a major problem that is facing them in financial co- 

operatives (SACCOs). Some have resorted to informal financial services  

that are not secure.  This indicates that SACCOs have a great role to  

play in the integrated co-operative model because farmers need funds.  

Further, some members indicated that they prefer Village Savings and  

Credit Associations (VSLAs) which have a long history in the area, offer  

uncomplicated structures, and are well trusted. There is a need to revisit the  

current conditions and services offered by SACCOs to suit various groups of  
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people in the community and the production cycle.  

5.  The role of the primary co-operative societies as a safety net through  

facilitation of social services and provision of social capital is recognized by 

the community. There is a need of enhance this role in the integrated 

cooperative model. Such responsibilities will enhance social inclusion in 

the respective communities.  

6.  Most of the small scale farmers who remain in the rural areas have only  

primary  level  education.  This  has  implications  for  capacity  building 

approaches, technological advancement and the conceptualization of policy 

and legal documents disseminated by the government. There is a need to 

use appropriate capacity building and mobilization approaches that take into 

account this level of education. In relation to policy and legal documents, 

there is a need to translate them into Kiswahili, which is a language that the 

majority of the people can read and understand.  
 
1.7.3    Rwanda  
 

In Rwanda, the research concluded that:  

1.   The institutions of production, marketing and access to financial services  

 through co-operatives are integrated in a vertical, sector-based manner.  
 

By working within the integrated model in place, co-operative members could:  

1. Identify opportunities and make choices; 

2. Work together to attain both individual and collective goals such as to 

increase food production and productivity, create linkages to larger markets,  

 access to better prices, and provide access to affordable financial services.  

3. While the co-operative sector is doing fairly well, more needs to be done  

under the combined efforts of the policy-makers, actors, practitioners,  

development partners and all other end-users, to make the movement more  

viable and vibrant; and for it to respond to its members’ needs.  

4.  More efforts are needed to support capacity building - skills and knowledge  

provision to members, leaders and employees of co-operatives, as well as 

the co-operatives extension services providers.  
 

1.7.4 Findings in Common 

The three African cases analyzed the results of the household surveys using a series 

of indicators and indices relevant to the question of how co-operatives might interact 

with or contribute to sustainable livelihoods and rural development. While a fuller 

picture is offered in each of the three separate country reports, some interesting 

commonalities are noted here.  
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Members of the integrated (ICM) or double model tend to have more money, are  

wealthier in land and consumption items and have better houses than single or  

non-members, but may not be higher in food security. In Uganda, members of the  

integrated model may be spending their money on expensive schools or getting  

involved in competitive consumption. Female members, however, are less wealthy  

and have fewer consumption items than males. ICM and double members have larger  

households, but higher dependency on the productive members of the household,  

which may reflect greater available labour as well as higher monetary demands on  

the household. Further, the households tend to be older. ICM and double members  

(particularly male) tend to hire more on-farm, casual labour, while single members  

and (especially) non-members tend to be those who hire themselves out.  

ICM and double members are more diversified in terms of their production, have  

more livestock and report buying more as a result of their co-op involvement. ICM  

and double members are more likely to use “improved seed” and other inputs, but all  

farmers are much more likely to use local seeds, technologies, inputs, and breeds.  

Male ICM and double members tend to borrow more for production (as opposed to  

consumption), whereas female ICM and double members report borrowing, but more  

often using the loans for consumption or replace subsistence shortfalls. Access to  

markets and other market-related benefits are cited as some of the primary reasons  

people are integrated and double members across all three countries.  

Integrated/double membership may have non-straightforward effects as it relates  

to gender in the three countries. Female ICM and double members generally farm  

on a smaller scale and have less—and perhaps different crops—to sell than male  

members. Membership, however, may give increased access to training and markets  

for women than they could access otherwise. In some cases, however, integrated/  

double membership is associated with increased work-load for women. It may also be  

associated with decreased education for teen-aged boys as compared to teen-aged  

girls. It does, however, seem to be related to the benefits of household production  

and consumption being shared more equally across the family, as compared to  

single or non-membership.  

ICM and double members are also active in other community groups, so co-ops do 

not replace their other involvements in organizations, social networks, or sources 

of social capital. It does appear, however, that some faith-based groups may be 

competitors to co-operatives for non-members. ICM and double members are more 

likely to see both good and bad changes over the last 5 years in farming, their 

households and their communities.  
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1.7.5     Canada  

 

Although the context — historic, political, economic, cultural — of northern Canada 

is quite distinctive, there is much that can be learned from the case study of the 

Arctic Co-operatives Limited and Arctic Co-operatives Development Fund that is 

transferable to other settings, in particular remote rural communities challenged by 

poverty, geography and climate in many parts of the world.  
 
1.  The need for training and support — both in relation to the business of the  

co-operative but also its functioning as a co-operative association, is critical.  

 The Arctic Co-operatives Development model provides this very effectively.  

2. Where a co-op structure already exists, it is often more efficient to develop  

additional services to meet additional needs, rather than creating a new co- 

operative or other organization. Thus, members have access to numerous  

products and services through a single, multipurpose co-op.  

3.  The Arctic Co-operatives Development Fund would not have happened  

without government intervention in the form of policy and funding. The 

intervention, however, ended with that step. Subsequent direction came 

from the leaders of Arctic Co-operatives Limited, with guidance and support 

from leaders in other sectors of the Canadian co-operative movement. 

Ownership and control rested with the co-operative.  
 

1.8 Recommendations 
 

1.8.1  Uganda  
 

Based on the research findings and conclusions, the following is recommended:  
 

(1)  To the Co-operatives and Uganda Co-operative Alliance:  

1.  The different tiers in the integrated co-operative models, that is, the RPOs,  

ACEs and SACCOs, should respond to their obligations by improving  

the services they offered to farmers. Farmers and their VSLAs should  

be encouraged to save in SACCOs so as to increase the deposits in the  

SACCOs so that they can have enough money to lend out to farmers.  

2.  Training farmers on the roles of the different co-ops in the integrated model  

for improved understanding of how the model is supposed to work. There is 

a lack of understanding among farmers on the modus operandi of SACCOs. 

Training should be widespread and using methodologies that encourage 

high levels of participation and follow-up.  

3.  Enhanced leadership training and possibly training of local trainers to pass  

knowledge on to members more widely.  
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4.  Strengthen capacity of ACEs to provide the needed marketing services.  

Currently most ACEs lack human and physical infrastructure capacity to 

perform their roles effectively within the integrated model.  

5.  Create awareness in communities about co-operatives and their potential  

benefits. Particular attention needs to be paid to forming a gender sensitive  

team and reaching out to places where both men and women have equal  

chances of getting the information. Emphasis on co-operative benefits  

should focus on social and community as well as economic realms.  

6.  There is need to explore ways of attracting the youth to co-operatives. This  

can be done by broadening the focus to include activities of interest to the  

youth.  

7. Appropriate training of leaders, management staff and general membership. 

Training for women on leadership and marketing among other areas. 

8. There is need to improve quality and quantity of farmers produce. 

9. Governance and leadership issues in co-operatives suggest the leadership 

needs additional knowledge to pass on to the membership. 
 

(2) To the Government of Uganda: 
 

1.  Encourage co-operation and support from local leaders in co-operative  

development.  

2.  Create favourable political and economic policies that promote co-operative  

development. Develop some legislation which specifies punitive measures  

for  SACCOs  to  prevent  loss  of  money  through  mismanagement  and  

corruption.  

3.  Improve the physical infrastructure including roads.  
 

1.8.2 Tanzania  
 

Based on the research findings and conclusions, the following is recommended:  
 

(1)  To the Government of Tanzania:  

1.   Because the 2013 Co-operative law is not familiar to most members, it is  

 recommended that each primary society should have a copy of the co- 

operative law in Swahili to share with members.  

2.   A demonstration project on how the integrated co-operative model works  

 should to be introduced in Tanzania.  

3.   Researchers should communicate with the government and other policy  

 makers to lobby in favor of reduced tax charges and tax relief for small  

farmers on, for example, coffee. A 26(%?) tax is charged per kilogram which  
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is a burden to coffee farmers; coffee beans do not receive a subsidy from 

the government.  

4. Members are encouraged to lobby co-op members who are also board 

members of the Tanzania Coffee Board to take the challenges faced by the 

coffee producers to the respective authority. 
 

(2) To the Co-operatives: 

1. Moshi Co-operative University (MoCU) should provide education to farmers 

and co-operatives due to current changes in co-operative legislation and a 

liberalized market.  

2.  Mruwia and Kimuli co-op members should meet to exchange different ideas  

regarding marketing and processing, among other activities to enhance the 

existing integrated model.  
 

1.7.3     Rwanda  
 

Major recommendations from the validation workshops include;  
 

1.  There is need to update the co-operative policy, as the one being used was  

formulated and approved in March 2006. It should be updated to cater to the 

current situation.  

2.  Training for co-operative members, leaders and employees should be  

intensified, in particular as it pertains to governance, to increase member’s  

feeling of ownership, thereby transforming co-operatives into organizations  

that are member-owned, member-controlled and member-benefiting.  

3. The national confederation of co-operatives (NCCR), local authorities and 

development partners are urged to support the mobilization of  youth and 

women, encouraging them to join and actively participate in the affairs of 

their co-operatives. 

4. Increase focus on the gender awareness in co-operatives. 

5. Mobilize non-members to join or form formal co-operatives and be assisted 

to become legally registered.  

6.  Government and development partners should continue their support to co- 

operatives, especially with regard to capacity building.  

7.  The  co-operative  movement  of  Rwanda  should  intensify  the  level  of  

networking with other regional co-operative movements to gain information 

and share best practices.  
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1.7.4    Canada  
 

Based on the research findings and conclusions, it is recommended that:  
 

1.  A model for co-operative development similar to that utilized by Arctic Co- 

operatives Limited be implemented in communities where resources are 

limited or constrained.  

2.  Training materials and opportunities be developed to promote and support  

strong governance within co-operatives.  

3.  A co-op development fund be developed to ensure access to not only  

developmental funding (including financing inventory where appropriate) but 

also funds to support growth and expansion, using a model similar to that 

taken by the Artic Co-operatives Development Fund.  

4. More information regarding the structure and operation of multi-purpose co- 

operatives be made available to communities across Canada. 
 

1.7.5 General Recommendations for Policy Makers 
 

1.  While policies generally hold affirmative action positions for women in  

leadership, this needs to be extended to the membership to ensure greater 

participation and equity for women.  

2.  Ensure that policies on co-operatives are linked to other government policies.  

For example, how are co-operatives linked to broader government goals of 

sustainable development?  
 

1.1  Areas for Further Research  

 

In addition to finding results or reaching conclusions which provide support for, or  

further explanation of, the question under study, inevitably there arise new questions  

or issues to be further explored. This was the case in the three-year study of co- 

operative integration in the participating countries.  A number of areas for future  

research were identified.  
 

Co-operative scholars are encouraged to:  

 

1.   Conduct further studies to understand the mechanisms (path) through  

 which co-operatives facilitate or impede improvement in livelihoods among  

smallholder farmers.  

2.   Conduct longitudinal studies of the integrated models in use in Uganda in  

 order to demonstrate causation more clearly.  

3.   Investigate  the  use  of  SACCOs  versus  Village  Savings  and  Credit  
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Associations (VSLAs) to better understand the dynamics, and strengths 

and weaknesses of either approach in improving access to finance among 

small landholders, and how best to communicate and develop financial 

cooperatives in the communities studied.  

4.  Conduct further studies to understand the obstacles and enablers toward  

women and youth belonging to co-operatives and strategies for changing 

current conditions.  

5.  Adopt community based research methodologies to facilitate enhanced  

participation of co-operative members beyond the data collection phase.  

 Consider models such as participatory action research and action research.  

6. Include case studies that include dynamics at the household level which  

may hinder/enhance co-operative membership involvement.  

7.  Review training materials used at local level and the development of a  

training of trainers package using participatory approaches. The available 

training must go beyond entrepreneurial training to training on benefits of 

co-operative models, gender awareness, and other key themes.  
 
8.  In the Canadian context, the approach to co-operative development - both  

initial development and longer term growth and/or expansion - employed  

by Arctic Co-operatives Limited has demonstrated success as a strategy  

for use in remote rural communities challenged by poverty, geography and  

climate.  The existence of the Arctic Co-operatives Development Fund  

(ACDF) is central to the success of this model. ACDF had its origins in a  

particular piece of government policy targeting a vulnerable population -- 

Indigenous communities of Canada -- where access to capital for enterprise  

development was difficult if not impossible.  The issue continues to plague  

Indigenous communities today. More research is required to identify if a  

fund similar to ACDF could be established in today’s economic and political  

context.  
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1.   Purpose of the Research  
 

1.1 Rationale  

This collaborative research, being carried out in Rwanda, Tanzania, Uganda, and 

Northern Canada, is designed to examine the role of the Integrated Co-operative 

Model (ICM) in rural development and poverty reduction in rural African communities, 

as well as a type of co-operative integration in Canada.  
 

1.2 Background information  

Co-operative Integration  

 

It is recognized in the business literature that integration is important for business  

efficiency, but that it must also be balanced with differentiation (Lawrence and Lorsch,  

1986). Lawrence and Lorsch defined integration, for a single organization, as the  

“state of collaboration that exists among departments that are required to achieve  

unity of effort” (1986). They found that most successful organizations simultaneously  

achieve high levels of both integration and differentiation, defining the latter as  

“different departments having different structures and orientations (e.g. short versus  

long-term time orientation, relationship versus task focus, and high versus low  

formality of structure)”. This research will look across and between co-ops rather  

than departments. Co-ops work together (to “achieve unity of effort”) when this can  

help them to meet the needs of members.  

The word integration can mean different things in different contexts. Co-ops can 

be integrated horizontally or vertically, or can be part of vertical financing systems 

involving other organizations, which may or may not be co-operatives. Some types 

of integration, and co-ordination, among co-ops include the following:  

Vertical integration includes joint administration, in the same company, of two or 

more stages of production and marketing (Harte, 1997). Hobbs, Cooney, and Fulton, 

from the Department of Agricultural Economics at the University of Saskatchewan, 

note that vertical integration involves multiple functions within a single organization, 

and that this should be seen as distinct from vertical coordination, which involves 

multiple organizations in a vertical value chain network (2000).  

Value chain financing is another area in which a type of co-operative integration  

may take place. Access to sufficient and well-timed financial services for all actors  

in the value chain is a key element for business success (see, for example, KIT &  

IIRR, 2010). This financing can come in many forms - through other businesses  

involved in the chain, through banks, micro-finance organizations, or financial co- 
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operatives (credit unions). The inter-dependent linkages of a value chain and the 

security of a market-driven demand for final products can provide those throughout 

the chain (suppliers, producers, processors and marketing companies) with more 

secure channels for access to and sale of products.  

One of the reasons that co-ops also work together is that “co-operation among co- 

operatives” is one of the co-operative principles that all co-ops strive to achieve:  

The 6th Co-operative Principle states that “Co-operatives serve their members most  

effectively and strengthen the co-operative movement by working together through  

local, national, regional and international structures” (ICA, 2012). In this research,  

“integration” is used to refer to various ways in which co-operatives work together  

to increase their own business success; thus better meeting the needs of their  

members.  
 

The Integrated Co-operative Model  

In this context, the Canadian Co-operative Association (CCA) has been working with 

partners to support them in building their own tools and solutions for sustainable 

livelihoods, through owning and operating their own co-operative enterprises. One 

model that has emerged helps to improve the livelihoods of rural farmers in the 

developing world through the integration of three functions:  
 

1.   Agricultural production  

2.   Marketing  

3.   Access to financial services.  

 

These three areas of co-operation are essential ingredients of the model’s holistic 

approach to rural development.  

Working within this integrated model, co-op members identify opportunities and  

make choices, working together to attain both individual and collective goals  

that increase food production and productivity, create linkages to larger markets  

and access to better prices, and provide access to affordable financial services.  

Accumulated research and experience show that while small farmers acting alone  

do not always benefit from higher market prices, those acting collectively in strong  

producer organizations and co-operatives are better able to take advantage of market  

opportunities and mitigate the negative effects of food and other crises (FAO, 2012).  

Whereas much co-op development focuses on supporting a single co-operative or  

group of co-ops at a time, this integrated model supports the joint development of  

three distinct but inter-connected, networked co-operatives (production, marketing,  

and finance), for a holistic and integrated approach to rural development.  
 
 
 
40  



Examining Success Factors for Sustainable Rural Development through the Integrated Co-operative Model  
 

1.3 Research problem  

Agriculture is the backbone of the majority of economies in the developing world,  

accounting for between 30 and 60 percent of the gross domestic product of many  

countries, yet the majority of farmers in developing nations are poor and face serious  

challenges, such as lack of access to capital; high cost of inputs; low price for  

commodities during harvest seasons; limited infrastructure for storage and transport;  

and climate change. These challenges can lead to a cycle of poverty, in which  

farmers borrow money at high interest rates to purchase seed and other inputs,  

often experience low yields under increasingly unpredictable climate conditions, and  

then must sell their products at harvest time, when the market is flooded and prices  

are low. This results in difficulty in repaying loans and in accumulating savings.  

Farmers are not in a financial or socio-economic position to tackle these challenges  

individually. They therefore remain trapped in a vicious circle of poverty.  

Poverty can be defined in terms of income and livelihood assets. Income alone is  

insufficient for understanding or alleviating poverty, as people also need to have  

the resources and capabilities that will allow them to take advantage of novel or  

expanding economic opportunities (Krantz, 2001). The research will use both income- 

based and asset-based definitions of poverty (individual level and community level).  

Rural  development  attempts  to  address  these  problems.  Rural  development,  

understood as “the sustained improvement of the population’s standards of living  

or welfare” (Anriquez & Stamoulis, 2007, p. 2), Co-ops are seen as drivers of rural  

development. Anriquez & Stamoulis (2007) make a very clear case for the link  

between rurality and poverty; they then go on to make a strong case for the role  

of agriculture in rural development. Co-ops have a strong and successful history of  

supporting agriculture and sustainable rural development in the world.  

Research indicates some benefits of co-operatives for addressing several of the  

problems faced by rural dwellers; particularly smallholder farmers. Birchall (2003) has  

examined the historical record of cooperatives around the world in poverty reduction,  

and has concluded that co-operatives can play an important role in reducing poverty  

in developing countries. He argues that not only do co-operatives “succeed in helping  

the poorest and most vulnerable people to become organized” (p.62), but where  

there are several possible forms of organization possible “cases demonstrate that  

the cooperative form is - for the aim of poverty reduction - superior” (p.62).  
 

1.4 Research objectives  

The research aimed to add to the knowledge of how to improve livelihoods and  

reduce poverty in a sustainable way in rural communities. The general objective of  

this research was to improve programming in rural development both in Africa and  
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in Canada by obtaining new knowledge about integrated co-operative models in  

practice.  

The research explored the added value of an integrated approach to co-operative  

development as a tool for rural development, in excess of the benefits offered  

by development of a single co-operative. The research will assess whether rural  

development through co-operatives works better when the co-ops are integrated,  

and if so, under what conditions this integration works best. Results would apply  

directly to CCA’s programming.  

The research aims to add to the knowledge of how to improve livelihoods and  

reduce poverty in a sustainable way in rural communities. The general objective  

of this research is to improve programming in rural development both in Africa and  

in Canada by obtaining new knowledge about integrated co-operative models in  

practice.  
 

Specifically, the entire research was able to;  
 

A)  Explore selected models of co-op integration in Uganda, Tanzania, Rwanda,  

and Canada, to seek new knowledge and assess the impact of the model 

(by comparing situations in which the model is employed to those in which it 

is not, considering effects at both the individual household level, and the co-

op enterprise level).  

B)  Compare the livelihood assets, satisfaction and social capital of individuals  

who are in the integrated Co-operative Model in Canada, Rwanda, Tanzania  

and Uganda with those who are not. Also compare development at the co- 

operative level(considering business linkages, access to inputs and markets,  

presence of warehouse receipt system, etc.) of the co-operative businesses  

involved  

C)  Identify key elements of an enabling environment that allow the model to  

achieve its full potential and rural development results (in terms of poverty  

reduction, increased economic activity, etc.). Building on this, identify  

necessary conditions for implementing the model with beneficial results.  
 

2.  The co-operative movement in Rwanda  

 

The first attempt to institutionalize co-operatives in Rwanda began with the enactment  

of the Co-operative Ordinance of 1949 that operated until another law No. 31/1988  

was enacted on 12th October 1988.  Like in most African countries, co-operatives  

were first introduced in Rwanda by the Belgians in the colonial period as instruments  
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for driving the agenda of the government’s socio-economic goals.  The interest of  

colonial Governments was to get resources from Rwanda for the development of  

their own countries. For instance, people were used to cultivate coffee, tea, etc. but  

they could not get any benefit since all would be exported to colonialists’ respective  

countries. Also a case in a point is minerals. All these activities could be done under  

forced conditions.  

Traditionally, Rwanda had its own self-help forms (Policy, ibid.) that conform to the  

principles of self-help and self-responsibility. Some of these forms such as Ubudehe  

(working together), umubyizi (assisting each other) and Umuganda (community  

work) have survived to the present day. What is true is that to date, some efforts have  

been again made to consolidate this traditional philosophy of mutual assistance into  

economic and social oriented development initiatives through Co-operatives.  

In addition, to the foregoing negative effects on the co-operative movement the State  

and development agencies including donors introduced the culture of dependency  

by conditioning external assistance to the formation of co-operatives and other  

forms of associations. Thus, members looked at a co-operative as a means of only  

getting financial assistance from donors rather than as an economically productive  

enterprise.  

Therefore,  the  existed  inefficiencies  of  Co-operative  Movement  in  Rwanda 

necessitated the formulation of a comprehensive policy in March 2006 and update 

the laws governing Co-operative Societies, promulgated in the official gazette in 

September 2007 as amended to date, as well as establishing Rwanda Co-operative 

Agency in August 2008 as a Government arm in charge of Co-operatives promotion, 

registration, education and training and regulation.  
 

National Cooperative Policy  

With Reference to the National policy on Co-operatives in Rwanda, the Government  

aims to facilitate development of the co-operatives in the country in order to make  

a significant contribution to the national economy particularly in areas which require  

people’s participation and community efforts. In so doing, it intends to focus on a  

number of targets.  

First, to increase the numbers of Co-operatives formed countrywide and ensure  

good quality of the co-operatives through training, education, information and  

research so that members attain the ability to perform their co-operative business in  

an autonomous way.  
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Second, to build a strong co-operative movement which is able to serve its members  

efficiently, will contribute significantly to poverty alleviation as well as to social  

integration and will fully participate to the economic and social development of the  

country.  

Third, to create an environment helping co-operatives to be autonomous and viable  

private enterprises and to contribute to member empowerment, decent job creation  

and enhancement of production and productivity. Fourth, to enhance the access  

of co-operatives members to Information and Communication Technologies so  

that they can access to capacity building opportunities and to best practices in co- 

operative management.  

Fifth, to encourage active participation of the youth, women, the handicapped and 

demobilized soldiers in the co-operative movement.  

Promoting Co-operatives that are fully autonomous and viable private enterprises  

would require that the policy on Co-operatives promotion in Rwanda is guided by the  

following pillars:  

Ø  Co-operatives are private enterprises business organisations, implying that  

they are owned by their members who manage and control their business  

activities. Government does not own the co-operatives nor does it have  

any powers to dictate any business decisions unless when common good  

demands.  

Ø  Co-operatives are public organizations, in which members of the public are  

free to join and participate as customers or client subject to the by-laws of 

the co-operatives.  

Ø  Co-operative Societies are “self-help” Organisations and are believed to be  

one of the best ways for communities to organize themselves, in a business 

manner, to achieve common objectives and help share the realizable 

benefits of economic development.  

Ø  Co-operatives require a democratic environment to develop. Members of  

co-operatives need to have freedom of speech, association, movement  

and trade in order to be able to make their co-operative societies work. At  

the same time, members are entitled to adequate levels of co-operative  

education so that they can be informed of their rights and duties. This  

freedom should be exercised within the co-operative organization.  
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Currently, the Cooperatives’ situation (RCA, Feb 2015) stands as follows:  

 

 
Type of 
Coop. 

 
 

No. 

 
 

% 

Membership 
 
Share capital 

(Frw)  
Male 

 
% 

 
Female 

 
% 

 
Group 

 
Total 

 
Agriculture 

 
2,210 

 

30.3 

 

135,387 

 

59 

 

94,474 

 

41 

  

229,861 

 

4,114, 594,000 

 

Livestock 
 

1,520 

 

20.9 

 

42,539 

 

51 

 

41,230 

 

49 

  

83,769 

 

3,439, 530,000 

 

Trading 
 

1,087 

 

14.9 

 

28,153 

 

53 

 

25,337 

 

47 

  

53,490 

 

7,878, 662,200 

 

Service 
 

809 

 

11.1 

 

19,299 

 

53 

 

17,109 

 

47 

  

36,408 

 

1,327, 242,200 

 

Handicraft 
 

741 

 

10.2 

 

11,795 

 

46 

 

13,703 

 

54 

  

25,498 

 

1,537, 972,000 

 

Transport 
 

479 

 

6.6 

 

19,531 

 

89 

 

2,400 

 

11 

  

21,931 

 

1,656, 179,000 

Transfor 
mation 

 

73 

 

1.0 

 

1,745 

 

48 

 

1,917 

 

52 

  

3,662 

 

318,065, 000 

 

Housing 
 

130 

 

1.8 

 

4,373 

 

73 

 

1,628 

 

27 

  

6,001 

 

4,579, 380,000 

Fishing 88 1.2 3,123 76 969 24 
 

4,092 156,679,000 

Mining 99 1.4 1,523 78 439 22 
 

1,962 461,242,800 

Other 50 0.7 2,015 54 1,727 46 
 

3,742 650,817,000 

 

Sub Total 
 

7,286 

  

269,483 

  

200,933 

   

470,416 

 

26,120,363,200 

 

U-SACCOs 
 

416 

  

1,246,633 

  

939,037 

  

215,161 

 

2,400,831 

 

8,804,175,787 

Other 
SACCOs 

 

32 

  

136,986 

  

85,834 

  

4,899 

 

227,719 

 

3,013, 222,500 

 

Total 

 

7,734 

  

1,653,102 

  

1,225,804 

  

220,060 

 

3,098,966 

 

37,937, 761,487 

Union 129 
       

161,018, 000 

Federation 14 
       

59,220,000 

Source: RCA, Feb, 2016  
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Structure and Working  

 

Currently, the Co-operative movement is built on a four-tier structure with primary  

co-operative societies at the grass root level, secondary co-operative societies at  

regional level, Federations and Confederation( APEX) at national level., as presented  

in the structure below:  
 

APEX  

(CONFEDERATI  
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K 

 
 
 
 

K 

K K K K 
 

K  

 

Cooperatives are promoted based on the specific value/commodity chain. In Rwanda, 

Multi-Purpose Co-operatives are not many. Although Cooperatives are found in 

every economic or income generating venture in Rwanda, most cooperatives are 

found in agricultural production and marketing, livestock, Mining,  Arts and Crafts 

(Handicraft) , Housing, Fisheries and fish farming and services which include 

transport, commercial and saving and credit(SACCOs).  

Co-operatives Unions and Federations are established to facilitate the development 

of primary Cooperatives in order to respond to their members’ needs. Some of the 

services offered by these umbrella organizations to their members include:  

Ø  Strengthen primary co-operatives in advocacy, access to good markets and  

 fertilizers or raw materials  

Ø  Conduct education and training  

Ø  Provide advise and/or arbitration  
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Ø  Promote the savings culture among co-operative members and  

Ø  Conduct supervision to their members for improvement purposes  
 

3.   Research Methods  

3.1 Research design  

This research combined qualitative and quantitative approaches. The quantitative  

approach helped to get quantitative information from respondents through an  

individual questionnaire while the qualitative approach helped to get testimonies and  

most significant changes from respondents through focus group discussions. It gave  

a great opportunity to describe how there is a lot of integration by default in co-ops  

in Rwanda, but noticed that there are a few co-ops that are less integrated (e.g.  

CORIKA) and it was interesting to explore whether they (and their members) are  

doing as well as other co-operatives and co-operative members.  
 

3.2 Description study area  

The research was conducted in the rural sector of the Gasabo district of the City of  

Kigali, and the rural sector of Nyanza, a district of Southern Province. The sectors  

that were chosen from these districts are typically rural and are characterized by  

agricultural activities. The rural sectors of Gasabo are Jabana, Nduba, Gikomero,  

Rusoro, Bumbogo and Rutunga. The rural sectors of Nyanza are Nyagisozi, Kigoma,  

Mukingo, Muyira, Ntyazo, Kibilizi, Busoro, Cyabakamyi and Rwabicuma. Among  

these rural sectors, the Ntyazo sector of the Nyanza District and the Jabana sector  

of the Gasabo District are dominated by rice agriculture which is emerging as a cash  

crop in Rwanda.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1 : Location of COPRORIZ Agasasa and CORIKA co-ops  
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In the two sectors mentioned above, farmers group themselves into agriculture co- 

operatives to access agriculture extension services and to minimize rice production  

costs.  
 

CORIKA Co-operative  

It is situated in Kigali City - urban as a Primary (rice growing) Co-operative, which is  

not affiliated to any Union but affiliated to a rice Federation, waiting for other similar  

co-operatives to form a Union as per the law. It is a member of JABANA (Umurenge)  

SACCO, members and also its members are members of JABANA SACCO. It sells  

its paddy rice to a private rice Milling Company but they are striving hard to have its  

own milling plant  
 

COPRORIZ AGASASA Co-operative  

It is situated in Ntyazo Sector (Southern Province) - far rural area and is a primary 

rice growing co-operative. It is a member of a rice Union which facilitates its members 

in production, governance and marketing services and a rice National Federation. 

Its Union has shares in Gikonko Rice Company and has IMPAMBA SACCO. In the 

same Sector, there is another Umurenge SACCO nearby that also gives financial 

services to Co-operative members.  

The sites selection criteria focused on co-operatives which do the same activity, but  

in different areas - one being in far rural and another one in real urban. Farmers  

involved in rice agriculture were given priority because the rice production is  

emerging and viewed as one of the crops which are uplifting the livelihood of rural  

households in Rwanda.  
 

3.3 Study Population  

The study population included all rice farmers in the area of the research whether  

or not grouped into co-operative organizations. The study targeted Co-operative  

members and their leaders as well as non-members who grow rice in the same  

areas. The study population was composed of 1325 farmers (624 in COPRORIZ  

Agasasa and 701 in CORIKA) grouped in co-operatives. There was a problem  

with getting the exact figure of farmers who are not members of rice growing co- 

operatives. Nevertheless, the number was approximated to be less than that of  

co-operative members. The low approximation is motivated by the fact that, in the  

above mentioned Districts, most of the rice growers are grouped into co-operatives.  
 

3.4 Sample size determination  

Because we did not have an exact number of the study population of non-co- 

operative members, we first determined the sample size for co-operative members.  
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Then we made an approximation of what should be the sample size for non-co- 

operative members based on the assumption that the population of non-members is 

slightly less than that of co-operative members.  
 

To determine the sample size for co-operative members, the following formula of 

Yamane (1967) was applied: n = N 
2 

1 + N (e) 

= 1325 
2 

1 + 1325 (0.7  ) 

= 176  

Assuming that more than 10% of our respondents may not respond to some  

questions, we adjusted our sample size, in order to minimize the non- response rate, 

as follows: 176 
1-0.12 

=200  respondents from co-operative members.  

By taking into consideration that the population of farmers who are not members of  

rice growers’ co-operatives in our area of study is slightly less than that of co-operative  

members, we purposefully took a sample size of 185 respondents from non- co- 

operative members. We therefore used a total sample size of 385 respondents.  
 

3.5 Sampling Techniques  

A mixture of sampling techniques were used during the selection of respondents. For 

respondents who are members of co-operative organizations, systematic random 

sampling technique was used. This technique implies that every respondent was 

selected independently of every other element and each respondent on the whole 

list of the population co-operative members had equal probability of being selected. 

The starts by calculating the interval size denoted by k:  
 
 
 

In our case, it was:  
 

Thereafter, random selection of one number between 1 and 7 was done; let say  

4. Therefore, when done numbering, all people numbered 4 on the list have been 

investigated. This is similar to lining everyone up and numbering off ‘’1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 

7: and 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7: etc’’ and each 4-th individual is selected.  

Because we couldn’t get the exhaustive list of non-members, the convenience 

sampling technique was applied to obtain respondents from that type of our target 

population. This technique attempted to select respondents because they happen 

to be in the right place at the right time. Non-members were reached through the 

Sector authorities, who invited them to meet the research team.  
 

For Focus group Discussions, a purposive sampling was used to reach co-operative  
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members including women, leaders and Management, District and Sector Co- 

operative Officers, Union leaders and Confederation as well as NCCR and RCA.  

In so doing males and females were involved in focus group discussion. Here the 

number of females to participate in focus group discussion was determined basing 

on a quota of 30% set in Rwandan constitution.  

Table 1: Distribution of participants of focus Group Discussion in 2 Cooperatives 

and Non-members  

AGASASA  operation  area CORIKA Operation  area 
Gender 

Committee     Ordinary Non Committee     Ordinary Non 
members      members members     Members      members members 

(GA) (GA) 
 

Male 5 - 4 4 - 3 

Female 4 8 2 5 7 2 

Total 9 8 6 9 7 5 

 

We held FGD with all the Committees (Board and Supervisory) of the two sites each 

Cooperative had 8 with its Manager, making it 9 for each Cooperative understudy. 

We also held another FGD for women only. In CORIKA we met 7 and AGASASA 

were 8 women. Non-members met in FGDs were11 from the two sites.  

We equally held a FGD with the Union (where AGASASA is a member), and met  

with the Executive Committee and its Manager and Accountant. Again we visited  

District Cooperative Officers for the two Districts (Nyanza and Gasabo) where the  

two cooperatives operate from. We visited NCCR, RCA and FUCORIRWA.  
 
 

3.6 Data collection techniques  

The selected respondents were convened in different convenient sites where each  

respondent was given a questionnaire under the facilitation of a trained enumerator  

to fill it out. Respondents who could not write were assisted by enumerators.  
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Figure 2: Enumerators filling  

questionnaires for respondents in  

AGASASA  

 

3.7 Data analysis  

Data preparation was done before analysis. It consisted of taking data from its 

raw form and converting this into a format that could be read by the computer. 

Consequently, this data preparation was started with data validation, and then editing 

the data, followed by data entry, and data tabulation.  

After data preparation, basic statistics and descriptive analysis were performed. The  

analysis provided frequency tables that report the percentage and parameters that  

were easy to interpret and understand. Numbers, parameters and percentages were  

produced by using the statistical package for social sciences: SPSS for windows.  

Some statistical tests like Chi-square test for independence and Student-t test were  

also performed in order to make inference to the whole population.  
 

4.   Research Results  

A.  Household surveys  

The general observation from the research findings is that it was a great opportunity 

to notice how there is a lot of integration by default in co-operatives in Rwanda, but 

noticed that there are a few co-ops that are less integrated (e.g. CORIKA) and it was 

interesting to explore whether they (and their members) are doing as well as other 

co-operatives and co-operative members.  

Although the two co-operatives in the research are not integrated at the same  

level, they have access to production, marketing as well as financial services. The  
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difference is not very significant. Significant difference is on co-operative members  

and non-members, which will be more focused on, in this research findings and  

analysis.  
 

4.1 Household Demographic Characteristics  

A total of 385 farmer respondents were surveyed, 200 of whom were members of co- 

operatives.  As it is indicated in Table 2 below, among the 385 respondents, 51.1%  

were members of co-operatives and 48.9% were non-members.  It is also important  

to note that among member respondents the percentage of women was 38.5% while  

among non-member respondents the percentage of women was 60.0%.  

This indicates that the women farmers’ membership in agricultural co-operatives is  

still low compared to men farmers. This corroborates with the figures that are found  

in the reports produced by the Rwanda Co-operative Agency where it was indicated  

that the percentage of women membership in co-operatives is 44% against 56%  

male (RCA: 2014). The logic behind this low percentage can be explain by the fact  

that  most women are involved in own-use production works while men are mostly  

involved in work for pay or profit.  
 

Table 2: Demographic characteristics of households by type of respondents 

Co-op members Non-members  
(n=185:48.9%) 

Variable (n=200:51.1%) P-value 

Male (61.5%) Male (40.0%) 

Female (38.5%) Female (60.0%) 

Gender of 17.62 0.00 

household 
head (%) 

Male 61.5 40.0 

Female 38.5 60.0 

Marital status 28.56 0.00 
(%) 

Never married 8.0 

Married 80.5 80.9 

Married 0.5 
polygamous  

Divorced/ 3.0 
separated  

Widow//widower 8.0 19.1 
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Main 31.76 0.00 
occupation (%) 

Farming 94.8 79.8 

Salaried 2.1 6.0 
employment  

Self-employment 1.0 14.2 
off-farm 

Others 2.1 

Education 
level (years of 
schooling) (%) 57.9 0.00 

No studies 20.6 21.7 

1-3 years 16.5 0.0 

4-6 years 44.7 43.3 

7-9 years 18.0 35.0 

 

It is important to note that in research findings, a big percentage of respondents in 

both co-op members and non-members is married. This is not surprising since 

married people, in rural areas, have more economic and social responsibilities that 

can be fulfilled once they are farming.  

The figures in Table 2 above indicate that farming was the main occupation of 

households for both co-operative members (94.8%) and non-members (79.8%). It 

can also be observed that the percentage of respondents who are self-employed 

offfarm as the main occupation tends to be higher (14.2%) in non-members’ 

households than in members’ households (1.0%).  

During the research, it was found that 20.6% of members and 21.7% of non- 

members have no formal schooling. Most of respondents in both members (44.7%)  

and non-members (46.3%) have completed 4 to 6 years in the primary school. Many  

non-members (35%) against 18% for members have completed 7 to 9 years (post  

primary school).  

The p-value found indicates that there is an influence of the household’ characteristics 

mentioned in the table on the type of respondent.  

The table 3 below indicates that females in rice agriculture are not behind males in 

the level of education. In fact, comparing both male and female sides, one can 

observe that difference is not significant. This is confirmed by the Student t-test 

where t-statistics is 0.516 and P-value is 0.618.  
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Table 3: Household head studies and Gender of respondent  

Household head studies Gender of respondent Total 

Male (194) Female (186) 

No studies 10.2% 10.7% 20.9% 

One 1.6% 0.3% 1.9% 

Two 0.8% 1.3% 2.1% 

Three 2.7% 1.9% 4.5% 

Four 1.3% 0.5% 1.9% 

Five 5.1% 5.1% 10.2% 

Six 17.4% 15.0% 32.4% 

Seven 4.0% 4.3% 8.3% 

Eight 4.3% 6.7% 11.0% 

Nine 3.7% 3.2% 7.0% 

Total 51.1% 48.9% 100.0% 

 

The study also made a comparison of dependency ratios among different types of 

households. The child dependency (CDR) and the total dependency ratios (TDR) 

were calculated as follows:  

 

 

 

 

 

Difference in child dependency ratio and total dependency ratio in Table 4 were 

statistically significant at 5%. Both ratios were higher in non-members of 

cooperatives. This means that households in non-members have more children 

and elders they have to look after.  
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Table 4. Dependency ratios among the different types of co-operatives  

Dependency Co-operative Non-members 
ratio members (n=185) 

(n=200) t-statistic P-value 

CDR 1.38 1.76 

TDR 1.46 1.83 -75.00 0.008 

 

In Rwanda the percentage of youth (ages 16 to 35) in the population is 69.3% (2012).  

Youth are considered as the future of the co-operative enterprise and sustainable  

rural development. The figures in Table 5 below indicate that the youth membership  

in selected co-operatives is 22%, which is low compared to other age categories of  

respondents. The table also indicates that the percentage of youth respondents who  

are not members of co-operatives is higher than that of youth who are members of  

farmer-selected co-operatives.  
 

Table 5: Age of respondents  for co-operative members and non-members  

Members Non members 

Age Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

[18-36[ 44 22.0 82 44.3 

[36-60[ 132 66.0 90 48.6 

60 and above 24 12.0 13 7.0 

Total 200 100.0 185 100.0 

 

Thus, as unemployment in Rwanda affects young people (16-35 years) more than 

adults and taking into consideration that economic activity rate was found to be 

higher in rural areas (75%) compared to urban areas (68%), there is urgent need to 

continue to put much effort in the implementation of Rwandan co-operative policy 

and seven-year government programs in which the issue of full participation of youth 

in co-operative organizations is highlighted.  
 

4.2 Access to financial services  

Findings also revealed significant difference regarding access to financial services 

by members and no-members of co-ops. Co-operative members save more in 

SACCO (88.0%) than in VSLA (75%). Most of the non-members save much more in 

VSLAs (67.6%) than they do in SACCOs (17.1%).  
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Table 6: Access to financial services  

Co-operative Non-members 
members 

Variable P-value 
 

Save with SACCO 88.0 17.1 176.2 0.00 

Save with VSLA 75.0 67.6 28.46 0.00 

Looking on the gender aspect, men saving with SACCOs are 56.2% while women 

are 43.8%. This is because women spend much of their income in family needs. 

About loan, males having received loan are 69.3% and females are 30.7%. Females 

fear to take risk of loan and they have problem of collateral.  

Furthermore, results from focus group discussions showed that loans were mostly  

taken for production purposes, social activities, purchasing and repairing assets,  

and for repaying previous loans. In particular, women borrowers mostly took loans  

for social activities and for repaying previous loans. In most cases, loans were used  

for the stated purpose; in some cases, however, loans taken for one purpose were  

diverted to other purposes. Women members often did this to spend money on the  

neediest aspects of the household.  

Those members who had taken loans for a number of different purposes usually had 

made profit out of them. Higher profit was generated when members used higher 

amount of last loan in diversified income-generating activities. In addition, the larger 

the size of the last loan taken and the number of skill development training inputs 

received, the higher was the profit.  

The most important uses included purchasing food and other household stuffs, which 

was the best thing they could do with their profits.  

4.3 Welfare of households ‘members in different types of respondents  

Having better shelter is one of the benefits that could be got from co-operatives. It 

is against this background that types of house for members and non-members were 

looked at during this research.  The key elements that were looked at are type of 

walls, type of roofing and type of flooring of the main house.  

The high portion of respondents who live in houses with iron sheet roofing may be  

justified by the fact that there recently has been a “Turwanye Nyakatsi campaign”  

which consisted of removing all houses with grass hatched roofing. This has also  

coincided with regulations of the Rwanda Environment Management Authority  

which limited the volume of tiles available, resulting in higher use of iron sheeting in  

construction activities.  
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Table 7 below indicates that the type of walls owned by a household was the asset 

that had the highest index score across the types of respondents. Co-operative 

members have the highest asset index (1.43), indicating that they opt to invest more 

in houses with brick wall plastered and many rooms (index is 1.18)  
 

Table 7: Asset indices variables by type of respondent  

Variable Co-operative members (n=200) Non-members 
(n=185) 

Type of wall 1.43 1.14 

Type of roof 0.85 0.73 

Type of floor 0.36 0.18 

Number of rooms 1.18 0.79 

Latrine 0.96 0.82 

Kitchen 0.95 0.75 

Water source 0.39 0.66 

Radios 0.84 0.67 

Clocks 0.24 0.21 

Bicycles 0.40 0.47 

Mobile phone 0.87 0.73 

TV 0.13 0.13 

Moto-cycles 0.05 0.13 

Sofa sets 0.36 0.40 

Land 0.40 0.85 

Average asset index 0.627 0.577 
 

4.4 Water supply and sanitation  

Figure 3 indicates that respondents have declared that they collect water from 

improved water sources (i.e protected well, tap water, and borehole). In fact in 

Rwanda access to improved water sources does not correspond to membership or 

non-membership in co-operative organizations. In most cases, water infrastructure 

is provided by the government for public benefit.  
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Figure 3: Main source of drinking water  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4.5 Benefits from co-operatives  

In Table 8, members of co-ops reported various experiences on the benefits acquired  

from their co-operative membership. For co-op members, the most benefits are  

activities of development (62.2), procuring farm inputs (60.7), get loan (40.7) and  

prompt payment (39.3). In FGD respondents highlighted the role of co-operatives in  

the marketing of member produce in rural areas of Rwanda and enabling members  

to access big markets which they could not have accessed if they were not members  

of a co-operative society.  

Focus group discussions revealed that benefits provided by the co-operatives have  

contributed to increasing the incomes of the members. Similarly, capacity-building  

activities such as technical services, training, etc provided through co-operatives  

for their members has contributed to creating self-employment opportunities and  

increasing their incomes. In addition, the involvement of co-operatives in community  

development activities has contributed to the development efforts of the country as  

well as to addressing the development issues of the Millennium Development Goals  

(MDGs).  
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Table 8: Benefits to household members by type of respondent  

Benefits Co-operative Non-member (%) 
member (%) 

Benefits from co-operatives n=182 

Market crop 26.4 

Get loan 40.7 

Easy training 33.0 

Benefits from co-operative union n=89 n=155 

Procuring farm inputs 60.7 27.1 

Accessing extension services 23.6 38.7 

Accessing loans 5.6 5.8 

Accessing storage facilities 2.2 14.8 

Accessing transport services 4.5 0.0 

Accessing market for farm produce 2.2 6.5 

Collective marketing 1.1 7.1 

Benefits by selling the produce through n=183 
the co-operative 

Agriculture inputs 33.3 

Selling the produce once 6.6 

Permanent market 7.7 

To acquire a loan 13.1 

Prompt payment 39.3 

Benefits on socio-economic n=135 
development 

Health insurance (Mutuelle) 7.4 

Activities of development (build a house, 62.2 
buy land and home items, etc.) 

Collect produce 11.9 

Project planning 18.5 
 

4.6 Changes in the community among types of respondents  

The Table 9 presents findings about community changes related to the existence of  

co-ops. The deep community changes in co-op members are realized in farming or  

running household (91.2%), eating food that you did not eat 5 years ago (76.1%),  

buying land (65.1%), having bad changes in farming last 5 years (61.4%), building  

a house (39.1%),  
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Table 9: Community changes by type of respondent  

Changes n Co-op Non- P-value 
members members 
(%)  

(%)  

Changes in farming  
or running household  
as a result of co-op 193 91.2 
membership 

Health insurance 181 10.5 

Stock farming 181 17.1 

Build a house 181 39.1 

School fees 181 8.8 

Farming more land 353 14.9 8.9 3.034 0.057 
than it did 5 years 
ago 

Buy land 377 65.1 87.9 26.889 0.00 

Had good changes in 364 78.901 0.00 
farming last 5 years 

Increase of crop 364 29.2 36.5 

Land consolidation 364 7.8 0.0 

Good health 364 18.8 49.7 

Savings 364 24.0 13.8 

Build a house 364 17.5 10.0 

Had bad changes in 350 61.4 69.9 2.766 0.060 
farming last 5 years  

Eating food that you 371 76.7 12.9 151.515 0.00 
did not eat 5 years  
ago  

Eating food 5 years 343 23.0 79.9 111.046 0.00 
ago that you do not  
eat any more  

 

There was, however, observed some challenges   for both cooperative members 

and non- members which affected negatively positive changes that would have been 

reached in absence of those challenge. The main challenge that was faced was 

insufficient rain which consequently   caused reduction of rice production as it was 

declared by both types of respondents  
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4.7 Training of households’ members  

For this question respondents were only co-op members. They declared that they  

have been trained as indicated in the table below. We can observe that the level  

of training is still low. There is a need for training on co-operative management,  

leadership, good agricultural practices, rules and regulations, rights, loans, advocacy,  

marketing and communication, use of appropriate fertilizers and pesticides to all  

members. Also, there is a need for training managers and boards of co-operatives to  

inform members about all activities.  
 

Table 10: Training by category of respondent  

Type of training n Co-op Non-members P-value 
members 

Agriculture (by CCA) 150 2.7 

Crop management (by 150 12.0 
CCA and RSSP) 

Rice farming (by CCA) 150 36.0 

Gender balance (by CCA) 150 0.7 

Checking fertilizers and 150 4.7 
financial management (by 
co-op manager)  

 

During the research, gender issues were also considered. The p-value in Table 11 

shows that training was delivered without gender bias.  
 

Table 11: Training by gender  

Type of training n Males Females P-value 
 

Agriculture (by CCA) 150 1.1 5.5 

Crop management (by CCA 
and RSSP) 

150 16.7 5.5 

Rice farming (by CCA) 150 36.7 36.4 6.898 0.228 

Gender balance (by CCA) 150 1.1 0.0 

Checking fertilizers and  
financial management (by  
co-op manager) 150 4.4 5.5 

 

4.8 Gender equity across households  

During the pre-colonial time and all the time before the genocide against Tutsi,  

gender inequality was defined as a hierarchical view of gender relations, with men  
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above women, and women regarded as inferior and less valuable by virtue of their 

sex. The following table shows that there is a significant difference between sexes 

in terms of who collects water and no significant difference in terms of who mostly 

sells crop. Our findings have also revealed that there is no significant difference in 

education and in training. This corroborates with the national policy of at least 30% 

of females in all programs. The problem of loan highlighted in this research needs 

mobilization of women to transcend the fear of loan.  
 

Table 12: Gender equity/woman empowerment  

Gender equity n Males Females P-value 
 

Who collects water? 377 6.043 0.110 

Parent 13.9 23.5 

Child 75.3 66.1 

Servant 9.8 9.8 

Other 1.0 0.5 

Who mostly sells crop? 361 65.658 0.00 

Man 27.5 43.6 

Woman 8.2 32.4 

Both 64.3 24.0 

 

Involvement of women members in decision-making in various matters, such as  

opting for family planning, buying and selling assets, participating in community  

development, participating in community meetings, voting, taking loans, using  

loans and profits, was higher than that of non-member women. In addition, women  

members were more informed about human rights and women’s rights than non- 

members were. Their involvement in various exposure programs and community  

development activities of co-operatives had made their mobility much higher than  

that of non-members.  

4.9 Comparison of co-op members and non-members in terms of general  

aspects  

Table  13  consists  of  comparing  non-co-operative  members  with  co-operative 

members. Non co-op members themselves recognize that co-operative members are 

advanced. This is because they report that co-operative members are significantly 

better-off with regards to many aspects. (See third column).  
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Table 13:  Comparison of  co-operative members  with  non-co-operative 

members 

Comparison I (Non-member) They (Members) We are not 
am better (%) are better (%) different (%) 

 

Type of residential house 13.2 60.4 26.4 

Size of cultivated land 15.3 77.1 7.6 

Number of livestock kept 7.7 85.2 7.1 
 
Quantity of crop harvested 7.1 85.8 7.1 

Quantity of crop surplus for 7.1 78.7 14.2 
the market  

Food security for your 21.9 78.1 - 
household  

Affordability of children’s 16.6 58.6 24.8 
school fees  

Ease of access to markets 7.1 92.9 - 
for your produce 
 
 
Ease of access to markets 21.3 64.5 14.2 
for agriculture inputs 
 
 
Ease of access to credit 7.1 78.7 14.2 

Prices you get for your - 100 - 
produce  

Ease of access to - 91 9 
agriculture extension  
services/advice  
 

Training on agricultural 6.5 93.5 - 
production  

Knowledge on gender - 100 - 
issues  

 

About mobilizing financial capital, the  co-operative model has  also mobilized 

collective investment from its members. Members were mobilized to subscribe about 

9,657 Frw when the co-operative was founded and this had increased to 408,612 

Frw by 2014. In 2014, the distribution of shares was concentrated around the mean. 

This is shown by the low coefficient of variation of 4.8% and it means that cooperative 

spirit of developing together is achieved.  
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In the same vein,   focus group discussions revealed that incomes of co-operative  

members noted higher increases since they joined the co-operatives as compared to  

non-member households. This fact was supported by evidence of higher increases  

in the assets of member households compared to non-member households.  
 

B.  Focus Group Discussions  

For supplementing the findings from survey and more understanding things at a  

deeper level, the focus group discussions were held with rice cultivation farmers  

including members of cooperatives and non-members. The focus group created an  

accepting environment that puts participants at ease and allowed them to thoughtfully  

answer questions in their own words which really added meaning to survey findings.  

It is on that background that a group of 15 participants from operations area of  

AGASASA Cooperative and 15 participants from operation area of CORIKA were  

asked a series of questions and given statements to which they freely shared their  

opinions, ideas and reactions.  All their responses were viewed and studied to  

examining success factors for sustainable rural development through Co-operative  

in Rwanda.  

The approach that was used during the focus group discussion was that each  

question was averagely discussed by three to five participants and other participants  

used to concur with them. The questions that were asked to participants were in  

three folds including engagement questions that were concerned with introducing  

participants to and make them comfortable with the topic of discussion, exploration  

questions that were concerned with getting to the meat of the discussion, and exit  

question that were concerned with checking to see if anything was missed in the  

discussion.  
 

Findings from the Focus Group Discussion Analysis  

 

This section summarizes findings of different FGD’s perceptions. The results, in  

general corroborated with those obtained during analysis of survey data. It was  

however found a slight different on participants’ perceptions about comparison of  

wellbeing between cooperative members and non-cooperative members.  

The analysis was mainly focused on five components of this research as elaborated  

below:  

i. Gender Considerations 

The focus group discussion in AGASASA and CORIKA revealed there were no  

specific roles/activities of men and women regarding rice agriculture. They declared  

to have performed the same activities during rice growing without considering  
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their gender status. One of them mentioned that “In Rwanda there is no longer 

agricultural task specific to men or women. Everyone in entitled to perform any 

agricultural related task”.  

In regard to taking leadership in cooperatives, the participants’ answered that  

each cooperative member is entitled to elect for leading his/her cooperative. It was  

also found when choosing the leaders of their cooperatives, they considered the  

genders issue. They said that” in our bylaws it is mentioned that there shall not be  

discrimination against any person on account of religion, race, sex or political belief  

either in joining or leading our cooperative. And the law governing cooperatives in  

Rwanda stipulate taking into account gender balance, where possible, while electing  

cooperative Leaders”.  

It was however, mentioned in CORIKA, the number of women leadership of 

cooperative is still low and  that they were still not yet committed to become leaders 

of their cooperative under the pretext that their household’s responsibilities would 

not allow the time for adequately leading cooperative.  

Also, while the youth represent 40% of active population in rural area, it was 

highlighted the big issue related to a little number of youth in agricultural sector in 

general and agriculture cooperatives. And the youth members were declared to be 

less active in activities of cooperatives than adult members. But the women 

participants showed a different view by saying that youth and adult members 

participate equally in cooperative activities.  
 

ii. Services offered  by cooperatives 

The Analysis of answer from participants of focus group discussion revealed through  

their cooperative organizations, they can access a number of services to farmers  

including easy access to rice fertilizers, improved seeds, training on modern rice  

growing practices, good market for their produces and coordination of rice production  

activities. Indeed, one woman from AGASASA Cooperative said that “…. There isn’t  

any inequality in our cooperative. We all equally access to the services provided  

through this cooperative. The use may differ but access is the equal”  

In addition, the non-members declared that they indirectly enjoy the service provided  

by rice agricultural cooperatives as they learn so many good practices of rice  

production from cooperatives members. Also, the president of CORIKA indicated  

that their cooperative contributed to GIRINKA program where it has so far provided  

cows to some poor families that are located in the Cooperative’s operations area.  
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Regarding the question about differences observed among members compared  

to non-members, the focus group discussion results indicated that cooperative  

members are more skilled and knowledgeable compared to non-members, and  

they are trustable during loan applications from the banking  and support  service  

providers’ institutions.  

It was also highlighted that, during focus group discussion in AGASASA’s operations 

area, members have easily accessed to health insurance and better shelters 

compared to non-members.  This corroborated with survey results where 

nonmembers confirmed that members were better off compared to them.  

The non-members have, however, raised the issues of mismanagement that 

characterize cooperatives and negatively affect cooperative members while it is not 

the case for non-members.  
 

iii. Training 

Leaders, employees and members of cooperatives declared to have received training  

from different providers such as: RCA, NCCR, FUCORIRWA, RAB, Extension  

service providers, DCOs, and Extension service providers from sub counties.  

Particularly for AGASASA, others providers such as: Nyanza DCO and SCO - 

Ntyazo, CCA - IWACU, UGAMA, development partners in rice sector and Gender 

monitoring office, trained beneficiaries.  

The training was based on Cooperative Management and governance, Agronomic 

practices, Collective bulking and marketing, Enterprise selection and planning, Rice 

growing techniques and diseases control, Effective application of inputs/fertilizers, 

Gender mainstreaming and Cooperative internal control systems.  
 

iv.  Strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and limitations  

 

In promoting/improving the livelihoods of members and the community, strengths  

are the following: Organized members who are willing to support each other either  

morally or financially although more sensitization is needed for attitude change.  

The share capital increases every year, Social benefits like health insurance, 

accessibility to small loans for school fees, etc.  

Stronger and active AGASASA members. Benefit training and education to members 

which increase their capacity, Constant supervision of RCA Inspections.  
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Weaknesses are: Mismanagement of cooperative in the past which discouraged 

non-members from joining as well discouraging members from active participation 

in group activities.  

There is a problem of plots of rice where enough water does not reach. This reduces 

production. In both cooperative operation areas, opportunities do exist:  Putting 

together individual’s meager resources together in activities that generate income for 

all members in the community; improved leadership, people share common interests 

and respect each other, and improved governance.  

Also both areas share challenges and limitations hindering them from performing 

to their best: price of paddy rice is still low compared to the cost of production, 

fluctuations due to liberalization policy where prices are not fixed by government, 

marshlands not well maintained because they are expensive, parts of our marshlands 

don’t have water and this reduces production.  
 

v.  Aspirations  

Both cooperatives AGASASA and CORIKA visibly changed in the last five years: 

put rice growers together and provide extension services to its members, improved 

the yield and productivity, easily available inputs and market, gender mainstreaming 

where women are also members of the coop like men and have equal say, women 

are also getting and manage their money like men. There is a balanced consensus 

in homes than before because of coop’s principles and values.  

The causes of these changes are: Good government policies and laws on coops, 

commitment of members, support of development partners including government, 

continued various trainings and education.  

AGASASA particularly became shareholder in Gikonko Rice Company through 

Union - UCORIBU.  

Supplementing his colleagues, a respondent said “Luckily, when Rwanda Co- 

operative Agency intervened, issues were sorted out against bad leaders and local  

authorities who had negatively interfered in our affairs. Our major wish is to have  

good leaders; those who do not focus on their own interest or the interests of their  

family members. Otherwise, we (ordinary people) are fine and we live sociably.”  

The community also has changed in both good and bad: many households have 

acquired assets (livestock, furniture at home, etc) and school fees; people bought 

new land, constructed new houses, diversified activities that generate extra incomes; 

small animals have been acquired and shelter, health care improved.  
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The role of the co-operatives in the community as far as these changes are concerned 

are: Employment opportunities, enhanced child education, improvement in social 

welfare of the community, infrastructure development, social support and cohesion, 

business development (small shops were introduced around).  

In some years to come, the community will have reduced poverty at household 

levels, based on the good working environment in the country. Cooperatives will be 

very strong, highly income generating than today and highly responsive to the 

members’ needs than it is today.  

An old respondent narrated that “……Working individually could not reduce my  

poverty, and as you see I am old. Yet, I had to survive! I joined others because I  

believed that they will help me. Now you can see; I am fine. I do hope for a better  

future”.  

Another one added “…. Currently, I cannot invest the money I get from rice growing,  

because I pay all the money received for the school fees of my children and they are  

many. But when they finish their studies, I shall be able earn, save and invest like  

others”.  

Focus Group Discussion members declared that most children may join service coops 

but not agricultural coops. They wish their children to do more income generating 

jobs than what their parents are doing.  
 

vi.  Services received from SACCOs  

All AGASASA members have accounts in Impamba SACCO because it has been 

created by rice growers under    UCORIBU including AGASASA coop. All members 

of CORIKA have accounts in Jabana SACCO.  

FGD members revealed that SACCOs offer them different services such as: Credit, 

advisory and trainings, profits/commissions at end of the financial year depending on 

shares held, and interest (profits) on savings.  

Furthermore, members of each one of both cooperatives pointed out they are the 

ones to benefit services and dividends of their coop.  

FGD members reported that there are special benefits for the Union members which  

other members do not get: easy acquisition of inputs and marketing of produce, easy  

transport, group security in buying shares in rice processing plant, easy acquisition of  

inputs and marketing of produce, easy transport, strengthen primary co-operatives in  

advocacy, access to good markets and fertilizers or raw materials, conduct education  

and training, provide advise and/or arbitration, promote the savings culture among  
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co-operative members and AGASASA is affiliated to UCORIBU. Both CORIKA and 

AGASASA are members of Federation (FUCORIRWA). The federation also gives 

better services of capacity building.  

In addition members declared that men and women are equally served by SACCOs. 

For non-members SACCOs can only offer loans and savings culture promotion. And 

this is equally done as well as for men and women.  

The existence of SACCOs in the rice growers’ areas allowed the adjacent community  

to access to financial services which was not the case before. Both cooperative  

members and non-members, all benefit from the SACCO services because they are  

all members.  

Commenting on the permission of rice growing co-operative members to have  

double or more membership in SACCOs, a respondent from CORIKA underlined that  

“We are happy that the law allows us to be members of different SACCOs, joining  

different SACCOs helped me to get loans and invest in different income generating 

activities. I have paid back and now I intend to go back”. However, caution is needed 

to avoid defaulters to increase, seeking loans from different SACCOs.  

SACCOs helped to promote education of children, development of farming and stock 

farming and equally help to promote the livelihood of the surrounding community 

which commend the existence of SACCOs close to them.  
 

vii. Suggestions 

Participants of FGDs (members, leaders and employees of coops) wish more trainings  

on project design and Management, good governance, financial management, rice  

growing extension services and exalt the cooperative spirit through principles and  

values.  
 

C.  Validation workshops  

 

We conducted 3 validation workshops as had been indicated in our action plan. One  

was held at AGASASA with the General Assembly. The attendance was 75, including  

15 non-members and 2 local leaders.  

 

The second validation workshop was held at CORIKA with 80 participants from the 

General Assembly, 2 local leaders including SCO and 9 non-members. It was hard 

to get a big number of non-members since it required more time for the local leaders 

to invite them, which is normally simple to get them during the community work 

(Umuganda) that is held every  last Saturday of every month.  
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The third validation workshop is the one that was held on February 26, 2016  at 

UNILAK; that brought together participants from  NCCR, RCA, CCA, Umwalimu 

SACCO, researchers from different Institutions and UNILAK and Few students from 

Cooperative management from UNILAK. We had 25 participants.  
 

Major recommendations from the validation workshops include;  

1.  There is  need to update the policy, as the one being used was formulated  

and approved in March 2006. It should be updated to cater for the current  

situation  

2.  Trainings  on  Cooperatives’  members,  leaders  and  employees  should  

be inevitably intensified, as they increase members ownership, thereby 

transforming cooperatives into member-owned, member-controlled and 

member-benefited  

3. NCCR and Local authorities and development partners were urged to 

assist in youth and women mobilization to join and actively participate in 

Cooperatives affairs 

4. Increase on the gender awareness in cooperatives 

5. Mobilize non-members to join or form formal cooperatives and be facilitated 
to get legally registered  

6.  Government  and  development  partners  to  continue  their  support  to  

cooperatives, especially in capacity building  

7.  There is a wish to conduct similar researches to other sectors like services,  

mining, coffee and tea, horticulture and diary subsectors respectively.  

8.  The Cooperative Movement of Rwanda should intensify on networking with  

other regional Cooperative movements for information and best practices  

sharing.  
 
 

5.   General Conclusion  

This collaborative research, which was carried out in Rwanda, Tanzania, Uganda, 

and Northern Canada, was designed to examine the role of the Integrated 

Cooperative Model (ICM) in rural development and poverty reduction in rural 

African communities, as well as a type of co-operative integration in Canada.  

Based on this research findings, one can confidently affirm that working within this 

integrated model, co-op members identify opportunities and make choices, working 

together to attain both individual and collective goals that increase food production 

and productivity, create linkages to larger markets and access to better prices, and 

provide access to affordable financial services.  

The research aimed to add to the knowledge of how to improve livelihoods and 

reduce poverty in a sustainable way in rural communities. We can affirm that the 

research fully achieved all its objectives.  
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Although we can say that cooperatives are integrated by default; with regard to  

the cooperatives structures of production, marketing and accessibility to financial  

services through (Imirenge) SACCOs in place; a lot more needs to be done under  

the  combined  efforts  of  the  policy-makers,  actors,  practitioners,  development  

partners and all other end-users; to make this movement more viable and vibrant;  

for it to respond to its members’ needs. More efforts are needed on capacity building  

- skills and know-how knowledge provision to members, leaders and employees of 

cooperatives, as well as the cooperatives extension services providers.  
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1.0 INTRODUCTION  

 

The main research objective on co-operative policy analysis is stated as follows: 

Identify key elements of an enabling environment that allow the model to 

achieve rural development results (In terms of poverty reduction and 

increased economic activity). Building on this, identify   necessary conditions 

for implementing the model with beneficial results.  

First, we shall briefly underscore the historical background to co-operation and co- 

operative development in the East African Region. We will look at the emergence  

of co-operative policy in the continent, because, there is a concrete history of co- 

operative policy formulation, which came as a result of continued interaction and  

dialogue, between governments and the co-operative movement, triggered by  

ICA- Africa in early 1980’s. The decision to formulate co-operative policy before  

co-operative legislation has provided an important opportunity   of looking at co- 

operative development in Africa in a wider perspective than the narrow exposition  

of co-operative legislation alone. We shall tie up the introductory part, with general  

theoretical tools of co-operative policy analysis   in the context of rural development.  

After the theoretical framework , we shall look at how key elements of co-operative 

policy in Rwanda, Uganda and Tanzania, have created an enabling environment 

that allow the integrated co-operative  model to achieve rural development  results in 

terms of poverty alleviation and increased economic activity.  

The third level of the policy analysis, we shall synthesize field data in identifying  

necessary conditions for implementing the integrated co-operative model, to see  

if it has beneficial results to the members and the community at large. It must be  

recognized that while the co-operative enterprise is working in the agricultural sector  

in the three countries, each of them has its co-operative history, structure, policy and  

legislation which call for specific treatment in the analysis to distinguish whether the  

integrated co-operative model can be implemented by the members.  
 

1.1 Brief  Historical Background to the Co-operative Enterprise in East  Africa  

The co-operative enterprise as we know it today was established in Africa, during  

the colonial administration. While the initial establishment was guided by the need  

to search for better prices for small holder farmers in the marketing of agricultural  

export commodities, it introduced a historical bias of not addressing other important  

commodities for small holder farmers. The establishment of export commodity  

biased co-operatives had profound effects of negating the need to promote other  

types of co-operatives such as financial services, housing, fisheries and industrial  
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co-operatives. Except for the current upsurge of financial co-operatives, the other 

types of co-operatives are minimally developed in almost all African countries.  

The historical commodity bias, of agricultural co-operatives, established under  

the colonial rule, had the following features: First, they were extractive based as  

the collection of raw material for European industry in response to the economic  

depression of the 1920’s. Second, the establishment of co-operatives was more  

legalistic, putting structures for co-operative operations before practice. Third,  

the agricultural co-operatives were not backed by co-operative based financial  

services and fourth, the co-operative enterprise was seen as a centre for receiving  

international and government assistance rather than institutions of self reliance. The  

original members were mostly subsistence farmers who produced their own food as  

well as producing export crops. It is the externally demanded commodities such as  

coffee, cotton, cashew nuts and tobacco, which took them to the exchange economy  

and competitive market as subsistent farmers.  

Given the four features above, the co-operative enterprise, had the following  

outcomes to the members: First, they ended up becoming centers of value migration  

(Slywotzky, 1995) collecting raw material for further industrial processing in Europe  

where super profits were made. The value of a commodity is usually enhanced at the  

point of processing and not at the point of production and collection. Second, the co- 

operators in Africa, had no choice of what crops to grow, but follow the commodities,  

demanded by European industry. Third,, the emphasis on legal registration, denied  

the members the opportunity of making democratic discussion and  decision making  

on what structures and the type of economic activities they wanted and considered  

viable for sustainable co-operative development. The members at the local level  

were subjected to a stream of costs of maintaining mid and top level structures of the  

vertically unified model working in the countries (Wanyama et al, 2008). The fourth  

outcome, was the absence of co-operatively owned financial services institutions  

in support of co-operative business, exposed co-operative marketing, to capitalist  

credit exploitation through market price exploitation. Without in house co-operative  

financial services, it was difficult to control operational costs of agricultural marketing  

co-operative business. Fifth, the condition for building self reliance was divorced by  

the establishment of co-operative unions, which though owned by primary societies  

in theory, later practical experience, indicated that such unions became independent  

of the primary owners and lost important   features of good governance. Such a  

condition, has led to continued dependency and poverty of the members of the  

mainstay agricultural co-operative movement in Africa.  
 

But with all such problems of going through   exploitative tendencies, co-operatives  
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have had positive impact on the African continent: First, co-operatives provided  

market linkages for agricultural commodities at relatively better prices in the  

domestic economies as they removed middlemen traders. They were also a home of  

democratic practice. The Annual General Meetings of the members provided   room  

of democratic discussions and consensus decision making. Co-operatives continue  

to provide room for negotiated solutions against current problems as well as creating  

room for positive change.  

In this research, the integrated co-operative model is considered more effective  

in providing solutions to the exploitative framework of a dependent co-operative  

movement as outlined above.  This policy analysis part, will address the issues  

which provide for an enabling environment supported by a legal framework and  

governance, which project self reliance, income generation, diversification and  

financial services control by the co-operative movement itself at the local level  
 

1.2 Emergence of Co-operative Policy Debate in Africa  

Co-operative policy and legislation are considered to be instruments guiding the  

form and content, governing progressive relationships between the government and  

the co-operative movement in a given country. But depending on the attitude of  

government, such relationships may have far reaching negative or positive outcomes  

on the types, activities and impact on co-operative development, poverty alleviation  

and rural development in general.  

Since the late 1980’s the African co-operative movement, working under the ICA  

Ministerial conferences, made an important decision of advising governments to work  

out co-operative policies in order to guide co-operative legislation. This departure  

was innovative because since the colonial days and almost twenty years after  

independence, the co-operative enterprise in Africa was led through co-operative  

laws only.  As democratic demands started challenging co-operative law practice, it  

was seen that legislation alone would lead to both formal and informal control of the  

co-operative movement by the state.  

Dulfer and Hamm (1997) have outlined four different positions about how governments 

can relate to the co-operative movement. The positions, move from extreme control 

by the state to a more education and democratic engagement of the state with the 

co-operative movement in any of the African countries.  

The state co-operative relational positions include; the conflictive model, the  

complementary, the administrative and the educational models. The conflictive  

model gives a position that the state will always assume comprehensive control  
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of the co-operative movement. Termed as the “officialized” model, it is conflictive 

because the mechanics of control assume that members of co-operative societies 

are small farmers who are weak in terms of resources and cannot manage to stand 

on their own. The members have all round to be assisted by the state. In this way, the 

government can provide agricultural input supply ,management personnel, control 

the election process of co-operative leaders and giving directives as to where  and 

how co-operatives should access finance and crop destination markets. This model 

existed in most African   countries before liberalization.  

The second relational model is the complementary, where the state takes a position  

of building alliances with the co-operative movement. The state recognizes the  

importance of the co-operative enterprise in the economy. But, as long as co- 

operatives are economic entities, they need to stand on their own and compete in the  

market place. The position goes by stating how the state can assist the co-operative  

movement only when it is necessary and for a very short period of intervention. If  

the intervention works with beneficial results to the members, it is good for both  

parties. But if it does not work, then let the co-operative movement learn from its own  

mistakes, reflect and change.  

 

The third position is the administrative model of relationships. In this particular  

model, the state recognizes the co -operative movement as a real partner in  

development.  The relationships here are similar to what Kaplan (1999), while  

looking at a framework for developing capacities of organizations, outlined a cycle  

of capacity development of three stages from dependence, independence and  

interdependence of the structuring of state -organizational relationships.  First, the  

government provides assistance to the co-operative movement through selected  

types of interventions. Second, the movement has to be given responsibilities of  

starting to stand on their own feet as independent organizations. The third stage of  

the cycle is where the government and the co-operative movement see themselves  

as strong partners in development. This position of interdependence is the finality  

of the strategic administrative model, where both the state and the co-operative  

movement need each other and strongly reinforce each other. The fourth relational  

model is the educational. In this model, the state provides education, training and  

information to the co-operative movement. The education and training provided can  

be structured or unstructured, so that co-operative members assume control of their  

enterprise.  The state may build universities, colleges and education centers for the  

provision of education and training to members, boards and staff of the co-operative  

movement including scholarships. The education and training provided, however,  

should be geared to empowerment of the members, creating entrepreneurship and  

collective decision making, so that members of co-operatives assume responsibilities  

of controlling their organizations.  

It is important to note that, such models have provided guidelines for co-operative  

policy formulation in African countries, before and after economic liberalization  
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policies. The application of such models however, has not taken strict dividing lines,  

but rather the implementation of such perspectives has   overlapped from one system  

to another.  
 

1.3 Typologies and Structures of Co-operative Movements  

The use of co-operative laws without policies to guide them, ended with the creation  

of national co-operative structures which were costly and without the control of  

the members. Carlsson (1992) has given an outline of how different co-operative  

laws have been instrumental in defining what type and structure of co-operative  

movements should operate in different countries. The theoretical perspective of the  

structural development of co-operative movements, assume that the starting point  

for any co-operative movement is the ordinary membership. It is the members who  

form co-operatives and they want their co-operatives to solve their economic and  

social needs through them. But legislation may be driven by democratic principles or  

may not observe such principles. Given the perception of government on democracy,  

the state may expressly indicate that co-operatives are real partners in development  

but view the movement from a paternalistic perspective where the legal framework  

determines the structure. Such perspectives have in many cases, ended up in  

generating the vertically integrated models or top - bottom structures.  

Anglophone countries have had the experience of the vertically integrated model, 

known as the unified model (Wanyama et al, 2008) where out of the co-operative 

act, a tier systems structure is imposed on the primary societies. The structure starts 

from members who form primary societies. The law has historically been expressing 

the need for primary societies to form unions, and co-operative unions to form apex 

bodies, and later the federation at the national levels.  

Anglophone countries adopted the unified model of the structure of the co-operative  

movement. When the structure is drawn from legislation designating that the  

movement need to be a four tier structure, all co-operatives would be looking to build  

their four tier structures of primary, secondary unions, apex bodies and federation. As  

pointed out earlier, the policy decisions of building the structure of the co-operative  

movement, may be democratic or top bottom.  When it is top-bottom, the movement  

is called distributive. When it is driven by the members, the outcome movement  

is termed as collective. A distributive co-operative movement is created by and  

operates according to the convenience of the government. For example, during  

the period of scarce commodities in Tanzania, in early 1980’s, the government of  

Tanzania declared that all villages should form consumer co-operatives in order  

to handle scarce consumer goods. But when the shortages ended, consumer co- 

operatives were not seen in the market.  

On the other hand, the law may just point out the possibilities of structures which  

will depend on the wishes of the members, guided by the principles of democratic  

control and economic viability. In this way, unions, apex bodies and federations, are  
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only formed when there is need expressed democratically by the members. In this 

type of a collective movement, the primary co-operative societies know each other 

and can collaborate. The primary societies have a deep understanding of why they 

need vertical and horizontal collaborations and such collaboration gives information 

in shaping policy and legislation.  

In this research, we are testing the aspects which allow the implementation of the  

integrated co-operative model by a discussion on existing national structures to see  

whether they are distributive or collective, and to suggest areas of improvement.  
 

1.4 ILO Recommendations 193 and Evaluation of Co-operative Policy  

According to Pollet, (2009), a number of African countries, are currently building  

confidence on the role of co-operatives in economic development and poverty  

alleviation. It is also generally accepted now that government support to the co- 

operative movement is critically vital as evidenced by processes of updating  

policies and laws targeting the improvement of state co-operative relations for the  

development of autonomy, democracy and governance in the continent.  

In evaluating the impact of co-operative policy and legislation, Theron (2010), has tried  

to bring about special qualitative tools for policy analysis, using a standard instrument  

of the ILO Recommendation 193 of which all ICA and ILO member countries are  

signatories.  ILO Recommendation 193 recognizes the need for government support  

to the co-operative movement in each member country. But after such recognition,  

the ILO Recommendation puts the following criteria as assessment tools for  

successful co-operative policy, legislation and governance: The need for autonomy  

and independence, equivalent to the autonomy given to other forms of enterprises  

in the private sector. Among the other issues, most critical for this research are three  

and are as follows: The need for state support in the development of technical and  

vocational training skills, entrepreneurial and managerial abilities for the members,  

boards and staff. Second, is the promotion of education and training in co-operative  

principles and practices both in national and training in the wider society? Third is  

the state to provide training and other forms of assistance to improve the level of  

productivity and competitiveness of goods they produce.  

As we shall see in the findings, the integrated co-operative model is based on searching 

for business opportunities by the members. Therefore the ILO Recommendation 193 

on training, vocational skills, education, entrepreneurship and education, are critical 

for the success of the model in the context of agricultural co-operatives.  
 

1.5 Self Assessment of Co-operative Engagement into Policy Dialogue  

While the ILO Recommendation 193 tries to assess the effectiveness of co-operative  

policy including the allowance of the operation of the integrated co-operative model,  

we also need an assessment instrument for evaluating the constructive engagement  

in policy dialogue from the perspectives of the co-operative movement itself. The  
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assessment is guided by the following criteria:  

Ø  To what extent are co-operatives, as autonomous organizations, capable of  

 utilizing opportunities offered by co-operative policy and legislation  

Ø  To what extent are co-operatives aware of limitations put by co-operative  

policy on expanded democratic business development  

Ø  The extent to which co-operatives are using the policy and legislation to  

 innovate new ways of expanding business locally, regionally and globally Ø  

To what extent is policy formulation and implementation participative and  

transparent  
 

1.6 Description of the Integrated Co-operative Model  
 

THE INTEGRATED CO-OPERATIVE MODEL  

In this research, the integrated co-operative model ICM is a co-operative  

system guided by the sixth principle of co-operation and exploits its  

associated co-operative advantages. The following, are the basic features  

of the model:  

Ø  It is formed at the primary society level where individual members are the  

drivers of integration.  

Ø  The members of the primary co-operative society ,seek opportunities by  

forming another co-operative society to meet expanded or new needs  

Ø  The complementary co-operatives are formed by the same members and  

are operating in close proximity geographically to enhance access  

Ø  The two integrating co-operatives , are also institutional members of each  

other  

Ø A community of five hundred people and three hundred are members of 

both an agricultural marketing co-operative and a SACCOs will have six 

hundred members while the actual population is five hundred people. 

Ø Each co-operative, will have its own of directors and staff 

Ø The two co-operatives, will have  joint business plans so that each one of 

them enjoys the unique characteristics of the other  

Ø  The six hundred members of the first two integrated co-operatives may  

decide to form a third co-operative society to respond to new needs  

such as transport of agricultural produce. When the same six hundred  

members form the third co-operative society, the population of co- 

operative members, will be 900, while the basic population remains 500. 

Ø Each co-operative has its registration certificate  

 

The co-operative advantages of the integrated co-operative model are many, but five  

are critical; First, the members are gradually being transformed into entrepreneurs,  

because there will be activity and commodity volume increases giving room for  
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opportunity searching for markets and better buyers offering the best prices. Second,  

there is more interaction of same members consolidating their voice of collectivity.  

Third, integration creates the opportunity for joint business planning, budgeting and  

marketing. Fourth, is the widening of income generating possibilities, such as going  

into agro-processing value addition, reducing income poverty and finally contributing  

to rural development due to increased capacity for the provision of social services  

for the community. Enhanced social services include education and health services.  
 

2.0 COUNTRY POLICY ANALYSIS AND GOVERNANCE  

As pointed out earlier, our analysis of policy and governance will now move to  

individual countries. First, we provide special features of policy and legislation  

environment, supporting the integrated co-operative model. Our analysis, will be  

based on how the integrated co-operative model is accommodated by the character  

of existing government - co-operative relations, the typology of current structure of  

the movement, implementation of  the ILO Recommendation 193  and finally, for  

each country, we shall demonstrate how the co-operative movement in each country,  

is making use of policy and legislation opportunities. We will finally make our general  

conclusion as to the current state of co-operative policy and the accommodation of  

the integrated co-operative model in the three African countries.The age of policy and  

legislation in the research countries is given in the following table. From the table,  

both Uganda and Rwanda are more current in terms of policies and legislations.  

Tanzania is current in its legislation, but the policy need revision as it is already more  

than ten years old.  

 

COUNTRY POLICY DATE LEGISLATION DATE 
RWANDA 2007 NO50 of 2007 
TANZANIA 2002 NO 6 of 2013 
UGANDA 2011 NO 8 of 1991 

Source: Theron, J. (2010), Co-operative Policy and Law in East and Southern 

Africa: A review, ILO COOP AFRICA, Dar es Salaam, Tanzania  
 

RWANDA  

Background to the Evolution of Co-operatives in Rwanda  

Rwanda, a former Belgian colony, has passed through three phases of co-operative  

development. The first phase, started in 1949, in which, it has been argued that  

co-operatives, were for the sustaining the colonial administration and did not fit to  

be called member owned organizations. According to Mukarugwiza, (2010), the co- 

operative movement in Rwanda has passed three main phases serving different  

purposes; the colonial rulers promoted co-operatives to support colonial interests.  

This included the establishment of agricultural marketing societies for the export  

economy. The independent government took co-operatives as business entities, but  
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for producing and sustaining the subsistence economy of the members. While the  

original colonialist structures agricultural co-operatives continued, the subsistent  

emphasis of the new government, ran parallel to it. The economic implications of  

this parallel situation, established two reinforcing organizational systems. First, the  

members remained subsistent and poor with co-operatives around. Second, they  

produced to serve the export economy where value migration continued unabated.  

The Rwanda genocide of 1984 destroyed the existing co-operative enterprise system.  

But the current phase after the genocide, the state is looking at the co-operative  

movement differently and current policy formulation on co-operatives has a great  

input of consultations and participation of the co-operative members.  A meeting  

on co-operatives, held at the United Nations in 2003, recommended among other  

things, the fact that co-operatives should not be used as instruments of the state,  

they should not be promoted as instruments of government policy implementation or  

technical aid programs and forums for political indoctrination. It was also emphasized  

that policies on co-operatives should move the co-operative enterprise away from  

dependency on the state.  

Rwanda, a country of 12 million people, has 60% of its population in the rural areas 

depending on agriculture for food and marketable surplus. That is why the agricultural 

co-operative movement is leading as table 1 below demonstrates.  

Table 1: Distribution of co-operatives by type in Rwanda  

 

TYPE OF CO-OPERATIVE PERCENTAGE 
Agricultural Co-operatives 68.7 
Financial Co-operatives 12.8 
Handicrafts 5 
Commercial 4.4 
Services 4.2 
Fishing 0.6 
Construction 0.4 
Savings and Credit 0.4 

Source: Mukuragwiza, (2010) The Hope for Rural Transformation: A Rejuvenating 

Cooperative Movement in Rwanda, ILO COOP AFRICA, Dar es Salaam.  

The coverage is wide but skewed to agricultural and financial co-operatives. For a 

developing country like Rwanda, this structure of the co-operative enterprise is not 

accidental. It is a historical necessity that as long as co-operatives are organizational 

mechanisms for small scale producers, they will always be in agriculture although in 

some of the member countries in the East African region, agricultural co-operatives 

are declining. The reasons for this distinction, originate from policy and perceptions 

of the state on the co-operative enterprise.  
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Current Structure and Status of the Co-operative Movement and the Integrated  

Model  

Current statistics indicate that the population of co-operative members in Rwanda 

is 2.5 million members or about 1.8% of the population of the country. In agriculture, 

co-operative activity in Rwanda covers all major food crops such as maize, rice, 

bananas, cassava, potatoes and wheat. Others include tea, coffee, and honey. Other 

co-operative activities outside agriculture include the savings and credit, fisheries, 

minerals, and public transit with motor bike and buses.  

Co-operatives fall under the Ministry of Commerce and Industry when it comes to  

policy and legislation delivery. However, at the operational levels, the Ministry of  

Industry and Commerce collaborates with the ministries of Agriculture and Local  

Government. This ministerial co-ordination is important because it touches on  

geographical location of co-operatives, support systems and the disposition of  

monitoring mechanisms for business performance and governance. In as far as  

agricultural co-operatives are concerned, one of the major constraints of Rwanda is  

scarcity of agricultural land. That is why one of the main pillars of co-operative policy  

is the promotion of land use intensification.  

The structure of the co-operative movement though activity driven, is built on  

a four tier structure with primaries, district unions, national federations and the  

confederation. Co-operative business is transmitted through primary societies,  

unions and federations. By regulations, the confederation deals with lobbying,  

advocacy and training. It does not carry out business. It has been reported that in  

future, the confederation, will deal with entrepreneurship capacity building and will  

assume the ownership of the Institute of Co-operative Education, Entrepreneurship  

and Microfinance.  

How Co-operative policy and Legislation Promotes the Integrated Co-operative  

Model  
 

Policy Intervention and the Integrated Co-operative Model  

The Rwanda Co-operative Promotion Policy has no reference or mention of the 

integrated co-operative Model. It is also important to recognize that this is the first 

co-operative policy that came into action in the year 2007 after the troubled years 

caused by the 1994 genocide. The policy therefore, could be termed as the 

cooperative reconstruction policy.  

But the phase of such reconstruction, can give room for the government to put into 

effect some basic innovations for co-operative development in Rwanda. There are 

therefore, some key areas of policy, where the integrated co-operative model has 

potential space for implementation:  
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i) The Strategic Administrative Model  

The main agenda for co-operative development in Rwanda are two items; First is  

the transformation of individual subsistent farmers to become surplus producers and  

secondly, the transformation of traditional co-operatives to become entrepreneurial  

co-operatives. Both these transformations have to take place simultaneously and  

require heavy   investment by the government in terms of education, training,  

entrepreneurship and continuous capacity building and governance of members of  

co-operative societies.  

Looking at governance, in order to accomplish this particular agenda, co-operatives 

need a strong state which can generate the commitment to the pillars of good 

governance. Characteristics of a strong state in Rwanda can be evidenced by the 

following statement from President Kagame of the Republic of Rwanda.  

“We have moved away from bad politics defined by divisionism and empty  

promises. Our politics are about actions and centered on giving everyone  

dignity seeing value in each other and working together to achieve our  

common goal. Services are your rights not a favour from leaders. You should  

not accept corruption in exchange of services you are owed. We all have our  

part to play in denouncing and fighting corruption. Good governance must be  

at every level and part of who we are.” President Kagame addressing residents  

of Nyagatare District in Gatunda Sector on the 13th November, 2014  

Looking at the comprehensiveness of the Co-operative promotion policy, the  

Rwanda government could be characterized as following the administrative model in  

a strategic way. The features of the model include inclusiveness of trying to sensitize  

the general population to join co-operatives. Second, the relationship between the  

government and the co-operative movement is that of partnership where in the first  

years, the government plays the role of promotion of the co-operative enterprise.  

The second part of the development cycle is education and training. The third phase  

of the development cycle is capacity building of the co-operative movement in  

order to make it independent and play its role in the development of the economy.  

Experience of the RCA indicates that the capacity building phase is the most  

complex one. It is more complex because members have to attain ICT skills and their  

economic activities must indicate the attainment of ownership of their co-operative  

organizations. The integrated co-operative model has ample space in this form of  

relationship because it is based on the creation of autonomy, independence and  

entrepreneurship at the local level.  
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The fact that the government is inclusive and flexible in allowing innovations  

means that ideas on co-operative integration can be discussed and tested with few  

geographically located primary societies. The model can be tested with for example  

a SACCOS located at the sector level and surrounding rice co-operatives in the area.  

Such integration may not affect the existing vertically integrated system because the  

rice co-operatives will enhance their value chain and link with processors, but they  

would have cleared some of their financial requirements at the basic integrative  

model.  

There are two reasons enforcing this type of integration; First, our interviews with 

co-operative leaders, we were informed that the concept of entrepreneurship has 

encouraged some of the members of one type of crop marketing co-operatives buying 

shares from other types of crop marketing co-operatives. This share participation 

of members is the starting point of co-operative integration. Secondly, there are 

commodity platforms for negotiation with processors and related commodity 

cooperatives for commodity contracts and prices.  

The platforms are an area for integration with financial co-operative mechanisms  

so that apart from co-operatives negotiation with processors and government  

representatives, the platform could become another centre for co-operative integration  

between the particular commodity and financial co-operatives be it SACCOS or co- 

operative banks. This however, has to be discussed at the institutional level than at  

the members’ local levels.  

The Rwandan co-operative policy also is characterized by the educational model. 

There is basic commitment to provide education for the members, staff and 

boards of co-operative organizations. The establishment of the Rwanda Institute of 

Co-operative Education, Entrepreneurship and Microfinance, is a commitment by 

the government to see the accomplishment of co-operative education, training, 

entrepreneurship and microfinance development.  
 

ii) Transformation of the Peasant Economy to Surplus Producers  

The Rwanda Co-operative Policy is geared to put into effect the transformation of 

the rural economy from peasants to surplus producers. In section 3.3.2 (v), the 

policy is committed to promote among members and co-operatives, entrepreneurial 

and innovative spirit. That is why there is emphasis on section 3.3.2 (viii) on the 

strengthening co-operative education and training and human resource development 

for the professionalization of management of co-operatives.  
 

This commitment of the government is demanded and is an opportunity for the  
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integrated co-operative model. The model is based on the innovative character of the  

members. On top of this, the policy requires that members are encouraged to take  

effective ownership of their co-operatives. The integrated co-operative model creates  

the membership commitment and entrepreneurial ability searching for business  

opportunities. The integrated co-operative model is considered here as a process  

of transforming peasant farmers into entrepreneurs through surplus production.  

A common practice in integrated co-operative business is the instrument of joint  

business planning. Business planning will take peasant farmers from subsistence to  

surplus production and they will discover the need for markets.  

iii) Co-operative Autonomy and Independence - The Engine of Co-operative 

Integration  

The integrated co-operative model is a demonstration of the power of the members  

of primary societies to make economic decisions on integrating their co-operative  

enterprises for increased economic benefits and reduce income poverty. Current  

co-operative policy in Rwanda, has demonstrated two strategic interventions that  

allow for an appropriate discussion of the possible introduction of the integrated  

co-operative model. First, is the disengagement of the government from the co- 

operative movement by the re assigning of some government responsibilities to be  

carried out by the co-operative movement and other players. While the RCA will  

remain with regulation, selected external auditors will carry out co-operative audit  

services. The co-operative movement will carry out promotional work of developing  

new co-operatives. In section 4.9 of the policy the government is committed to allow  

co-operative restructuring their institutional framework and operations to meet their  

needs and those of policy. In such a framework, the integrated model can be one of  

the   restructuring issues for building a vibrant co-operative movement in Rwanda.  

The second form of building autonomy is the gradual disengagement of state 

assistance to the co-operative movement. While at the beginning, the government 

subsidies for fertilizers and seeds to farmers and agricultural co-operatives, step by 

step, the subsidies are being reduced and later on removed. Interviews with 

senior government officials, confirmed that the subsidies were offered to make small 

farmers learn about modern agricultural techniques. After they have completed the 

learning, they can now go into competition on their own.  

The third form of building autonomy is decentralization in the current local government  

reform program going back to the district and sector levels with the deployment of  

co-operative officers. Through the decentralization of the government reforms, the  

policy is targeting institutional capacity building for service delivery at the local level.  

There will be special co-operative training officers to improve quality of co-operatives  

at the local level. At the same time, the decentralization of local government will  
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include the unit for good governance to be made available to local organizations 

including co-operatives. In such a framework of decentralization, the integrated 

cooperative model has a viable structure for sustainable operation.  
 

iv) Institutional Mechanisms in Support of the Integrated Co-operative Model  

Rwanda Co-operative policy offers interactive possibilities with private enterprise  

players in the country. First, the policy stipulates how co-operatives are allowed to  

own 40% of shares with private processors. Such share participation, provide an  

opportunity for farmers to learn many modern business practices such as contracting,  

marketing  and  agro-processing.  But  more  important,  is  the  complementary  

relationships developed between co-operative organizations with Investor owned  

firms than competition.  Some of the advantages of this kind of interaction include  

input support to farmers on the designated crop price setting and agreements and  

market linkages. Such arrangements are critical for the integrated co-operative  

model. When farmers go for the integrated co-operative model, there will be need  

for expanded markets, agro-processing environment and input requirements in large  

quantities. The interaction with investor owned firms, creates a better competitive  

environment than if co-operative processors had their own processing mills. The  

situation however, does not exclude co-operatives developing their own processing  

facilities.  

The second interactive opportunity for the integrated co-operative model is the  

existence of the Rwanda Private Sector Federation. Co-operatives are taken as part  

of the private sector in Rwanda. As such, co-operatives have created close working  

relations with the foundation. Through such interaction, co-operatives are learning  

three major interventions of the foundation; capacity building on a continuous basis,  

post harvesting technology acquisition and management and techniques as well as  

entrepreneurship. This process of interaction has two outcomes for the integrated  

co-operative model. First, members’ farm enterprises benefit directly from post  

harvest methods and techniques. Second, they access entrepreneurial skills which  

are needed for the integrated co-operative model as the initial point for building the  

entrepreneurial co-operative societies.  
 

The Structure of the Co-operative Movement and ICM  

The Rwanda Co-operative movement is vertically integrated, based on specialized  

activities such as commodity marketing co-operatives where each commodity, such  

as maize, cassava, rice and wheat, have their own vertical structures starting from  

the primaries, unions, apexes, federations and finally the confederation. The same  

structure is built for all other types of non agricultural co-operatives such as transport,  

minerals and other natural resources extraction such as honey co-operative.  
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The vertical integrated model atomizes the primaries and makes the Rwanda structure  

appear distributive. According the Co-operative policy, such a vertical structure of  

the movement has important advantages for the members: First they consolidate  

their voice as co-operators at the national levels. They have three voice positions  

at the national levels, the apex, the federation and the confederation. Second is the  

easiness to analyze opportunities of the value chain and thirdly is enhancing the  

viability of commodity quantities for value adding agro processing investments.  

While discussing the possibilities of introducing the integrated co-operative model  

in the context of the vertically built co-operative system, co-operative leaders had  

the following concerns: First, the vertically integrated model is still under test and  

members are yet to see the co-operative effect of the model. Second, although the  

integrated model promises advantages to the members, they feel the model needs  

intensive human resource capacity building which does not exist at the moment.  

Thirdly, it also needs member training in managerial and entrepreneurial training for  

the model to succeed.  

But they also pointed out the potential for the integrated model including the  

consolidation of collective action on co-operative activities by the members harnessing  

the advantages of joint business planning with the utilization of scarce human  

resource capacity such as qualified accountants and managers, the advantage  

of complementary services such as financial services supporting the marketing of  

agricultural crops and utilizing the advantages of social and geographical proximity.  

With all such potential advantages of the integrated co-operative model, the leaders  

and government officials feel that if it is implemented at the moment, it will be an  

overload as it demands higher management capacity though it is possible at the  

union levels.  

The members’ leaders and government officials feel the integrated model has a future  

in Rwanda, but they would like to test and learn from the current vertically integrated  

model first. There are however, two strategic steps to be taken on the structural  

aspects of the integrated co-operative model: First the Rwanda Co-operative policy  

provides an opportunity for members to review the current structure and make new  

recommendations for a new structure. Such reviews could also carry discussion  

on the implementation of the integrated co-operative model. Secondly, and during  

interviews with Rwanda Co-operative Agency officials and the co-operative leaders,  

it was observed that they will jointly carry out their own design assessment as to how  

the integrated model can be put into practice, in the context of Rwanda.  
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Co-operative institutions currently being discussed as part of the structure of the  

co-operative movement are the co-operative bank and insurance. While Rwanda  

has more than 400 SACCOS, they are not yet linked with higher level financial  

power houses, the co-operative bank and co-operative insurance. Interviews with  

government leaders confirmed the commitment of the Rwanda government to  

support the formation of the Rwanda Co-operative Bank by providing initial capital.  

The bank will be expected to generate special products designed for co-operative  

business operations. The Co-operative bank will also be followed by the Co- 

operative Insurance organization to serve the members. Such financial facilities will  

dispose great supportive services to the integrated co-operative model if established  

in Rwanda.  
 

Implementation of ILO Recommendation 193  

Observation of the critical elements of the ILO Recommendation 193 which include  

the need for co-operative autonomy and independence. It is a declared policy of the  

Rwanda government to hand over some of government responsibilities to the co- 

operative movement. The Rwanda Co-operative Agency, is already handing over its  

promotional responsibilities to the co-operative movement. Interview with the Rwanda  

Private Foundation, informed us that governance is now being taken over by the co- 

operative movement. The newly formed Rwanda Institute of Co-operative Education  

and Microfinance, is given the responsibilities of education and training, and the  

promotion of education and training in co-operative principles and practices for the  

members and the broader society. The Rwanda Private Sector Foundation will sustain  

the technical and vocational training skills and entrepreneurial managerial capacity  

for members, boards and staff. The foundation will also be a link to the government  

in providing assistance to the members through training in post harvest technology  

management in order to improve agricultural productivity and competitiveness of  

the goods produced by agricultural marketing co-operatives. This institutional  

environment for co-operatives fits very well with the demands of the integrated co- 

operative model. While Rwanda government fulfills the ILO Recommendation 193, it  

is also at the same time addressing the needs of the integrated co-operative model  

in Rwanda.  
 

The Conditions of members allowing for the Success of the Integrated Model  

Co-operative leaders and government officials in Rwanda accept that the general  

membership  of  the  co-operative  movement  in  Rwanda  need  great  effort  for  

sensitization about co-operatives co-operative values and principles., they need  

intensive education and training and entrepreneurship capacity building. All those  

programs are in the process of implementation. However, the National Confederation  

of Co-operatives of Rwanda has continuous dialogue with the government on policy  
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formulation and law.  They fully participate in the formulation processes of the  

instruments. For example, when the current co-operative law was being formulated,  

the co-operative movement represented by the confederation, managed to influence  

to change 26 articles of the draft bill in favor of the co-operative movement.  
 

Challenges of introducing the Integrated Co-operative Model in Rwanda  

The policy and legislation as well as the coverage of governance institutional 

framework, allows the introduction of the integrated co-operative model in Rwanda. 

However, the following challenges appear to militate against it: First is members need 

more time to implement and operate the vertically integrated structure. Introducing it 

at the moment appears to be an overload on the cognitive capacity of the members. 

Second, the integrated model is based on experience on entrepreneurship. The 

Ministry of Commerce and Industry feels the members’ skills have not yet reached 

the scale where they can handle the model on their own.  

Third, the integrated model is geographically localized. The structure of the Rwanda  

co-operative movement identifies the cell with the agricultural marketing co-operative  

while the SACCOS is designated at the sector level and the union carrying out the  

marketing, is at the district level. With such a disjointed organizational location  

structure, it may be difficult to see the model operating at the moment. However,  

opportunities for integration exist with SACCOS linking with several agricultural  

marketing co-operatives located at the cell level. It is important to take note that in  

the current process of disengaging government from the co-operative movement,  

the SACCOS no longer receive any financial assistance from the government.  
 

UGANDA  
 

Brief Background to the Evolution of the Co-operative Movement in Uganda  

Co-operatives in Uganda, started in 1913 as organizations to fight against price 

exploitation in commodity markets by European and Asian traders, who aimed to 

monopolize domestic and export marketing of cotton and coffee. Through a reformed 

Co-operative ordinance of 1952, co-operatives grew to 273.  

 

After independence in 1962, the co-operative movement has gone through three  

major phases of its evolution to the current structure: First, it experienced positive  

expansion, assisted by the establishment of the Co-operative colleges at Bukalasa  

in 1963 and shifted to Kigumba in Masindi District in 1964 respectively. Due to  

progressive success, co-operatives controlled 61 % of cotton, 40%of Robusta coffee,  

and 90% of Arabica coffee. Such success stimulated support from the government  

including subsidized services.  

 

Second was the phase of continued decline From 1966 to 1991, the co-operative  

movement experienced gross internal mismanagement and out of recommendations  
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from an enquiry, government enacted a new 1970 Co-operative act where it saw the  

need for more control of the movement. Between 1971 and 1985, Uganda’s co- 

operative movement was destroyed by the military rule in Uganda.  A new government  

by Obote took the co-operative movement as an instrument of rural development  

and started giving more assistance to the co-operative movement. But through the  

years to 1985 the new government was under pressure of another guerilla war by  

the National Resistance Movement, which came into power in 1986.  The new NRM  

government by Museveni came with structural adjustment programs, resulting to  

liberalization and privatization. The new policy abolished government Marketing  

boards which insulated the co-operative movement. The co-operative unions were  

exposed to market competition. With weak capitalization, low management capacity,  

lack of committed leadership and low level of entrepreneurship, the co-operative  

movement went into further decline until 1990’s.  

The third phase is the period guided by the enactment of 1991 Co-operative Act,  

giving a high degree of autonomy, removing most support, such as audit services,  

education and training funds and credit for business were all reduced. With such  

autonomy and market competition, the Uganda Co-operative Alliance went into  

a transformation process, addressing most of the market weaknesses including  

dependency on the state, poor leadership, low member participation and lack of  

financial resources in their own hands.  
 

Current Structure and Status of the Co-operative Movement in Uganda  

The Uganda co-operative Alliance, is currently leading the transformation process of  

the co-operative movement in Uganda. The structure of the co-operative movement  

is a three tier flexible system. For the agricultural co-operatives, there are primary  

institutions composed of Rural Producer co-operatives and SACCOS as primary  

societies. Those are linked with Area Co-operative Enterprises at the district level.  

The ACEs are affiliated to the UCA. The other structures such as housing, industrial  

and transport have primaries, unions and the unions have their national apex bodies  

which are affiliated to the UCA.  

It is therefore important to take note that the current transformation process and 

structuring, are guided by the Uganda Co-operative Alliance and the governments 

makes its own responses based on what is happening in and initiated by the 

cooperative movement itself than the government.  

In addressing the challenges of liberalization, the Uganda Co-operative Alliance, had  

to start with its own transformation, before addressing the transformation of the rest of  

the agricultural co-operative system. The Uganda Co-operative Alliance is originally  
 
 
 
92  



Examining Success Factors for Sustainable Rural Development through the Integrated Co-operative Model  

 

a confederation of all co-operatives in Uganda. The position of a confederation,  

gave the UCA, a hierarchical position where it was driven by democratic delegates  

representing the grassroots co-operatives through unions and federations. During  

its transformation in the early 1990’s, the Uganda Co-operative Alliance took a new  

position of a training catalyst umbrella organization working as a hub of flexible co- 

operative networks. But as a national organization for co-operatives, the UCA has  

three main objectives of resource mobilization, lobbying and advocacy and training  

and capacity building.  

The UCA networks a co-operative movement composed of 10,746 co-operative  

societies with a membership of 3.9 million (Uganda Co-operative Policy, 2011).  

There are 10,621 primary societies, 121 secondary societies including 80 Area co- 

operative enterprises. There are 4 tertiary societies and the UCA as the national  

organization. The broad categories of co-operatives include Agricultural marketing  

55%, Savings and Credit 23% multipurpose co-operatives 6% and service, such  

as consumer, housing, transport, health and rural electrification co-operatives.  In  

this study however, we are concerned with the transformation of agricultural co- 

operatives through the integrated co-operative model, linked with the transformation  

process of the Uganda Co-operative Alliance.  

The  new  approach  to  co-operative  development  has  focused  efforts  at  the  

grassroots level to address the weaknesses identified. The UCA has focused on  

organizing and strengthening   grassroots   farmer   organizations   to   maximize  

membership   and   build   the commitment   of   members.   Grassroots   community  

based   organizations,   parish   farmers associations and other smaller farmer  

groups were all organized under Rural Producer Organizations (RPOs). These are  

primary cooperative organizations located at the village or parish level. RPOs were  

strengthened to act as cooperatives where produce supplied by members is bulked  

and marketed collectively.  

At the sub-county level, the Area Cooperative Enterprises (ACEs) were created to  

act as smaller cooperative unions for the RPOs. A number of RPOs (5-20) in a  

sub-county merge to form an ACE. ACEs  market  produce  for  their  members  

and bargains for better prices, collect and disseminate market information, add  

value to members’ produce through processing or simply by sorting and grading.  

They also link producers and input dealers, support agricultural extension services  

(for example by inviting extension agents or input dealers to come and talk to the  

members,  set  up  demonstrations,  organize  farmer  exchange  of  ideas  etc.),  

production planning and many others. Hence, Area Co-operative Enterprises have  

become a tool for business development for members, while at the same time  
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ensuring that the commission earned is enough to cover costs.  

In the new approach to cooperative activities there is a linkage between RPOs,  

ACEs and SACCOs, which has been termed a “triangular model” or “integrated co- 

operative model”. The RPOs, who are the producers, supply produce to the ACE,  

which looks for markets for the produce. The SACCOs provide financial assistance to  

the farmers, who are registered members of the SACCO, and to the ACE. Members  

can access loans from the SACCO using the produce that they supply to the ACE as  

security.  Payments  after  sales  of  produce  are  made  to  the  individual  SACCO  

accounts  of farmers. An ACE may market produce to individual traders or export  

traders. The RPOs and ACEs may register as members of the union and trade  

directly with it. The previous old 3333structure of cooperatives had been vertical and  

hierarchical, with farmers at the lowest level sending their produce to the primary  

societies and the primary societies then sending it to the unions. The unions sent the  

produce to the marketing boards, which had the responsibility to find export markets  

for it.  

These reformed co-operatives are meant to be managed as profitable business  

units competing with other private traders in agricultural output markets. In the  

reformed system co-operative marketing has been greatly expanded and enriched  

to include non-traditional crops
 
and other products such as honey and fish, to ensure  

an all-year business pattern, reduce the risks of crop failure and low prices during  

the peak production season.  
 

The Conditions which Led to the Introduction of the Integrated Model in Uganda  

There are four conditions which made the Uganda Co-operative Alliance discover  

the integrated co-operative model. First is its existence as a registered confederation  

of co-operatives since 1961. As a co-operative at the national level, the UCA has  

suffered all the negative aspects of a declining co-operative movement. The decline  

was either caused by government, but also in the years of the military rule when  

co-operatives were destroyed. The second condition is a continued exercise of the  

open conflictive model of government relations with the co-operative movement. As  

pointed out earlier, after independence, the government embraced the co-operative  

movement as an instrument of rural development, receiving open assistance such  

as subsidies and cheap credit.  

The third condition was the attitude and position of the NRM government on the  

co-operative movement. While the 1991 Co-operative Act gave substantial degree  

of autonomy, liberalization and privatization policies imposed strict competitive  

conditions which could not be absorbed by the co-operative movement previously  

embraced by government.  Co-operatives had to learn through the hard way. At this  

point, the government assumed a temporary offloading stance. “If the co-operatives  

cannot compete, let them go”. Responding to the decline and stiff competition,  
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the Uganda Co-operative Alliance provided the fourth condition for the integrated  

co-operative model in Uganda. The Uganda Co-operative Alliance initiated the  

transformation process by first rejecting its hierarchical position to become an  

umbrella organization serving the co-operative movement through service delivery  

on education and training, capacity building and lobbying and advocacy. Second,  

the transformation process rolled back the co-operative enterprise at the local level  

in terms of members taking up responsibility for doing and controlling business  

outcomes.  

 

The  emerging  outcome  of  co-operative  business  in  agricultural  co-operatives 

is the situation whereby the government has come up with a new co-operative 

policy of a complementary nature that recognizes the existence of the integrated 

co-operative mode in Uganda. While the legislation remains that of 1991, the new 

policy underscores the critical importance of the integrated model as we show in 

references to different sections of the policy.  

How Co-operative Policy and Legislation Promote the Integrated Co-operative  

Model  

(i) Policy Intervention and the Integrated Co-operative Model  

The National Co-operative Policy (2011) provides for promotion of good governance,  

compliance to laws, regulations and standards through dissemination of a co- 

operative code of best practice; registration of new co-operatives, monitoring and  

evaluating activities of co-operative societies and deregistration of non-compliant  

co-operatives.   This policy is meant to set guidelines to facilitate the conduct and  

transformation of the Cooperative Movement into a more effective vehicle for poverty  

eradication and wealth creation.  

The general objective of the National Co-operative Policy is to develop and strengthen 

the Co-operative Movement in order to play a leading role in poverty eradication, 

employment creation and socio-economic transformation of the country.  Some of its 

specific objectives include to:  

Ø  Strengthen the Co-operative Movement to efficiently and effectively respond  

 to member needs;  

Ø  Promote and enhance good governance in the Co-operative Movement;  

Ø  Develop the capacity of Co-operatives to compete in the domestic, regional  

 and international markets;  

Ø  Provide a framework for improving capitalization and diversification of  

 financing tools appropriate for the Co-operative Movement;  

Ø  Facilitate improved supply chain efficiencies and marketing infrastructure;  

 and  

Ø  Diversify the type and range of enterprises that cooperatives undertake.  
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In order to successfully implement the National Co-operative Policy, a Public-Private  

Partnership Approach shall be adopted. The Ministry of Trade, Industry and Co- 

operatives shall provide policy guidance, set standards and lead the implementation  

of the policy in collaboration with the Office of the Prime Minister and other relevant  

Government Ministries.  

Some of the policy statements that favour the Integrated Co-operative Model include 

the following:  

 

S/N Policy Section Actual statement 

1. 3(g):  Integrated 
Co-operative 
business 

The National Cooperative Policy seeks to 
strengthen the linkage between finance, 
production and marketing as outlined in the 
Essential Triangle of Cooperative 
Production 

2. 4.1(ii) The Government shall mobilize people to form co- 
operative societies that suit their common interests 

3. 4.5 Government Shall: 
1.  Facilitate  feasibility  studies  to  establish  other 
viable cooperative enterprises. 
2. Generate and disseminate information on viable 
cooperatives    through    magazines,    publications, 
seminars and workshops. 
3. Mobilize and sensitize communities about the 
different types of cooperatives. 
4. Promote knowledge and skill transfer through 
study visits to facilitate learning from cooperatives’ 
best successes. 
5. Promote new cooperatives enterprises based on 
existing  Industrial  and Agricultural  Zones  among 
other considerations. 
6. Promote, undertake and facilitate research and 
development in the Cooperative Movement. 

4. 5 The Ministry is bound to work closely with the 
Ministries of Finance, Planning and Economic 
Development, Local Government, Information 
and Communication Technology, the Department 
of Ethics and Integrity and the National Planning 
Authority to ensure the integration of co-operatives. 

5. 5.1.4(v) One of the roles of tertiary Co-operative Societies 
is to provide linkages to national, regional and 
international markets and networks. 
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6. 6 In order to build a strong, vibrant and prosperous 
co-operative movement, the policy shall promote a 
saving culture, high productivity, value addition and 
collective marketing that contribute to increased 
household incomes, economic transformation and 
development of the country. This shall be realized 
through among other things, diversification of co- 
operative enterprises. 

Also, the Co-operative Societies Statute of 1991 allows for voluntary amalgamation 

of societies (Article 25), transfer of assets and liabilities from one society to another 

(Article 26) and voluntary division of a society (Article 27)  

Both the Co-operative Societies Statutes of 1991 and the National Co-operative 

Policy of 2011 provide guidance on governance systems in Uganda.  
 

(ii) Institutional Mechanisms Allowing Support for the ICM  

The Uganda Co-operative Alliance, is at the center of networking other interested  

players in co-operative development, especially when testing innovative ideas which  

some promote the integrated co-operative model. For example, currently, the UCA  

is jointly implementing the Integrated Finance and Agricultural Production Initiative  

(IFAPI), with the Canadian Co-operative Association. The project is aimed at  

improving incomes and food security where agricultural producers are able to access  

agricultural and financial services through their primary societies and SACCOS.  The  

UCA also links the co-operative movement with the Swedish Co-operative Center.  

However, both from the policy and legislation, there is no identified private sector 

players working jointly with co-operatives. From the analysis, it is clear that the 

cooperative movement is on a standalone mode, where organizational interaction 

with the public and private sector institutions is necessary. It should also be 

recognized that while the UCA is the umbrella organization of co-operatives in 

Uganda, some of them are not affiliated to it. One of the examples of non affiliated 

co-operatives in Uganda is the Uganda Co-operative Union of Savings and Credit 

Union. The union was formed separately by the Uganda government.  

(iii)  The Condition of Members allowing for the Success of the ICM  

The co-operative policy 2011 for Uganda recognizes the low education of the 

membership of co-operative societies. Such status of membership exposes them 

to exploitation, low patronage of the co-operatives and poor implementation of 

governance principles in co-operative organizations. The national literacy rate in 

2005-6 was 60% and yet, Uganda produces 20,000 university graduates who could 

find jobs in the co-operative industry. They however may not find jobs in the 

cooperative movement because the co-operatives have low salary packages, 

resulting from low capitalization of the co-operative movement.  
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(iv) Challenges of Implementing the Integrated Co-operative Model in Uganda  

The integrated co-operative model is well established with the gradual expansion of  

Area Co-operative enterprises in Uganda. But internally, the integrated co-operative  

model faces the following challenges; First, there is lack of financial support to  

training, education, information and entrepreneurship for co-operative members  

in the country.  Second, in linking the co-operatives and the integrated model, the  

Uganda Co-operative Alliance is more accepted by foreign partners than the Ugandan  

private and public enterprise systems, although, of late, the Uganda National Farmers  

Federation has provided support to primary societies. Third, while the ACE is playing  

the marketing role, limiting the RPOs to production and bulking may not expose  

the members to practical business experience in marketing, processing, business  

contracting and negotiations. Four, there is no institutional framework, implementing  

the Private Public Participation in practice.  

 

Such an institutional framework would provide the main business link between  

expanded  co-operative  integration,  share  participation  and  widening  business  

connections locally, regionally and globally. Other important challenges of the  

integrated model in Uganda include the fact that the affirmative action for the youth  

and women is based on the leadership box and not at general membership. Also, the  

promotion of entrepreneurship by the Uganda Co-operative Alliance, concentrates  

on marketing than a comprehensive approach to production and marketing.  

The inter-linkage between the Ministry responsible for local governments and the 

Ministry of Trade, Industry and Co-operatives (MTIC) is sometimes unclear/vague 

in some aspects.  At the district level, officers in the co-operative department report 

directly to the Ministry responsible for local governments NOT MTIC.  The ministry, 

thus, experiences structural bottlenecks.  It does only backstopping.  
 

(v) Summary and Conclusion  

Both the Co-operative Societies Act (1991) and the National Co-operative Policy  

(2011) provide guidance on governance systems of co-operative enterprises in  

Uganda.  These instruments necessarily have a link with rural development.  There  

is a very strong link between rural development and co-operative development.  

Under Rural Development Strategy, co-operatives are looked at as a vehicle for  

rural development.  

As pointed by several respondents during this study, through co-operatives, you 

have a bigger purchasing power to get better prices - hence, development.  There 

is also a tendency of people to like to work together through small, self-help groups. 

When this tendency is translated into action in many spheres of life, it is likely to 

ultimately lead to development.  
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The cited legislation and policy above, in a way, provide favourable environment 

for the Integrated Co-operative Model to thrive in Uganda.  Many respondents in 

this study appeared optimistic on this.  They cited cases of better linkages in 

inputs supply, marketing, improved food security, housing, skills development and 

technology as some of the benefits of the Model.  
 

TANZANIA  
 

The Evolution of Co-operatives  

The history of the co-operative movement in Tanzania can be divided into three  

distinct periods, first, from 1925 - 1975 a period covering both colonial and  

independent administration (Abel…) Whereby, the co-operative movement was  

autonomous with minimum government intervention (Abel…).  During this period  

we had the establishment of the first farmers association known as KNPA in 1925  

which was registered as the Kilimanjaro native Co-operative Union (KNCU) in 1933.  

The government closely controlled co-operatives through the enactment of the  

Cooperative Societies Ordinance; 1932.This act had provisions for vertical growth of  

co-operative societies that is formation of unions and apex organization. The unions  

had the responsibility of collection of cash crops from the primary co-operative  

societies and marketing. Co-operatives were therefore considered as legal channels  

which the colonial state used to procure cash crops and market them to their mother  

countries (Urio 1993). To reflect that there was government control the British  

Registrar of the Friendly Societies and the Industrial and Provident Societies Acts  

was only involved in registering societies and not controlling them (Msanga 1981,  

Msanga 1991). Co-operative movement grew and in 1961 the co-operative Union  

of Tanganyika was established a national apex and thereafter a co-operative bank  

was established in 1962 followed by the co-operative college and education centre  

in 1963. The co-operative Societies ordnance 1963 repealed the 1932 co-operative  

ordinance. This act waived the economic viability test that was in the previous Act.  

It prompted the establishment of co-operatives in areas that agricultural productivity  

was low and introduction of various types of co-operatives. As a result there was a  

rapid growth of the co-operative movement.  

 

The Co-operative movement gained momentum with the establishment of the Arusha  

declaration in 1967. In 1968, a new co-operative act was enacted, that repealed the  

1963 Co-operative Act, so as to accommodate the new developments of the Arusha  

declaration. This act promoted amalgamation of co-operatives and integration of  

co-operative activities, in the form of multipurpose co-operative Societies, (Lyimo,  

2012) However it increased the powers of the registrar of co-operatives to control  

co-operatives and co-operatives were required to be instruments of enhancing the  

ideology of the ruling party.  
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The second phase was from 1975 to 1982. During this phase the Villages and  

Ujammaa Villages (Registration and Administration) was passed in 1975. The  

purpose of this Act was reallocating the rural people to Ujammaa villages. This Act  

deemed villages as multipurpose cooperative societies and no cooperative society  

registered under the Cooperative Societies Act, 1968 was allowed to carry on  

any of its business in a registered village. Furthermore, The Co-operative Union  

of Tanganyika (CUT) was dissolved and displaced by Washirika, The Unified Co- 

operative Service Commission and the Cooperative Development department also  

disappeared. The reallocation of famers lowered agricultural productivity.  

 

The third phase is the period after 1982. This is the period whereby co-operatives  

become more autonomous.  It was during this period whereby the Ujammaa Act  

was repealed, and the 1982 Co-operative Act was introduced. This act provided  

the basis of establishment of new co-operative societies. This act had a provision  

whereby every resident in the village who was above 18 years, was considered to  

be automatically a member of the co-operative society. The shortfall of the 1982  

act led to the enactment of the, Cooperative act 1991, whereby the co-operative  

societies became autonomous with minimum government control and emphasis  

was on voluntary membership. The realization of the important role played by the  

co-operatives led to the enactment of the Co-operative Societies Act 2013. With  

this Act primary co-operative societies have being given the powers to operate  

independently, in case a co-operative society is economically weak then it can form  

a merger with a partner co-operative society.  

 

During the third phase, we had the introduction of the first co-operative policy,  

1997, that could allow for, setting standards set by ICA and minimum deviations  

for the co-operative principles and practices. This policy was a result of the macro- 

economic changes in the country that paved way for trade liberalization.  In 2000, a  

commission of enquiry on Revival, Strengthening and Development of Cooperatives  

in Tanzania of enquiry was formed. This commission identified constraints and  

suggested solutions that could improve co-operative development in the Country.  

One of the outcomes was the 2002 Cooperative policy whose vision is “improved  

and sustainable cooperatives that are capable of fulfilling members’ economic and  

social needs”. The implementation of this policy necessitated the enactment of the  

Co-operative Act, 2003, followed by the introduction of the Co-operative Reform and  

Modernization program (CRMP) 2005-2015.  

During the second and third phase the government formed several commissions  

of enquiry to deal with malpractices and deficiencies in the co-operative system.  

Apparently it appears that most of the suggestions from these commissions of  

enquiry focused on meeting the aspirations of   members improving the organizational  

system and management of co-operatives that are yet to be implemented.  
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The structure of the current co-operative system in Tanzania.  

The co-operative societies system in Tanzania is governed by a dual system,  

whereby  we  have  the  co-operative  movement  and  the  government  arm  led  

Tanzania Commission of Co-operatives Development (TCDC) that was previously  

the co-operative development department staffed with co-operative officers. The  

governance system of the movement is guided by the Co-operative Act, 2013 and  

the Co-operative Policy of 2002. The type of co-operative societies is established  

according to the co-operative ICA principles. However, these co-operative principles  

may be enacted in line with the principles which a particular country deems necessary  

and important (Chloupkova, 1991).  

Registration of any type of co-operative societies is facilitated by the Regional co- 

operative officers. Final registration of co-operative societies is conducted by the  

Tanzania Commission of co-operative Development. Monitoring of the performance  

of primary co-operatives societies, training and education of members is done  

by the district co-operatives officers who are employed by the Local Government  

Authorities.  

The movement has a three tier system, whereby we have the primary co-operative  

societies,  Unions,  apex  specific  activity  organizations  and  the  National Apex  

organization (Tanzania Federation of Co-operatives, TFC). For example we have  

SCCULT which is the apex organization of savings and credit co-operative societies  

(SACCOS). The current co-operative act has provided powers to the primary co- 

operative societies to operate as independent business entities. It has been indicated  

in Part IV section 19.2 that it “is upon the wish of the members to see what the  

structure may comprise….”.  

As a result most of the functions that were done by Unions on behalf of primary co- 

operative societies such as marketing and procurement of inputs have been reduced.  

This has been a challenge to the Unions that have been forced to develop alternative  

strategies for survival.  The law clearly spells out that primary co-operative societies  

can form joint enterprises. In addition it has a provision for the formation of different  

types of co-operative societies. For example number of SACCOS is growing rapidly  

compared to other types of co-operative societies.  In 2006 there were a total of 3,425  

with 570,743 members and increased to 5,559 in 2013 with 1,153,248 members  

(CDD, 2014).  

The need for a sustainable and secure financial liquidity system has also created  

a conducive environment for the formation of co-operative banks by primary  

cooperative societies. We have the Kilimanjaro co-operative bank and the Kagera  

Co-operative banks.  
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The integration of co-operative policy in rural development  

The current co-operative policy is expected to foster rural development in conjunction  

with other policies that focus on rural development, such as the Rural Development  

Strategy and the National Agricultural policy. Hence, it is anticipated that there is an  

integrated approach to rural development, which has been highlighted by the rural  

development strategy. This policy has indicated the role of co-operatives as producer  

organizations in rural development.  However, most of the members of co-operative  

societies and the officials were either unaware, or had just heard of such documents,  

but had never seen them.  This implies that such policies are documented to meet a  

certain requirement, and not for wide dissemination, implementation and monitoring  

of the laid down strategies from grass root level.  

Probably this has an effect on the type of co-operatives that exist in the rural areas.  

Most of the staff and board members noted that in the rural areas, the agricultural  

marketing co-operative societies are still dominant and using the old system that  

was inherited from the colonialists. The AMCOS are still dealing with marketing of  

cash crops. Their functions have never changed, and the board members feel that  

they are the owners of the co-operative societies. However, there was a suggestion  

that probably the word marketing is an obstacle to the transformation of AMCOS that  

have been introduced from time to time. As a result they do not accept new ideas  

that will apparently transform the rural farmer and subsequently increase agricultural  

productivity.  

How Co-operative policy and Legislation Promotes the Integrated Co-operative  

Model  

In Tanzania, there have been macro- economic changes that have led to the  

transformation of the policy and legal framework overtime.  These changes have had  

effect on the registration and organization of co-operatives. The existing co-operative  

legislation co-operative Act 2013 4 and policy 2002 are promoting innovations in co- 

operative societies, despite of the fact that the integrated co-operative approach has  

not been clearly spelt out. Emphasis is on vertical integration rather than horizontal  

integration.  

The 1997 policy emphasized on the marketing co-operatives to use an integrated  

approach of linking production and processing, financing was not included. The  

preceding 2002 Co-operative policy, whose implementation was fostered by the  

Co-operative reform and Modernization program (CRMP), had little emphasis on  

integration.  
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The 1991 co-operative Act promoted the establishment of innovative primary co- 

operative societies, but there has been minimal or no transformation of the agricultural  

marketing co-operatives. The government has also promoted the establishment  

of financial co-operatives (SACCOS) at ward level. This move has led to a rapid  

growth of SACCOS, and a multiplier effect of co-operative membership in the areas,  

whereby we have members of both AMCOS and SACCOS, the so called double  

membership model.  

 

The Tanzania Co-operative Policy of 2002, though calls for a review, it carries the  

message and opportunity for the integrated co-operative model, without making  

it categorical. On pages 23, 24, 32 and 34 of the policy, it is clearly pointed out  

that co-operative leaders will be expected to employ members of staff who have  

entrepreneurial talents.  

The thinking of entrepreneurship managers assumed that those staff would look at  

co-operative business innovatively and out of the box of the traditional co-operative  

enterprise. It is also emphasized in the policy that the government will encourage  

the formation of SACCOS within the areas of operation of primary societies. This  

statement is a direct reference to the fact that agricultural co-operatives would need  

to integrate with financial co-operatives as a important framework for sustainable  

co-operative development. Finally, the policy sees co-operative development within  

the landscape of the establishment of the co-operative bank at the national level.. All  

these presuppose that agricultural co-operatives alone are not sufficient drivers of  

economic development of the members, until they are integrated with co-operative  

based financial services.  

 

Taking into consideration that farmers need transformation, are tired of being 

exploited by Co-operative unions, being price takers and lack of bargaining power. 

Some of the primary co-operative societies have joined hands and formed their own 

joint enterprise, out of the normal system of traditional secondary co-operatives 

known as unions. This joint enterprise is known as G. 32.  

The current Cooperative Act, 2013 has provided opportunity for primary co-operative  

societies to become autonomous and independent business entities. It has provisions  

that allow for the formation of the integrated co-operative model. These include:  

a)   Part IV. Section 22 it indicates that “co-operatives operating in one area may  

 join together.”  

b)   Part IV sect 21.3, which indicates that “societies may affiliate e.g. financial  

 co-operative societies may be formed by savings and credit societies and  

other types of co-operatives”.  

c)   Part IV Sec 26. Where by “where it is necessary or desirable for the efficient  

 operation of a business or economic enterprise that need to be operated by  
 
 

103  



Examining Success Factors for Sustainable Rural Development through the Integrated Co-operative Model  

 

two or more societies, such societies may form a joint enterprise, subject to  

the approval and such limitations as the Registrar may generally impose…”  

With these provisions it implies that primary co-operatives have been given the  

autonomy and opportunity for implementing the integrated co-operative model.  
 

The Structure of the Co-operative movement and ICM  

In Tanzania the Transformations at macro-economic level that have been taking  

place since independence have affected the performance of cooperatives and has  

had adverse effect on the structure and organization of the co-operative movement.  

Despite of these transformations, the centralized approach has been used in  

registration and control of co-operatives. The registrar of co-operatives has been  

given the powers of registering and dissolving co-operative societies.  

The legislation, policy framework and mindset of the majority are one single item  

and single activity based co-operative societies. At national level has the federation  

and crop or activity based apex organizations. These include SCCULT and crop  

Apex. Discussions with officials revealed that these apex organizations are working  

separately, that is they are not using an integrated approach in seeking solutions for  

the co-operative movement. On the hand they claimed that the federation operated  

like an entirely separate entity that is not owned by member of the co-operative  

movement. However, this may be due to the policy and legal frameworks that have  

no provisions of integration and entrepreneurial innovations at the national level.  

At the regional level, we have the secondary co-operative societies, that have been  

formed by the primary co-operative societies through vertical integration .These  

include the crop based Co-operative Unions that exist in most of the cash crop growing  

regions and Co-operative banks( Kilimanjaro Co-operative bank and Kagera Co- 

operative Bank). There is also the warehouse system (Warehouse Licensing Board)  

that links with secondary primary co-operative societies in some of the areas. The  

roles of these secondary co-operative societies is to facilitate marketing of crops, in  

exceptional cases, they can are involved with input supply. There is no horizontal  

integration at regional level.  

 

At district level, the movement is characterized with primary co-operative societies.  

Most of these primary co-operative societies are Savings and Credit Co-operative  

Societies (SACCOS) and Agricultural Marketing Co-operative Societies (AMCOS).  

With respect to the Co-operative Act, 2013, these are independent business entities  

that can make their own decisions. Membership in these societies is voluntary  

and individuals can be members of both AMCOS and SACCOS at the same time.  

Membership of AMCOS is manly limited to owners of farms, while membership in  
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SACCOS has no limits with regard to land ownership. As a result most of the women 

have been able to be members of SACCIS compared to AMCOS. For example at 

MRUWIA SACCOS, the chairperson is a woman.  

With respect to integration, the SACCOS and AMCOS are usually located in close  

proximity to each other though they do not work together.  The close location has  

been an advantage to double members, who receive their proceeds from AMCOS and  

deposit them in SACCOS. However it has been a disadvantage to double members,  

as they have not been able to participate in all the activities of the respective co- 

operative societies.  

 

The co-operative officers indicated that there is room for the integrated co-operative  

model to be applied at grassroots level due to several reasons. First, the government  

has been applying several approaches that are somehow similar to the integrated  

co-operative model; these include the multipurpose co-operatives and the rural  

savings schemes. The multipurpose co-operatives had provisions for co-operatives  

to introduce projects for its members, while the rural savings schemes was a  

financial arm of the Agricultural Marketing co-operative Societies. These approaches  

failed because they were top down (introduced without member participation) and  

the staff lacked adequate skills and had low entrepreneurial capacity. Secondly, the  

changing environment in the rural areas in relation to low agricultural productivity,  

youth unemployment also calls for an innovative integrated model. Lastly, the macro- 

economic changes at both global and national level, which favor competition and  

sustainable development, have created an environment that is conducive for the  

integrated co-operative model.  
 

Implementation of ILO Recommendation 193  

The ILO recommendation 193 as pinpointed has realized the need for independence, 

autonomy and government support for co-operatives. The co-operative Act 2013, 

has taken into consideration this recommendation. Apart from indicating that 

cooperatives  societies  shall  be  independent  and  autonomous,  the  co-

operative department that used to shift from one Ministry to another has now been 

transformed into the Tanzania Commission for Co-operative Development,  

With these changes, it is expected that co-operative development in Tanzania will 

take into account member’s needs, and the government will establish a roadmap for 

offering co-operative education.  
 

Challenges for introduction of the Integrated Co-operative Model in Tanzania  

It is clearly observed that the policy and the legislative infrastructure, has great  

potentials for the operation of the integrated model in Tanzania. The historical  
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failure of apex bodies and co-operative unions has left the primary co-operatives to 

serve the members by taking over some of the functions formerly carried out by the 

co-operative unions such as crop marketing, crop financial services, bulking and 

transport logistics. The assumption of new business responsibilities, calls for the 

integrated approach in order to provide services required by the members, but, also 

making co-operatives relevant to their members.  

However, there are basic challenges faced by the co-operative movement in  

Tanzania and are as follows; First, the federation, is still hierarchical and has lost the  

network of primary societies. It is creating projects to make itself survive than serving  

the primary societies. There are no programs for education and capacity building  

for primary societies. As such, co-operative integration is not an agenda at the  

federation level. Second is low knowledge absorption capacity of existing members  

of agricultural marketing co-operative societies. Most members of agricultural  

marketing co-operative are old people and their capacity to absorb new knowledge  

and use it for commercial purposes, is relatively low and are not aggressive risk  

takers. While we find the youth in SACCOS, they are absent in agricultural marketing  

co-operatives. The absence of the youth in agricultural marketing co-operatives is an  

indication of loss of innovation and entrepreneurship in such organizations. Third is  

the historical negation of shareholding as capitalistic. Historically, at some stage of  

the development of Tanzania and especially during the socialist era members were  

told that shares were not necessary. The integrated co-operative model is based  

on shareholding for capitalization. Fourth, is the contradiction of negation of the  

supremacy of the power of the Annual General Meeting which has been removed in  

the current co-operative Act. This means, the general meeting of the members, has  

no final decision on matters of their co-operative society. This puts an upper limit  

to making progressive decisions on entering the integrating co-operative model. It  

however will depend on how the members can defend the model with the Registrar  

of co-operatives.  

Progressively however, the data from the field indicate how the integrated model is 

emerging though informally.  
 

3.0 COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS  

Looking at the three countries in East Africa, we see that the integrated model is  

operating effectively in Uganda and the Ugandan policy has explicitly recognized the  

model. Co-operative policies in Rwanda and Tanzania have not formerly recognized  

the integrated co-operative model. However, in the two countries’ co-operative  

policies and laws, we have identified aspects of an enabling environment which  

can favor the introduction of the integrated model. Such areas for example include  
 
 

106  



Examining Success Factors for Sustainable Rural Development through the Integrated Co-operative Model  

 

organizational mechanisms leading to the integrated model as an outcome, gradual  

process of autonomy and independence of the movement and strategic capacity  

building for entrepreneurship development with the co-operative movement.  

As a result of market competition and the fall out of co-operative unions, the integrated  

model is finding space in the business operations in Tanzania. This emerging scenario  

in Tanzania is reinforced by the principle policy guide in Tanzania, characterized  

by the complementary model of co-operative development. Rwanda is currently  

running the strategic administrative and the educational model strategies. That is  

why Rwanda has effective institutional mechanisms to implement the co-operative  

strategy than the other member countries. Uganda and Tanzania, governments are  

currently riding on the complementary co-operative relational policies where they  

recognize the strategic importance of the co-operative movement, but as economic  

entities, they have to compete. If they succeed, it is good for both the government  

and the co-operative movement. If they fail, let them learn from their mistakes. But  

government can make on and off interventions when need arises.  

When it comes to active federations, Uganda’s UCA is more active in co-operative  

education, capacity building and entrepreneurship. The co-operative confederation  

of Rwanda is an equal partner with the government to provide education and training.  

Rwanda has institutional mechanisms in the private sector guiding entrepreneurship,  

business management and post harvest technology. In Tanzania, the federation is  

disjointed from the primary societies and cannot participate fully in the development  

of the integrated model as it is today. The confederation of Rwanda and the Tanzania  

Federation of co-operatives are hierarchically representative bodies representing  

the co-operative movement in their countries. In Uganda, the UCA is an umbrella  

organization and can afford to network with all types of co-operatives and linking  

them  with  local  and  international  business. The Tanzania  Federation  of  Co- 

operatives does not have a structure of linking co-operative trade domestically and  

internationally. In Rwanda, there is a defined strategy of developing autonomy of the  

co-operative movement. In Uganda, there is more autonomy for the co-operative  

movement. In Tanzania, autonomy is not guaranteed, but market liberalization is  

providing some openings for autonomy. In as far as the status of member education  

and training, all the research countries are challenged by the low status although  

Rwanda government has a firm commitment on it than the other two countries.  

When it comes to governance, Rwanda is more upfront and restructuring local  

government at the local level so that co-operative members can access governance  

services at the district level. In Uganda, the policy argues the need for governance  

in co-operatives, but there is no mechanism for its decentralization at the local  
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level. In Tanzania, the existence of good governance structures are centralized and 

co-operative policy does not have mechanisms for its decentralization at the local 

membership levels.  
 

4.0 CONCLUSION  

Structures for the integrated co-operative model do exist in all the survey countries.  

But, critical success factor emerging from the policy discussion above, include the  

following: First there is need for a policy and strategy of transformation from traditional  

co-operative societies to entrepreneurial co-operatives. Second, countries need  

strategic administrative models with strategic exit plans where some government  

responsibilities are handed over to the co-operative movement as it grows into a  

competitive  system  of  organizations. Three, Youth  participation  in  agricultural  

marketing co-operatives is critical for the generation of new ideas and innovative  

co-operative business practices. Four, financial services by way of SACCOS, co- 

operative banks, insurance co-operatives and co-operative based social security  

funds are needed as part of the strategy for the integrated co-operative model in  

the East African countries. Five the integration process may need to be located  

geographically at  village or cell levels where all members have easy access to co- 

operative services, and six, there is need to improve private sector relations with the  

co-operative movement in an all round strategy for promoting interaction between  

investor owned firms and co-operative enterprises. This includes the share holding  

participation   by co-operatives in investor owned firms.  
 
 

End Notes  

1.   United Republic of Tanzania; Report of the Presidential Special Committee of  

 Enquiry into Co-operative Movement and Marketing Boards; Dar Es Salaam,  

Tanzania; 1966; Jamhuriya Munganowa nia;TaarifayaKamatiya Waziri Mkuuna  

Makamuwa Raisya Kuchunguza Vyama Vikuuvya Ushirika Tanzania Bara; 1975;  

Jamhuriya Muunganowa Tanzania; aTumeya Waziri Mkuuya Kuchunguzana  

Kupendekeza   Uratibuwa   Kurejeshwakwa   Vyama   Vikuuvyaushirika; 1981;  

Jamhuri  of  Muunganowa  Tanzania;  Taarifaya  Kamati  Maalumya  Raisya  

Kumshauri Juuya Kufufua Ushirika Tanzania, Dar-es-Salaam, Tanzania; 2000.  
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APPENDIX 1  
 

COMPARATIVE  TABLE  OF  CO-OPERATIVE  POLICY,  LEGISLATION  AND 
GOVERNANCE IN RWANDA, UGANDA AND TANZANIA  
By S.A. Chambo, Moshi Co-operative University  

SIMILARITIES  

 

ITEM RWANDA UGANDA TANZANIA REMARKS 

Policy and 
Legislation in 
favor of ICM 

Yes , but not 
categorical 

YES and 
more 
categorical 
on the 
integrated 
model 

YES but not 
categorical 

All the three 
countries 
have 
policy and 
legislation 
documents 
recognizing 
the 
existence 
of the co- 
operative 
movement 

Rural 
Population 

60% rural 70% rural 70% rural  

Innovation and 
Freedom to 
Restructure Co- 
operatives 

Co-operatives 
are allowed 
to innovate 
and carry out 
restructuring 
on the basis 
of the law 

Innovation 
and 
restructuring 
are  allowed 

Innovation and 
restructuring 
by forming 
joint 
enterprises 
and contracts 
with investor 
owned firms 
are allowed 

 

Transformation 
of Members 
towards 
Group Entrep 
reneurship 

There 
are policy 
statements 

Policy 
statements 
exist for this 
direction 

Policy 
statements 
exist guiding 
members for 
group entrep 
reneurship 

 

Co-operative 
Financial 
Systems 

Rwanda 
policy 
accepts the 
formation the 
co-operative 
bank 

Uganda 
policy 
accepts the 
formation 
of the co- 
operative 
Bank 

The policy 
in Tanzania, 
accepts the 
formation 
of the co- 
operative Bank 
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Sustainable 
Development 

The 
policy has 
statements on 
sustainable 
co-operative 
development 

Policy 
carries 
statements 
on 
sustainable 
development 

There are 
statements on 
sustainable 
development 

 

 

DIFFERENCES 

 

ITEM RWANDA UGANDA TANZANIA 

Formal 
government - 
state relations 

Administrative 
and Educational. 
Government offers 
support for capacity 
building, education, 
training and 
entrepreneurship 
training 

Complementary; 
The state 
recognizes the 
importance  of 
co-operatives 
with marginal 
support 

Complementary 
: The state 
recognizes the 
importance of co- 
operatives with 
marginal support 

Autonomy and 
independence 
of the co- 
operative 
movement 

Recognized and 
actions are taken 
for government to 
disengage from 
the co-operative 
movement 

Recognized but 
open ended 

Recognized but 
legislation has 
removed section 
9 which gave full 
powers of the 
Annual General 
Meeting of the to 
control the affairs 
of the co-operative 
society 

Support to 
group entrepre 
neurship 
development 

The Rwanda Co- 
operative Agency in 
collaboration with 
the Rwanda Private 
Sector Foundation 
offers capacity 
building in areas of 
capacity building 
through education, 
training  the 
promotion of group 
entrepreneurship 
and Post Harvest 
technology 
awareness 

The Co-operative 
College offers 
general Co- 
operative 
Education and 
training. 
The Uganda 
Co-operative 
Alliance 
intensively 
runs education, 
training 

The Moshi 
Co-operative 
University 
implements 
co-operative 
education, training 
and Group 
entrepreneurship. 
The Tanzania 
Federation  of Co- 
operatives has 
a marginal radio 
program 
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Organizational 
mechanisms 
for policy imple 
mentation 

Rwanda has more 
comprehensive 
organizational 
mechanisms 
for policy 
implementation 
by the RCA, The 
Ministry of Trade and 
Industry, the Ministry 
of Agriculture, the 
Ministry of Local 
Government , the 
Rwanda Private 
Sector Foundation 
and the Rwanda 
Institute of Co- 
operative Education 
and Microfinance 

The Uganda 
Co-operative 
Alliance is 
leading and 
the Ministry of 
Commerce, 
Industry and 
Co-operatives 
mainly 
supervises 
implementation 

The Tanzania 
Federation of Co- 
operatives carries 
out lobbying and 
advocacy. 
The University 
carries out 
Research and 
consultancy to 
the co-operative 
movement 

Structure of the 
co-operative 
movement 

The Confederation 
is the apex and 
hierarchical as 
it is ran through 
delegation of the 
lower level co- 
operatives. 
Rwanda has a four 
tier co-operative 
movement and 
specialized in terms 
of commodity and 
other forms of 
specialization. 
The structure of 
the movement is 
both distributive 
and collective: 
Distributive because 
it is declared by 
the policy and 
Legislation. It is 
collective because 
policy allows 
innovation and 
restructuring of it by 
the members 

The Uganda 
Co-operative 
Alliance is 
an umbrella 
organization 
linking all types 
of co-operatives 
and delegates 
represent co- 
operatives 
rather than 
representing 
levels. 
The structure 
of the UCA is 
more collective 
, relying on the 
decision of the 
members 

The Tanzania 
Co-operative 
Federation is 
hierarchical 
with delegates 
representing levels 
and co-operative 
societies 
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Governance Rwanda government 
is carrying out 
reforms where the 
local government 
at the District level, 
will consist of a Unit 
of governance for 
expanding access 
by local government 
institutions including 
the co-operatives 

Governance 
structures are 
centralized and 
membership 
at the primary 
societies, may 
not easily access 
its services 

Governance 
structures are 
centralized and 
cannot easily 
be accessible 
to primary co- 
operative societies 

Women 
participation in 
leadership 

Aggressive 
encouragement of 
women leadership in 
co-operatives 

Affirmative Action 
of 30% women 
and youth 
participation in 
leadership of co- 
operatives 

General 
encouragement 
of women 
participation in 
co-operatives and 
leadership 

Youth 
participation in 
co-operatives 

Aggressive 
participation of 
the youth in co- 
operatives 

The youth are 
encouraged to 
participate in co- 
operatives 

No statement on 
youth participation 
in co-operatives 
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APPENDIX 2  

 

EXAMINING    THE    SUCCESS    FACTORS    FOR    SUSTAINABLE    RURAL 

DEVELOPMENT THROUGH THE INTEGRATED CO-OPERATIVE MODEL  

 INTERVIEW GUIDE INSTRUMENT FOR RWANDA [2014/01]  
 

1.  The  policy  and  governance  interview  instruments,  will  be  directed  to  

three groups of respondents; Top government policy makers ( Ministers,  

permanent secretaries and Planning Directors of ministries  of Trade and  

Industry, Agriculture, Finance and Planning,  Irrigation, Fisheries, Minerals  

and Natural Resources and Tourism) These ministries are directly linked to  

the integrated model of rural development and also related to co-operative  

development. Sect orally, these are ministries where co-operatives can be  

formed and regulated  

2.  Regional and District officers of the same ministries where policy and  

legislation are interpreted, implemented and where interaction between 

policy makers and the community.  

3.  Co-operative movement leadership at the national level.  When policy and  

legislation are formulated, the national co-operative leaders are involved in a 

participatory formulation process, interpretation and implementation.  

A) KEY ISSUES FOR TOP POLICY MAKERS IN RWANDA 

RURAL DEVELOPMENT POLICY  
 

1.   Is there a policy focusing Rural Development in Rwanda?  

2.   If there is one, what are the main features of the policy?  

3.  If there is no policy for  Rural Development  do you have any policy substitute  

to framework  

4.   Which ministry co-ordinates  the implementation of rural development in  

 your country  

5.   What is your opinion on integrated rural development in Rwanda?  

 

 

B)  MINISTRY RESPONSIBLE FOR CO-OPERATIVE DEVELOPMENT IN  

 RWANDA  

1.   Do existing sectoral policies in agriculture, Industry and Trade, Minerals,  

 Fisheries, Finance and Planning support co-operative development in  

Rwanda?  If so How?  

2.  What relationships exist between rural development and co-operative  

development policies?  
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3.  To what extent does current co-operative development policy support :- 

a)   Local networking among primary societies  

b)   Between    lower    and    upper    level    co-operative  

 organization  

c)  Does  local  networking  expand  toward  joint  agro- 

processing and value addition?  

4.  From the point of view of the government, what do you think is the current  

experience level of member satisfaction and perceived benefits of 

cooperatives in Rwanda  

5.  Based on knowledge from Uganda, if the integrated co-operative model  

were to be applied in Rwanda, how would this look like?  

6.  What features of Rwanda’s History have affected the approach to co- 

operative development and what is the current policy context like?  

7.  What are the current perceptions of the government to the cooperative and  

what can government learn from its experience and history that will shape 

policy and legislation in  Rwanda  

8.  How does the ministry support and promote good governance in co- 

operatives in Rwanda?  

 

C) ISSUES FOR OTHER MINISTRIES SUPPORTING CO-OPERATIVE  

 DEVELOPMENT  

(Finance and Planning, Fisheries, Minerals and Energy, Agriculture, Trade and 

Industry, Irrigation, Housing and Human Settlements)  

1.   To what extent does your Ministry perceive the need for co-operatives in  

 rural development in Rwanda?  

2.  Do you have co-operative institutions in your sector and how does the  

ministry support such organizational initiatives?  

3.   How do your ministerial policies support cooperatives and rural development  

 in Rwanda?  

D) ISSUES FOR REGIONAL AND DISTRICT GOVERNMENT STAFF: MINISTRY  

 RESPONSIBLE FOR CO-OPERATIVE DEVELOPMENT IN RWANDA  

1.   What processes and mechanisms used by the Ministry in promoting co- 

 operative development and registration in your area?  

2.   When co-operatives have been formed, what mechanisms and processes do  

 you use to initiate the implementation of co-operative policy and legislation?  

3.   What methods do you use to identify local capacities and ability for  

 organizational development in local communities in your area?  
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4.  How do you interpret and link   local economic development efforts with  

delivery systems of the central government in co-operative development? 5. 

How do you link existence of resources in local co-operatives with higher  

 level policy response and recognition?  

6.  What instruments and tools are used by the government to audit the status  

governance in local co-operatives and what have been the outcomes in 

shaping governance in local co-operative development?  

7.  Do you see the emergency of horizontal co-operative integration with local  

co-operatives? If so what are the areas and co-operative institutions where 

integration is possible?  

8.  If co-operative integration at the local level is possible, what are the main  

issues which should be addressed for the development of a successful 

integrated co-operative development in Rwanda?  

9.  If co-operative integration is possible at the local primary society levels,  

what do you think will be the main tools for effecting successful integration?  

10. Co-operative integration is the implementation of principle no six of the co- 

 operative identity. How can the same logic be carried out by co-operatives  

nationally, regionally and internationally?  

 

E) ISSUES FOR INTERVIEW WITH NATIONAL CO-OPERATIVE LEADERS IN  

 RWANDA  
 

1.  70-80% of the populations in Rwanda, are rural and depend on agriculture.  

What initiatives are taken by your federation to link farmers to existing or 

new co-operatives in the country  

2.  Co-operatives usually operate under policies which shape the operational  

environment. Which sectoral policies do you think support co-operative 

development in all sectors and Why  

3. Which policies do you think constrain co-operative development in all 

sectors? 

4. Which policies are neutral to co-operative development in Rwanda 

5. Based on knowledge of the integrated co-operative model in Uganda and its 

success outcomes, do you think the model can be replicated with primary 

co-operatives in Rwanda? If so what are the existing opportunities and if 

not, what are the existing constraints?  

6.  The integrated co-operative model operating in Uganda, has been successful  

because  of  upholding  the  culture  of  joint  planning,  entrepreneurship 

and mobilization for effective negotiation in business. Do you think such 

motivation for integration is possible in Rwanda? If so, what should be the 

national strategy for co-operative integration in the country?  
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7.   If co-operative integration is possible for Uganda, what are the tools which  

 can bind co-operatives to run a successful integrated co-operative business  

model in Rwanda?  
 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION  
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APPENDIX 3  

EXAMINING    THE    SUCCESS    FACTORS    FOR    SUSTAINABLE    RURAL 

DEVELOPMENT THROUGH THE INTEGRATED CO-OPERATIVE MODEL  
 

INTERVIEW GUIDE INSTRUMENT FOR TANZANIA  [2014/02]  
 

1.  The policy and governance interview instruments, will be directed to three  

groups of respondents Top government policy makers (Ministers, permanent  

secretaries and Directors of Planning and Policy  of ministries  of Trade  

and Industry, Agriculture, Finance and Planning ,  Irrigation, Fisheries,  

Minerals and Natural Resources and Tourism) These ministries are directly  

linked to the integrated model of rural development and also related to co- 

operative development. Sectorally, these are ministries where co-operatives  

can be formed but  regulated by the ministry responsible for co-operative  

development  

2.  Regional and District officers of the same ministries where policy and  

legislation are interpreted, implemented and where interaction between 

policy makers and the community.  

3.  Co-operative movement leadership at the national level.  When policy and  

legislation are formulated, the national co-operative leaders are involved in a 

participatory formulation process, interpretation and implementation.  

A) KEY ISSUES FOR TOP POLICY MAKERS IN TANZANIA 

RURAL DEVELOPMENT POLICY  
 

1.   Is there a policy focusing Rural Development?  

2.   If there is one, what are the main features of the policy?  

3.  If there is no policy for  Rural Development  do you have any policy substitute  

to framework  

4.   Which ministry co-ordinates  the implementation of rural development in  

 your country  

5.   What is your opinion on integrated rural development in Tanzania?  

 

 

B)  MINISTRY RESPONSIBLE FOR CO-OPERATIVE DEVELOPMENT IN  

 TANZANIA  

1.   Do existing sectoral policies in agriculture, Industry and Trade, Minerals,  

 Fisheries, Finance and Planning support co-operative development in  

Tanzania?  If so How?  
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2.  What relationships exist between rural development and co-operative  

development policies?  

3.  To what extent does current co-operative development policy support :- 

a)   Local networking among primary societies  

b)   Between    lower    and    upper    level    co-operative  

 organization  

c)  Does  local  networking  expand  toward  joint  agro- 

processing and value addition?  
 

4.  From the point of view of the government, what do you think is the current  

experience level of member satisfaction and perceived benefits of 

cooperatives in Tanzania  

5.  Based on knowledge from Uganda, if the integrated co-operative model  

were to be applied in Tanzania, how would this look like?  

6.  What features of Tanzania’s History have affected the approach to co- 

operative development and what is the current policy context like?  

7.  What are the current perceptions of the government to the cooperative and  

what can government learn from its experience and history that will shape 

policy and legislation in  Tanzania  

8.  How does the ministry support and promote good governance in co- 

operatives in Tanzania?  
 

C)  ISSUES   FOR   OTHER   MINISTRIES   SUPPORTING   CO-OPERATIVE  

DEVELOPMENT  

 

(Finance and Planning, Fisheries, Minerals and Energy, Agriculture, Trade and 

Industry, Irrigation, Housing and Human Settlements)  

1.   To what extent does your Ministry perceive the need for co-operatives in  

 rural development in Tanzania?  

2.  Do you have co-operative institutions in your sector and how does the  

ministry support such organizational initiatives?  

3.   How do your ministerial policies support cooperatives and rural development  

 in Tanzania?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

120  



Examining Success Factors for Sustainable Rural Development through the Integrated Co-operative Model  

 

D) ISSUES FOR REGIONAL AND DISTRICT GOVERNMENT STAFF: MINISTRY  

 RESPONSIBLE FOR CO-OPERATIVE DEVELOPMENT IN TANZANIA  
 

1.  What processes and mechanisms used by the Ministry in promoting co- 

operative development and registration in your area?  

2.  When co-operatives have been formed, what mechanisms and processes do  

you use to initiate the implementation of co-operative policy and legislation?  

3. What methods do you use to identify local capacities and ability for  

 organizational development in local communities in your area?  

4. How do you interpret and link   local economic development efforts with  

delivery systems of the central government in co-operative development? 5. 

How do you link existence of resources in local co-operatives with higher  

 level policy response and recognition?  

6.  What instruments and tools are used by the government to audit the status  

governance in local co-operatives and what have been the outcomes in 

shaping governance in local co-operative development?  

7.  Do you see the emergency of horizontal co-operative integration with local  

co-operatives? If so what are the areas and co-operative institutions where 

integration is possible?  

8.  If co-operative integration at the local level is possible, what are the main  

issues which should be addressed for the development of a successful 

integrated co-operative development in Tanzania?  

9.  If co-operative integration is possible at the local primary society levels,  

what do you think will be the main tools for effecting successful integration?  

10. Co-operative integration is the implementation of principle no six of the co- 

 operative identity. How can the same logic be carried out by co-operatives  

nationally, regionally and internationally?  

 

E) ISSUES FOR INTERVIEW WITH NATIONAL CO-OPERATIVE LEADERS IN  

 TANZANIA  

1.  70-80% of the populations in Tanzania are rural and depend on agriculture.  

What initiatives are taken by your federation to link farmers to existing or 

new co-operatives in the country  

2.  Co-operatives usually operate under policies which shape the operational  

environment. Which sectoral policies do you think support co-operative 

development in all sectors and Why  

3. Which policies do you think constrain co-operative development in all 

sectors? 

4. Which policies are neutral to co-operative development in Tanzania 

5. Based on knowledge of the integrated co-operative model in Uganda and its 
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success outcomes, do you think the model can be replicated with primary 

co-operatives in Tanzania? If so what are the existing opportunities and if 

not, what are the existing constraints?  

6.    The integrated co-operative model operating in Uganda, has been successful  

 because  of  upholding  the  culture  of  joint  planning,  entrepreneurship  

and mobilization for effective negotiation in business. Do you think such  

motivation for integration is possible in Tanzania? If so, what should be the  

national strategy for co-operative integration in the country?  

7.  If co-operative integration is possible for Uganda, what are the tools which  

can bind co-operatives to run a successful integrated co-operative business 

model in Tanzania?  
 

THE END THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Community-based  research  (CBR)  has  emerged  as  a  preferred  approach  to  

conducting research that affects disenfranchised groups, because of its egalitarian  

tenets and its emphasis on building genuine partnerships between the researcher and  

the community. In this regard Jacobson and Rugeley (2007) note that CBR engages  

“marginalized community residents as valued participants in decision-making and  

community solution-building processes around issues that concern their lives” (p.  

22). Strand, Marullo, Cutforth, Stoecker, & Donohue (2003) also characterize CBR  

as a collaborative enterprise between academic researchers and the community  

that validates multiple sources of knowledge and has as its goal the pursuit of  

social action and change to achieve social justice. Over the last decade a number  

of requests for proposals have specifically called for CBR research, especially in  

the field of health research (Blumenthal, 2011; Wallerstein & Duran, 2006). Thus  

attempts have been made to better understand the meaning of CBR, the hallmarks  

of CBR, and the challenges facing CBR partnerships (Israel, Shulz, Parker, Becker,  

1998; Ochoka & Janzen, 2014; Minkler, 2005).  

Despite the growth of research in CBR, not much is known about how power  

dynamics influence CBR partnerships. Power dynamics refer to how differences in  

power among key participants in CBR projects creates tensions and challenges that  

in turn impact the outcome of research either positively or negatively. This paper will  

review some of the issues that arise as a result of the interplay of power in two critical  

CBR partnerships, namely the academic researcher/community partnership and  

intra- community partnerships. We have chosen to consider the tensions that arise  

in these partnerships because the literature suggests that the success of any CBR  

project revolves around trust between academic researchers and the community and  

solidarity within the community were the issue is being investigated (Isreal et al, 1998;  

Minkler, 2005). Thus exploring how power differentials influence these relationships  

will go a long way in helping us develop effective CBR partnerships. Second,  

examining how power impacts partnerships in CBR is also important because power  

pervades everything we do, either as researchers or research subjects, and as such,  

could potentially impact the emancipatory effects of CBR. Power in this sense, is not  

a discrete entity that is possessed by an individual, but rather is diffuse and can be  

exercised by multiple actors, within fluid relationships (Foucault, 1978).  

This paper will draw on a Foucaultian interpretation of power to interpret research  

in CBR and explore how power differentials among key actors in CBR projects  

impacts research outcomes. To do this, we will first examine Foucault’s notion of  

power/knowledge and the post-structural idea of discourse, detailing how power only  
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exists relationally. Secondly, we will review literature that highlight the tensions and 

challenges that arise as a result of power dynamics in key partnerships in CBR 

projects, showing how Foucault’s notion of power/knowledge and the post-structural 

idea of discourse applies to CBR.  

Finally, drawing on the literature and our experience in the field, we will suggest a  

number of adult education facilitation methodologies or tools that have been used to  

successfully address power differentials in different types of CBR projects. Highlighting  

tools used to unmask and address power differentials is important because it ensures  

the CBR project truly addresses issues that concern marginalized communities and  

not just reinforces existing unequal power structures within communities. Ultimately,  

we hope to highlight the import of paying special attention to issues of power in  

CBR, as a means of ensuring CBR programs achieve their objective of combining  

“research methods and community capacity-building strategies to bridge the gap  

between knowledge produced through research and translation of this research into  

interventions and policies” (Viswanathan, et al, 2004, p. 2).  
 

2.  Foucault’s notion of power-knowledge and post-structural discourse:  

Power has played an important role in defining human relationships and can be  

defined simply as the ability to influence or impact the actions of others. Numerous  

scholars have theorized about power, but the thoughts of Michel Foucault stand out  

because they signal a departure from modernist notions of power (Mansfield, 2000).  

Foucault contrary to modernist thinking posits that power is neither a commodity nor  

is it solely embodied in a person, institution or structure to be used for organizational  

or individual purposes (Townley, 1993).  Townley (1993) notes that Foucault sees  

power as “relational; it becomes apparent when it is exercised. Because of this  

relational aspect, power is not associated with a particular institution, but with  

practices, techniques, and procedures. Power is employed at all levels, through  

many dimensions” (p. 520). Thus “he (Foucault) hardly ever uses the word “power”  

but speaks of “power relations” or “relations of power”” (St. Pierre, 2000, p. 489). It  

is within the fluid exertions of human relationships that power becomes apparent,  

constantly shaping and reshaping truth, knowledge, identity and ultimately human  

relationships themselves. Power is thus constantly at play in human relationships  

and becomes evident in the truths we acknowledge, the knowledge we hold valid  

and the social systems we institute to enshrine order in human relations. Foucault in  

this regard notes that:  

Power  must  be  understood…  as  the  multiplicity  of  force  relations  

immanent in the sphere in which they operate and which constitute their  

own organization; as the process which, through ceaseless struggles  

and confrontations, transforms, strengthens, or reverses them; as the  
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support which these force relations find in one another, thus forming a 

chain or a system, ….whose general design or institutional crystallization 

is embodied in the state apparatus, in the formulation of the law, in the 

various social hegemonies (Foucault, 1978, p. 92).  

Thus for Foucault the identity and characteristics of individuals in society is produced  

and  reproduced  by  a  relation  of  power  exercised  over  bodies,  multiplicities,  

movements, desires, forces (Gordon, 1980). Power for Foucault could be seen  

as not just a negative, coercive force, but it is also a creative force that produces  

knowledge. Power in this sense is made tangible by the knowledge it creates and  

Foucault as cited in St. Pierre (2000) notes that “power and knowledge directly  

imply one another; there is no power relation without the correlative constitution of  

a field of knowledge, nor any knowledge that does not presuppose and constitute  

at the same time power relations” (p.496). For Foucault, the workings of power  

and knowledge are so interconnected that it becomes impossible to think of one  

without the other. This is because “the exercise of power itself creates and causes  

to emerge new objects of knowledge and accumulates new bodies of information…  

the exercise of power perpetually creates knowledge and, conversely, knowledge  

constantly induces effects of power” (Gordon, 1980, p. 52). Hall (1989) as cited in  

Murphy (2012) notes that power “is caught in and constituted by the struggle to prefer  

among many meanings as the dominant” (p. 4), drawing on established regimes of  

truth legitimated by existing discourses. Power is thus seen as being “produced in  

everyday practices of gestures, actions, and discourse” (Murphy, 2012, p.4).  

The post-structural notion of discourse refers to “a way of reasoning (form of logic),  

with certain truth effects through its impact on practice, anchored in a particular  

vocabulary that constitutes a particular version of the social world” (Sveningsson &  

Alvesson, 2003, p. 1171). This depiction of discourse highlights its political nature,  

by showing that discourses only represent a particular version of reality. The political  

nature of discourse implies that discourses are always tied to the interests of a  

particular group of people, who see things in a particular way. Discourses are thus  

never neutral. But are tied to interests of those in power and generally frame or  

define the limits of intelligibility in a given situation. This post-structural truism means  

that discourse and groups, who participate in shaping discourse, wield tremendous  

power/knowledge in that they can proscribe thought and action.  

It is in this sense discourses are seen as productive in post-structuralism, in that  

they work “in a very material way through social institutions to construct realities  

that control both the actions and bodies of peoples” (St. Pierre, p. 486). Post- 

structuralisms avers that discourses produce different subjectivities by creating  
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regimes of truth that frame how people think and act, which in turn constrains what 

things mean and how people act or perform a specific signifier. In this context, 

discourses shape the way people perform and “performatives must make sense in 

order to work; they have to be recognizable, they must continue to be cited” (Youdell, 

2006, p. 37). Thus, according to post-structural thinkers like Foucault the individual 

is “subjectivated- s/he is at once rendered a subject and subjected to relations of 

power through discourse. That is, the productive power constitutes and constrains, 

but does not determine, the subject.” (Youdell, p. 37).  

 

When Foucault’s conception of power/knowledge and post-structural discourse are 

applied to CBR, we begin to see that seemingly mundane interactions between the 

academic researcher and communities are steeped in expressions of power that 

impact the trajectory of any CBR project. For one, a study by Nation, Bess, Voight, 

Perkins, and Juarez (2011) suggests that whoever initiates a CBR partnership, 

whether it is the academic researcher or community members, plays a critical 

role in framing the discourse, what is intelligible within the project, and ultimately 

determining what success means for the CBR project.  

 

They suggest that whoever initiates the CBR partnership typically has privileged  

knowledge of the issue to be investigated and is in a better position to dictate  

research objectives, make administrative decisions, determine data gathering and  

analysis techniques, and ultimately frame the discourse around such an issue.  In this  

instance, we begin to see how the power to initiate a CBR partnership is facilitated by  

the knowledge of problems of import that can be funded and access to information  

about how to obtain funding to investigate these problems, highlighting the subtle  

nexus between power and knowledge. Thus though the goal of CBR is to address  

the problems facing marginalized communities and hopefully reframe discourse on  

these issues, the power dynamics between the researcher and community may  

hamper this goal and lead to exploitative discourses remaining unchallenged.  

Nation et al (2011) indicates that the knowledge and values of the initiator of the  

CBR project (whether it is the community or the researcher) are typically privileged  

in the course of the CBR partnership, leading to tensions or discursive frictions  

that may hamper the research goals of the CBR project.  Discursive frictions refer  

to the “tensions that can arise when various national, social, organizational, and  

individual cultural differences materialize in our everyday discourse and practices,  

often privileging, but at times shifting traditional, colonial, and postcolonial power  

relations” (Murphy, 2012, p. 2). Within the context of CBR partnerships discursive  

frictions have been shown to occur and the next section will begin to consider two  

partnerships in which discursive frictions have been shown to arise as a result of the  

interplay of power.  
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3.  Power/knowledge,    academic    researcher/community    partnership:  

The relationship between the academic researcher and the community is a key  

part of CBR and in many regards can be considered the driving force behind its  

emergence as the preferred approach to dealing with marginalized communities.  

Ideally in CBR partnerships, research does not just occur in a community as a place  

or site for gathering data, but rather community members are actively involved in  

all stages of the research process from determining the issue to be investigated, to  

the dissemination of results. However, some studies indicate that the relationship  

between the academy and community is particularly susceptible to the discursive  

frictions that are a product of power dynamics (Nation et al, 2011; Murphy, 2012).  

In Nation et al (2011) the power relationship between the academic researcher and  

the community is examined to highlight how the method of power sharing plays a  

central role in determining the kind of engagement that occurs during CBR projects.  

The study found that in community-initiated CBR projects, where the community  

is organized and initiates the partnership with academic researchers on a pre- 

determined issue, “communities tend to have the most power” (p. 91).  

They note that this means academic researchers may have to negotiate aspects of  

the project like the choice of methodology, which changes their role when compared  

to traditional research and makes the research project more emancipatory for the  

community, but more problematic for the researcher. Here academic researchers will  

have to relinquish their privileged position in knowledge production, give up control of  

the leading role in the research process, and assume more of a pragmatic participant  

role in the research project, as opposed to being a facilitator of key issues.  

On the other hand, Nation et al, also note that in situations where academic researchers  

develop the research agenda and determine the issues before collaborating with  

the community, the researchers hold most of the power and it becomes difficult to  

share ownership of the project and engage members of the community meaningfully  

because the academic researchers have predetermined goals and they may not  

share the same interests with the community. This could lead to the project being  

largely researcher driven and issues that concern the community may be ignored in  

favor of the researcher’s academic interests.  

A case study of an international CBR partnership between US government sponsored  

academics (USACAD) and a Kenyan non-governmental organization (KNGO) in  

Murphy (2012), highlights how power and knowledge are interconnected, diffuse,  

non-linear and complex, and constantly being exercised by both partners in the CBR  

relationship “from innumerable points, in the interplay of non-egalitarian and mobile  
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relations” (Foucault, 1978, p. 94). The study set out to establish a program that  

helps build the KNGO’s capacity to implement family-based curricula on HIV/AIDS.  

Members of the USACAD team found it difficult to get a timely response from the  

KNGO team on the items to be included on the agenda for a training workshop.  

The KNGO team eventually responded to the USACAD team’s requests, but the  

agenda sent to the American team turned out to be radically different from what they  

expected, with references to anal sex as being a type of sexual act that could lead  

to the transmission of HIV/AIDS removed from the agenda. This led to discursive  

frictions between the teams, with the USACAD claiming that their position on anal sex  

was scientifically backed, while the KNGO team refuted their claim, noting that the  

supposedly dominant scientific position “promoted homosexuality” and contravened  

the religious, cultural and political beliefs of the Kenyan people. Thus:  

While the KNGO, as the south partner, is placed positionally as the  

partner “in need”, they continually exercise power based on their cultural  

knowledge and expertise. In this example, the U.S partners’ strategies to  

use/impose a particular knowledge system and language practice were  

rerouted to accommodate Kenyan cultural norms. And numerous attempts  

at negotiating ways to overtly connect certain sexual practices and HIV/  

AIDS transmission through the USACAD’s direct communication style were  

met with a “respectful” silence” (Murphy, 2012, p.10).  

Here we can see how by remaining silent and refusing to compromise on certain  

language the KNGO group exerts power in the relationship despite the fact that  

the partnership is being funded by the American team. This case highlights the  

Foucaultian notion of power being diffuse and continually being (re)negotiated by  

different partners in a CBR relationship. Thus though the “USCAD may have the  

technical knowledge and control the economic power (they secured the U.S. funded  

grant), however, KNGO has the practical knowledge and controls the local cultural  

power” (Murphy, p. 10) which in turn allowed the Kenyan team control the discourse  

about HIV/AIDS transmission. The fact that power is relational makes it malleable  

and allows for all participants in such relations to exert some control over others in  

CBR partnerships.  

4.  Power/knowledge and intra-community partnerships in CBR:  During  

CBR projects discursive frictions occur not only between academic researchers and  

community partners but also among various community partners (Cullen, Lema,  

Tucker, Snyder & Duncan, 2013, Nation et al, 2011). Here you find that communities  

are not monoliths and that there are “several community constituencies who both  

contribute and (at times) compete to influence the project. Because of this, many of  
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the issues that develop are not tensions between the community partners and the  

researchers, but instead among community partners” (Nation et al, 2011, p. 95).  

Discursive frictions within communities speak to the Foucaultian notion of power  

being relational and exercised even within supposedly familial community relations.  

Power pervades communal relations were competing interests and values arise that  

impact the outcome of a CBR study. For instance marginalized groups within the  

community may feel less inclined to participate in the CBR project if they feel the  

views of certain community partners dominate the research. Academic researchers  

will find it difficult to navigate a scenario where community partners have opposing  

interests and may want to influence research outcomes to suit their interest leading  

to tensions.  

In fact a CBR study of ways to improve natural resource management (NRM) in the  

highlands of Ethiopia by Cullen et al (2013) indicates that it is indeed precarious  

for academic researchers to navigate the power dynamics in a community with  

different factions and competing interests. The study also indicates that even within  

innovative community-based partnerships with commonly agreed upon issues to  

be studied, views of more powerful members of the community tend to dominate  

thus further marginalizing weaker members of the community. In this case, the  

views of government partners were being advanced over and above the views of  

farmers in the community. Even though government representatives and farmers  

in the community ideally ought to share common interests, the study revealed that  

government representatives had longer term goals while farmers in the community  

had goals that addressed more immediate, existential needs.  

Differences in power between groups within a community at times influences whose  

knowledge is adopted and shared in the CBR project. In Cullen et al, “initially farmer  

knowledge was not valued during platform discussions. During early platform  

meetings, decision-makers frequently complained about farmer ignorance of key  

issues, their lack of knowledge of NRM, backward or inappropriate farming practices  

and short-term visions. This did not create a favorable environment for the sharing  

of farmer knowledge and represented a major barrier to innovation” (p. 83). We find  

here that even within  communities power differences exist and these differences are  

played out in ways that may hamper the dissemination of knowledge of marginalized  

groups and thus perpetuate discourses that undermine their interests and advance  

the interests of community members in positions of power. The link between power  

and knowledge is made evident in this case as the knowledge of farmers is initially  

ignored because they lack the education and credentials of government officials and  

the power and social standing that goes with being educated.  
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Miltenburg et al (2013) illustrates Foucault’s notion of power/knowledge and its  

relational dynamic by showing that multiple and competing knowledge structures  

exist among community partners in a community-based maternal health project in  

Tanzania. The study shows that partnership between stakeholders in a community  

especially when it comes to an important issue like maternal health outcomes are  

“difficult as perception of health are based on diverse knowledge cultures formed  

by different experiences , forms of enquiry and to some extent even languages”  

(p. 163). Further stakeholders within the community are influenced by affiliations to  

groups with varied histories, structures, and interests. The power hierarchy among  

community stakeholders has been shown to be an impediment to collective learning  

which is at the heart of any CBR project (Brown, 2010).  In  Miltenburg et al the  

study highlights a disconnect between the knowledge of women in communities  

who receive maternal health services and the knowledge of  health care providers  

such as nurses/midwives and clinicians within the healthcare institutions charged  

with providing services to reduce maternal mortality. Thus discursive tensions exist  

between women in the community and community health care providers, with both  

groups having “markedly different perspectives on causes of delay to reaching  

appropriate care, based on different knowledge cultures” (p. 175).  

The authors also note that because health care providers have formal education  

and biomedical expertise, they are placed in positions where their knowledge is  

privileged over that of the expecting mother. This sometimes leads to oppressive  

hierarchical power relations and reluctance among expecting mothers to avail  

themselves of health services provided. Overall the study indicates that including  

the local knowledge of mothers and cultivating an atmosphere of trust, respect  

and inclusiveness are critical principles to achieving successful partnerships within  

communities. Consequently using adult education facilitation techniques in CBR  

projects could serve as a useful tool to resolving the discursive tensions that are  

bound to arise within communities. The next section will explore some methods that  

have been used to foster inclusiveness, trust and respect both between academic  

researchers and communities and within the community in CBR projects.  

5.  Addressing power dynamics in CBR: Adult education facilitation methods  

have been shown to be useful in addressing power differentials in CBR. One approach  

that has gained prominence is the use of photo-voice as a means of bringing to  

the fore the voice,  experiences, knowledge, and narratives of marginalized groups  

and helps reshape discourse to address issues that concern these groups (Becker,  

Reiser, Lambert, & Covello, 2014; Casteldon, Garvin, & Huu-ay-aht first Nation,  

2008).  Photo-voice is an advocacy and research technique that sets out to influence  

systems and policies  by using “photographic images taken by persons with little  
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money, power, or status to enhance community needs assessment, empower 

participants, and induce change by informing policy makers of community assets 

and deficits” (Strack, Magill, & McDonagh, 2004, p. 49).  

Becker et al (2014) used photo-voice during a CBPR project in mental health to  

bring to the fore the voice, experiences, and perspectives of community members  

who use mental health services “in an attempt to engage their expertise on what is  

working within the mental health system and what needs to be changed” (p. 191). The  

goal of the study was to address the stigma, prejudice, isolation and discrimination  

experienced by individuals with mental health needs from the public, mental health  

and health care professionals and themselves. The photo-voice technique in this study  

helped create new narratives and knowledge of what it means to be diagnosed with  

a mental disease and highlighted the stigma associated with individuals diagnosed  

with mental health issues leading to a push for change in mental health services and  

policy. This study highlights how photo-voice has been used as a tool to give voice  

to previously marginalized groups and influence power dynamics by changing our  

knowledge of issues and shedding light on silenced perspectives. In the context of  

CBR, photo-voice can be used to shed light on the narratives of marginalized groups  

within the community and thus helps foster inclusiveness, trust, and social cohesion,  

factors critical to co-learning necessary for CBR to succeed.  

Participatory video is another community engagement facilitation tool that has been  

shown to be effective in challenging hierarchies in power structures in communities  

(Cullen et al, 2013). Participatory video is a technique similar to photo-voice but  

involves the use of videos instead of photographic images to capture the voice  

and perspectives of marginalized groups. In Cullen et al, it was “used to empower  

farmers, who were trained to use video to record their problems and their points  

of view” (p. 81), while the resulting videos were shown to community members in  

charge of agricultural policy to increase their awareness of farmer issues.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

133  



Examining Success Factors for Sustainable Rural Development through the Integrated Co-operative Model  

 

References  

 

Becker, K., Reiser, M., Lambert, S., & Covello, C. (2014). Photo-voice: Conducting  

 community-based  participatory  research  and  advocacy  in  mental  health.  

Journal of Creativity in Mental Health, 9(2), 188-209.  

Blumenthal, D. D. (2011). Is community-based participatory research possible?  

 American Journal of Preventive Medicine, 40(3), 386-389.  

Brown, V. A. (2010). Multiple knowledges, multiple languages: Are the limits of my  

 knowledge the limits of my world? Knowledge Management for Development  

Journal, 6(2), 120-131.  

Castleden, H., Garvin, T., & Huu-ay-aht First Nation. (2008). Modifying photovoice  

 for community-based participatory indigenous research. Social Science &  

Medicine, 66(1), 1393-1405.  

Cullen, B., Lema, Z., Tucker, J., Snyder, K., & Duncan, A. (2013). Navigating power  

 dynamics in innovative platforms: Lessons from the Blue Nile basin, Ethiopia.  

Nairobi, Kenya. 79-84.  

Foucault, M. (1978). The history of sexuality volume 1: An introduction. New York:  

 Random House.  

Gordon, C. (Ed.). (1980). Power/Knowledge, selected interviews and other writings  

 1972-1977 Michel Foucault. New York: Pantheon Books.  

Israel, B., Schulz, A., Parker, E., & Becker, A. (1998). Review of community-based  

 research: Assessing partnership approaches to improving public health. Annual  

Review of Public Health, 19(1), 173-202.  

Jacobson, M., & Rugeley, C. (2007). Community-based participatory research:  

 Group work for social justice and community change. Social Work with Groups,  

30(4), 21-39. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1300/J009v30n04_03  

Mansfield, N. (2000). Foucault: The subject and power. In N. Mansfield (Ed.),  

 Subjectivity: Theories of the self from Freud to Haraway (First ed., pp. 51-65).  

New York: University Press.  

Miltenburg, A., Rijkers, E., Maselle, N., Barass, J., Rossmalen, J., & Bunders, J.  

 (2013). Reflections on the dynamics of the coexistence of multiple knowledge  

cultures in a community-based maternal health project in Tanzania. Knowledge 

Management for Development Journal, 9(2), 162-184.  

Minkler,  M.  (2005).  Community-based  research  partnerships:  Challenges  and  

opportunities. Journal of Urban Health: Bulletin of the New York Academy of 

Medicine, 82(2), 3-12. doi:10.1093/jurban/jti034  

Murphy, A. E.  (2012). Discursive frictions: Power, identity, and culture in an  

international  working partnership. Journal of International and Intercultural 

Communication, 6(1), 1-20.  

Nation, M., Bess, K., Voight, A., Perkins, D., & Juarez, P. (2011). Levels of community  

 engagement in youth violence prevention: The role of power in sustaining  

successful university-community partnerships. American Journal of Community 

Psychology, 48(1), 89-96.  

Ochoka, J., & Janzen, R. (2014). Breathing life into theory, illustrations of community- 
 

134  



Examining Success Factors for Sustainable Rural Development through the Integrated Co-operative Model  

 

based research: Hallmarks, functions and phases. International Journal of 

Community Research and Engagement, 7, 18-33.  

St.  Pierre,  E. A.  (2000).  Poststructural  feminism  in  education: An  overview.  

International Journal of Qualitative Studies in Education, 13(5), 477-515.  

Strack, R. W., Magill, K., & McDonagh, K. (2004). Engaging youth through photovoice.  

 Health Promotion Practice, 5(1), 49-58.  

Strand, K., Marullo, S., Cutforth, N., Stoecker, R., & Donohue, P. (2003). Community- 

 based research and higher education: Principles and practices. San Franscico:  

Jossey-Bass.  

Sveningsson,   S.,   &  Alvesson,   M.  (2003).   Managing   managerial   identities:  

Organizational fragmentation, discourse and identity struggle. Human Relations, 

56(10), 1163-1193.  

Townley, B. (1993). Foucault, Power/Knowledge, and its relevance for human  

 resource management. The Academy of Management Review, 18(3), 518-545. 

Viswanathan, et al. (2004). Community-based participatory research: Assessing the  

evidence. North Carolina: Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality.  

Wallerstein,  N.  B.,  &  Duran,  B.  (2006).  Using  community-based  participatory  

research to address health disparities. Health Promotion Practice, 7(3), 312- 

323. doi:10.1177/1524839906289376  

Youdell, D. (2006). Diversity, inequality, and a post-structural politics for education.  

 Discourse: Studies in Cultural Politics of Education, 27(1), 33-42.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
135  



 



 

 

 

 

 

ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY  
OF RESEARCH IN COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT  
AND PARTICPATORY RESEARCH IN AFRICA  

&  

ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY  
OF THEORETICAL EXPOSITIONS IN COMMUNITY  

ENGAGEMENT AND COMMUNITY-BASED RESEARCH  
 
 
by  

 

Adeyemi Ogundade  

Graduate Student  
University of Regina, Saskatchewan  

Canada  
 
 
 

March 2016  



 



Examining Success Factors for Sustainable Rural Development through the Integrated Co-operative Model  
 

1.  ANNOTATED    BIBLIOGRAPHY    OF    RESEARCH    IN    COMMUNITY  

ENGAGEMENT AND PARTICPATORY RESEARCH IN AFRICA  

1)   Bernard, T., & Spielman, D. J. (2009). Reaching the rural poor through rural  

 producer organizations? A study of agricultural marketing cooperatives in  

Ethiopia. Food Policy, 34, 60-60.  

 

This paper explores the concept of inclusiveness (a form of community engagement)  

in rural producer organizations (RPO) in Ethiopia and its effects on how RPO’s meet  

the goal of marketing agricultural outputs. The authors are of the opinion that being  

inclusive or engaging the community for rural cooperatives in Ethiopia means: open  

membership to all individuals, all individuals irrespective of membership benefit from  

the activities of the organization and the extent to which a participatory decision- 

making model pervades the organization. The findings of the study indicate that the  

poorest farmers tend to be excluded from membership in marketing cooperatives in  

Ethiopia either because of high membership costs, or farmers voluntarily choosing  

not to participate because of the perceived low returns of membership. The authors  

identify education and land holding as significant statistical variables that influence  

household participation in rural marketing cooperatives, highlighting the importance  

of co-operative adult education programs to increasing community involvement in  

agricultural cooperatives. This paper offers us unique insight into the factors that  

influence community engagement in agricultural cooperatives in Ethiopia.  

2)   Kamanda, A., Embleton, L., Ayuku, D., Atwoli, L., Gisore, P., Ayaya, S., . .  

 . Braitstein, P. (2013). Harnessing the power of the grassroots to conduct  

public health research in sub-Saharan Africa: A case study from western  

Kenya in the adaptation of community-based participatory research (CBPR)  

approaches. BMC Public Health, 13(91), 1-10. http://www.biomedcentral.  

com/1471-2458/13/91  

This paper illustrates how community-based participatory research approaches and  

principles where integrated in a longitudinal research study design in sub-Saharan  

Africa. The study sets out to evaluate the effects of different care environments on the  

physical and mental health outcomes of orphans and children separated from their  

families in western Kenya. The study describes how a CBPR framework was used  

to identify the research problem, plan, implement, evaluate, and disseminate the  

findings of the research study. The study illustrates how a longitudinal study of this  

magnitude could not be achieved without the active involvement of the community  

in all stages of the research process. The study is an example of how community- 

based participatory research can be used to empower communities and draw on  

the expertise of the community to identify and solve social problems in Africa. The  

authors note that the majority of literature on CBPR is from Canada and the United  

States and they set out to show how adopting a CBPR approach positively impacts  

research outcomes in sub-Saharan Africa.  
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3)   Mosavel, M., Simon, C., Van Stade, D., & Buchbinder, M. (2005). Community- 

 based participatory research (CBPR) in South Africa: Engaging multiple  

constituents to shape the research question. Social Science & Medicine, 61, 

2577-2587. doi:10.1016/j.socscimed.2005.04.041  

This article details the workings of a research project using community-based  

participatory research in a South African community. The authors show how the act of  

engaging in genuine dialogue with community members led to a change in the focus  

of their research project. The authors note that their research question changed from  

examining the risk factors associated with cervical cancer, to a broader emphasis on  

cervical health and its relation to the larger context of community health, as a result  

of dialogue with community members.  

The article shows that by building relationships rooted in affect and trust, researchers  

and community stakeholders can begin to  make meaning of the world around them  

and make goals that serve both the communities and the researcher’s interests.  

This article details an instance of genuine “transformational engagement”, where the  

research question and goal is radically altered based on a commitment to genuine  

dialogue that is the hallmark of the community-based participatory research model.  

Overall, this article serves as an exemplar showing how transformational community  

engagement works in practice in the field of health care research in Africa.  

4)   Nelson, F., & Agrawal, A. (2008). Patronage or participation? Community- 

 based  natural  resource  management  reform  in  Sub-Saharan  Africa.  

Development and Change, 39(4), 557-585.  

 

This article takes a look at the institutional impediments to efforts to decentralize  

control of natural resources to local communities in seven countries in Sub-Saharan  

Africa.  Though community engagement is not highlighted as a key concept in this  

article, the focus on the political and institutional conditions that either advance  

or hamper community-based natural resource management (CBNRM), speaks to  

the institutional environment that shapes community engagement activities and  

determines its success. Overall, this article offers us insight into the legal, political,  

economic,  and  administrative  conditions  that  frame  community  engagement  

practices in Sub-Saharan Africa relating to natural resource management.  

5)   Participants in the community engagement and consent workshops in  

 Kenya. (2011). Consent and community engagement in diverse research  

contexts. Journal on Empirical Research on Human Ethics Research: An 

International Journal, 8(4), 1-18.  

This paper reviews current thinking about and experience of community engagement  

and consent in health research in varied contexts. The article carries out a review  

of the literature examining the meaning of research consent and community  
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engagement and explores the link between these concepts. The authors detail the 

contested meaning of community engagement and explore issues around what it 

means for an individual to “represent” a community during engagement activities. The 

paper highlights the importance of clarifying the scope of community engagement 

goals and also offers insight into how community engagement is viewed in African 

countries like Kenya by using case studies.  

6)   Rein, M., & Stott, L. (2009). Working together: Critical perspectives on six  

 cross-sector partnerships in Southern Africa. Journal of Business Ethics,  

(90), 79-89. doi:10.1007/s10551-008-9915-9  

 

This article carries out an analysis of formal partnerships meant to foster community  

engagement in Southern African countries. One of the key issues the article raises  

is that contextual factors like culture, and political conditions, may either enhance or  

impede the development of partnerships that foster genuine engagement between  

non-governmental organizations and the community. The study shows that in  

partnerships between non-governmental organizations and communities analyzed  

in Southern Africa, none of the partnership structures had provisions for a collective  

decision making apparatus, leading to the absence of team-work, power-sharing,  

and consensus building. This state of affairs has led to the community’s interests  

being supplanted by the “development priorities” of project partners and outside  

organizations. The article indicates that the absence of a continual partnership  

evaluation process leads to less engagement with the community over time. The  

article offers insight into the workings of partnerships targeted at fostering community  

engagement in Southern African countries between 2003 and 2005.  

7)   Tindana, P., Rozmovits, L., Boulanger, R., Bandewar, S., Aborigo, R.,  

 Hodgson, A., . . . Lavery, J. (2011). Aligning community engagement with  

traditional authority structures in global health research: A case study from  

northern Ghana. American Journal of Public Health, 101(10), 1857-1867.  

This article offers evidence supporting the efficacy of community engagement  

practices for biomedical researchers in developing countries when aligned with  

traditional authority structures. The study details how preexisting authority structures  

of a community in Ghana helped facilitate community engagement and a sense of  

control of the research process by the community, which in turn fostered increased  

community involvement in the research project.  The paper highlights the importance  

of aligning research goals and objectives to traditional values, culture and mores and  

offers some guidance to researchers on how to carryout community engagement  

practices in Africa in public health research. Using a qualitative interview method of  

data collection, the authors found that using traditional authority structures familiar  

to the community helped create buy in and trust, which in turn, fostered community  

participation and engagement. The study also highlights the limitations of using  

traditional authority structures to foster community engagement in research in Africa.  
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Limitations identified include the absence of gender equality in some traditional 

settings and the need to invest vast amounts of time and resources to cultivate 

relationships within communities.  
 

8)   Tindana, P., Singh, J., Tracy, C., Upshur, R., Daar, A., Singer, P.,.. Lavery,  

J. (2007). Grand challenges in global health: Community engagement in 

research in developing countries. Plos Medicine, 4(9)  

The paper sets out to outline how community engagement has been conceived of  

and used to advance health research in developing countries. The authors show that  

the concept of community engagement is unsettled by highlighting the contentions  

in the meaning of community and engagement in research circles. The paper details  

the goals of community engagement in health research and reviews conceptual  

models of community engagement prominent in the health research literature. The  

authors also detail how community engagement approaches have been used in  

specific contexts, highlighting its practicality.  
 

2.  ANNOTATED  BIBLIOGRAPHY  OF  THEORETICAL  EXPOSITIONS  IN  

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT AND COMMUNITY-BASED RESEARCH  

1)   Blumenthal,  D.  S.  (2011).  Is  community-based  participatory  research  

possible?  American  Journal  of  Preventive  Medicine,  40(3),  386-389. 

doi:10.1016/j.amepre.2010.11.011  

This paper carries out a review of community-based research highlighting the  

fundamental assumptions underlying the methods used in this approach and detailing  

the unique challenges facing the CBPR model. The paper identifies two pillars of  

CBPR the first being the ethically sensitive attitude the researcher possesses in  

response to the history of exploitation of communities. The second pillar the author  

identifies is the pursuit of research practices that engender community empowerment.  

The author also identifies a number of ongoing challenges to CBPR. Challenges like  

the need to ensure “equitable community participation in every phase of the research  

project” (P. 387), are seen as critical to reconfiguring the balance of power between  

the community and researcher. Overall the paper offers an abridged overview of the  

CBPR landscape detailing challenges facing the model and possible solutions to  

these challenges.  
 

2)   Head,   B.   W. (2007).    Community   engagement:   Participation   on 

whose terms? Australian Journal of Political Science, 42(3), 441-454. 
doi:10.1080/10361140701513570  

 

This article examines the concept of community engagement, highlighting its  

ambiguous nature and how different interpretations of community engagement have  

emerged. The authors state that different interpretations of community engagement  
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in discourse depend on the orientation of the individual or organization promoting 

community engagement. They distinguish the traditional managerial orientation in 

community engagement, which relies on hierarchical structures of control, from the 

critical orientation in community engagement, which espouses wide spread 

powersharing and substantive dialogue that leads to change.  

The paper details different types of community engagement activities and examines  

reasons why the government, business sector and community groups get involved  

in community engagements activities of different types. The paper also highlights  

six learning challenges facing those who get involved in community engagement  

activities. The author suggests that there is little evidence the critical orientation to  

community engagement has taken hold in policy discourse. Overall, this paper offers  

a detailed review of the community engagement literature that allows the reader  

better understand the complex terminology that animates discourse.  

3)   Israel, B. A., Schulz, A. J., Parker, E. A., & Becker, A. B. (1998). Review of  

 community-based research: Assessing partnership approaches to improve  

public health. Annual Review of Public Health, 19, 173-202.  

 

This paper carries out a detailed review of the literature in community-based research  

and other participatory forms of research, with the goal of distilling key characteristics  

of community-based research.  The paper examines the practice of community- 

based research within the context of different scientific paradigms and notes that  

different epistemological paradigms inform different practices of community-based  

research. The authors discuss the rationales used to justify community-based  

research and explore the challenges faced in conducting effective community-based  

research. The authors highlight the fact that multiple ways of knowing have informed  

community-based research leading to a diversity of methods and conceptions of  

what community-based research should look like. They note that within the field of  

public health, the positivist epistemological paradigm dominates research practice  

and show how the community-based research approach draws from a constructivist  

and critical theoretical paradigm. The paper also highlights eight key principles that  

characterize community-based research and discuss different rationales for adopting  

a community-based research approach.  

4)   Minkler, M. (2005). Community-based research partnerships: Challenges  

 and opportunities. Journal of Urban Health: Bulletin of the New York  

Academy of Medicine, 82(2), 3-12. doi:10.1093/jurban/jti034  

 

This paper explores the historical roots and core principles of CBPR and illustrates  

how the CBPR approach adds value to urban health research. Using examples  

from various international settings like South Africa, the author reviews some of  

the ethical challenges faced by researchers adopting the CBPR model. The author  

identifies ethical challenges like identifying a community driven issue, insider- 

outsider tensions, dilemmas in sharing and releasing findings, and challenges in the  
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action dimension of CBPR, as important challenges to surmount if a CBPR project is 

to be considered successful. The paper offers insight into the nature and workings of 

the CBPR process and challenges involved in the practice of CBPR.  

5)   Stanton, C. R. (2014). Crossing methodological borders: Decolonizing  

 community-based participatory research. Qualitative Inquiry, 20(5), 573- 

583. doi:10.1177/1077800413505541  

 

This paper positions CBPR as a tool that facilitates the decolonization of knowledge  

and a means of fostering empowerment in indigenous communities. The article  

explores the potential of CBPR to challenge the epistemological assumptions of  

mainstream research and implement decolonizing theory in indigenous communities.  

The author notes that different epistemologies underpin different approaches to  

research and that an epistemology that values partnership and collaborative meaning  

making embodies the epistemological orientation of both indigenous communities  

and CBPR researchers. The paper suggests similar epistemological assumptions  

underpin CBPR and indigenous knowledge systems and consequently positions  

the  CBPR  approach  as  ideal  for  decolonizing  research  methodologies  when  

considering issues in indigenous communities. The paper illustrates how the CBPR  

approach helped the author conduct research that realigned the power differential  

between the University academy and the indigenous community, and ensured  

research was respectful, relevant, reciprocal, and responsible. Overall the paper  

highlights the importance of adopting CBPR approaches in conducting research with  

disenfranchised and oppressed groups.  

6)   Wallerstein, N. B., & Duran, B. (2006). Using community-based participatory  

 research to address health disparities. Health Promotion Practice, 7(3), 312- 

323. doi:10.1177/1524839906289376  

 

This article highlights the ethical tensions and challenges that have arisen in the  

relationship between academic and community partners as a result of the increased  

use of CBPR. The authors use examples to illustrate the tensions and paradoxes  

involved in CBPR and recommend transforming the culture within the academy as  

a means of alleviating these tensions. The authors identify knowledge interests,  

shifting involvement, community consent, and the challenge of race, racism and  

discrimination, as a few paradoxes creating tensions in the relationship between  

the academy and community. The article points to the structural, hierarchical, and  

instrumental cultures in Universities as a major factor creating tensions between  

scholars who would like to engage in CBPR and the community. The authors  

suggest incorporating the values of integrity and humility as the most effective way  

of alleviating tensions and paradoxes between the academy and community during  

CBPR.  
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Bernard, T., Collion, M., De Janvry, A., and Sadoulet, E. (2008). Do Village  
Organizations Make a Difference in African Rural Development? A Study for  
Senegal and Burkina Faso. World Development, 36 (11), 2188-2204.  

This  study  examines  the  performance  and  benefits  of  village  
organizations (producer organizations that are either market oriented  
(MO) or community oriented (CO) organizations). The researchers  
identify the growing presence of producer organizations in West  
Africa. They identify that membership within these organizations  
crosses socio-economic classes and that the returns to investment  
for the members is consistent and does not reflect elite capture or  
corruption because of internal controls. Instead they identify limited  
managerial capacity despite training and clearly defined processes  
and transparency that leads to limited impacts on communities..  
Determinants of Mo and CO include community size, geographical  
location, economic environment, and ethnic diversity (higher in MO  
which does not require the same shared norms). The researchers  
note potential resistance to MO cooperative formation as it focuses on  
members increased economic gains that has the potential to challenge  
traditional forms of authority. They also identify that increased controls  
of COs improved their potential to meet the needs of a range of socio- 
economically vulnerable people within the community as they are  
regulated by egalitarian principles. These same guiding principles and  
controls are understood to have a negative impact on the efficiency  
of MOs as equitable sharing of benefits with the larger community  
through the production of services is framed as a sort of tax on MOs  
that decreases their efficiency in meeting members’ financial needs.  

*poverty reduction, cooperative characteristics and goals  

Bernard, T., and Spielman, D. J. (2009). Reaching the rural poor through 
rural producer organizations? A study of agricultural marketing cooperatives 
in Ethiopia. Food Policy, 34, 60-69.  

This research examines the limited inclusiveness of rural producer  
organizations   in   Ethiopia.   Specifically   it   identifies   the   limited  
membership of the poorest members of kebeles (due to low returns  
to and the high cost of membership), the limited access of poorer  
members to decision making (through management committees),  
and minimal benefits to the non-members (such as decline on input  
costs and information sharing on different educational workshops). It  
briefly identifies previous government regulation of cooperatives as a  
potential reason for limited membership. Note: They identify a trade- 
off between inclusive membership, participatory decision making and  
market success. (In terms of social cohesion this follows Putnam  
-where diversity (needs/ goals) breaks down cohesion and in turn 
limits outcome).  
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*social  inclusion/exclusion  (individual  and  structural);  cohesion; 
poverty reduction  

Birchall, J  (2003). Rediscovering the Co-operative Advantage: Poverty  
Reduction Through Self-help. International Labor Organization, Geneva.  

This report examines the relationship between cooperative formation  
and poverty reduction in both “developed” and “developing” countries.  
It outlines the concepts of poverty and cooperative, the history of  
cooperatives and uses nine case studies to explore the diverse  
outcomes and determinants of cooperative success. In chapter four  
it concludes with factors for successful cooperative projects. These  
factors include: members involvement in the planning process; the  
initial start of pilot projects at the community or local level; flexibility in  
the planning process; cost-effective projects with somewhat flexible  
budgets; projects that are able to address multiple conditions of  
poverty in order to better sustain themselves (through addressing  
health and education for example), focus on women; human resource  
development at management and membership level; and as a result  
of monitoring and self -evaluation the project should be replicable.  

*poverty reduction and cooperative characteristics  

Birchall, J. and Simmons, R. (2009). Co-operatives and Poverty Reduction:  
Evidence from Sri Lanka and Tanzania, Co-operative College, Manchester.  

This article outlines how different forms of cooperatives (multi- 
purpose, agricultural, credit, industrial) reduce poverty. It looks at  
the different forms of poverty and what is termed “poverty traps”  
which include the need for child labour (decreasing children’s  
access to education), uninsurable risk (the risk of investing already  
minimal resources into income generation), debt bondage, lack of  
information (long work hours lead to limited access to information  
about alternative or better jobs), under-nutrition and illness, low  
skill, high fertility, forced subsistence  (no market access to sell  
products), farm erosion, collective action traps (tied to the costs  
of collective action), and mental health issues (depression). The  
article identifies that cooperatives can deal with these different  
issues tied to poverty but that there were also factors that limit  
their success. These factors included limited training, financing of  
capital projects limited skill development, technical resources and  
marketing support and access (as there are limits to the amount  
of income that can be generated from local markets), the role of  
the government (where government involvement and regulation  
led to less democratically run cooperatives), lack of trust due to  
past dysfunctional management, lengthy processing of paper  
work  (because  of  government  regulation).  The  researchers  
identify the cooperative needs for financial support to diversify  
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and expand, improved training and knowledge for members to  
increase productivity, improved infrastructure (roads) to increase  
access to markets. In terms of government involvement and  
legislation they identify the need for an autonomous cooperative  
sector, minimal government regulation and support focused on  
cooperative registration and enabling cooperative movement to  
fully reach its potential.  

*determinants of poverty, poverty reduction for multiple forms of 
poverty, barriers to potential outcomes of cooperatives  

Chikaire, J., Nnadi, F.N., Osuagwu, C.O., Oguegbuchulam, M.N., Oparaojiaku, 
J., Jamilu, A.A. and Osigwe, T. (2011). Cooperatives- A Vehicle for Rural 
Development: The Case of Ahiazu Mbaise Area of Imo State, Nigeria. Nature 
and Science, 9 (11), 6-11.  

This article offered a brief overview of the benefits of and barriers  
to cooperative membership and development in Imo State, Nigeria.  
The benefits highlighted included improved community infrastructure,  
general knowledge of cooperatives, increased access to education,  
and   increased   income   generation   through   improved   market  
participation. The barriers included a discussion on government  
support  and  cooperative  characteristics  including  management  
skills and cooperative policy, education and working knowledge of  
cooperatives for employees and members, and lack of credit and  
technical support.  

*Cooperative characteristics and external factors (government and 
infrastructure)  

Develtere, P., Pollet, I. & Wanyama, F. (2008). Cooperating out of poverty:  

The renaissance of the African cooperative movement. International Labour 
Office, Geneva.  

This book starts with a description of the different colonial influences  
on cooperative formation before market liberalization in the 1980’s  
and 90’s. It looks at co-operatives in 11 African countries. Specifically,  
it starts to locate employment creation, poverty reduction, social  
protection and visibility, voice and representation within government  
through strong vertical cooperative structures in each country.  

*poverty reduction; external factors (historic role of cooperatives and  
government); social inclusion/exclusion (through the existence of  
apex organizations that act as a voice for the cooperatives nationally).  

Dorsey, J., and Assefa, T. (2005). Final Evaluation Report of Agricultural  
Cooperatives in Ethiopia (ACE) Program Activities. The Mitchell Group,  
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Washington DC.  

This  article  evaluates ACE  guided  cooperatives  in  Ethiopia.  It 
highlights determinants of success such as: Training in different 
aspects of cooperative development for members/board/staff and 
managers, hiring professional staff and managers in place of part 
time volunteers, quick return dividends to maintain membership and 
encourage new membership and vertical integration.  

*Organizational characteristics (structural and technical)  

Fischer,  E.  and  Qaim,  M.  (2012).  Linking  Smallholders  to  Markets: 
Determinants and Impacts of Farmer Collective Action in Kenya in World 
Development, 40(6), 1255-1268.  

This research identifies determinants of participation in cooperatives  
for  small  banana  farmers  in  Kenya.  Specifically  they  compare  
demographics such as farm size, age and education of cooperative  
members and non-members in terms of their differentiated economic  
outcomes. The authors identify a middle class effect where wealthier  
farmers did not participate in cooperatives and the returns to the  
poorest members did not lead to higher financial benefits.  
*demographic determinants and poverty reduction  

 
Gray, Thomas (2007). Business structure helps producers address power 
disparity in the market place.  

This article discusses the necessary role of common belief systems,  
grievances and identities, participation and leadership during the  
mobilization of cooperatives. Gray identifies the initial process of  
cooperative formation starting with a shared grievance between  
people who discuss and work as a group to construct a shared  
understanding of their grievance and to plan a resolution. Through  
leadership that initially facilitates this process and later guides the  
goals of resolution, cooperatives form as members build a collective  
identity that is reproduced and deepened through their participation  
in the cooperative.  
*key characteristics of cooperatives during formation  

 

Ihenacho,  R.A.,  Chikaire,  J.,  Ejiogu-Okereke,  N.  Oguegbuchulam,  M. 
N., Osuagwu, C.O. and Obi, K.U. (2009). Empowerment Strategies of 
Cooperative Societies for Poverty Reduction Among Members in Aboh 
Mbaise Area of Imo State, Nigeria. Global Advanced Research Journal of 
Agricultural Science, 1(8), 233-239.  

This research on the benefits and barriers to cooperatives focuses  
the Aboh Mbaise area of Imo, Nigeria. The researchers identify, what  
they term, empowerment strategies that are fundamental to reduce  
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poverty  through  cooperative  formations.  For  them,  cooperative  
strategies that work to reduce poverty include: employment creation,  
marketing  services,  giving  voice  to  members,  building  financial  
services,  facilitating  bargaining  power,  educational  support  and  
training  for  members,  increasing  women’s  membership,  social  
cohesion building,  social  protection and mutual aid and labour  
exchange.  Barriers  to  poverty  reduction  through  cooperatives  
include: low literacy rates and skills of members, gender norms and  
cultural beliefs, lack of credit and government funding, the location of  
members, ineffective land rights, poor management and corruption,  
and lack of prior cooperative training for members and staff.  

*cooperative characteristics and goals, and poverty reduction  

Nkuranga, T., and Wilcox, K. (2013). Cooperative Performance Index Field 
Results and Analysis USAID - Enabling Market Integration through Rural 
Group Empowerment. USAID, Rwanda.  

This article quantitatively highlighted the level of success of  85  
cooperatives in Rwanda using the Cooperative performance index  
(CPI) created by EMIRGE. It specifically looked at the legal status  
of cooperatives, cooperative planning and strategies, management  
structures and accounting systems, production and quality of inputs,  
market linkages and relationships and membership and member  
retention strategies. The descriptions are brief and mostly presented  
through graphs. The intention of the CPI is to identify strengths and  
weaknesses within cooperatives to better support them.  

*organizational characteristics  

Majurin, Eva (2012). How women fare in East African cooperatives: the case  
of Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda. International Labour Office, Dar Es Salaam,  
Tanzania.  

This article explains in detail the barriers to women’s access to co-ed  
co-operatives (lack of land holding, control over finances, education,  
social location within family and community, limited government  
funding to support women’s participation). It highlights necessary  
changes so that women may better participate in co-operatives and  
discusses the determinants for successful women only co-operatives  
through identifying best practices.  

*poverty reduction, social inclusion/exclusion, reduction in inequality, 
and organizational charactersistics  

Jones, Elaine, Smith, Sally and Wills, Carol (2012). Women producers and  
the benefits of collective forms of enterprise. Gender & Development, 20, 1,  
13-32.  
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This article discusses the economic and social benefits of women  
producer collectives in the informal economy (free trade) in 7 countries  
including Tanzania, Kenya and Uganda. It examined a range of  
outcomes such as improved income, ability to diversify products,  
knowledge  sharing  to  improve  products  and  social  networks,  
expanded markets and marketing, increased negotiating, greater  
economies of scale, increased access to credit, training markets  
and social supports, and improved social status and family stability.  
It briefly mentioned the gendered power dynamics that can mediate  
the outcomes of participating in collectives but did not explore them  
in detail.  

*poverty    alleviation,    reduction    in    inequality,    organizational 
characteristics and capacity building  

Kaganzi, E., Ferris, S., Barham, J., Abenakyo, A., Sanginga, P., Njuki, J. 
(2009). Sustaining linkages to high value markets through collective action in 
Uganda. Food Policy, 34, 23-30.  

This case study of the Nyabyumba Farmers group in Uganda works  
to identify factors that lead to farmers more effectively participating  
in and sustaining their position within markets. The researchers  
identify a need for a multipronged approach that includes human and  
bridging social capital development, leadership and technological  
development reflecting the needs of the members and the market.  
Cooperative, farming, and especially marketing education, skills  
development, innovation, the ability to organize and reflect the needs  
of the farmers, shared norms and homogenous goals, consistent  
quality production, and capacity support and building were identified  
as key determinants that resulted from long term support from  
different agencies. This support came in the form of front line work  
where the organizations worked regularly with members for five years  
in these areas as part of “hands on” approach. For the researchers a  
key determinant for maintaining market links were strong leadership,  
quality products and goals of the group.  There was a strong focus on  
the need for building bonding and bridging social capital.  

*Social capital, cohesion, organizational characteristics, and capacity  
building  

Kyazze, Lawrence (2010). Cooperatives: The sleeping economic and social 
giants in Uganda. CoopAFRICA Working Paper No.15, Series on the status 
of cooperative development in Africa. ILO, United Republic of Tanzania, 
Kenya, Rwanda and Uganda.  

This article provides an overview of cooperative development in  
Uganda. It describes the historical shaping of the current cooperative  
system in Uganda. It discusses the historical success of the cooperative  
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movement prior to increasing government and political regulation of  
cooperatives that started in the 1970’s with the military government  
that in turn did not prepare cooperatives for the market liberalization  
of the 1980’s. In terms of the current state of Ugandan cooperatives,  
the article outlines the current structure from primary cooperatives to  
the Uganda Cooperative Alliance (the apex or umbrella organization  
that organizes and informs the unions and through different programs  
and advocacy supports a range of cooperatives).  It identifies the need  
for further support for primary cooperatives in terms of cooperative  
and technological education (for members and employees at each  
level), policy development, financial support (through local credit  
cooperatives) for each level of the system from primary cooperatives  
to the apex body (so that it may better support the cooperatives).  

*organizational characteristics (three tiered levels), external factors 
(historical influences and government).  

Hussein, Karim (2001). Producer Organizations and Technology in West  
Africa: Institutions that Give Farmers a Voice. The Society for International  
Development, 44, 4, 61-66. Sage Publications, London, Thousand Oaks  
California.  

This   article  outlines   the   potential  impact  of  cooperatives  on  
technological development and improving livelihoods in developing countries.  
It examines the roles and development of cooperatives in Western Africa  
and sites a number of determinants in the success of cooperatives. These  
determinants include: clear mandate and legislation for the cooperative,  
technological, managerial, agricultural and organizational capacity building,  
diverse funding, enabling government legislation and policies, and effective  
coordination and mechanisms of coordination for cooperative bodies (primary  
cooperatives to the apex body).  

*external factors (government legislation and decentralization of 
cooperatives) and organizational characteristics  

Mercer, Claire, (2002). The Discourse of Maendeleo and the Politics of  
Women’s Participation on Mount Kilimanjaro. Development and Change,  
33,1.  

This article examines the normative subjectivity of Chagga women on  
Mount Kilimanjaro that is a production of national and international  
development discourses. It identifies how participation in women’s  
groups works to reinforce a normative identity that reproduces  
class based social exclusion through the inability of poor women to  
access them.  The inability to access women’s organizations leads  
to a reproduction of their bodies being marked as “not progressive or  
modern, and uneducated” within the larger development discourse  
that  marks  women  with  memberships  to  the  organizations  as  

 
 

153  



Examining Success Factors for Sustainable Rural Development through the Integrated Co-operative Model  

 

empowered  and  progressive.  It  includes  a  discussion  on  poor  
women’s inability to access these organizations “run by elite women”  
because of their social location, financial and time constraints due  
to workloads. The researchers identify the need to adopt a research  
model that focuses on local cultural norms and constraints as well  
as the larger social, economic, political and cultural structures that  
may lead to differentiated access and benefits for socioeconomically  
vulnerable community members.  

*social exclusion, gender, and identity production  

Mrema, Herment A., (2008). “Uganda: Starting All Over Again” in P Develtere, 
I Pollet & F Wanyama (eds), Cooperating out of Poverty: The Renaissance of 
the African Cooperative Movement (153-174). Geneva and Washington. ILO 
and The World Bank Institute.  

This article is an overall description of the cooperative movement  
within Uganda. It highlights the decline in Agricultural cooperatives  
and increase in financial cooperatives after market liberalization.  
The decline was identified as the result of the lack of knowledge  
and skills of cooperative members who suddenly had to manage  
cooperatives that were previously run and regulated by experts within  
the government. It identified the positive support of external donors,  
the role of the Cooperative College, and the Uganda Cooperative  
Alliance. It also identified the potential for reducing poverty through  
membership,  professional employment in the cooperatives, and  
employment  related  to  cooperative  production  (IE:  processing  
agricultural goods) and the social protection through burial and crisis  
funding.  

*poverty reduction, external factors, and organizational characteristics  

Münkner H-H. (2012). “Co-operation as a Remedy in Times of Crisis.  
Agricultural Co-operatives in the World. Their Roles for Rural Development  
and Poverty Reduction”, Marburg Studies on Cooperation and Cooperatives  
Nr. 58.  

This report describes the background of cooperatives. It outlines the  
history of cooperative development, defines poverty and the cycle  
of poverty, authentic cooperative formation (ground up, member led  
and developed with little external support or intervention and a focus  
on the benefits to members), the attitude and approach of external  
support organizations (ILO, World Bank and UN) to cooperatives,  
and factors for a successful movement. It identifies the differentiated  
needs for poor populations and absolutely poor populations in terms  
of approaches to establishing a cooperative (external long term  
support, technological training, education, government involvement  
etc…).  
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*poverty    reduction,    inclusion,    external    factors,    cooperative 
characteristics  

Ndenyele, W. O., and Badurdeen, Fathima A. (2012). Looking beyond gender 
in humanitarian interventions: A study of a drought stricken region in Kenya. 
Gender and Development, 20(2), 323-336.  

This  article  examines  relationships  of  power  that  manifest  in  
differentiated vulnerabilities as a result of gender, tribal affiliations,  
religions, caste, class, geographical location, or ethnicity within  
a rural drought stricken area in Kenya. The researchers discuss  
different struggles of women in the area such as the higher rate of  
illiteracy among women and the issue of time because of their work  
load (farming, household work and water collection). They identify  
that although women do much of farming on their plots, the husband  
(the owner of the land) makes the decisions in terms of what crops  
are produced and how money made from their sale will be spent.  
In cases where women received food aid, husbands also made the  
decisions about how the food was used -in some cases it was sold  
instead of eaten by the family. Women deal with drought induced  
poverty through a number of approaches ranging from eating less  
themselves to generating income or savings through collective action.  
They conclude by identifying the need for projects to have a gender  
lens that considers economic and social relationships of power.  

*gender inequality/ social inequality  

Nyamwasa,   Jean   Damascène  (2008).   Jump-starting   the   Rwandan 
Cooperative Movement. In Develtere, et al (eds) Cooperating out of Poverty 
(281-305). International Labour Office, Geneva.  

This article is an overall description of the cooperative movement in  
Rwanda after 1994. While it examines the successful cases of tea  
and rice cooperatives, it highlights the predominantly non-formal/  
legal nature of collective groups. It identifies the fragmented nature  
of the movement with few national unions or an apex organization  
to regulate cooperatives or act as voice for them (The rice and tea  
cooperatives, examples of vertical integration, have limited national  
representation through their own individual apex organizations). It  
concludes by identifying the limited impact on poverty reduction even  
within the successful cooperative examples that result from limited  
government input and support, technical and management skills and  
limited financial returns to membership.  

*poverty    reduction,    external/internal    factors,    organizational 
charactersistics, vertical integration  

Pollet, I. (2009). Cooperatives in Africa: The Age of Reconstruction: Synthesis  
 
 

155  



Examining Success Factors for Sustainable Rural Development through the Integrated Co-operative Model  

 

of a Survey in Nine African Countries. International Labour Office, Dar es  
Salaam.  

This report summarizes the state of cooperatives in nine African  
countries. It is intended to provide a baseline in terms of cooperative  
development, focusing on the number of active cooperatives in each  
country, the institutional and structural support (confederation or  
apex bodies), cooperative education, governmental support (policy,  
legislation and monitoring) and financial support (through donor  
agencies or financial collectives).  Pollet identifies that there is strong  
donor support. He also identifies that there has been an overall positive  
shift in government policy and legislation in support of cooperatives  
in each of these countries and that over 7% of the African population  
has membership in cooperatives. With this he also notes that only  
two countries have confederations that represent cooperatives and  
that much needed cooperative education is focused on student  
graduates. Although each country has a cooperative college, more  
short term education focused on cooperative members in rural areas  
is needed.  

*external  factors  (government  policy  and  legislation,  and  donor  
support), co-operative characteristics (education and structure-apex  
organizations)  

Paumgarten, F., Kassa, H., Zida, M., & Moeliono, M. (2012). Benefits, 
Challenges,  and  Enabling  Conditions  of  Collective Action  to  Promote 
Sustainable Production and Marketing of Products from Africa’s Dry Forests. 
Review of Policy Research, 29(2), 229-250.  

Using case studies from Burkina Faso, Ethiopia, and Zambia this  
article  examines  the  motives,  benefits,  barriers,  and  enabling  
conditions for dry forest farmers/producers to participate in collective  
organizations. Motives and benefits ranged from improved market  
access, information, and economies of scale (for both input and  
output markets). Barriers included ineffective external support and  
government policy and infrastructure (IE: lack of roads). Additional  
barriers were tied specifically to the collectives such as previous  
failures, lack of trained management, lengthy processing times for  
dividends, lack of transparency, cost of membership and potential  
inequalities in terms of benefits have inhibited the ability to maintain  
membership or encourage new members to join.  

*external factors, organizational characteristics, and social inclusion/  
exclusion.  

Revuga, S., Masandika, R., Heemskerk, W., (2007). MVIWATA’s in pro-poor  
service provision in Tanzania in B. Wennink, S. Nederlof, and W. Heemskerk  
(eds) Bulletin 376: Access of the poor to agricultural services- the role of  
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farmers’ organizations in social inclusion. Bulletins of the Royal Tropical 
Institute. Kit Publishing, Amsterdam.  

This article is about MVIWATA, a national network of farmers groups  
in Tanzania that focuses on capacity building and advocating for  
small- farm producer cooperatives. It works to increase cooperative  
access to markets, information, training and credit. In terms of gender  
it has focused on training and providing credit to women and women’s  
cooperatives as well as require that women make up a third of the  
leadership roles within mixed cooperatives (a noted barrier to this  
is the experience that men within the cooperatives may not identify  
women leaders as legitimate). It also includes a focus on developing  
bonding, bridging and linking social capital. The focus on linking social  
capital builds links between cooperatives and the larger community  
including socio-economically vulnerable community members and  
other organizations that represent their needs.  

*gender, social inclusion/ exclusion, social capital, poverty reduction  

Tiffen, P., MacDonald, J., Maamah, H., & Osei-Opare, F. (2004). From 
Treeminders to Global Players: Cocoa Farmers in Ghana in Chains of 
Fortune: Linking Women Producers and Workers with Global Markets 
Edited by Marilyn Carr, Commonwealth Secretariat, United Kingdom.  

This case study of the Kuapa Kokoo Cooperative describes the  
process of successful growth for the cooperative in Ghana. The  
article discusses the positive impact of slight government protection,  
investment from Twin Trading and their involvement in Fair Trade.  The  
highlighted reasons for growth are: sustained investment in village and  
education training, roles for women at each level of development and  
cooperative, independently monitored elections, strict punishment for  
corruption, transparency in financial management, farmer selected  
buying clerks from within the community, and decision making bodies  
consist of members elected by farmers. The authors also highlight  
the ways in which the cooperative reduces poverty through increases  
in income, international voice, and community development initiatives  
including building wells, schools, Corn Mills, and bridges.  

*poverty  reduction,  external  factors,  cooperative  characteristics, 
multi-level production  

Thorp, R., Stewart, F., & Heyer, A. (2005). When and how far is group formation 
a route out of chronic poverty? World Development, 33(6), 907-920.  

This article looks at group formation and the ability to reduce poverty  
and empower the populations living in chronic poverty. The authors  
identify that group formation has one of two functions. The first is  
to deal with market failures and the second is to increase power or  
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resources. For Thorp et. al. the key factors that limit the access and  
benefits of cooperatives are lack of assets (land ownership, education,  
social capital), lack of access to markets and networks, lack of rights,  
dependence on external intervention, and the cooperative focus on  
social cohesion (that results only through the exclusion of marginalized  
community members who may have different goals or needs).  

*social exclusion, poverty reduction  

Wennink, B., Nederlof, S., and Heemskerk, W. (2007). Bulletin 376: Access  
of the poor to agricultural services- the role of farmers’ organizations in social  
inclusion. Bulletins of the Royal Tropical Institute. Kit Publishing, Amsterdam.  

This  bulletin  looks  at  the  socially  exclusive  nature  of  farmers  
cooperatives in Africa. It identifies that women, subsistence farmers,  
the poorest community members (landless, labourers, and HIV/  
AIDS effected households) have limited access to membership. In  
addition to this cooperatives do not focus on the needs of the poorest  
members as members in leadership positions reflect class and  
gender divisions.  Additionally they identify a difference in service  
provision for the poorer members of smaller community-based farmer  
organizations and larger commodity-based (supply chain oriented)  
producer organizations. Using case studies from Tanzania, Rwanda  
and Benin, this bulletin identifies methods to making cooperatives and  
their services more inclusive of typically excluded populations. The  
researchers identify the need for lobbying for an inclusive policy (that  
enables and mandates inclusive membership), capacity strengthening  
of farmers’ organizations with an inclusive focus, development of  
strong relationships with agricultural service producers and focus on  
building bonding, bridging, and linking social capital.  

*social exclusion, poverty reduction, cooperative 
characteristics  

Wanyama,  O.,  Develtere,  P.,  and  Pollet,  I.,  (2008).  Encountering  the 
Evidence:  Cooperatives  and  Poverty  Reduction  in  Africa.  School  of 
Development and Strategic Studies, Working Papers on Social and 
Cooperative Entrepreneurship. Maseno University, Kenya.  

This article is a brief overview of the ways in which cooperatives  
throughout  Africa  reduce  poverty.  The  authors  discuss  direct  
employment of cooperative and government employees, member  
income generation and support and spill over income generation  
for businesses that work with cooperatives. They also identify social  
protection  through  instant  loans  or  insurance  for  emergencies  
(death, illness, and poor crops), investment in human capital through  
health and education services and increase food security through  
community lines of credit and grain and farm input banks that result  
from cooperative formation.  
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Appendix 4   HOUSEHOLD QUESTIONNAIRE  

CCA-IDRC research project “EXAMINING SUCCESS FACTORS FOR 
SUSTAINABLE RURAL DEVELOPMENT THROUGH THE INTEGRATED 
COOPERATIVE MODEL”  

Questionnaire number: ------------------------------------------------------- 
Name of Enumerator ---------------------------------------------------------- 
Date of interview: -------------------------------------------------------------- 
District: --------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Sub-county: --------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Parish: ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Village: --------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

SECTION A: HOUSEHOLD DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS  

Q101. What is your name? --------------------------------------------------------- 
Q102. Gender of respondent: (Circle one) 1. Male 2. Female 
Q103. What is your age? ---------- years.  
Q104. Are you the household head or not? (Circle one)  1. Yes  
2. No.  
Q105. If no, what is your relationship to the household head? (Circle one)  

(1) Spouse (2) Son/daughter (3) Parent 
(4) In-law (5) Sibling (6)Other relation (specify) ------ 

Q106. If you are not the household head, what is his or her name? ----------- 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Q107. What is the sex of the household head? (Circle one)  

1. Male 2. Female 
Q108. What is the age of the household head? ------------------  years.  
Q109. What is the religion of the household head? (Circle one)  

1. Roman Catholic 2. Protestant 3. Pentecostal/Born again 
4. Islam 5. Seventh day Adventist 6. Others (Specify) ------------ 

Q110. What is your tribe? ---------------------------------------- 
 
Q111. Which of the following best describes the present marital status of the 
household head?  

1. Never Married/Single 2. Married Monogamous 
3.Married Polygamous 4. Divorced/Separated 
5. Widow/Widower  

 
Q112. If polygamous, how many wives are in the household? ----------------- 
Q113. How many members are currently living in this household in the 
following age categories?  

1. Female children under five years ----------- 
2. Male children under five years ----------- 
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3. Female children between 5 and 17 years ----------- 
2. Male children between 5 and 17 years ----------- 
3. Adult females aged between 18 - 59 years ----------- 
4. Adult male aged between 18 - 59 years ----------- 
5. Elders aged above 59 years ----------- 

Q114. What is the main occupation of the household head? (Circle one)  
(1) Farming (2) Salaried employment 
(3) Self-employed off-farm (4) Farm worker 
(5) Off-farm worker (6) Casual labor 
(7) Housekeepivng (8) Other (Specify) ------------------------- 

SECTION B: SELECTED HOUSEHOLD ASSETS  

Human  

Q201. How many years did the household head and the spouse spent 
schooling?  

(a) Household head: ----------- years. 
(b) Spouse: ----------- years. 

Q202. (a) How many members in this household are school going?  
(b) How many:  

(i) Males are in primary school? --------- 
(ii) Females are in primary school? --------- 
(iii) Males are in secondary school? --------- 
(iv) Females are in secondary school? --------- 
(v) Males in vocational schools after S4 --------- 
(vi) Females in vocational school after S4 --------- 
(vii)  Males are in Tertiary/University? --------- 
(viii) Females are in Tertiary/university --------- 

 
Q203. If primary school going, do they go to a school offering Universal 
Primary Education (UPE) or not? (Circle one)  

1. Go to UPE School.  
2. Do not go to UPE School.  
3. Both  

Q204. If secondary school going, do they go to a school offering Universal 
Secondary Education (USE) or not? (Circle one)  

1. Go to USE school.  
2. Do not go to USE school.  
3. Both  

Q205. (a) Do they pay for school fees, books and uniforms? (Circle one)  
1. Yes. 2. No 
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(b) If yes, about how much do pay for school in a year? ----------------- (Shillings)  
(c) How do you raise the money to pay for school? ----------------------------------- 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Q206. (a) Are there children below 18 years in the household who are not 
going to school? (Circle one)  

1. Yes 2. No.  

(b) If yes, how many of them are:  
(a) Males between 5 and 12 years? ---------- 
(b) Females between 5 and 12 years? ---------- 
(c) Males between 13 and 17 years? ---------- 
(d) Females between 13 and 17 years? ---------- 

Q207. Why are they not going to school? ---------------------------------------------- 

Housing:  
Q208. What kind of main housing does the household have? (Observe but 
ask if not possible)  

(a) Type of walls:  
1.  Brick walls plastered  
2.  Brick walls un plastered  
3.  Mud poles plastered  
4.  Mud poles un plastered.  

(b) Type of roof:  
1.  Iron sheet roof  
2.  Grass thatched roof  

(c) Type of floor:  
1. Cement floor  
2. Rammed earth floor  

(d) How many rooms? ---------rooms.  
(e) Is the kitchen inside the house or outside? (Circle one)  

1. Inside 2. Outside. 
(f) Are animals being kept inside the house? (Circle one)  

1. Inside 2. Outside 
(g) Is there a latrine? (Circle one)  

1. Yes 2. No 

Q209. What kind of housing would you like to have?  
(a) Type of roof: --------------------------------------- 
(b) Type of wall: --------------------------------------- 
(c) Type of floor: --------------------------------------- 
(d) Number of rooms: --------------------------------------- 
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Water supply and sanitation  

Q210. Where does your household mainly collect water for drinking?  
1.  Protected well  
2.  Unprotected well  
3.  Borehole  
4.  River  
5.  Lake  
6.  Dam  
7.  Tap water  
8.  Rain water  
9.  Other (Specify) --------------------------------- 

 
Q211. Where does your household mainly collect water for other domestic  
uses?  

1.  Protected well  
2.  Unprotected well  
3.  Borehole  
4.  River  
5.  Lake  
6.  Dam  
7.  Tap water  
8.  Rain water  
9.  Other (Specify) ------------------------------------------ 

Q212. How long does it take (minutes) to get to your main water source?  
------------------------------------------------------------------------minutes.  
Q213. Who collects the water? ----------------------------------------- 
Q214. How often does this person have to go get water per day? ---------------- 
Q215. Does lack of water keep you from doing what you need or want to do?  
(Circle one)  

1. Yes 2. No 
Q216. What would you be able to do if you had enough water? ------------------ 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 

Tools and equipment:  

Q217.  How  many  of  the  following  Agricultural  Implements  does  your 
household possess?  

 
Item Hoe Panga Rake Spade Axe Slasher Sickle Wheelbarrow Ox- 

Plough 
Number          
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Q218. How many of the following Home Items does your household possess?   
Item Radio Watch Clock Bicycle Mobile 

Phone 
TV Motor 

cycle 
Motor 
Vehicle 

Sofa 
sets 

Lanterns 

Number           

Social  

Participation in co-ops  

Q219. Do you and/or any other adult in this household belong to a rural  
producer group (RPO)? 1. Yes 2. No. (Go to Q225) 

Q220. If yes, which household member and which RPO?  
Who? __________  Name of Co-op_____________Since when? ________  
Who? __________ Name of Co-op_____________Since when? ________  

Q221. (a) Have you made any changes in farming or running your household 
as a result of being a member of a co-op? (Circle one)  

1. Yes 2. No. 

(b) If yes, what are these changes? ------------------------------------------------------ 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
Q222. As a result of any change(s) that you have made in farming or in your 
household as a member a co-op, do you have more people you consider as 
‘close friends’ now? (Circle one)  

1. Yes 2. No. 
 

Q223. (a) If so, have you ever asked any new close friend for help in solving 
a problem? (Circle one)  

1. Yes 2. No. 

(b) If yes, what type of problem? --------------------------------------------------------.  

Q224. (a) If so, have you ever been asked by any new close friend for help 
in solving a problem? (Circle one)  

1. Yes 2. No. 

(b) If yes, what type of problem? ---------------------------------------------------------.  

Q225. If you experienced a major problem (for example, failure or loss of your  
most important crop), to whom would you first turn for help? -------------------- 
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Access to land  

Q226. In total, how much land (in acres) does this household (all members) 
own? --------- acres.  
Q. In total, how much land does this household (all members) have access 
to use? --------- acres.  
Q227. Of the above land, how much is currently under use? --------acres.  
Q228. (a) If you needed more land to farm, could you get access to more? 
(Circle one)  

1. Yes 2. No 

(b) If yes, how? -------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
Q229. (a) Is your household farming more land than it did 5 years ago? 
(Circle one)  

1. Yes 2. No 
(b) If yes, how much more? --------------------acres  
(c) Who is the owner of the land? ---------------------------------------------- 
(d) How did you get this land? -------------------------------------------------- 

Q230. (a) Did belonging to a co-op group help you in any way in acquiring  
more land?  

1. Yes 2. No 

(b) If yes, how? -------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Q231. (a) Is your household farming less land than it did 5 years ago? (Circle  
one)  

1. Yes 2. No 
(b) If yes, how much less? ------------acres.  
(c) Who was the owner of the land? ------------------------------------------- 
(d) What happened to this land? ----------------------------------------------- 

Q232. (a) Is belonging to a co-op group in any way responsible for having 
less land than you had before?  

1. Yes 2. No 
(b) If yes, how? ------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
Q233. (a) Is belonging to a SACCO in any way responsible for having less 
land than you had before?  

1. Yes 2. No 
(b) If yes, how? ------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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Access to labor  

Q234. (a) Do you use hired labour? (Circle one) 1. Yes 2. No 
(b) For what tasks? ---------------------------------------------------------------.  
(c) On average, how much do pay them per day? -------------------- 
shillings.  

Q235. (a) Do you participate in a labour exchange group?  
1. Yes 2. No. 
(b) What is it for? -------------------------------------------------------------------- 
(c) What do you do/ What do you have to do to participate? ------------ 
(d) How many days a month/year? -------------------------------------------- 

Q236. (a) Do men in this household work on someone else’s land?  
1. Yes 2. No. 
(b) How many days? -------------------------days.  
(c) For what tasks? --------------------------------------------.  
(d) What are they paid? --------------------------------------- 

Q237. (a) Do women in this household work on someone else’s land? 
(Circle one)  

1. Yes 2. No. 

(b) How many days? ------------------------------------days.  
(c) For what tasks? --------------------------------------------.  
(d) What are they paid? --------------------------------------- 

 
 

SECTION C: CROP PRODUCTION  

Q301. Name, in order of importance, four major crops grown in your 
household last year (2013)   

Crop (a) Season one (b)Season two 
Acreage Average 

output (kg) 
Main 
purpose 

Acreage Average 
output (kg) 

Main 
purpose 

1.       

2.       

3.       

4.       
Main purpose- Codes:  

(1) Food, (2) Cash, (3) Both food and cash, 

(4) Others ……… ....... … ........ …….. 
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Q302. (a) Of the major crops mentioned above, are there any crops that 
you grow because of the influence or support of the RPO/ACE where you or 
member(s) of your household belongs?  

1.Yes 2. No. 
(b) If yes, what type of influence or support? ----------------------------------------- 

Q303. (a) Of the major crops mentioned above, are there any crops that 
you grow because of the influence or support of the SACCO where you or 
member of your household belongs?  

1.Yes 2. No. 
(b) If yes, what type of influence or support? ------------------------------------------- 
 

Q304. Did you experience any severe constraints in producing crops in the  
last year?  

(1) Yes (2) No. (If no, go to Q306) 

Q305. If yes, what were the main production constraints your household  
faced?   

Constraint Did you 
experience 

this 
constraint? 

Did the group 
where you or 

member of hhold 
belongs assist in 
coping with the 

constraint? 

Did the SACCO where 
you or member of 

hhold belongs assist 
in coping with the 

constraint 

1. Yes 
2. No 

1. 
Yes 

2. No 

If yes, 
how? 

1. 
Yes 

2. No 

If yes, how? 

1.  Low soil fertility      

2.  Pests      

3.  Diseases      

4.  Weeds      

5.  Vermin/rodents      

6.  Lack of 
improved 
varieties 

     

7.  Lack of access 
to inputs 

     

8.  Extreme 
weather 
changes 

     

9.  Small land 
holding 

     

10. Lack of labor      

11. Other      
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Q306. What are the major types of livestock kept in this household?  
 

Livestock Type Number 

Chickens 
Local  

Crossbreed/Exotic  

Pigs 
Local  

Crossbreed/Exotic  

Goats 
Local  

Crossbreed/Exotic  

Cows 
Local  

Crossbreed/Exotic  

Fish 
Local  

Crossbreed/Exotic  

Sheep 
Local  

Crossbreed/Exotic  

Bees   

Q307. Are some of the animals housed in your house? (Circle one)  
1. Yes  2. No  

Q308. Where do you graze your animals? (Circle all that apply)  
(a) Own land (b) Land belonging to fellow farmers 
(c) Communal land (d) Land belonging to my co-op/famer group 
(e) Other (Specify) ------------------------------------------------------------ 

 

SECTION D- CROP MARKETING  

Q401. Did you sell any crops in the last 12 months? (Circle one)  
(1) Yes (2) No. 

Q402. Who mostly sells the crops? (Circle one)  
1. Man 2. Woman. 3. Both 

Q403. (a) Do you sell all your produce through the co-operative where you 
are a member?  

(1) Yes (2) No. 
(b) If No, what proportion of the produce do you sell through the co-operative?  
--------------------------%  

Q404. What benefits do you enjoy by selling the produce through the 
cooperative?  

(a) Quantity/volume-related benefits ------------------------------------------ 
(b) Quality-related benefits ------------------------------------------------------- 
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(c) Marketing cost-related benefits --------------------------------------------- 
(d) Storage-related benefits ----------------------------------------------------- 
(e) Market search-related benefits --------------------------------------------- 
(f) Price-related benefits ---------------------------------------------------------- 
(e) Payment terms-related benefits ------------------------------------------- 
(f) Others ----------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Q405. What challenges do you face by selling the produce through the 
cooperative?  

(a) Quantity/volume-related challenges -------------------------------------- 
(b) Quality-related challenges ------------------------------------------------ 
(c) Marketing cost-related challenges --------------------------------------- 
(d) Storage-related challenges ------------------------------------------------ 
(e) Market search-related challenges -------------------------------------- 
(f) Price-related challenges ---------------------------------------------------- 
(e) Payment terms-related challenges -------------------------------------- 
(h) Others -------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Q406. Where did you mostly sell your crops not sold through the co-ops? 
(Circle one)  

(1) Farm gate/home (2) Rural market (3) Urban market 
(4) Other (Specify) --------------------------------- 

Q407. Who usually buys your produce? (Circle all that apply)  
(1) Others in the village for local consumption,  
(2) Retailers,  
(3) Agents of wholesalers or retailers,  
(4) Wholesalers,  
(5) Processers,  
(6) Others (Specify) ---------------------------------------- 

Q408. (a) How far (Km) is the nearest rural and urban market? (b) How do 
you commonly transport your produce to the market? (c) How much time in 
hours do you take to reach the nearest rural and urban market?  
 

Market (a) Distance 
(Km) 

(b) Means of 
transport 

(c) Time taken to 
travel (hours) 

Rural market    
Urban market    

Q409. Does your producer group belong to an Area Co-op Enterprise (ACE)?  
(Circle one) 1. Yes 2. No 
Q410. If yes, what services do members receive from the ACE?  

(a) In procuring farm inputs ------------------------------------------------------ 
(b) In accessing extension services -------------------------------------------- 
(c) In accessing loans ------------------------------------------------------------- 

 
 

168  



Examining Success Factors for Sustainable Rural Development through the Integrated Co-operative Model  

 

(d) In accessing storage facilities ---------------------------------------------- 
(e) In accessing transport services --------------------------------------------- 
(f) In accessing markets for farm produce ------------------------------------ 
(g) In collective marketing -------------------------------------------------------- 
(h) Others ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Q411. When was the last time you participated in collective marketing?  
1.  Less than 5 months ago  
2. 6 months to 1 year 
3. 1 year to 2 years 
4.  Over 2 years  

Q412. Do you access market information from ACE? (Circle one)  
1. Yes 2. No 

Q413. If yes, how often do you access this information?  
1.  Weekly  
2.  Twice a month  
3.  Monthly  
4.  In more than one month  
5.  When ACE staff visits  
6.  Others Specify  

 

Q414 Apart from Market Information from ACE, from what other sources do 
you access market information? (Circle all that apply)  

1.   Radios  
2.   Mobile phone messages  
3.   Newspapers  
4.   Neighbors  
5.   Markets  
6.   Others (specify) -------------------------------- 

Q415. Did you experience any serious problems in marketing your crops?  
(1) Yes (2) No. (If no, go to Q501) 

Q416. If yes, what were the main marketing constraints your household 
faced in marketing?   
Constraint Did you 

experience 
this 

constraint? 

Did the group where you 
or member of your hhold 
belongs assist in coping 

with the constraint? 

Did the SACCO 
where you or member 
of your hhold belongs 
assist in coping with 

the constraint 
1. Yes 
2. No 

1. Yes 
2. No 

If yes, how? 1. Yes 
2. No 

If yes, how? 
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1.  Poor roads      

2.  High transport 
costs 

     

3.  Low prices      

4.  Low demand      

5.  Poor storage 
facilities 

     

6.  Lack of markets      

7.  Lack of market 
information 

     

8.  High post- 
harvest losses 

     

9.  High local 
taxes(market 
dues, loading 
fees) 

     

10. Unorganized 
farmers 

     

11. Others (specify)      

 

 

SECTION E: ACCESS TO FINANCIAL SERVICES  

Q501. (a) Do you or anybody in your in your household save with a VSLA? 
(Circle one)  

1. Yes 2. No. 
(b) If yes, how much do you save in a week in your VSLA? ---------------- shs  
(c) How much do you hope to get from the VSLA at the end of the current 
cycle? -------------------------------- Shs  

Q502. Does the VSLA you belong to have an account with a SACCO? 
(Circle one)  

1. Yes 2. No 

Q503. Does the RPO you belong have an account with a SACCO? 
(Circle one)  

1. Yes 2. No 

Q504. Do you or anybody in the household have an account with a SACCO? 
(Circle one)  

1. Yes 2. No 
Q505 If some other person, is the person male or female? (Circle one)  

1. Male 2. Female 

Q506. Did you or any member in your household borrow MONEY last year  
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(2013)? (Circle one)  
1. Yes 2. No (If no, go to Q507). 

Q507. If yes, please provide the following details:  
 
Source (Circle all 
that apply) 

(a) Have 
you ever 
borrowed? 
(1)=Yes 
(2)=No 

(b) Amount 
borrowed) 

(c) Purpose 
for 
borrowing 
(codes 
below the 
table) 

(d) Interest 
rate (in 
percentage) 

(e) Period of 
repayment 

1.  VSLA      

2.  SACCOs      

3.  Relatives and 
friends 

     

4.  Microfinance      

5.  Commercial 
bank 

     

6.  Money lender      

7.  Other      

Codes for (c): Purpose for borrowing: 

(1) Purchase food, 

(2) Purchase household assets, 

(3) School fees, 

(4) Buy crop inputs, 

(5) Buy livestock inputs, 

(6) Invest in business 

(7) Others 

Codes for (e): Repayment period 

(1) After one month 

(2) After three months 

(3) After one year 

 

Q508. If you or any member in your household ever borrowed MONEY from 
more than one source, which source was the easiest and hardest to borrow 
from? (Rank: 1= Easiest)  
 

Source (Circle all that 
apply) 

Rank Reason for the rank 

VSLA   

SACCOs   

Relatives and friends   

Microfinance   

Commercial bank   

Money lender   
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Other…………….   

 

Q509. (a) If you or any member in your household borrowed money from  
a SACCO, would it have been equally easy if you never belonged to the  
group? 1. Yes 2. No 

(b) If No, why would it have been difficult? -------------------------------------------- 
 

SECTION F: HOUSEHOLD INCOME, NUTRITION AND FOOD SECURITY  

Q601. Now I would like to ask you about the income you and other members 
of the household earned any time of the year, big or small amounts of income. 
(Ask one at a time and if the household does not get income from that 
source, move to the next)  
 

Income source (a) Did 
you get 
income 
from this 
source? 
(1) Yes, 
(2) No. 

(b) What 
did the 
household 
head do 
with the 
money from 
this source? 
See codes 

(c) 
Who 
was 
this 
for? 

(d) 
Estimate 
amount 
from this 
source in 
the past 12 
months 

(e) What 
is the 
contribution 
of this 
source 
to total 
household 
income 
(1) Very low, 
(2) Low, (3) 
High, (4) 
Very high 

1.  Crop sales      

2.  Livestock 
and poultry 
sales 

     

3.  Sale of other 
products 
(firewood/ 
charcoal/ 
crafts) 

     

4.  Casual 
employment 
(agricultural 
related) 

     

5.  Casual 
employment 
(non- 
agricultural 
related) 

     

6.  Running 
own 
business 

     

7.  Remittances      
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8.   Rentals      

9.   Other 
……… 

     

Codes for (c): What was done 
with the money: 

(1) Purchase food, 

(2) Purchase household assets, 

(3) School fees, 

(4) Buy crop inputs, 

(5) Buy livestock inputs, 

(6) Invest in business 

(7) Drinking alcohol 

(8) Others 

Codes for (e): Who was this for? 

(1) Men 

(2) Women 

(3) Children 

(4) All household members 

(5) Relatives and friends 

 

 

Q602. What proportion of income is generated from crop sales? _________  

Q603. In the past 12 months, were there months in which you did not have 
enough food to meet your household’s needs? (Circle one)  

(1) Yes (2) No. 

Q604. If yes, in which month(s) did the household not have enough food to 
eat? (Circle all that apply)  

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Jan Feb Mar Apr May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec 

Q605. On average, how many meals does your household consume in a day 
during the season of plenty? (Circle one)  

(1)  One (2) Two (3) At least three meals 

Q606. On average, how many meals does your household consume in a day 
during the season of scarcity? (Circle one)  

(1)  One (2) Two (3) At least three meals 

Q607. Which type of food reserves does your household have? (Circle all 
that apply)  

(1)  None,  
(2)  Food in store,  
(3)  Granary,  
(4)  House,  
(5) Food in the garden,  
(6)  Others (specify) -------------------- 
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Q608. What proportion of the foods consumed in your household comes 
from the following sources?  

1.  The market ---------------- 
2.  Own garden ---------------- 
3.  Relatives, neighbors -------------- 
4.  Others (specify) ---------------- 

Coping strategies  

I am going to ask you several statements about food eaten in your household  
in the past 2 weeks, and whether you were able to have or afford the food  
the household needed. (Response categories for the first questions: 1.  
Yes 2. No). (Response categories for subsequent questions: 1. Rarely 2.  
Sometimes 3. Often).  

 
Q609a. In the past 2 weeks, did you worry that your household would not 

have enough food? 
b How often did this occur?  0. Never 1. Rarely  2. Sometimes 

3. Often 4. Always 
Q 610a. In the past 2 weeks, were you or any household member not able to 

eat the kinds of foods you preferred because of a lack of resources? 
Who? --------------------- 

b How often did this occur?  0. Never 1. Rarely  2. Sometimes 
3. Often 4. Always 

Q 611a. In the past 2 weeks, did you or any household member have to eat a 
limited variety of foods due to a lack of resources? Who? -------------- 

b How often did this occur?  0. Never 1. Rarely  2. Sometimes 
3. Often 4. Always 

Q612 a. In the past 2 weeks, did you or any household member have to eat 
some foods that you really did not want to eat because of a lack of 
resources to obtain other types of food? Who? ------------------ 

b How often did this occur?  0. Never 1. Rarely  2. Sometimes 
3. Often 4. Always 

Q 613a In the past 2 weeks, did you or any household member have to eat 
a smaller meal than you felt you needed because there was not 
enough food? Who? ------------------- 

b How often did this occur?  0. Never 1. Rarely  2. Sometimes 
3. Often 4. Always 

Q614a In the past 2 weeks, did you or any household member have to eat 
fewer meals in a day because there was not enough food? Who? 
------------------- 

b How often did this occur?  0. Never 1. Rarely  2. Sometimes 
3. Often 4. Always 

Q 615a In the past 2 weeks, was there ever no food to eat of any kind in your 
household because of lack of resources to get food? Who? ------------ 

b How often did this occur?  0. Never 1. Rarely  2. Sometimes 
3. Often 4. Always 
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Q616 a. In the past 2 weeks, did you or any household member go to sleep 
at night hungry because there was not enough food? Who? ------------ 

b How often did this occur?  0. Never 1. Rarely  2. Sometimes 
3. Often 4. Always 

Q6187a In the past 2 weeks, did you or any household member go a whole 
day and night without eating anything because there was not enough 
food? Who? --------------------- 

b How often did this occur?  0. Never 1. Rarely  2. Sometimes 
3. Often 4. Always 

Q618. Compared to the rest of the people in this village, do you consider 
yourself: (Circle one)  
1.  Poorer than others? 2. The same level with others? 
3. Richer than most others?  

Q619. Do you consider your household to be?  (Circle one)  
1.  Always food insecure (Not having enough to eat for more than  
 six months)?  
2.  Sometimes food insecure (Not having enough to eat for at  
 least one month but less than six months)?  
3.  Food secure (Having enough to eat throughout the year)  

 

SECTION G: COMMUNITY ASPIRATIONS  

Q701. Do you think your children will be farming your land or live in this  
region when they grow up? (Circle one) 1. Yes, 2. No. 

Q702. How do you see yourself in 5 years? ------------------------------------------ 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Q703. How do you see your community in 10 years? ------------------------------- 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Q704. (a) Have you seen any good changes in farming in general in the last  
five years? (Circle one) 1. Yes, 2. No. 

(b) What is the change? -------------------------------------------------------------------- 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

(c) How did it help you or your community? ------------------------------------------ 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
Q705. (a) Have you seen any bad changes in farming in the last five years 
ago? (Circle one)  

1. Yes, 2. No. 

(b) What is the change? ------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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(c) How has it hurt you or your community? ------------------------------------------- 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Q706. Does your household eat foods this year that you did not eat five years 
ago? (Circle one)  

1. Yes, 2. No. 

Q708. Did your household eat foods five years ago that you do not eat any 
more? (Circle one)  

1. Yes, 2. No. 

Q709. Have you seen other big changes in your community compared to five  
years ago? (Circle one) 1. Yes, 2. No. 

(b) What is the main change? ------------------------------------------------------------ 
(c) Who is the change good for? --------------------------------------------------------- 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
(d) Why is it good for those people? ------------------------------------------------------ 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
(e) Who is the change bad for? ----------------------------------------------------------- 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
(f) Why is it bad for those people? ------------------------------------------------------- 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
Q710. (a) What changes would you like to see to make life easier in your  
community? ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
(b) Which of those is the main change you would like to see? --------------------- 
(c) Who would benefit from it? ------------------------------------------------------------- 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
(d) Who would not benefit from it? ------------------------------------------------------- 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION  
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CHECKLISTS FOR KEY INFORMANT INTERVIEWS  

(a) Checklist for Relevant policy-makers and Development actors  
1. What role do you play in development of co-ops? 
2. How was Integrated Co-operative Model (ICM) established? 
3.  Do you believe ICM can lead achievement of particular (specified)  

rural development goals or not? Explain  
4.  Under what conditions does the ICM lead to achievement of rural  

development goals?  
5.  Does the model contribute to both expected co-op outcomes and  

rural development goals?  
6.  What are some of the achievements of ICM so far?  
7.  What have been some of the unexpected outcomes of the ICM?  
8.  What challenges have been faced in establishing and implementing  

ICM and how have these been addressed?  
9.  What features (including political and business environment) of  

Uganda’s history allowed the model to evolve, and what factors help it 
to function?  

10. What do you think are the perceptions by government on the ICM,  
 and what can government learn that can shape policy?  

(b) Checklist for Co-op leaders and Members  
1.  For how long have you been a co-op member/leader?  
2.  What leadership role do you play in the co-operative(s) in which you  

are a member?  
3. What is the total membership of your co-op now? 
4. When was it established? 
5.  Whose idea was it to establish this co-op, and who established it?  
6. What is the goal of the co-op? 
7. What services does the co-op offer members? 
8.  How was Integrated Co-operative Model established? Were there  

challenges? If yes, how were the challenges overcome?  
9.  Do you believe ICM can lead achievement of particular (specified)  

rural development goals or not? Explain  
10. Under what conditions does the ICM lead to achievement of rural  
 development goals?  
11. Does the model contribute to both expected co-op outcomes and  
 rural development goals?  
12. What are some of the achievements of your co-op as result of being  
 part of ICM?  
13. What have been some of the unexpected outcomes of the ICM?  
14. What challenges have your co-op faced in being part of ICM and how  
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have these been addressed?  
15. What features of Uganda’s history (including political and business  
 environment) allowed the model to evolve, and what factors help it  

to function?  
16. What do you think are the perceptions by government on the ICM,  
 and what can government learn that can shape policy?  
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