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ABSTRACT

The achi evenent of rapid and sustained increases in
agricultural productivity and rural wel fare, which currently
forns the cornerstone of N geria's devel opment policy, does not
only hinge around the use of nodern agrotechnol ogy but also
entails the evolutioin, propriate organi zati ons and
institutions which will facilitate the nobilization of the
rural producers for increased productivity and create the rig
soci o-econom ¢ at nosphere for a poverty-alleviating pattern of
rural devel opnent. Cooperatives arew del y consi deredast he
nost appropriate institutions for inducing and enabling the
peasant producers to expand and inprove their production, and
for facilitating the equitable distribution of the benefits of

devel oprment among the rural popul ation.

This study has examned the extent to which cooperatives
in N geria have served as mechani sns for nobilizing the
country's mllions of peasant producers for rural devel oprent*
It has been found that cooperatives are largely irrelevant , or
at best tangential, to the production and |iving conditions of
the magjority of rural producers. The country's agricultural
cooperatives serve only about 5% or less of the rural
popul ation; and this 5%is drawn nostly fromthe better-off
class of rural elites. Instead of assisting the poor majority
of peasantstoinprovetheir productivityandlivingstandards,
the benefits of these cooperatives have been reaped nostly by

the weathi er sub-stratum of rural society.



The operational performance of these cooperatives has been
found to be both corrupt and unsatisfactory because the
emer gi ng rural bourgeoi si e whi ch doninate these cooperative
have seen them essentially as avenues for acquiring state
| oans and other forns of capital for their own private
expansion and enrichnent. The spirit of self-reliance through
regul ar thrift savings5 the collective effort, active
i nvol venent and personal sacrifices which cooperation Lis;
and the naterial and < zational support which form the
bedrock of cooperative acti/ity are not only wanting in th ie
cooperatives but have been replaced by the opposite attitudes
of opportuni sm individualismand dependence en gover nment

assi st ance.

It has been argued that the concentration of cooperative
benefits in the hands of the rural elite as well as the
opportuni stic orientation of their nmenbers can only be under st
within the context of Ngeria' s capitalist path of devel opnente
The principles, structure and ideology of these cooperatives
are inline with, and encourage, agrarian capitalist
devel opnent whose fundanental essence does not lie in the
nobi | i zation of the snall-scal e peasant producers but in the
creation of a snmall class of efficient and |arge-scale a
farners. Contrary to peopl e's expectations, the punpi ng of ni
state resources into the cooperative novenent in the name
assisting the snall -seal iants tends to achi eve the

result of consolidating the rural bourgeoisie and layin



foundation for the marginalization and prol etariani zati on of
the peasantry. Wat is needed is an entirely new oo<

nodel which stens from and reflects, the needs and aspirations
of the peasantry, and not a cooperative machi nery designed and

financed by the state to serve the interests of the ruling class*
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CHAPTER ONE

THE FROBLEM, OBJECTIVES
AND THE RESEARCH SETTING

INTRODUCTION

With more than seventy percent of her population
living in the rural areas it is now generally accepted
that rural development is central to the success of any
development strategy adopted by Nigeria. Despite the
dominance of the oil sector as a revenue earner, most
people agree that the rural sector is still the leading
sector of the Nigerian economy and the major source of
labour and resources for the development of the country.
Since the growth and inherent strength of an economy
cannot be far ahead of the sector that accounts for more
than three-quarters of its working population and
contributes a preponderant share of its gross domestic
product, it follows that the battle for Nigeria's long-
term development will either be loet or won in the rural
sector. This underscores the priority which is currently
accorded to agricultural and rural development in Nigeria's

development efforts.

The success of the various programmes designed to
bring about the development of the rural areas depends
largely on the extent to which Nigeria's millions of
small-scale peasant producers are mobilized and given

the resources and incentives to expand their production.

1



The single most important challenge facing agricultural

and rural development planning in Nigeria today revolves
around the appropriate strategy to use in mobilizing

these peasant producers who have in the past produced the
food and export crops that fed the country's populstion

and financed her development programmes. According to
Mabogunje, Nigeria has in the past adopted agricultural

and rural development strategies which narrowly emphasized
the rapid proauction of africultural commodities ("a
commodity approach™) without calculating either the cost

or the benefit of these strategies to the peasant producers.
In the process of implementing this confused array of
strategies and policies, successive Nigerian governments
have ruined the structure (or the old wineskins) that
enabled the peasants to produce. The central role for rural
development planning in Nigeria today is to fashion entirely
new structures for mobilizing these peasant producers for

a total transformation and improvement of their production

and living conditions ("2 human approach")1.

One of the principal componente of the new strategy
suggested by Mabogunje is the re—organization of the rural
producers into viable cooperatives. This is a re-affirmation

\

of a very popular school of thought among scholars, policy=

makers and politicians in Nigeria and many other Third World

1. A. L. Mabogunje: “Crisis in Rural Development Planning
in Nigeria (or the Parable of the old wineskins)" = in
Research for Development (NISER) vol.I No.1,\1981 pp.1-10.




countries. This echool of thought emphasizes that cooperatives
constitute the most appropriate institutional mechanism for
reaching the millions of scattered peasant producers in the
rural areas; for ensuring their access to suitable msrkets
and credit sources; for introducing new technologies, skills
and development-oriented attitudes to the peasants; for
protecting these peasant producers from the exploitation of
middlemen, moneylenders and other rural shylocksj and foxr
ensuring effective participation by the peasants in the
development process., In other words, cooperatives are
considered the most effective instruments for mobilizing

the peasant farmers for rural development and for ensuring
that they benefit substantially from the development proocees,

What is the basis for this abiding faith in cooperatives?

RURAL DEVELOPMENT THROUGH COCPERATIVES: THE DOGMA:

The basis for the popularity which cooperatives enjoy
as instruments of rural development is both philosophical
and praghidtic, From 2 philosophical perspective, conflict,
competition and cooperation are recognized as the most
universal aspects of human bchaviour, each of which has
provided an elaborate basis of social organisation.
Cooperation denotes 2 pattern of joint or collaborative
behaviour in the achievement of comnon economic and social
objectives which is reverred for its own sake. Social

philosophers have over the ages stressed the role of



" e S

.

cooperation in helping to promote better ways of living and
have extolled the virtues of self-help, altruism and the
collective good which coopcration stonds for as contrasted
with the disharmony and discord encouraged by competition
and conflict. Many people have wélcomed and encouraged the
development of modern cooperatives in the belief that they
provide an alternative way of organising society along new
lines dewvoid of the vices of competition, possessive
individualism, conflict and the exploitation of man by manz.
In Africa the ideals or principles of the modern cooperative
movement have been seen by many as being closely attuncd to
the communalistic orientation of traditional African life and
80 the adoption of cooperatives as an instrument of rural
transformation has been considered nearly axiomatic3 « The
philosophical underpinnings of the cooperative movement are

discussed further in chapter two.

From a more practical point of view, cooperatives
constitute an ideal method for e¢nhancing the productivity

and living standards of the rural population especially in the

2. R. G. J. Wells: "Better Ways of Living through Cooperatives -

Year Book of Agricultural Cooperation 1979, pp. 1-16

3. S. E, Migot - Adholla: “Traditional Socicties and

Cooperatives" « in C, G, Widstrand, ed., Cooperatives
and Rural Development in East Africa {1;'7'5;.




developing countries. Cooperatives achieve this is six different

ways, that is,s

(2) by encouraging the sdoption of innovations by the fammers;

() by providing them the crodit and other facilitics necessary
for the adoption of these innovations;

(c) by improving the competitive power of the fammers visea=vis
their actual or potential exploiters (the middlemen,
moneylenders etce);

(d) by encouraging the adoption of skills and attitudes
favourable to development;

(e) by providing a feasible framework for the socialization
or the pooling together of the means of production for
collective use; and

(f£) - by encouraging grassroot democracy and the reduction of

inequalities at the local 10?elh.

Each of these ways is briefly discussed to clarify their

meanings and interrelationships,

It is conventionally accepted that the modernisation and
improvement of peasant agriculture involves the adoption and
utilization of modern technologies such as fertilizer, improved
or higheyielding seed varieties, insecticides, farm machinery
and other inputs, In order to improve their productivity the
peasants must be encourased to use these modern farm inputs.

Unfortunately, the peasants either lack the access to these

L. See U. N, Research Inst. for Social Dev. (UNRISD):
Cooperatives and Development in Asia (Geneva 1972)
chapters 1 and 8; and Advisory Committee on QOversess

Cooperative Dev: Farmer Cooperatives in Devel
Countries (Washington D.C: g§71,.
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modern technologies or lick the financial rescurces with which
to purchase them or both. The crganization of these fommers inte
cooperatives will not only improve their access to these modexn
inputs but will a2lsc enable them to ancquire the credit with which
to purchasc these inputs. The government will, itself, find it
easier tc distribute modern inputs to the fammers once such

farmers are crganized intc cooperatives,

The procuremcnt ond distribution of credit tc the fomers is
cne of the most widely known functions .of rural cooperatives, No
developed agricultural system con function without credit and tha
demand for it increases with the development and commercielization
of an economy. The land terure system existing in Nigerie's rupal
areas is such that famers have nc legal titles to their lond and
cannot use it as collateral to obtain loans from commercisl banks
and other finonecial institutions. By organizing thomselves into
cooperatives such farmers can easily cbtain credit for financing
their agricultural inmprovement not only from their own accumulated
savings but also from tho govermment, the banks, and other

financial institutions,.

By providing alternative low interest credit, cooperatives
can help to eliminate the subjugaticn of the peasant formers to
exploitative money-lenders to whom they (the famers) are
driven by desperation to cbtain eredit on usurious terms,
Their weak bargaining pesition also renders the peasont
producers vulnerable to the exploitation and manipulation of
middlemen and shopkeepcrs who purchases the peasants' produce
at very low prices and sell form inputs and other consumer

items to them at contrastingly high prices. In such z way



the peasants are exploited both when selling their produce and
when buying their inputs and supplies, thereby robbing them of
the actual value of their production. As members of agricultural
cooperatives the peasants can easily by-pass this chain of
middlemen, thereby strengthening their bargaining position and
improving their income.

Cooperatives also bring ahout rural development by infusing
in their members those skills and attitudes which render them
more capable of responding to the challenges of the development
process, Agricultural improvement requires the possession of
certain basic skills which enhance the efficient use of modern
technologies and these can easily be disseminated to the
peasants through cooperatives. Cooperatives can slsc enhance
the receptivity of the peasants to change. In addition these
cooperatives can encourage self-reliance by stimulating in the
peasants the habit of swving money and investing it in productive

PUTpOEEs.

The socialization of the means of production is another
important area in which cooperatives can help the farmers to
overcome some of their problems. Given the meagre resources
of the peasants and the scattered nature of their landholdings,
the pooling together of their efforts and resources enhances
their productivity. For example, small-scale famers can, by
pooling together their meagre finances, 3aeily purchase

for their joint use costly farm machinery such as tractors which



they cannot individually afford. Equally important is the

fact that the fragmented snd scattered nature of peasant
landholdings renders very difficult the use of certain
agricultural technologies to expand production. By encouraging
the peasants to pool together their small parcels of land into
large cooperative farms, cooperatives will not only enable

the expension and mechanization of agricultural production

but will also protect the peasants from the forces of
capitalist proletarianization. This socialization of the

means of production cen also be extended to other aspects

considered beneficiezl to the farmers.

Lastly, cooperatives are also democratic and participatory
institutions which can ensily provide a platform for teaching
the peasants the art of democracy, tﬁe value of self-help, the
inherent superiority of mobilizing their own collective
efforts and resources for solving their own problems, and
the value of the egalitarian and democratic sharing of
benefits., These humanistic aspects are considered by some
people to be as importsnt zs, if not more important than,

the practical services which are provided by cooperatives.

These potential benefits, and many others, associated
with cooperative$ have appealed to Third World govermments
especially those faced with problem of mobilizing their millions
of peasant producers to produce sufficient food for their

populations and cash crops for export. There is virtually no



African country which has not incorporated the development of
cooperatives in its development programme. Rightly or
wrongly, cooperatives have come to be seen as the ideal
solutions to the problems of the peasantry. Virtually all
references made to the cooperative movement in the development
plans of most African countries have emphasized their crucial
role ns institutions for mobilizing the small peasants and
assisting them to improve their own levels of living #nd ‘-
contribute effectively to national development. After a
thorough review of the factors responsible for the low output
and persistent poverty of the small-scale fammers in Vest
Africa, M.C. Mensah recommended the establishment of
cooperatives as the most effective institutional framework
for improving thc income-carning capacity of West Africa's

97 million peasants who represent about 75 per cent of the
region's total pOpulﬂtionS. It is this same belief that
pervades most theoretical and policy statements on

cooperatives in Africo,

COOPERATIVES AND THE SMALL F/RIER TN NIGERIA:
THE SOLUTION THAT HAS ®/CO.E THE PROBLEM

Right from the colonisl period till date, successive

Nigerian govermments have recognized the crucizl role which

cooperatives can play in mobilizing the small-scale farmers

5. M. C. Mensah: "Factors Limiting the Production and Income
of Small Fammers in ‘‘ect iAfrica: The Role of Cooper=tives

in Finding Solutions® - in
Looperatives in Development Strategies (Proceedings of a

Cooperative Workshop held in Acera, March 1974, and
published by ACDC, Vashington D.C., 197L).



10

for increased agricultural production and consequently the
development of cooperatives, especially in the rural areas,

has featured prominently in the country's development planas.
The commitment to use ccoperatives as instruments for mobilizing
the small-scale fammers is most clearly stated in ligeria'e

Third and Fourth Notional Devclopment Plans,

In the Third Development Plan 1975 - 80 cooperatives are
seen "as instruments for achicving increased agricultural
productivity and rural tronsformation". Consequentlys

It is the particulsr objective of policy to

encourage small fermers to come together in

cooperatives for the purpose of production,

processing, marketing and the mobilization of

rural savings., Cooperatives are regarded as

potentially powerful instruments for increasing

the scale of existing small farmmers and for achiecving

rapid rural transformation,

Similerly, the Fourth Development Plan 1981 - 1985, states
that the "govermnment will give all necessary encouragement
towards the development of the cooperative movement in the
country. The sime for doing this are to encourage development
through self-help, mobilize development rescurces at the lower
and middle income levels, and provide effective organisations
that can attract credit, as well as provide vehicle for

1 N?

implementation of govermnment economic policies and programmes’’ .

6. M. 0. Ijere:s "Cooperative Development Through Development
Plans" - Nigerian Journol of Cocoperative Studies, vol., 1980
pp. 1 = 11,

7. Federal Republic of VNigeria: Third National Dev. Plan

1 - 80, p.292; and Cutline of t}n—'ﬁog._tig National Dev.
Plan 1 = 85, p.52.




1

These policy statcmentsshow a clear conviction on the
part of govermment thot cooperatives are a solution to the
problems of the small-seale farmers and other poor people in
the society. Any agency that can enhance the productivity
of these small-scale farners and bring about an improvement
in their living standardsz?)omd to appeal to the conscience
of anybody who feels a concern for the mass rural poverty,
declining agricultursl production, increasing dependence on
food importation and the exodus of the rural youths to the
towns which Nigeria has to contend with at a time when oil
earnings and general cconomic conditione are becoming increasingly
precarious. The poverty-criented ideology with which Nigeria's
cooperative peolicy has been wrepped derives in part from the
aexperience of the developed Westerm countries from whom we

borrowed our cooperative model,

The modern cooperntive movement originated from the
specific conditions of 19th century capitalism in Europe
when the poor workers and peasants found themselves brutally
exploited and pauperized by the capitalist system. These adverse
conditions forced the workers and peasants to come together in
the form of cooperatives to protect themselves from the naked
exploitation of middlemen, landlords, moneylenders and
commereial fims. This gove rise to a series of spontaneous
cooperatives initiated by the poor to solve their problems,
This unique experience which evolved at a certain stage of

capitalist development has crystallized into a strong theoreticel
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and ideological edifice used by cooperative advocates to
Justify the establishment of cooperatives among the poor

peasants and workers in Third World oountriesa.

Unfortunately, available evidence seems to indicate that
the practical performonce of these cooperatives has not maiched
the lofty expectations expressed in the plan documents,
especially as it reletes to the rural poor, In the first place
the size of the rural population affected by cooperatives is
quite small. Osuntogun ecstimates that only 286 of the farmers
in Western Nigeria are members of marketing cooperatives;

King puts the membership of couperatives in Northern Nigerie
at T of all household heads; while Jonee and others estimate
that cooperatives only rcach %4 of the Nigerian rural
populatiung. This memberehip coverage is tco small for an
instituticn which has nct only been in existence in Nigeria
over half a century but ie also seen se an instrument for

redeeming the small farmers from exploitation and declining

productivity.

8. G. Hydent "Ccoperatives and the Poor: Comparing Furcpean
and Third VWorld Experiences" = Rurzl Dev.
Participsticn Revicw, vol.II !0.1, 1980

9. C. A, Osuntogun: The Cooperstive Marketing of igrie,
Produce in the Western of Nigeria (Ph.D
Thesis, University of Leeds, 1971) p.163;
R. King: Famers Cooperatives in Ncrthern

ings p.!3 2and T. Jones

Nigeria (Rea
et al: A Proposed hgric. Credit Progran for
Nigoria (Michigan, 1%5’ p.!ﬁ.
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Moreover, the majority of these members are disloyal and

lack both moral and financial commitment to the bagic objectives
of their cooperatives, This is not surprising given the
ncglegible benefits which cooperative membership sonfers on

the ordinary farmers. With an apathetic membership, coupled
with the dishonesty and selfishness of the cooperative leaders
and officials, corrupticn and mismanagoment have been VEDY
rampant in these cooperstives, thereby undermining the
realization of those econumic and social objectives for which

they are established,

There has also been a tendency for cocperative benefits
to be reaped by the same tiny closs of rural elites from whom
the small-geule farmers need to be liberated. 4 two~-pnrt
report edited by Apthorpe has revesled that the facilities ond
gervices offered by cooperatives have been hijacked from the
poor peasants by'ﬁgﬁﬁers of thi rural elite in several parts
of Africa10. This finding raiscs certain fundamentsl questions
about the suitability of cooperotives as an instrument for

mobilizing and =assisting the pessant farmers,

It is with the way thesc cooperatives affect the different
soeial groups in the rural asreas that this study is concerned,

How agcceptable are thesse cooperatives to the small pensant

10. R. Apthorpe: BRural Cooperatives and Plammed Chonge in _
ffricas  Case Mnterials {(Ceneva: UHRISD, 1971);
and turnl Cooperatives and Planned Chonge in
Africas  An Analytical Overview (Geneva 1972).
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produccrs? To what extent do they participate and benefit

from these cooperatives? Whot contribution can these cooperatives
make to development a2t the grassroot level? The answers to those
and several other questions will depend not on what is expressed
in the development plan documonts but on detailed examination

of the actual performance of these cooperatives in specific

socinl settings. This research provides one of such case

studies,

OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY

The objective of this study is to examinc the sccio-
historical and economic foctors which have shoped the pattern
of development of rural cooperatives in Kaduna State, the
characteristics of their membership, the nature ond
distribution of their bencfits, and the implications of their
structure and operational performance for rural development.
In other words, the study tries to answer two broad questions:
vhat is the structure of the cocperative movement in Nigeria
and what historical, cconomic and political factors have shaped
its evolution and performunce in Kaduna State? How do these
cooperatives affect the different social groups in the rural
aress and to what extent ore they assisting the small-sccle

farmers to solve their probloms?

In snswering the first question an attempt has been made

to trace the origin and n~ture of the cooperative model existing
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in Nireria; the nature on¢ class orientation of those
state policies which have impinged on the cooperative
movement; the structure and functions of rural cooperatives;
and the type of impzct wiiich these cooperatives have had on

rural and national development.

To answer the second question I have focused on
famers' cooperatives in Kaduna Stete with special reference
to the Jemaa area, The onjective here is to thraw light on
the socio=economic coaposition of the cooperative members;
the attitudes of both the neunbers and non-members towards
cooperatives; the neture and extent of members' participation
in the day=-to=day runnin> of cooperatives; the distribution
of coeperative loans #nd other benefits; and the degree of
involvement of both the cooperative members and the non-
members in the existing trzditicnal or indigenous cooperatives,
The main thrust of the study therefore centres around the
structurally-generated incentives and constraints which
affect the performance of cooperatives and which account for the
attitudes snd orientation of the rural population towards
them,

This study has depsrted from the three major conventional
epproaches to the snalyzis of rural cooperatives in Africa,
The first approach, represented in Niperia by the works of
ideyeye, 0'Reilly, and Teditn, involves general descriptive
sppraisals of the historicil development of cooperatives,

their functions and problems, 2nd their contribution to
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deveIOpment11. ilthouzh some of these descriptive analyses
are backed up with statictics on the number, membership and
activities of these cooper tives, they do not involve a
fundemental probing of the relevance of these cooperatives

to the majority of the rur~l population, the groups which
actually benefit from thoue cooperatives, and the operational

efficiency and effecti:ness of the ccoperative movement,

The second approach itries to go beyond the nerrative
and descriptive level of the first approach and invelves
n eritical evalustion of the operational performance of
cooperatives as econonic ond democratic institutions. This
line of 2nalysis hss since demonstrated that rural cooperatives
in Africa are either s totsl failure or are performing grossly
below expectation. One ;roup of scholars blames this
disappointing performmance on the values, attitudes and
characteristics of the peasantry while the other group
identifies the alien model of cooperatives imposed from
“western Europe as the sowce of the preblem, Both variants
are two sides of the some coin, that is, the discrepancy
between modern cooperctives snd the envirorment or objectives
they are intended to =erve, This approach has been applied

to the snalysis of rural cooperatives in Nigeria by scholars

- -

11e 5. 0. hdeyeye: The Cooperstive llovement in Vigeria
(uofﬁinven 1978,; F. O'Reilly:
‘P1roblems and Potential of igric.
Cooperatives in Kano State, Nigeria¥ -
Yarr Look of Agricultural Cooperation
1977 »op. i37-TE, and "The Genesis and
Diffusion of the Nigeria Coeperative
Ideal 1935 - 1960" - Kano Studies
vol.,1 T0.3; and A. A, Laditan
“Coonerative Movement in Nizeria -
Yesr Dook of ic, Cooperation
1979, po. 198-216.
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such as Buntjer, King and Csuntogun12.

The third approach zdopts a strictly economistic
rerspective and attrilbutes the poor performance, and
sometimes complete failure, of cooperatives in Africa
to certain managerial snd economic bottlenecks which hinder
these cooporatives from a2chieving efficient levels of
nerformance. Consequently, these cooperatives are incapable
of delivering efficient services to their members and this
in turn induces disloyzliy snd other negative attitudes
from the members. Undcrljinz: this approach is the
assumption that the cooperctive model is not faulty and
that once these economic #nd managerial bottlenecks are
identified and rectified, c.operstiives in Africa will
etart performing as efficientl. as their counterparts in
Europe. This approach informs the works of scholars such

. 1
Ijere,; Cludimu and Osuntopzun 3.

12, B. J. Buntjer. Sociolosical Characteristics of Farmers
and the Cagse of the Failed Society' = in
N.B. Mijindcdi ed. Cooperative Zrowth for
Agricultursl Development (I.A.R., Zaria,
15;!}); . 'ing 1976, op.cit, and Osuntosun
1971, or.cit.

13. M. 0. Ijere: liodernizin. “izerian Cooperatives (Lagos,
1977) »nc ¥The Future of Cooperatives in
Developint Countries = A Case Study of
Cooperstive Menagement in Nigeria® =
Agriculturel Administration vol,7 MNo.3,
July 1980 C. Oludimu: "Cooperative
Financins, in South-vest Nigeria" -
Canadisn Journal of Arric, Economics
vol.31, ‘0.1 Morch 1983; and 0. Osuntogun:
“"An Ticonomic Analysis of the Operational
Performence of Cooperative Marketing
Unions in the former 'estern State,

Nigeria ' - Quarterly Journal of
Administr=tion vol.io. Yo.L, 1976.

.

.
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The theoretical and methodolcrical snurtcomingsof these
approaches are reviewed in greater detail in chapter twe.
For the moment it suffices to point out that these appreaches
have ignored the wider historical, structural and class forces
wileh have influenced the type of ccoperatives introduced into
Wireriz by the colonizl masters and the specific Murctions
asgirned to these coopev.tives within the contest of the
colonin’ and neo=colonizl economy. The pelitical econowy
appreach 1s used here in preferance to these other appreaches
because it hignlxslzta these historical and structural factors
which have shaped the cogcerative mevement and alsy because
it elarifies the concrete relationship between cceperatives

and the breader soccio-ecoromic system of wnich ihey form part.

THE FOLITICAL NCONOMY « 2 0alif

Pelitical econory isz the science w':ich stuciies the
contimuous struggle of man to transform the resourres of
nature into usable or consumatle forms and the intricate
relationships which ererge between nien in the proceas of
satisfying their materisl needs. It concerns itself with hew
concrete socio-econonic formatiens @riginate, operate =nd

!
chante ‘.

1. Tor a detsiled apalysis of the peli.ical econc.y
approach s=e O, Lan=: Political Feonomy 2 vols
(Oxford: 1963); C. Ake: s Politicel "conomy of africe
(Longman 1981): anu i, Ryndina, Chernikov and
G. Khudokovmov: Fundmnentals ef Uelitical Economy
(Ioscow 1330),
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The political sconomy ap roach utilizes the method-lozy
of nistorical materialism in the analysis of secial phenomena.
ihis methodology ;ives primacy to material conditions over
the attitudes and thought patteras of pecple in the analysis
of the structure ard development ef human societies. In
other wurds, men live and procduce under definite historical
and material conditions and these conditions lariely determine
the values, belief: and attitudes of the people., fThis
cppre~ch also suphasizes the dynanic or changing character of
gocizl realily., bLince sceiety is in a constant process of
motion, this approach emuloys a dynamic or indepth historieal
sethod in the analysis of social phenomena as distinct from

the st=tic .prroaches emphasized by conventional social science,

The fundamental force behind this dynamism in social
reality is the conflict between different groups and classes
in. ¥ee society over the contrcl of economic resources,
political piwer, and social supremacy. Folitical economy is
therefore a conflict model of social reality as opposed to
the equitiibrium model o; seciety posited by conventienal
sconomic and sociological =sralyzis., Class analysis and the
historical method are therefore central te the political

economy approich.

in appl: ing t'.is approach to the analysis of cooperatives,
tiuis study seels to highlirht the various ways in which
cooperatives fit into and are conditioned by the historical
and structural character of the overall nutional econony of

wiich they form part. This involves identifying the historical,



20

structural and policy f:clove which nave shaped the evolutien,
grovth and perfcrmance of coo,eratives in a specific social

setting,

The central thesis of this study iz that cocperatives
form part and parcel of | ireria's celonial and nec-dolgnial
econouy, and so their performznce cannot be exuolained in terms
of the atiitudes or nanarerial cormetence of the members alone
it also in terme of Llhe incentives and structural constraints
vhica the everall national econemy peses to cooperative activity,
Une therefore nceds to o beyond micro-level fuctors inte an
4.l 318 of the fundamentzl charicter of Llhe nutionaul economy
in order to fully underct.on? the niture and performance of

cooperatives.

In tryin; to relate the performance of cooperatives to
i"e overall structure of the .ijerian economy, a numbsr of
fzctors have been identifi-d here as being particularly
relevant, “the first is the incorporation of the country
into the internationazl capitalist system first as a colonial
Cependency nnd later as & neo=colony. ‘The character of the
i orian economy, iis growth and development, and the
performance of the country's econowmic sectors, including the
cooperctive sector, have all bezn shaped and determined by
the structure and changin: needs of the international capitalist
sconomy. It will be zuown th-t the impetus for tne introduction
of cooperutives by the colonial masters came from the need to
control and resulate the production and marketing of export

crops. Since their inception to date, the activities and /rowth
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of these cuoperative have reflecton not the genuine intereats
ad zapirations of the actual producers (the pe:sants and
workere) but the neede of the international economy z2nd the

vested interests of the domestic ruling class,

This brings us to the second fzctor which eoncerrs the
implicntions fer cooperutive performunce of the type of class
siructure which has cmerged in Figeria, The national
bourgecisie which tool over the manigement of the =conomy
from the colonial m sters has rnot ornly favoured the preservation
of the status ove hwui haa cont wued Lo pursue policics that
breed underdevelopment, dependence, and gross inequalities in
the distribution of material re~ources and political power in
the society. This ruling clas: his not found it in ite
irtervst tc re-stiructure the crport-oriented cooperative system
vequenthed to tnis country by cclonialism along lines that are
more zcceptanle and benmeficial to the peasani mejority.

i oreover, tha growing class inequelities which characterize

. igeria’s neo-colonizl economy have ensured that the membership
and berafits o;Z:::perativea are heavily skewed in favour of
the wricher ind more powerful stratum of the rural society,

vhereby limiting the developmental impact of these cooperatives

to a tiny minority,

The third factor .oncerns the overall character of the
Hetional cconomy witin which cooperatives operate. ‘Ihe
cheracter of the economy is defin-d here in terms of the
dominant mode of production which prevails in that eccnomy.

In the case of higcric tnis economy can be characterized as a
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dependent capitalist cconomy, This underdeveloped eccnomy is

the outcom» of the constant underplay between domestic

structural and historic2l forces and the international capitalist
cystems The implicotions of this type of economy on the
performance of cooperatives is a major issue of interest in

this study,

STHODILOGY

The methodelogy of this study derives from Karl Marx's
rot*od of "successive concretization” or “successive
aprroximation" by which social phenomena are empirically
verified throuch =z step~by-step prozression from # more
general anc sbstract level, through lower levels ‘f abstraction,
tc the conerete and obacrvable leve]15. In other words, the
aralysis is not unnecessrrily besued down by the empiricist
necegsity of roducing everything to the observable level since

certain propositions crn only be verified at the logical

deductive and historical levels rather than at the statistical

level, This methodolor recognizes the limitations of
conventional statisticzl verificotion which has been turned

inte a fetish by “Western social science,

Many uscful concepts and theories are not reduceable to
statietical subetantiation, Mugalane cites the concept of class
48 a good examnl: ¢f s.ch concepie, Class denotes £ relationship

between jroups ir =2 historically-determined structure of

15, ©. Lange: Folitical iiconomy vol.1 (1566) ch.2.
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of production and is thus embodied in certain concrete insiitutions,
White it is guits known that class ;enerates economic incatalities
between groups, it is methodologically unsound to reduce the concept
of class to the obsecrvable ~nd guantifiable inequalities in wealth
or in some selected material items between social groups as some
Wostirn seholars keve done, Yhile such inequalities are indicative
of the existence of classes they are not necessarily a sufficient
substantiation of class. In other words, concepts such as class
will be grossly trivislized if subjected to empirico-statistical
wwrifieation, In political cccnomy such ahstract but important
phenomena are substantiated through the logico-~deductive and

histerical methods16.

In applying this methodolo.y of successive coneretizaticn to

the analyzis of cooperatives it has been argued here that the factors
responsible for the performance of cooperatives can be located at
three levels, The first level is the national level at which
nitention is  fotused on the nature and orientation ef the entire
n«tional cooperative movement as well as the character of the
national economy in which these cooperatives operate, This level
of enalysis will degl with the evolution and growth of cccperatives
in ligeria, the functions and objectives of these cooper=mtives,

the nature and class orientztion of the policies pursued by
suceessive governments towards the coorerative movement, and the
specific historical and structural facters which have shaped the
cooperative mevenent in the country. This level ¢f analysis will
~1so throw light on why modern cooperatives introduced into Nigeria
“rom Western Burcpe tend to malfunction despite the active

government support which taey enjoy.

16, 1. Magubane: "lhe Yvolution of Class Structure in Africe -
in The Peliticzl Teconomy ef Contemperary africa ed.
B, C. 'I. Cutrind ond 1., allerstein,(Beverly 1ills 1976).
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The sccond level is the regional or state level where the
implications of certain concrete historical factors, class ferces and
policy outcomes on the development and performance of cgeperatives
in Fadunz state will be clearly demonstrated., Some of these historical
200 class forces inform and are clearly manifested in the cooperative
policies which have been pursued by the regienal and state govermments,
Since these g,licies are themselves an embediment of certain historical
and classigorcrs, we will take a close interest in them to discern the
influence of charging circuistonces on the cooperative movement, the
avount of regourees allocated to the cooperative sector and whether
or not the disbursement of thcse resources was channelled into
gpecific areas of cooperative activity that are directly beneficial
to wembers of the ruling boeurgeoisic er their allies, The regional
n ture and performance of the rcuverative mevement can be analysed

A

at = more concrete level than the rational level.

The third level is the local or grassroot level at which the
objrctives, operations and problems of "the.cooperative movement can
be seen and analysed in very concrete terms. It is at this level
that we will go into the s=ize, composition, and perceptions cf the
cooperative members, the pattern of cooperative leadership, the
distribution of conperative benefits, and the specific local
gsocio=economic, political and historical frcters which affect the
day-to-day operations of the cooperatives. It is at this level
that one can meot adequately capture the objective and subjective
factors affecting the perform-nce ef cooperatives. In other words,
the level of concreteness increases as one moves from the national

to the local level,
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TECHNIQUES OF DiTA COLL&ECTION

The data presented in this study were collected between
July 1977 and August 1980 in the Jemaa local government aArea of
Kaduna State. Different metiods of data collection were utilized
including the historicel-documentary method, the survey mothod
and the cbservation method, The first method invelved 2 careful
scrutiny of government files, documents and policy statements;
archival amd other historicnl materialsy published =nd
unpublished erticles snd pepers; and the records kept by the
Secretaries of several cocperative societies in Jemna, These
secondary materials provided a rich source of information for
tracing the evolution and development of cooperatives; the nature
and objectives of government ccoperative poliey; and the factors
that have shaped the performance of cooperatives especially in

the 1950s and 1960s.

The second method involved the administration of
questionnaires to a sample of 316 fammers in Jemaa, consisting
of 161 cooperative members and 155 non-cooperative members,

One hundred and forty-threc or 89 of the cocoperative members
came from three districts, that is, Kagoro, Morca and Kafanchen
and were randomly selccted from the membership list of all
cooperative societies in ench of these districts, while the
remaining 18 were the secrectaries of eighteen randomly selected
cooperative societics in the other six districts of Jemaa, The

155 non=cooperative members were to a large extent sclected from
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tax records obtained from the district authorities in Kagoro,
Moroa and Kafanchan. As much as possible, attempts were made

to ensure that most of the non-members came from those same
villages where a majority of the cooperative members came from
in order to reduce inter-village differences in the socio-
economic characteristics of both members and non-members, The
exact distribution of cooperative and non-cooperative respondente

according to their district is given in Table 1.1 below.

Table 1,1
Igistributioq of Selected Respondents by District:
Cooperative | Non-Cooperative

Digtrict Memuvers Members Total
Kagoro 62 60 122
Moroa Lé 50 96
Kafanchan 35 LS 80
Others 18 - 18
Total 161 165 316

The use of tax records as a sampling frame is not without
its own problems, onc of which concerns getting access to these
records because of their confidentiality. Replacements in cases
where the original respondente could not be got was dune through
judgmental criteria., The administration of the questionnaire was
done at two different periods. The first phase involving 180

fammers was done between September 1977 and January 1978 when
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the payment of ;:attle and community taxes was still in force.
Following the upgrading of the project and the expansion of its
scope in 1979, an additionzl sample of 136 fammers was interviewed
in August 1980. But in October 1979 the new civilian govermment
of Kaduna State abolished the payment of cattle and community
taxes so that the tax registers I found in 1980 were not very
current. Neverthelzns, in the absence of an alternative

sampling frame I still had to use these slightly out-dated

registers.,

The questionnaire administered on the farmers consisted of
both closed and open-ended qu=stions which sought tc establish
the socio-economic background of both cooperative and non=-
cooperative fammers; the use of certain inpv;rts such as
fertilizer, improved seeds, insecticides and tractor hiring
services; the sources of rural credit; the sources of labour
for agricultural production; the attitudes, involvement and
orientation of the fammers towards both modern and traditional
cooperatives; and the respondents' assessment of the
performance and problems of cooperatives, In addition,
interviews were also held with traditional rulers, community
leaders, farmers and post of!icials of cooperstives to find out
their evaluation of the impact of cooperatives as well as the
problems besetting them in the Jemaa area. Indepth discussions
were also held with covernment cocperative officiale both at

the headquarters in Kaduna snd in Jemaa and Kachia where the
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cooperative experience has been similar especially because
cooperative societies in these two lccal goverrment areas all
belonged to the defunct Southerm Zaria Cooperative Credit and

Marketing Union with its headquarters in Kafanchan,

These interviews and informal discussions were supplemented
with persconal observations of the activities, operations snd
problems of both the cooperative societies and their farmer-
members, I was particularly lucky to have had the chance of
interacting with all secretaries of cooperative societies in
Jemaa during a one-=week refresher course organized for
cooperative secretaries in Kafanchan in August 1980. I also
attended several meetinugs of cooperative societies during which
I made observations of the extent of members! attendance at
meetings, the nature of discussione and the precess of
decision-making, and the e:.tent of awareness of cooperative
rules and regulations. I also attendegfl & few special meetings
where 1 watched the distribution of cooperative loans to
farmers. A1l these observetions yielded various insights into
the operations, activities and probléms of farmers' cooperatives

in Jemaa.

THE_RESEARCH SETTING

Jemaa Local Govermment where most of the primary data was
collected is located in the southern part of Kaduna State.

Until its split into ©ix new local govermments in 1981, the
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Jemaa Local Govermment Arca was a Pederation of Jemaa

eémirate and the three independent districts of Kagoro, Moroa

and Jaba. It had an estimated population of 335,200 in 1980

(based on projections from the 1963 census). Jemaa occupies

a total land area of 3,923 zquare kilometreaﬂ' and its former
headquarters, Kafanchan, iz an important railway junction and

a growing commercial centro,

Jemaa is inhabited by 2 nmumber of small ethnic groups
which share a remarkable cultural unifommity, among which are
the Kagoro, the Moroa, the Kaje, the Kataf, the Jaba, the
Kagoma, the Kaningkon, the Ayu, the Ninzon and the Kafanchan.
Most of these ethnic groups speak similar or related languages
and share common patterns of inheritance, descent, msrriage,
religion and general social organisation. The people of Jeman
are predominantly christian, with isolated pockets of muslims
most of whom are Hausa=Fulani immigrants settled in Kafanchan
and other district capitals, A few people are still adherents
of various traditional religions., Missionary asctivities started
in this area during the second decade of this century and have
led not only to the spread of christianity but also to the
introduction and development of western education for which the

area is particularly outst:nding,

1%. Kaduna State: Statistical Year Book 1978 (Kaduna: Govt,
Printer) p.12.
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The Jemaa area has a civilisation dating back to the
famous NOK culture, an ancient civilization which has been
named after the village of 0K in the western part of Jemaa,
even though some of the present inhabitants seem to have
migrated to this area from the Northeeast (probably from around
the present day Bauchi and Plateau States or beyond) between
the 15th and the 17th centuries, During the pre-colonial period
this area was subjected to constant and sporadiec slave raids
from the Hausa-Fulani emirsates, especially from Zaria, resulting
in the conguest of some of these areas and the establishment of
the Jemaa Emirate in the 18th century through which the Hausa=
Fulani feudal aristocracy of Zaria ruled and exploited the
people they conquered, A few of these ethnic groups mznaged to
retain their independence up till the arrival of the PBpitiah .
colonialists at the begiming of this century, a fact which is
responsible for the estoblishment of the three "independent
districts" of Kagoro, Moroa and Jaba, campletely autononous of

3
the emirate system ‘.

This ares is an agriculturally prosperous area which in
the pre-colonial era cxported food crops, ginger and livestock
to Zaria and Kano. When Lander visited this area in 1827 he
found Jemas to be "a flourishing trade centre", a2 view confirmed

. 1
later by colonial anthropologists such as Gunn and Smith '!. The

18. See J. C. Sciortinos Gazetteer of Nasarawa Province (1 20)
' and A. G. Ames: Gazetteer of FPlateau Province (193:).

19. H. D, Cunn: Pagan Peoples of the Central Area of Northern

e e e e e A s ot
Nigeria (London: 1956) ond M. G. Smith: Social Organisation
and Econamy of the Kagoro (1952).
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major food crops include millet, guinea corn, maize, rice, yams
and cocoyams while livestock consist nainly of goats, sheep and
pigen. The only “cash crop* which is indigenous to this area is
ginger, a crop which was to feature very prominently in
Strickland's recommendation for cooperative export marketing”.
The organization of production was based mostly on a
precapitalist communal system with Hausa traders acting as
comnercial intermedinrics between the producers and the distant
morkets. This system of production underwent some fundamental

changes during the colonial period.

The imposition of British rule, coupled with the forces
stimulated by feudal penetration from Zaria emirate, brought
about considerable changes in the agrarian economy of Jemaa,
The roads and railways which passed through this area to the
groundnut and votton zone in Zaria, Keno and Katsina, and to
the tin mines of Jos Plateau not only helped te tighten the grip
of the colonial government on Jemaa but also brought about
considerable dislocation of the area's economic base. Firstly
forced labour was introduccd on a massive seale initially for
the construction of the ronds and railways and later to support
tin mining around the Plateau area, When forced labour was

replaced by wage labour, ~lbcit very poorly paid, there developed

20, Strickland: Report on the Introduction of Cooperative
Socictics into Nigeria (1 P10,
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a stable system of labour migration by the people of this area
to the tin mines in order to zcquire the eash with which to

pay taxes and meet their other obligations within the colonial

economy .

Apart from ginger which is indigenous to this area the
British tried to encourage-through the Department of
Agriculture-~the cultivation of groundnuts and cotton for cxport,
Unfortunately this arcez was not particularly suitable for these
crops and coupled with the cxcessively low prices which the
middlemen were paying for these crops, people found labour
migration to the tin minee snd to the cash crop areas of Zaris
and Kano more lucrative as a gsource of finance than the
production of cotton groundnuts and other cash crops. Lobour
migration, initially to the tin mines and the agricultural
export zones but now to the major towns in search of paid
employment, has been 2 significant feature of the economy of

this areaz since the imposition of colonialism.

The production of girger, cotton and groundnuts which
understandably increased during the colonial period declined
drastically during the 1960s in response to increasingly falling
prices, rising labour costs, sand increasingly more lucrative
avenueE of cash income through sale of labour, More and more
famers have taken to the production of food crops such as
guinea corn, rice, and yoms in place of cotton and groundnuts,

The only traditional export crop that is still being produccd
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to any significant degre: in this area is ginger. This
declining level of export crop production has had certain
implications for cooperative development not only in Jemaa

but in the whole of Nigerin since ccoperatives were closely
woven around export production and marketing. It is significant
to conclude this short review by pointing out that the mode of
integration of Jemaa intc the national and international
economy have affected not only the performance of cooperatives

but also the living standsrds of the rural population in this

ared,

SYPNOSIS OF THE REMAINING CHAPTERS

Apart from this chapter, the rest of this work consists of
five more chapters. In chapter two the structure and
theoretical assumptions of the Western and Eastemrn cooperative
models both of which have hcen xperimented without any
considerable success in Africa, are reviewed. The various
theoretical approaches adopted in explaining the unsatisfactory
performance of cooperatives in Nigeria and other African
countries are reviewed and criticized, and the political cconomy

approach is offered as an slternative analytical framework.

Chapter three traces the historical development of
cooperatives in Nigeris and highlights the fectors which
influenced and shaped the structure znd objectives of the

cooperative movement and the nature of state policy towards



cooperatives. The contribution of cooperatives to the
development of the Nigerian cconomy is critically assessed.
It is emphasized that the development cooperatives as well as
their performance should be scen within the framework of the

country's export - oriented dependent capitalist economy,

In chapter four, the evolution, growth and performance of
formers cooperatives in Kaduna State are closely examined.
It is revealed that until recently cooperatives were
predominantly concermed with encouraging the production ond
cooperative marketing of export crops to the neglect of both
food crops and other ~reas of economic activity which would
have benefited the persant producers a lot more. Chapter five
goes on to give a detniled account of the way cooperative
credit and marketing were used not necessary to benefit the
peasants but to meet staote - required objectives, the most
important of which concerned the production and marketing of
cash or export crops. Using datn from the archives it is shown
that the major beneficiarics of the cooperative credit and
marketing programme werce not the peasant producers but the state
ond those agents which scrved ss the middlemen or "buying agents”

between the actual producers and the state-owned Marketing Boards,

In chapter six we take a close look at the socio=economic
composition and class character of the cooperative
nombership in Jemaa. Both cooperative and non=-cooperative

farmers were cogpared on o number of variables, with the resultis
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demonstrating quite clenrly that cooperatives draw-their
membership from, and channel their benefits mostly to, the
more prospercus and richer members of the rural society.
This renders cooperatives incopable of mobilizing and
gpreading the benefits of development to the larger majority
of the rural population. The last chapter summarizes the
major arguments and findings of the study and examines the
prospects and implications of using cooperatives os

instruments of rural development,
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CHAPTER _TWO

COOPERATIVE THEORY AND THE POLITICAL ECONOMY OF IEVELOPMENT

Although the cooperative models operating in Nigeria and
most other African countries today are those transplanted
from Western Europe by the colonial masters, one finds that
the analysis of cooperatives in Africa has remained at a
very pragmatic levels concerned mostly with the extent to
which these cooperatives are delivering or have failed to
deliver the goods (either in terms of tangible economic
benefits or in terms of the intangible ideals of democratic
or egalitarian management), to the meglect of those
theoretical assumptions and historical forces which have
shaped and informed these cooperatives. The uncritical
acceptance of the organizational and theoretical basis
of Western dooperatives by scholars and policy-makers
is the biggest hindrance to the immovative adaptation of

cooperatives to suit the peculiar needs of Nigeria.

Michael Koll, a Geman scholar, was the first to draw
attention to the lack of interest shown by Nigerian
intellectuals in cooperatives and especially in their
theory and ideology. He regrets that “cooperatives so
far have not been a subject of debate among Nigerian
intellectuals". This lack of interest is responsible for

the situation wheret



Nigerian cooperators borrow their ideology from
abroad. They are told to be proud of the achievements
of the Rochdale Pionecers, and of the social and

economic benefits people in England, Israel or Russia
have derived from cooperation. They are told to be
grateful to the colonial administration which
brought them cooperation as a gift1.
Koll then challenged Nigerian intellectuals to take "the first
step” towards developing an authentic and workable

cooperative system for ligeria by drawing "cooperatives into
the field of debate", It is through a rigorous

intellectual discussion of both foreign and indigenous
cooperative ideas that an suthentic cooperative model which

is suited to Nigerian conditions can emerge. Most other
societies in the world have evolved their cooperative models
through both theoretical analysis and practical experimentation;
and so the solution to Nigeria's cooperative problems cannct

be found in the mere adoption of foreign cooperative modelsz.

The methodology of political economy has recognized the
critical importance of thecry in the evelution of human
thought systems and in the development of concrete social
organisations. Consequently this chapter takes a2 close look
at the theoretical and philosophical basis of V“Western
cooperatives and compares them with the structure and ideology
of cooperatives in the Castern bloc or socialist countries.

This theoretical and historical review tries to highlight the

1« M. Koll: Cra:t'ts and Cooperation in Western Nigeria .
. . «(Freiburg: P.103.

2. H. KO].].. Ibid.' pp. 10’4-6.
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relationship between the principles and character of a
cooperative movement and the structure and ideology of the

social formation or national econamy in which those cooperatives

evolve.

Since cooperatives in Nigeria and other African
countries have borrowed their ideclogy, principles and
organization from either of these two cooperative models,
it follows that a discuassion of cooperative theory in any of
these countries cannot be complete without a thorough grasp
of the prototypes from which they have borrowed., This is
the retionale for preceding the snalysis of the theoretical
and ideological assumptions of Nigeria's cooperatives with
an examination of Western and Eastern cooperative theory.
After discussing the theoretical foundations of the Western
cooperative model which was transplanted into Nigeria by the
PBritish, the reet of the chapter goes on to examine why thesc
cooperatives have performed very poorly in Nigeria and other
African countrics and then suggests a new theoretical framework
for understanding and rectlifying the factors responsible for

the malfunctioning of these cooperatives,

THE UTOPI.LN SOCIALISTS AND THE HEGINNING OF COOPERATIVE IDEOLOGY

Cooperation among neighbours in the execution of famming
operations, the construction of houses, the mobilization of

savings and credit, and the execution of various communal projects
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has been a common feature of the traditional life of most
agrarian societies from time immemorial. This type of
informal social cooperation is however, slightly different
from the modern cooperative movement whose origin is often
traced to the Rochdale Pioneers of 19th century Britain.

+#8 has already been mentioned in chapter one, these formal or

streetured cooperatives were the product of the capitalist system,

The theoretical origins of these cooperatives can be traced
to the ideals of the utopian socialist thinkers such as Saint-
Simon, Charles Fourrier, Reobert Owen, wmmi King and
Charles Chide. These utopian socialists were extremely
eritical of the capitalist system for its inhumanity, its
impoverishment of the workers, its waste of human and
material resources, and its competitive individualism, They
advocated the establisiment of eelf-gufficient socialist
communities or villages where  cooperation would replace
capitalist competition, whire the collective ownership and
sharing of resources would replace private property and
exploitetion, and where man's humanistic being would once more
be restored. They precched and even foresaw the dawn of a new
civilization in which communal life and cooperation would
gradually transform capitalism, ushering in a "cooperztive

3

world” or “commonwealth'”.

3. The cooperative dimension of the thought of these utopian
socialists is summarized by M. Dighy: The World Cooperstive
Movement (London: 1948) ch.I.
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The few cooperative villages or communes established by
the utopian socialists, 2nd which they hoped would provide the
nucleus for the gradual trensformation of the rest of the
society along cooperative or socialist lines, were both
short=lived and ineffective. This is because the ideology
of utopianism laid emphasie on voluntary cooperstion and the
wilful withdrawal of pecple from the larger society rather
than on confronting the socicty and seeking to trensform it
through structural reform or revelution. This type of
ideclogy was thercfore wscoapist, unrealistic and devoid of
fundamental structural sclutions to the problems of the

underprivileged in capitalist society.

Even though the theories of the utopian socialists can
rightly be dismissed as idealistic and romantic, they have
nevertheless had a profound influence on the cooperative
movement because the principles and philosophy of modern
cooperatives have drawn from, and arc largely informed by, the
ideas of the utopain cooperative theorists. Two major
cooperative models hove evolved from the theories and ideals
of the utopian cooperative thinkers., The first is the Westorn
cooperative model which is the prototype of what Infield calls
“segmental cooperation™; while the sccond is the Eastern or
socialist cooperative model which belengs to the category

"comprehensive cooperation’”,

e Por a comprehensive discussion of the difference between
“"gegmental” and "comprchensive" cooperation, see H., F,
Infield: Cooperative Communities at Work (New Yorks 1945)
and Cooperative Living in Palestine on: RKP, 19L6)
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The Western model of segmental eooperation merely enables
the poor and disadvantaged members of » society to come together
and solve some of their common problems within the existing
structures of the social system rather than mobilizing themselves
to transform that society slong completely new lines, This
model of cooperative has dropped the anti-capitalist component
of utopian cooperative theory and has evolved a cooperative
structure and ideclogy which is consistent with capitnlism,
Segmental cooperation is a model of partial covperation
whereby people associzte or cooperate to satisfy limited
eccnomic and social objectivis such as the marketing of crops,
the procurement of credit, or the collective or bulk purchasing
of supplies 2and consumer goods, The scop: of such cooperetive
activity embraces only specific and narrow aspects of the
members' socio=economic life and its objective is self=-
improvement or selfecomfort rather than the overhaul or refom
of the entire social system. While seeking to raise the
living standards of the ccopersting individuals within the
framework of the existing explcitative social systenm, these
types of cooperatives dc not seek "to introduce any fundamental
changes in the basic institutions of society since they are

limited to specified econamic nbjects"su

The Eastern or socialist uncdel of “comprechensive

cooperation”, on the other h°nd, sceke to re-organiz: the entire

5. Infields Cocperative Living in Palestine, op.cit. p.l.
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life of the individual, the community and the entire society
elong cooperative or colicetive lines. This type of cocperatives
have taken up the twin ideale of collective ownership and
communal organization contained in the utopian cocperative
thecries and have combined them with the dynamic socialist goal
of transforming the scocio=economic and political structures of
a society along collective and. non-exploitative lines,

While the Western cooperative model secks to offer certain
limited services or resources to the members on better terms
than the existing structures, thc Eastern model of ccoperatives
anvisages the entire tronsformation of society along

cooperative or collective lines,

THZ WESTERN COOPERATIVE MODEL

The prototype of the Western cooperative movement is
usually traced to the Eguitable Society of Rechdale Pioneers,
a society formed by 28 textile workers in the small town of
Rochdale in the Lancashire regicn of England in 184}4. Inspired
by the social ideals of the utcpian cooperative theorists and
stirred intc nction by the poverty and exploitation of the carly
period of the Industrial Hevolution in England, the Rochdale
Pionecrs successfully organized a consumer cocperative
association that soon made an impact on their living standards,
The principles and pragmatic ideas of the Rochdale Pionecrs
soon spread to other towns and precipitated the growth of the

cooperative movement in verious part of Burcpe and .merica,
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Even though the Western cooperative model has retained
some of the humanistic ideals and anti-capitalist rhetorie
of the utopian cocperative thinkers, this type of cooperative
orgzenization has merely crystallized into a pragmetic
instrument used by the pocr workers, farmers, artisens and
other disadvantaged groups to improve their competitive position
within the capitalist cconomy. In theory and practice, the
Western cooperative model has merely became another form of
business association, 2 kind of "people's business" whose
only difference from private business is that "a lot more
people share in ownership and respcnsibility"s. Both the
members and the theorists sccept that cooperatives in the
Vlest arc compatible with, and complementary to; the dominant
structures of economic organization in a capitalist society,
that is, an economic arrangement based on private owncrship,
profit maximization, accumulation, competition and market

allocation,

Koller captures the congruence between cooperatives and

capitalist business in the following words:

"When we examine cooperative business for the
similarities it bears to ordinary capitalistic
enterprise, we find 2 predominance of likeness,
Cooperative business nccepts the fundamental
institutions of cepit«lism including the right
of private enterprisc with its emphasis on the
dignity and importance of the individual"7.

6, J. Vocrhiss "Phe Aims and Opportunities of Americen
Cooperatives” - in .brahsm and Scroggst icultuml
Cooperation - Selected Readings (Minnesotat 1957) ppe63-5.

7. PF. Kollers "Cooperotives in a Capitalist Econouy"
in Abrahamsen & Scroggs, Ibide, pe65.
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The Western model of cooperatiVes does not only seek to
maintain but actually enhances the private autonomy and
individual property of the cooperating members or patrons,
This involves preserving and enhencing the autonomy and
independence of the family farm 25 a production unit in
agricultural cooperatives, the household as a consumption
unit in consumer cooperatives, and the artisan's private
workshop in artisans! cooperatives. "Hence, a cooperative to
be worthy of its name is = bulwark of individualism and is
designed to strengthen the individual in his activity where
single action is weak and impo.tent"a. Therefore, the
communal ideals of Owen, Fourier and the other godfathers
of cooperation are as repugnant and unacceptable to Vestern
cocperative theorists as the collective cooperatives of the
Soviet Union and China,

This cooperative model is quite narrow in its objectives,
It is designed primorily to improve the economic well-leing of
the individual cooperative members and only secondarily to
benefit the rest of the society through correcting market
imperfections and promoting greater social efficiency. In
other words, the association exists to serve its member-
patrons and sometimes the public at large, This service includes

lowering the costs paid by members for the goods and services

8. M. A, Schaarss "Basic Principles of Cooperativess
Their Growth and Development®in

Apricultural Cooperation=Selected adi
op.cit p.*tBT.
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they purchase, increasing the prices received by members for
goods and services sold, and improving the quality of goods and

services produced by the cooperative members.

Cooperatives in the West are no longer seen as instruments
of social reform but only as mechanisms for correcting the
distributional imperfections and injustices of the capitaliet
market system as well as for ensuring greater social efficiency
and egalitarianism. According to Koller, "ecooperatives provide
a means of complementing and strenthening the capitalist economy
at its weekest points ... by aiding it to achieve a better
allocation of reeources, higher total production, and a wider

distribution of income"g.

From the discussion so far it is quite clear that a
cooperative in the Western sense is a coming together of
individual private producers and consumers in order to advance
their common interests in certain specific economic fields.
The only thing that distinguishes the cooperative from other
capitalist business firms such @8 corporations, partnerships
or individual proprietorships is the set of principles and
doctrines which inform cooperntive business. The cooperative
a8till enjoyes ethical superiority over private business because
of its humanistic principles mout of which have since been
thrown overboard by privats capitulist firms, Some of these

principles are enunciated below,

9. F, Koller: "Cooperatives in a Capitalist Economy" op.cit. p.68.
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Firstly, a cooperative iz an association of persons rather
than of capital as one finde in private capitalist firms, It
is an association where the members are the owners, the
controllers and the beneficiaries of the assocition's business,
The cooperative is a means by which the members seck to
effectively perform certain functions, processes and
activities which can enhance their economic well-being. The
cooperative is a non=profiit orgenization, that is, it is
primarily geared towards serving its members; consequently
membership revolves around the human person and not the
imporsonal capital which the individual brings to the
association's capital stock. Unlike private business firms,
whose primsry objective is to make profit for the capital
owners, a cooperative is a non-profit organization which
strives to provide services to the members not at a profit

but at cost.

Secondly, membership in o cooperative is, except in a few
cases, open and voluntary, In other words, people are free to
join or not to join; nobedy is mode a victim of pressure to
join or to stay in; and there is no discrimination on the

basis of sex, religion or political belief,

wkalbta d‘m?-}\'c
Thirdly, a cooperative is an D&hﬂ-}e and demerexstic

asgociation whose control snd policy=-decisions are vested in
the entire members on the basis of one-man, one-vote

irrespective of people's copital contribution to the
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association's capital-stock, The actual day-to-day running of
the association's activities may be delegated to a committes
or board of directors clected or appointed by the members,
While voting power in a business firm is determined by the
number of shares owned by a share-holder (who is also allowed
voting by proxy, that is, through agents named by him), the
voting power in a cooperative is on the basis of one-man
one=vote. The fact that the locus of control in a cooperative
still lies with the human persons and not with the units of
their financisl contribution further illusirates the humanistic
character of the cooperative as distinct from private

capitalist firme,

Fourthly, cooperatives cmphasize a high level of membership
participation in, and patronage of, the organization's acuivities.
Consequently, this has beer accepted as a basis for the
distribution of cooperative dividends, In other words, members
received a dividend or payment from the orgenizationts surplus
in proportion to their patronsge of its activities and
services. This again distinguishes a cooperative as a unique
form of business association where one's loyal patronage of the
organization's services is recognized and rewarded and not

merely his impersonal {inancinl contribution.

Fifthly, a cooperative tries to subordinatc capital to the
service of the members by poying only a2 limited and fixed

return on cepital. Thiz principle of limited return on capitel
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ensures that capital does not become the major beneficiary of
the orgenization's proeceds ot the expense of the members,
There are other secondary or residual principles of the
Western cooperztive model which include political and

religious neutrality, cash trading, the promotion of

coopere tive educotion and sclling goods at market prices.

Some of these principles h:ve become obsolete and hordly
feature in modern cuoperative practice while some of them are
only applicable to certain types of cooperatives (e.g. consumer

cooperatives and the principle of cash trading).

In summary, the viestern model of cooperatives is an
integral part of capitalism and has adapted some of its
principles and practices to the structures and conditions of
market capitzlism. It advocates for voluntary association on
the basis of freedom and democracy; recognizes business
efficiency Qs the yardstick for sound cooperative performance
in the competitive capitalist economy; and accepts the
private sutonomy and property of the individual as an. ideal
which should not be infringed upon by cooperative action.

It is opposed to any femm of government intervention in the
cooperative movement cnd sees any radiezl transformation
along the lines of ccllective production and ownership as

unhealthy for "genuinc cooperation".
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In its fundamental essence, this model of cooperatives is
8imply an institutionalized arrangement for benefiting and
consolidating private production and consumption by toking
over the responsibility for providing small production or
consumption units with cuxiliary services such as the marketing
of products, the supply of goods and services, the procurement
of credit, and the distribution of consumer goods. This type

of coocperative ies a service cocperat.ive whose major

activities centre around the provision of necessary

supportive facilities to aid private production znd consumption,
This model of cooperatives is quite compatible with the -
capitalist economy where production, distribution and
consunption are organized nlong private lines, It excludes
cooperation in ownership and production which form the

bedrock of the socalist model of cooperatives,.

THE EASTERN OR SOCIALIST MCDEL OF COOPERATIVES

Cooperatives in the Ezastern socialist ocountries have
departed in many fundamentz} ways from the Western model of
cooperatives, Socialist cooperative theorists sec the
cooperative movement s an instrument for the transfomation
of society along the lines of collective ownership and
production. This is in line with the initial conception of
the utopian cooper=tive tbinkers who saw cooperation as o

method of eliminating privete property and re-organizing
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society along the lines of collective ownership and the common
utilization of resources for the good of the entire

community., But unlike Owen and other utopian cooperative
advocates, the socialist theorists see cooperatives azs part
and parcel of the general process of socislist tronsfommation
and not as isolated ﬁllands of collective or egalitarian life

in a sea of capitalism,

The Western model of cooperativesmerely involves limited
degrees of collective colloboration between private producers
and consumers whose effcct is to consolidate private property
and not to replace it with ccllective or scecialized ownership,
These cooperatives operate outside the sphere of ownership and
actual production. To the extent that they involve some
elements of collective endesvour, Lenin calls them
"collective capitalist institutions“‘lo. He argues that this
model of capitalist cocperotives cannot extricate the
peasants from mass poverty under the framework of capitalist
commodity production. Since the logic of capitalist
production favours the rich and the powerful, it follows thot
agricultural cooperatives in copitalist societies will tend to
become institutions for strengthening the private advantages
of the large-~holding rurasl bourgeoisie. "This is why village
cooperatives under cepitalism actually serve as a means for

exploiting the toiling peasants asnd extcrting profits for the

10. Lenin, "On Cooperation” in V.I. Lenin - Sclected Works
vol. 3 p.f02.
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wealthy strata"11.

The essence of the socizlist or producer cooperative is
that it goes beyond cooper-tion in credit, marketing and
supply to the area of collective ownership and production.
Socialiet cooperative theorists see the Western model of
cooperatives as a lower level of cooperative activity which
should be carried further to the higher level of cooperation
in production and cwnership. They see collective ownership ns
the real basis for any genuine cooperation capable of
benefiting the mase of peqsants and workers. The eliﬁinntion
of private property and the re-orgnnizotion of the land and
production instruments of the pecsants into large production
schemes operated cooperntively is seen by Marx and Fngels as
the best method of socialist development in the rursl =reas,.
"Our task relative to the smoll peasant coneists, in the
first plece, in effecting o tronsition of his private
enterprise and private posgession to cooperative ones, not
forcibly but by dint of ex-mple and the proffer of social

assistange for this pnrpoae"12.

One of the prineipal objectives of the socialist

cooperative movement is tc transform production relations in

1M1, V. Stanis: The Socizlist Tra

Moscow: 1 Pe

nafomation o{_&ﬁ;iculture

12+, Marx and Engels: Selected Yorks vole 3 p.4i70.
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the rural ereas along collective lines, Collective ownership e
takes two major forms, that is, direct state ownership ond
cooperative ownership. Cooper-tive ownership is different L
from st2te property or statec foemms in the sense that
cooperative property is the collective property of the group

of cooperating farmers and is operated by them rccording to
their own interest and decisions. Cooperative ownership can
take several intemmediate forms between individual privnte
property and direct stote ownership. BEBaoch of these

intermediate forms rcprusenté » different level of coopercticn,

The firgt and the most rudimentary level of cooperative
endeavour is the service cooperative in which the menmbers
continue to operate thair cwn private production units ‘nd only
cooperate in marketing, credit or aupp1y13. The second level
of cooperaticn and the starting point for producers cooperatives
is the mutual aid cooperative., This involves group cocperntion
or team work in the executicn of agricultural tasks. The
cocperating peasants continue to own their farms privaotely but
cecoperate in the labour process, These mutual aid cooperstives
have a firm rcot in the ancient tradition of sel-help and
labour cooperation which has existed among the peasanta,.

Sonetimes this level of cooperation may zlso extend to the

joint mapping out of simple preduction plans, the co-crdination

13. BSee S. Aziz: Rural Development - Lea from China
(Macmillan 1 or an elaborate discussion

of these various levels of cooperative
activity especially as they apply to Chino,
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of cropping patterms and the collaborative acquisition of
certain advanced tools. The mutual aid cooperative can, in
fact, bring about apprecizble increases in the level of

sgricultural production,

.
The next level of cooperative production l‘: the

elementary producers'! cooperative, Here the peasants begin

to pool together their instruments of production (such as

hoes, ploughs, irrigation tools etc.) into a joint stock and

may also contribute their land in the form of shares into 2

large joint production unit that is operated according to annuesl

plans drawn up by the cooperative group. At this elementary

level of the producers' cocperative, the peasants still

retain the rights of ownerrhip over their plots of land and

some of their capital ass~ts. The returns from the

cooperative farm are distribuled according to a cooperative

formula drawn up by the group.

After an experimentzl period, these elementary production
cooperatives are expected to develop into advsnced producers'
cooperatives where land, labour and implements are brought
together into a collective pool and utilized collectively
according to unified production plans decided democratically
by the cooperative members, This usually involves &
congolidation of several elementary production cooperatives

into larger production units. Here the peasants surrender the
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ownership rights of their lund and implements to the cooperative
society and the net earnin/s of the cocperative farm are
distributed cn the basis of werk done, with some earnings
withheld by the cooperative group for the discharge of joint
responsibilities such as the payment of taxes. In some cases,
individunls are allowed tc have private farms or homesteads
(usually comprising about 5 per cent or sometimes up to 10

per cent of the land) where they can either grow vegetables and

crops of their choice or raise poultry or pigs.

collechvizahon
The lost stage in the celleedisadien of agriculture is

the collective farm oxr the comnune. It is mostly achieved by
amalganating severnl advanced production cooperatives into
larger production units. Here the sccialization of property
is taken to its highest stag: even though private plcote have
been introduced in most communes in the socialist countri¢s1h.
A commune or collective is o large producer®s cooperctive where
people work the ccllective farm together and distributc the
earnings on the basis of one's labour contribution as well ns
his neads. It is alsc » composite unit of local govermment
around which the diverse range of economic, socialy administrative
and political functions of the rural community are orgonized,
According to Aziz the commune's “essential purpose is to

orgaenize or mobilize the rural populztion, to develop their

4. See V. Stonis: The Socislist Transfomation of sgriculture
Morcow, .
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lanqﬂyther resources in order to meet their essential needs on
the principle of self-relirnce while at the same time reducing
sociol inequalities and cresting a rural scciety based on justice

and equality"15.

The basic principles which govern the socialist producers!
cooperative include the sociolization of property, voluntory
association on the basis of mutual interest, democrcztic
manag ment, and active st te promotion of cooperctives,

The producer's cooperative (or whot is senctimes &nlled
cooperative famming) is primarily an instrument for
facilitating the tromsition from privote ownership to the
ccllective ownership of property. This is because collective
or cocperative owmerchip is seen ac the true basis for

genuine cooperation, The solution to the peasent question and
the most effective prth to rurnl development is believed to
lie in the eliminotion of private ownership of land upon which
has rested the serfdom snd explcoitaotion of the peasantry and
the replacement of thic system by lorge cooperative or
collective famms where modern technologies can be prefitnbly

applied for the mutunl benefit of the cooperating members.

Cooperative farmming enables a society to make a major
qualitative leap from the system of small=-scale peasant

production units tc one bosed on large-scole cooperative

15, S. Aziz: Rural Development op.cit pp.L6=L47.
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production units, Socialist ccoperstive theorists argue thot
the nommal path of cocperintive development is from simple
non=producer cocperstives to progressively higher levels of
producer cooperatives involving » rising degre: of sceialization
of land, labour and implemenls. Jn simple non-producer
cooperatives, the peasants confront ench other as the private
owners of theiy mennsg of production with all the inherent
disadvantages of unequal ownership, while in the producer
cooperative they collesborcte with each other ineressingly as
the co=owners of the mesns of producticn. This mokes diffdcult
the explecitation of the smoll peasanis by the richer lorge-

holding peasants.

The transition from private to cooperative famming should
be entirely vcluntary and not forced upon the peasants,
Taking into account the inclination of the small peasants
towards private production as well as their paychology of petty
proprietorship, this trrmsition will require educsting the
peasants into reslising the advontages of trensfoming their
property into cooperative property. As Lenin wrote: “We camnot
conceal from the peasants, least of all from the rural
proletarians and semi-jrolitarians, thot smallescnle famming
under commodity economy 2nd cepitalism gannot rid humanity of
mess poverty, that it is necessary to think about going over
to large=-scale farming conducted on public lines nnd to tackle
this job at once by teaching the mosses, and in turn learning

from the masses, the practicsl expedient measures for bringing
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about such a transition‘{16.

The principle of voluntoriness is best implemented by

following a combined process of mass education and gradual
cooperativization, beginning with simple and familiar forms of
cooperatives to increasingly more complex forms, According
to Stanis, "The peassnt's rood to socialism passes through
consumer, supply-and-marketing and credit cooperatives to the
simplest production asvocintions, and then through production
cooperatives to large-sccle socizlist collective fama"w.

The much criticized drawback that has occured in the practical
implementation of this cooperative programme has been the
tendency of the rural cadres to get carried away by
unnecessary haste and zeal inlo for€ing the peasante to

form producer cooperative without their volition.

One of the major principles of the producer cooperative is
that its activities should be run in a democratic manner, In
contradistinction to the individual private famm, cooperative
ferming requires a lot of coordination and collective agreement
on issues such as the type of crops to be grown, the method and
sequence of land prepsration, the organization of fam-work,
the procurement of agricultural supnlies, and the marketing of

produce, Most of these decisions have to be taken democratically

16. V. I. Lenin: Collected Yorks vol. 24, quoted by V, Stanis,
op.cit p.25.

17. V. Stanis Ibid. _DDBSI
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either by the ascembly of all members or an elected council
with advice from technical experts and managerial staff.
Democratic management is even more vital in a producers!
cooperative than in convertional non-producers' cooperatives
because the workability and success of cooperative forming

depends on it,.

The last major principle of socialist cooperatives is the
acceptance of active state involvement in the initiation and
promotion of cooperatives. The principle of voluntariness
should not be held to mean a spontaneous drift of the peasants
towards large~scale cooperative faming, Spontaneous
cooperation has been rejected by socialist cooperative
theorists as one of those orthodox cooperative ideals which
are both unrealistic and unnecessary, and particularly
unsuitable to societies wishing to underge radical
transformation or whose level of educstion is still very low,.
Cooperative development in such societies can only be successful
if supported by appropriate govermment policies, preferential
legal and financial provisions, a conducive social and
political atmosphere, and technical assistance especially in
the areas of training and mangower., Legarding the cooperative
ags a partner in progress, the state in most sociallist countries
has played 2 very dynamic role in the initiation and promotion

of producer cooperatives by pursuing certain deliberate policies
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that discriminate agoinst private producers in favour of

cooperative farming Bchcmala.

In summary, the producer cooperstive which involves the
pooling together of same or all factors of production into joint
production schemes is s particularly suitable strategy for
echieving agrarian transfomation. Examples of such cooperative
schemes include the Musgian Kolkhoz, the Chinese comnune, the

Bulgarian collective farm, the Israeli moshav, the ejidos

of Mexico, and the ujamaa -f Tanzenia. The producer cooperative
model has entailed a carcful modification of some of the orthodox
principles of the Western cooperative, especially those dealing
with the private ownership of the means of production, the
freedom of the individual to belong to the cooperative and to
pool Qut of it according to his whims and caprices, and the
complete independence of the cooperative movement from the stato,.
The producer cooperative zttempts to limit some of those
individualistic tendencies that hamper social and economic
progress by collectivizin; the property of private individuals
especially of small-scale wnviable peasant farmers. Tt sets out
to transform existing production relations along lines that

will facilitate rapid development,

COOPERATIVES IN AFRICA: E)iECTATIONS VERSUS PERFORMANCE

It wae the Western model of cooperatives which was introduced
into most African countries by the colonial powers. DMost of these

countries have merely contirnmed to expand these colonial -

18, M. Capek:s Cooperatives and the State (Pragues 1960).




introduced cooperatives without any significant modifications
of their structure, objecltives, and ideology. Most national
leaders and development planners have assumed thst these
cooperatives would over time become as successful as their
counterparts in the Western world. It has been expected that
the type of benefits and coperational efficiency associated with
cooperatives in Burope and dmerica will also materialize in
ksfrica, thus enabling the pessants, poor workers and other

disadvantaged groups tc improve their living standards,

Unfortunately, most of these expected benefits have
proved to be illusions beeruse Western cooperatives have
failed to perform satisfactorily in Africa. M. P. Miracle
estimates that "well over half of all cooperatives attempted
in tropical Africa have been failures”, and proceeds from this
gloomy picture to adviee ifrican govermments to “prune the
rampant optimism about the role of cooperatives in the

development of tropical African agriculhme"19.

This rampant
failure of cooperatives is attributable to their poor leadership, «
inefficient and corrupt handling of funds, the disloyality and ;
and apathy of their members, and inadequate support from the

government .

—

19, M. P. Miracle: #“An Ev~luation of Attempts to Introduce
Cooperatives and Guasi-Cooperatives in
Tropical Africa™ in K. R. Anschel et al
eds. Agricultural Cooperatives and liarkets
in Leveloping Countries (ﬁew York: f;%egar
969] poe - 12,
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An important dimension of their failure, especially from
the stendpoint of rural development policy, is the small and
insignificant percentage of the rural population which is
involved in cooperativea, Due to the size and apathy of their
members, most cooperatives in Africa's rural areas are either
dommant or inefficient, snd their benefits have therefore
foiled to reach a broader spectrum of the peasant producers.
Nlustroting this point, X. A. Flores has shown that *in
both East ond West Africn, the movement has reached only a
tiny proportion of the tetal population of each country:

1 per cent in Cameroon; 2. per cent in Guinea; 3 per cent in
Kenya; L per cent in Ugsnda; S per cent in Tanzania and
Senegal; B per cent in Moli; and elsewhere 1 per cent or
thereabouts"eo. Another scholar, D, Gentil, has maintained
that the cooperative formuls raised great hopes in the early
1960s when many heads of stote of newly independent African
countries saw it as a viable strategy of rural modernisationg
but ten years later (i.e. the early 1970s), the "failure seems
to have been almost totd and any new attempt at peasant
organization must carefully ovoid using the actual temm
'cooperative', 80 debased hirs the word become in the eyes of

peaeants”21. This theme of the failure of cooperatives to

20, X. A. Flores: ‘“Institutional Problems in the Modernisation
of /fricoan Agriculture® in A Review of Rurasl
Cooper«tion in Developing Areas (UNRISD,
Geneva, 1969) p. 228.

21, D. Gentil: "The Establishment of a New Cooperative System
in Niger” - in Yeor Book of Agricultural

Cooperation 1977, pe 153.
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measure up to expectrtion i3 a very femiliar one in the

litersture on Africar cooperatives.

In resction to the nbysmal berforﬁénce of Western
cooperatives, some African countries have experimented with
other wodels of coopersztives. 1In Migeris attempts hove boen
made to introduce the Ysreeli moshav as an altemotive
cooperative model: while in Tonzsnis a new cooperative model
based on traditional communal institutions {the ujaman) hae
been initiated. These atlempts to introduce alternative
cooperative models have not been very successful, In the
case of the njaman and other socialist ~ oriented cooperatives
being “experimented in mbOm: parts of Africa, there.is still an
inconclusive debate oun the prospects of their performing

better than the Western model of cooperctives,

WHY HAVE MODEEN COOPERLIVES FATIED TN AFRICA?

~ In explaining the poor performance, or even total failure,
of cooperatives in Africs, threc major schools of thoupht hawve
e;erged. The firet blames the poor performence of cooperatives
en the values, attitudes =snd cheracteristics of the peasant
populetion. The second gttributes the problem to the alien
and unsuitable nature of ;ha coaperati&é.mbdéla introduced
into Africr. The third takes the cooperative model and the
social context as givens and merely focuses on those managerial

deficlencica or problens which.can'ﬁe said to account for the
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unsatisfactory perfommance of these cooperatives, These
schools of thought and their policy options are critically
assessed and an alternative analytical framework based on the

principles of political economy is offered.

(a) THE SOCIAL VALUES THEORY OF COOPERATIVE PERFORMANCE

The extent to which the v2lues and social characteristics
of the African peasants impede or facilitate the process of
change and development is one of the familiar themes which have
dominated the thinking of Western social scientists on
development. There has boen a tendency among Western
modernization scholars to blame the failure of any rural
development programmes in Africa on the values and attitudes
of the peasantryzg. This tendency, which originates from
structural=functionalist and Parsonian sociology, has been
extended to cooper2tives. Informed by this school of thought,
many Western scholars have identified the value system of the
peasantry as the most important factor saccounting for the poor
performance of cooperatives in rural communities especielly

23

in Africa ~.

22, C. Hutton & R. Cohens: ‘“African Peasants and Resistance
to chonge: A Reconsideration of
Sociological Approaches" - in I.

Oxzal et al:s Beyond the Sociol
of Development !London: ﬁff. 1§$E§

FPPe e .

23, N. Long: An Introduction to the Sociology of Pural
Development (Londons 1977) che2 &3
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Foster, one of the major exponents of the social values
school of thought, has associated peasant socizl systems with a
high degrec of interpersonal distrust which makes voluntary
and sustained cooperation very difficult. According to
him peasants "frequently arc suspicious of each other, filled
with envy, ready to suspect the ';orst about their neighbours,
and distrustful in the extreme®, snd this creates s general
unwillingness on their part to engage in meaningful cooperative
activity outside the less unduring “traditional types of labour
exchange in agriculture and hme-building“zh. Closely related
to this is Banficld's concept of "amoral familism" which
emphasizes the factionalism and individualiem inherent in
peasant societieg?ﬁ%ich is assumed to make cooperntive forme

of production and markcting very difficultzs.

Redfield's theory of peasant cognitive systems further
lends credence to this position by maintaining that peasante
are characterized by a passive and fatalistic approach to life,
This fatalism destroys the peasants! initiative for chznge and
makes them skeptical of the ability of cooperatives to: improve

people's life chances, This passive and fatalistic scceptance

2he G. Fosters Traditional Culture and the act of 'i‘echgi_cal
Change (Forper & How, 1962) Pe50s

25. E. C. Banfield: The Moral Basis of Backward Socie
(Glencoc: Fruc Press 1958).
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of the existing social order makes the peasants reluctant to

embrance cooperatives and other change programmes, believing
that they will ultimetely f2il to change the existing god-

ordained order26.

Bailey argues that even when there is an external
intervention by outside forces to change the local situation
the peasants grect it with suspicion, apathy and crution.
This fundamental distrust of outsiders slso extends to
government programmes and initiatives., The peasants, according
to Bailely, tend to lump together into one category the
revenue collector, the policeman, the community development
officer, the health inspector, the verterinary officer or the
cooperative officer as people who should either be outwitted
or avoided, The few among them who participate in such
programmes (and who invoriably are the more enlightened) do
so from an opportunistic ottempt to squeeze benéfits out of

the government rather than from a commitment to change> e

It is for these reasong that many conventicnal sociologists
and anthropologists hove concluded that the soecianl structure of
peasant society’ "is not conducive to the formation of modern
cooperative institutions which have often been proposed as 2

vehicle for rural development“za.

26, R. Redfield: The Tronsformation of the Primitive World
(New York 1963).

27« F. G, Bailey: "The Peasant View of the Bad Life” in T Shanin
ed. Peasaunts and Peasant Societies (Penguin 1971).

28. N. Long: An Introduction $0 ... oppscit 1977 polk
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Although, some of the factors enunciated in these
theories provide insights into eome of the problems confronting
cooperatives in Africa, this analytical framework hos several
shortcomings among which are its static view of society and its
failure to locate the pessants and their value system within
the wider framework of the socdety, Peasants constitute, by
definition, part of wider sociol systems within which they
interact with other socicl goups in intricste and, often,
subservient ways., It is thcrefore naive to explain the
performance of rural woperstives in terms of the values and
social characteristics of the pensants without taking into
consideration the fact thot these values are themselves
created and maintained by the wider social system, As S. A,
Quick puts itr "Coouverative members, like any one e¢lse,
respond rationally to the incentives and constraints presented
to them by the physicnl, economic, and political environment
and thus e... a full explanation for the failure of rural
cooperatives must examinc both the behaviour of members and the

environment which encourages this kind of behaviour"29-

In other words, peasanis cannot be extricated from the
rest of the society and treated as if they constituted a distinct

gsocial system that is indupendent of the wider society. It is

290 Sv A. @.liCkS
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methodclogically unsound, therefore, to explain the peasants!
responee to cooperatives purcly in terms of their unique
attitudes or stote of wind without reference to the objective

societal conditions under which those peasants produce and live,

(b) INAPPROPRIATENESS O IHP COOPERATIVE MODEL

The second school of thought attributes the poor
performance of ccoperatives to the imposition from the West
of a cooperative model which is beth alien and unworkable
under the socio=cconomie and political conditions of the
Third Werlds The socio=cconomic and political conditions which
made this model of cooperatives to succeed in the Yest (such ns
developed market institutions, high level of literncy,
availability of technical know=how, rational soecial values,
and a democratic ethus), cre all lacking in Third World
societieaBo. Horeover, little effort has been made either by
the colonial masters or the succeeding independent governments

in Africa to adapt these cooperatives to the socio-ecconomic

conditions of those Africon societies in which they were cxpected

30. H. F, Dobyns: "Sociclogical and Anthropological Approaches
to Engineering Successful Economic
Orgsnizations"s; and E, C. Smith:
“Adapting Cooperatives and Quasi-Cooperatives
to Market Structures and Conditions of
Less Developed Areass A Bummary Economic
View® - in K. Re Anschel et al eds:
Agrice Cooperatives and Morkets in Doveloping
Countries, cp.cit.




to operate. As X. A. Flores orgues "“the setting up of
cooperative institutions in developing countries wos not
preceded by a detailed study of the socio-economic environment
into which these institutions were tc be incorporated. European
formulas were exported unsltered, without any attempt to ndapt

them to loe®l conditions in the developing countriee“31.

Taking this argwaicnt further, Fujisawa has emphasized thot
the successful operation of the Western cooperative medel depends
on the existence of a liberal democratic culture as a necessary
precondition. Unfortunately such a democratic ethos is
generally lacking in the "tradition2l" societics of the Third
World, It is therefore dfficult to get the rural populstion in
most Third World countries to understand and comply with the
democratic and business principles of Western cooperantives.
Thege principles have themsclves derived mostly from the ethiés
of Western culture and business :ﬁ:?;re already familinr to the
Western people even before they join oooperntiveajz. The
absence of such soci”l and business principles explains the
a;E:;hw and disloyalty exhibited by cooperative members towards

their cooperative orgonizotions and also accounts for the failur.

31, X. A, Flores: "Institutional Problems in the Modernization
of ees'y Opecit p.201,

32. K. Pujisawas "Discrepancy between the Principlecs of Modorn
Cooperation and those of Traditional Rural
Life, with Special Reference to Japan" =
Year Book of Agricultural Cooperation 196l peli9.
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of modern cepoperatives to attract and retain a significant

percentage of the rural population as members in most African

and Third World nationa,

(e) MANAGCERIAL DEFECTS AS Tii CAUSES
OF POOR COCPERATIVE FPEMPOIMANCE:

The third school of ihought which is quitc common among
economists attributes the poor performance or failurec of
cooperatives to certain managerial problems which have inhibited
the smooth and efficient performance of cooperatives in Africa,
kven though there h2c been a tendency here to enumerate as
many factors as suits the intellectual curiosity of the
analyst, one can identify three principal issues around which
most of the discussion has revolved, These are the inadequscy
of, and corrupt handling of, funds; state inference or control
of the cooperative movement; and the illiteracy of the
membership. Those who belong-to this school of thought sce
these factors or problems cither as missing inputs or as
aberrations which can be rectified without a drastic
modification of either thc cooperative model or the society

in which the cooperatives operate.

Scholars belonging to this approach have often emphasized
the financial problems confronting cooperatives in Nigeria
and other Third World countrice, There are two dimensions
to this problem. The firet concerms the inability of
cooperatives to generste sufficient capital for their

operations both internally and from external sources such
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a8 the banks and other finsncial institutions. The second
aspect concerns the tendency o fizzle out the little
available funds through embezzlement, corruption and avoidable
inefficiencies. The poverty of the majority of cooperative
members, their reluctance to comply with the obligation of
regulor thrift savings, the small size of most cocperntive
societies, and the smoll-sc~le noture of their operations all
hamper the capacity of cooperatives to generate ony
substantial funds internally. Unfortunately, the amount of
cepital flowing intc the ccoperative sector from the banks,
guvernment agencies ond other external sources has been very
amal} in most African countries, Despite this obvious
inadequacy of funds, the management of cooperatives in Nijerin
and other Lfrican countrics has been charocterized by rampant
incidences of fraud, embezzlement, and the diversion cf funds

to unprofitable or private activitiesBB.

Orthodox cooperative theorists see the cocperative as 2
democratic self-managed organization which is voluntarily
formed by its members to mcet their own needs without any
official intervention frou the state or govermment. Unfortunately

this ideal of complete autonony from the government hns not been

33. A. Eze: "The financing of Nigerion Cooperatives" - in
M. Ijere ed, Now Trends in African Ccoperntives:
The Nigerian Experience (Enugu, 1975) DPe52~663

and G. G. Yidstrand ed. Africnon Cooperatives and
Efficiency (Uppsala, 1972).
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possible in in many Third World countries. The government in
most of these countries has been responsible for the introduction
and propagation of the cooperative movement. Many Western
cooperative analysts have seen this govermment involvement as

the source of cooperative melfunctioning in the Third World,

Firstly these cocperatives, because they do not emerge
from the members' felt needs, tend to be seen as agencies
through which the government grants various resources and
focilities to the people and consequently the members become
pre-cccupied with how to cbtain their own fair share of such
resources rather than contributing their own material and moral
support towards making the cooperatives a success. These {ypes
of cooperatives tend tc destroy the genuine cooperative spirit
of self-help or self-reliance which is a prerequisite for

cooperativej success.

Secondly, such ccuoperatives are often subjected to a rigid
legal and burcaucratic control by the government and may, in
fact, be used to achieve objectives that are far removed from
the interests of the generality of the members. This tends to
deprive the cooperatives of the liberty to develop autonomously
in line with the needs and wishes of their members. Lastly,
government~controlled cocperatives, because of their
bureaucratic orientation, often lack the flexibility to respond
positively to both changing economic realities and the

changing needs of their members.
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Applying this kind of framework to the analysis of
cooperatives in Nigeria, Kol! has argued that govermment
bureaucratic control of cooperatives is an obstacle to their
development and concludes that “even the Equitable Pioneers of
Rochadale would have failed if they had had to comply to the
Nigeria Cooperative Sociecties Lau”3h. Government inteb#erence
and control is seen by exponents of this school of thought as
inhibitive of genuine and independent cooperative organization

2nd management by the members,

Related to govermment contrecl, and partially accounting
for it, is the mass illiteracy of cooperative members which
renders them incapable of either managing their societies
themselves or exercising effective control on cooperative
leaders and managers. An illiterate and uninformed membership
encourages apathy, disolyalty and corruption in the running of
cooperative societies, The illiteracy of the members hampers
a full understanding of cooperative objectives, principles and
managerial procedures; creates a situation where cooperative
leaders or employees can easily defraud the societies of large
sums of money; and renders the members vulnerable to the

manipulation of interest groups opposed to cooperatives.

34, See M. Koll: "The Vestern Nigerian Cooperative .
Administration: An Obstacle to Development®

in Social Change and Econ. Dev. in Nigeria
cds. U, Ge Damachi & H. D. Seibel b—ﬁsiew Yorks:
1973); and M. Koll Crafts and Cooperation
4o Uegon Wigevtn " SRcalE BiNn
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All these managerial deficiencies and operational probloms
have rendered cooperatives in Africa incapable of measuring to
the standards of efficiency 2tteined by either Westemn
cooperetives or even domestic private sector orgenisatioms.
There is thus 2 need to reduce or eliminate these managerial
defects before cooperstives in Nigeria and other parts of
Africa can attain the required standards of satisfactory

3

ccoperative performonce ™,

FPOLICY OPTIONS ARISING FROM THESE EXPLANATORY MOTIELS:

Two policy options have emerged from these explanatory
approaches, The first and third approaches share certain
gimilarities in their explsonations and have given rise to the
same type of policy cptien, while the second model gives rise
to a distinctly different policy option. The fundamental
premise of the first and third explanatory approaches centres

Ground
smpeund those factors which impede the aceeptability or

35. For an elaborate illustration of this approach see C. A.
Osuntogunt “An Econumic Analysis of the Operational
Performance of the Ccoperative Produce Marketing Unicns
in the former Western Stote, Nigeria" - Quarterly Journal
of Administration, vol. 10, Bo.4, 1976; and G. Hyden:
"Cooperatives and their Hocio=Political Environment in
Ce G. Widstrand ed, Cooperatives and Rural Development in

Bast Africa (Uppsala 1970), and his Efficiency Versus
Distribution in East African Cooperctives !Nairobi,
97L).
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efficient management of modern cooperatives, These factors

c2n be divided into member-oriented problems such as the
unfavourable social vilucs of the peasantry, the illiteracy,
ignorance . and apathy of the cooperative members, and the
lock of the necessary mamngerial competence required for running
cooperatives; and external-oriented interferences or
deficiencies which affect cooperative management such as
government control, inadequate support from banks and other
financial institutions, and the competition of better

organized private organisations.

The member-orienied problems are analytically prior or
more important because the other extermal-oriented problems
either emanate directly or indirectly from them., Hyden hos
argued that over-invelvement of the government in cocoparative
affairs derives from thc desire by govermment officionls to
curb the corrupticn, mismangument and embezzlement of funds
which are rompant among cooperatives; while Eze has maintained
that the reluctance of the banks and other financial
institutions to grant loans and other financial privileges to
the cooperatives stems from the fear that such loans could be
mismanaged leading to a consequent inability te repay such

loan53 6.

The policy options that logicelly derive from the first.
and third explanatory models 21l revolve around enhancing the

readiness of the rural population toaoccept modern cocperatives
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as agencies of self-improvement as well as ignereasing the
ability of the members to manage cocperatives efficicntly and
successfully. Once this is done, the external-oriented
hindrances to successful cooperative performance con easily

be contained and gradually solved.

The policy instrumcnt for stlving these member-oriented
problems is widespread education, public enlightenment, and
gcneral cooperative education nnd propaganda. This will not
only modernize the social volues of the pensantry, thereby
enhancing their willingness to accept and embrace the
cooperative movement, but will ~18o enhance the monsgerial and
technic2l kmow=how of the pnpulatiogzﬁhggh are prercequisites
for a sound cooperative movement. This course of action is
necessarily 2 long and grodunlist strategy, especially
considering the lack of rescurces as well as the lack cof
political will within most African nations to embark on

widespread massive educntion,

Such a slow and gradual solution to the problems of
cooperatives implies thnt the management of cooperntives will
continue for a quite a long time to be characterized by

inefficiency, corruption and ineptitude. This will continue to

36, See G. Hyden: '"Cooper-tives and their Socio-Political
Enviropment® in C. G, Widstrand ed.

Cooperatives and Rural Development in Fast
A rica (Uppsala 1970) pp.m:Bﬁ; and A. Bze:

The Finaneing of Nigeria Cooperntives'...opecit,
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discredit the cooperative formula as a strategy of development
in the eyes of the peasantry, thereby reducing the acceptability
of cooperatives to the populetion irrespective of the amount of
educction and propaganda mounted by the government =2nd other

agencies involved in cooperative development.

For scholars who se: the present cooperative model as the
problem, the idea of teiloving the society through improved
education to suit:a predetermined cooperative model is out of
the question. The soluticn here is believed to lic in firding
or evolving a cooperative model which is in line with the Third
World's social realities and aspirations. The remarkable
contribution of the moshav producers' cooperative to the rapid
ezgricultural development of Isrnel has made it an attractive
model of cooperatives to many developing ccuntries, Many
Western and Third Vorld scholars have recommended the Isracli
moshav as a suitable model for the developing countries.
Already several Israeli technical experts have helped to lrunch
the moshat in those countries which accepted this suggestion,

including Burm~, Venczuelz, Nepal and NigeriaBT.

In Nigeria, fam settlcments mcdelled on the Isrscli noshav
were accepted as a fashionable alternative to peasant agriculturc

among some of the country's political class in the late 1950s

37+ M. I. Klayman: The Moshav in Israel (N. Yorks 1970).
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and ¢arly 60s, The first to launch these moshav fam
settlements was the Western hemional Covermment in 1959 folloyed
by the Eastern Region in 1962. These moshav-type fam
settlements were expected to revolutionize agriculture by
mobilizing unemployed young school lesvers for mechanized
farming. The moshav famms, however, turned out to be a failure
due, among several other things, to the inability of the
planners to evolve a strong producer cooperative system that
would have enabled the settlers to plan and coordinnte their
production decisions in a democratic manner, Thus Nigeria's
moshav farme turned out to be eapital - intensive state forms
rather than cooperative farm settlements similar to the Isracli
moahav38. Moreover the success of the moshav in Israel cannot
be divorced from the finoncial, materizl, ond ideologienl

support which the moshav and kibbutz farm settlements reccived

from mational and intermaticnal orgonizations such as the Jewish
Agency, the World Zionist Organization, the Miniatry of
Agriculture and other internstiocnal agen010539. To simply lift
the moshavs into the sccio-ceonomic context of Nigeria and other

African countries without due regard to the unique historical

38. C. K. Eicher: “Reflections on Capital-Intensive Moshav
Farm Settlements in Nigeria" - in
Agric. Cooperatives and Markets op.cit.

39« K. Pernicas Cooperatives and Neo-Colonialism (Pragues
1966).,
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circumstanceswhich accounted for its stccess in Israel amounts
to repeating the process by which the rejected Rochdale model
of cooperatives was transplonted into Nigeria., It is thereforc
not supprising that these moshav cooperative farm settlements

have‘turned out to be & failure ,

In the light of the frilure of both the Rochdale and the
Moshav cooperative models, mony scholars have increasingly
emphasized the need tc develop and 'modernize' indigenous types
of cocoperatives into modern coopcrative institutions instead of
continuing to import cooperative models from abroad. In
Nigerio and other African countries this suggestion to adapt and
modernize traditional institutions of labour cooperation ('gayya')
and credit mobilization (esusu) into modern cooperatives has come
fran Ardener (1953), Isong (1958), Seibel and Massing (1974) and
Asuamah (1977)LQ. Others such as Igbozurike (1976), and Igben
(1980) have stressed that the perenial problems cohfronting
modern cooperatives in Nigcria can only be solved if the
cooperative movement is baged on the existing structures of

kinship, self=help, and comsunalism, The evolution of a

4O, Ardener, S: "The Social and Econ. Signficance of the
Contribution Club" - in Proceedings of the
Annual Conference of the West African
Institute of Social and Econ. Research
(W.A.I.5.E.R.), 1953; C. Isong:
"Modernizrtion of the Eusu Credit Society” -
Proceedingss of Annual Conference of W.A.I.S5.E.He
; He Seibel & A, Massing: Traditional
Organizntions and Econ. Development? Studies of
Indigenous Cooperatives in Liberia (N. Yorks 197L);
and K. Ye Asuamah: "Organization of Gayya Groups
for Prming-Possible Solution to Labour Bottleneck
during the Labour Peak Periods" in Samaru

Agricultural Newsletter vol,19 No.2, EiB
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cooperative model which takes its basis from these structures
of communal cooperation will not only bring about a cooperative
system which is familiar and netural to the people but will alec
enable the inbuilt sanctions and mechanisms of social control
inherent in these institutions to prop and strenthen the
formal organizational structure of modern cnoperat:lvesm. In
fact, hdeyeye hus emphasized that “the history of cooperstion
in many countries has dusmonstrated that considerable use has
been successfully mnde of such traditional organisations in °
building up modern cuopemtives"hz. Recent examples often
cited in the Third wWorld to illustrate this pattern of
cooperative development includc the Chinese system of producer

cooperatives and Tanzania's ujamaa cooperative system,

While this policy suggestion is attractive and acceptable
to many people, the prospects of its realisation depend on the
overall developmental orient~ticn of a society and the extent

to which the rew caooperative model fits into, and ean advance,

L1, M. Igbozurike: Problem=Generat Structures in Nigeria's
Rural Development (Uppsalas PPe126~73

and M. Igben: "Achieving Integrated Rural
Development through Multi-purpose
Cooperatives" - Paper presented at the

CENSCER Conference on Integrated Rural
Development, Benin, Septemﬁr 1%

L2. S. A. Adeyeye:s The Cocperative Movement in Nigeris,
OpeCit DpelBL=5e




the present pattern of development, All successful cooperative
models have evolved as pnrt and parecel of distinet models of natiimal
development. In other words, this suggestion about evolving

an indigenously-oriented cocperative model can e~sily become
cne=-sided, superficial :nd even romantic if the desired

cooperative model is seen In isolaticn from the structure and

developmental orientation of the overall society.

COCPERATIVES AND THE POLITICAL ECONOMY MOIEL

The fundamcntal shortcoming of the above explanatory
models ond their policy cpticns lies in their failure to
relate oooperatives to the structure and developmental
orientation of the overall ecocnomy in which the cooperatives
operates Every cooperative model is the product of =
specifiic type of economic system, It functions best in an
environment which is similar to the one in which it evolved
or where the necessary prerequisites for its successful
performance are available, Vhat happens, for example, when the
capitclist model of Western cooperatives is transplanted into
an underdeveloped and dependent economic system? The answer
to this question tells us whether such troansplanted
cooperatives will survive and perform satisfactorily or will

remain weak and domant or will even wither nway entirely.

A velated and even more important question is the kind of

developmental impact which these cooperatives will have on the
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society. Will they consolidate the existing socio-economic
system no matter how just or unjust; or will they facilitate,
and infact act as bridge-heads for, the transformation of the
society along the lines desired by their members? The answer
to this question, which itself depends on which classes in the
society control the cooperstive movement, will tell us whether
the pattern of cooperative development in a society will be
one of accommodation and consolidation of existing structures
or will be one of transformation of these structures along
new developmental lines, In assessing the developmental
impact of cooperatives, Fals Borda has distinguished between
cooper~tive programmes geared towards the consolidation or
marginal modifications of the sociely (such as improving the
access of famrmers and other disadvantaged groups to production
inputs and marketing services); and those geared towards

significant or structural transformation of the social 3ystemh3.

poliveal :
The pcddiagl cconomy model takes off from the premise that

the performance and developmental impact of cooperatives depends
to a large extent on the articulation between cooperatives and
the structure and developmental orientation of the overall
nstional economy in which those cooperatives operate and not

in the social attributes and menagerial competence of the

cooperative members, Rather than isolating the social atiributes

L3. Fals Borda: Cooperatives and Rural Development in Latin
America (Cenevas 1971) Ppebe
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of the members or the managerial problems confronting cooperatives
as the detemminants of couperative pe¥formance, this model gives
analytical primacy to thosc historical and structural factors

- which shape and determinsz the overall structure of the national
econony and indirectly condition the objectives, character and
 performance of cooperatives, In other words, this model offers
historical and structural explanations of cooperative
perfomance as digtincet from the socio-psychological and
managerial explanations offered by the other threc models,

The managerial and membership problems of the cooperative are
themselver products of speeific historigal and structural
factors and can therefore he explained from a historical and

class analysis of the society.

The socio=economic ecnviromment in whi@h Nigerian ccoperatives
operate is that of a dependent, undexdeveloped and lopsided
capitalist economy. The {irst part of this analytical framework
makes use of underdevelopment theory to identify those |
historieal and structural forxces which have generated and
perpetuated the underdeveldpment of the Nigerian economy and
then proceeds to examine the implications of such on
underdeveloped economic en_viroment on the character and
performance of coéperatiﬁes; The;second dimension focuses on
the developmental impact of these cooperatives and asks whether
these cooperatives aremerely working within and are, infact,
consolidating these structures of lopsided capitalist

LY
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developments; or are champloning and facilitating the
_'transformation of thoge structures along more desirable lines.
Where cocoperatives supplenent snd prop the existing structuxes
by merely providing inputs and services to private individuals
for private production ond accunulation, they promote or give
rise to a2 management model of development, Where, on the other
hand, cooperatives aié uséd Es instruments for transforming the
coonomy and society along new lines of masas-oriented
development, they give rise to a mobilization model of

developmenta

(a) COOPERATIVES AND UNDENIEVELOPMENT THEORY

.

Underdevelopment theory takes off from the premise that
Ithe poverty, stagnation and underdevelopment of the Third World
is a product of its incorporation as A dependent su -gystem
into the expanding world capitalist system. This incorporation
has enabled the imperinlisth metropolitan countries of the West
to exploit and dominate the Third World countries through A
| chain of matropolis—satelitelstructures that extend from the
capital cities of Burope to the remote villages of Africa,
Asia and Latin America. These exploitatlve capitalist
structures have facilited the creation and consolidation of
an internal dominant class within the Third World itself which
thrives upon, and is depondent for ifs sgurvival on,; the

maintenance of the exploitative links with the metropolitan
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economies '« These dependent structures, with the aid of an
external-oriented dominant class, continue to breed "political,
economic, social and cultural policies which in the past,
present, and foresseable future result in the development of

um:liar«:itan.relopumex'u:."l‘5 .

In practical terms the policiee pursued by this
neo~colonial ruling class have merely consolidated and
entrenched the structures of dependent capitalism on the
illusion that they are ‘“modern“, The rhetoric of "modernity"
is merely used to cover up the foct that these dependent
capitalist structures ensure for members of the domestic ruling
class a progressively rising level of prosperity despite a
deteriorating standdrd of living fof the majority of the workers 5
peasants, artisans and other poor classes in these countrics.
These dependent capitalist structures are gearsd towards meeting
the needs of an external econcmy and tend to generate
exploitatior »ather than development for the majority of the

population in the ex—colonial dependencies.

L. For a general discuscion of the underdevelopment paradigm,
see A, G, Franks Capitalism and Underdevelopment in Latin
fmerica (New York: 1967); We Rodney - How Burcpe

Underdeveloped Africa (1972); S. Amins Unequal Development
(Harvestor Press %9’{3); Co Ake: A Political Economy o
Africa (Longman 1981).

LS. A. G, Franks "Economic Dependence, Class Structure and
Underdevelopment Poliey"” in J. D, Cockroft
et. 2l. Dependence and Underdevelopment
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The cooperatives introduced by the colonial powers can only
be understood in relation to the structure and aims of
colonialisme. The objective of the colonial imposition was to
etimulate the production ond evacuation of raw materials
from the colonies to the industries of the metropolitan
economy as well as to create lucrative markets for its
manufactured goods. In line with this cbjective, cooperatives
vere introduced to uncourage the production of export crops by
providing credit to the producers while assisting in the
collection of the raw materials produced for onward
transmission to the Eurcpean produce buying firms and the
Marketing Boards. Consequently, these cooperatives were mainly
credit «nd marketing organizations which operated almost
exclusively in the agricultural export sector. In addition
to supplementing other colonial institutions involved in the
extraction of agricultural raw materialm, these coleonial--
introduced cooperatives alsc assisted in implanting a

capitalist~ociznted system of production in the rural areas.

This model of cooperatives excludes cooperaticn in
ownership and production and encouragea the members to
confront each other as independent private producers, thus
implanting in the peasants the petty-bourgeois ideology of
defining their progress in terms of becaming capitalist farmers.
Right from their introduction in the colonial period up till
date, the peasants (especially the more enlightened ones) have

seen these cooperatives as avenues for aocquiring the capital,
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facilities and inputs that will turn them into successful
capitalist farmers. Unfortunately the economic bottlenecks and
o\zh'denu'es

of the underdcveloped colonial or neo—-colonial
situation have denied thece cooperatives the type of direct

access to markets, capitel snd inputs that would enable them to

succeed like the cooperatives of Western Europe.

The success and operational effieiency of these ccoper:tives
have been impaired by the very structures of underdevelopment
of which they were port. From his study of cocoperatives in
Western Nigeria, Beer Bas renched the conclusion that the ncute
problems facing fammers' cooperatives such as inefficiency,
under-capitnlization, corruption, mass membership illiterscy and
the over-involvement of the government in the cooperative
movement "are in a large messure 2 consequence of, or ot least
are greatly magnified by, gcneral economic umierdevelopnent"hs.
Drawing from his experience in Eost Africa Hyden hos gimilarly
observed that “to a certrin degree, all cooperatives in Africe
face similar problems becouse of the general stote of
underdevelopment of the eontinent“h7. The structures of
underdevelopment genernte ond are characterized by mass

illiteracy, poverty, lack of managerial and technicsl manpower,

L6é. G. Hyden: “Cooperntives and their Socio=Political
Envirocnment' opecit p.62.

L7. C. E. F, Beer: The Politics of Peasant Groups in Western

Nigeria (7978) pl.2it.
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inhibitive market structurcs, and lack of capital,all of which
adversely affect cooperntive performance. One -grees with
Smith that "it may not be entirely a coincidence that what hae
been defined theoreticolly ns a (successful) cooperative
organization has flourished cnly within the more developed

countries ,,h& .

(b) COOPERATIVES FOR MODERNISATION OR SOCIAL TRANSFORMATION?

Despite the poor performance of these Western cooperatives,
Nigeria and many other African countries have generally
retained the colonial=introduced model of cooperatives and
have merely pursued a policy of expending these cocperatives -
as one of the instwuments for agricultural modernissation. This
is not unconnected with the fact that the Rochdale or service
model of Western cooperatives which itself evolved within,
and is compatible with, the structures and ideclogy of free
market capitalism has been found suitable by countries
following conservative strategies of rural medernisation. This
Vestem model of cooperntives fits very well into their
programnes of bringing about improvement or development within

the existing or emerging structures of lopsided capitalisa,

4B, E. C. Smiths “Ad2pting Cooperatives and Quasi-
Cooperatives to Market StructureSeececsce”,
OpoCit po359.
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Those African countries which have chosen the path of
socialist trensformation or development hove generally
preferred the producer model of cooperatives. The socialist
model of producer cooperstives evolved within, and is best
suited to, a strategy of total transformation of the
agrarian economy and society along collective lines,

Examples of attempts to use cooperatives for agrarian
socialiet transformation in Lfrica include Tanzania's ujemaa
policy, Mozambique's socirlict cooperatives, and Guinen's
producer ccoperntives. The only countries which have rejected
this Western model of cooperatives are precisely those oppcsed
to the pursuit of development within the framework of the
lopsidee capitalist siructures bequeathed 1o them by

colonialism.

Cooperatives achicve different results undcr different
models of rural development. The different cooperative models
are themselves biased townrds certain strategies of development.
The Western modefiuewice cooperatives does not only fit into
but is a dynamic instrument for achieving a management or
modernisation model of rurnl development. The producer medel
of cooperatives, on the other hand, belongs to a transfommation
or mobilization model of development. Therefore the pattern of
cooperative development chosen by a country depends to a large
extent on its strategy and ideology of national and rurnl
development. The effects of these models of cooperative and

pmmd:g o
rural development on the peasday dre quite different.
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The modernisation or management model of development
attempts to stimulate increased agricultural output through the
infusion of modern agricultural technologies and improved
management practices without making any drostic changes in the
existing ograrian structure. It is informed by the logic that
problems of declining agricultural output, inereasing rural
poverty, and the growing undernourishment of the rural producers
in Africa can easily be solved through the adoption of modern
agro-technology, lzrge-scalc production methods, sand efficient

agricultural management systems,

Underlying this model of rural development is the
belief that the adoption and efficient management of these
moedern smputs to achieve the desired goal bf incressed cutput
will depend largely on the innovative and enterpreneurial
ability of the farmers., Consequently modernisation theorists
and planners have often identified the progressive fammers
or the 'rural bourgeocisie! as the principal agents of
agricultural development, In line with its emphasis on the
efficient management of the production process, this approach
sees the emerging progressive of capitalist farmers as the
people who can effectively apply the principles of good management

to agricultural production, thercby expanding output conaiderablyhgo

L9, See R, Chambers: Managing Rural Development (Uppsale 197L),
for o full discussion of this manageriol

aporoach to rural develcpment,
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This modernisation or mansgement model of rural development
is a capitalist - oriented model of development. It sees rural
development exclusively in terms of increasing rural
productitivity and output, which in turn is assumed to derive
from the enterprising and profit-oriented calculations of
private rural producers. This approach does not raise any
questions about the structure of the agrarian society within
which this increased rural output will be attained nor does it
examine the likelihood of whether that increased output will
go to improve the welfare of the poor producers or will merely
end up in the pockets of middlemen, landlords, and capitalist
firmse In other words, it is a class-biased model of rural
develcment wirich sees the progressive farmers not as a threat
to the existence and welfare of the small peasant producers but
as the efficient and enterprising managers of the rural

development process,

In line with this eapitalist orientation to rural
development, cooperatives are assigned the role of supporting
and facilitating the process of privete agricultural production
by securing credit, inputs and supplies for, as well as
undertaking the marketing of the goods produced by, such private
producers. Rather than tronsfomming the organisation of
production, these capitalist cooperatives stand in an anciliary
or supportive position to the private producers. In other words,
the agricultural cooperative in a capitalist system is a

merchant type enterprise which undertakes the credit, supply
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and marketing functions normally carried out by expleoitative
middlemen and moneylenders and is therefore a corrective
measure for the smodth functioning of the system. Since these
cooperatives operate within the npmmal structures of
capitalism which are rooted in exploitation and inequality,
their benefits usually go to enrich the better placed farmers
rather than the poor ncedy peasante. It is, therefore, to be
expected that Nigeria's cocperatives which form part and
parcoel of the ccuntry's conservative ‘mixed economy' medel of
development will mostly benefit the richer farmers rather than

the small=scale peasantse

Unlike the modernisztion model which sees rural development
in temms of a technocratic improvement within the existing
structures, the mobilization model sees the €xisting structures
of lopsided capitalist development ae the ob#¥acle not only to
the efficient use of agricultural technology to achieve increased
output but also for the elimination of rural poverty. Even if
the output is drastically jncreased btut the structure remains,
the peasants and other poor classes in the society may continue
to wallow in poverty, Therefore a total transformation of the
existing agrarian structure is neceseary in order to achieve
a pattern of rural development that benefits the small-scale
rural producers rather than enhancing the wealth, power and
exploitative capacity of a small minority. The essence of the

mobilization model is that development should aim at involving
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and benefiting the mass of rural producers and not a tiny group
of elites. This can hardly take place within the present
structure of the private organnization of production and

exchange .

The mobilization or transformation model of rural development,
therefore, emphasizes the re-structuring or transfomation of the
existing agrarian structure from a system based on the privante
ownership and organisation of production into a system based on
collective or cooperative ownership and produetion. In cother
words, the elimin=tion of landlordism and capitalist sgricultursl
production which  both hove their basis in the private and
unequal ownership of land is considered a fundamental
precondivion for egalitarisn rural development. It is expected
that this will be achieved through the mobilizaticn of the
peasants to seize the land of such exploiting landlords and
kulaks and to turn these lands plus their own parcels of land

into cooperative or people's farms,

The producer model of cooperatives has not only featured
prominently in strategics of agrarian transfommation but hos in
fact formed the basis for re-organizing the peasants from private
small-scale producers into large-scale cooperative units, A
model of development based on collective or cooperative
cwnership and production offers the peasamts a better framcwork
for improving their productivity and living standards. The

Chinese model of rural developuent which ks been considered
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the most successful strategy of rural development under Third
World conditions had its besis in the reorganization of the
peasantry into cooperaztive or collective production schemes.
This rural transfomation wos undertaken in four stages of
cooperativisation, beginning with the organization of the
peasants into mutucl nid teams, followed by the establishment
of elementary producers' cooperatives, followed by the
consflidation and expansion of these elementary producers!?
cooperatives into advoneed producers' cooperatives, and
culminating in the fourth and final stage, that is, the
organization of people's communesso. Some African countries,
particularly Tanzania, have 2ttempted similar strateicies of
rural *wrangformation, which for lack of space cannot be
reviewed here., All these cases of rural transformation have
revolved around the re—organization of production and exchange
along cooperative lines. This underlies the crucial role which
producer cooperatives can play as instruments of rural

development.

50. PFor a full discussicn of the Chinese model of cooperative
and rural development see S. Azizs Rural Development:

leaming from China (1978) ch.2; K. R. Walker:
Planning in Chinese Agriculture (London: 1965) Part I;
and J. G. Gurley: China's Econoumy and the Maoist
Strategy (New Yorks MiP, 1976).



CONCLUSION

It has been argued in this chapter that the theory,
performance and developmental impact of cooperatives depend to =
large extent on the structure and ideclogical orientation of the
national economy in which they operate. Ewven though
cooperatives the world cver share certain common principles
and objectives, it has been shown that cooperatives belong to
two major models depending un whether the cooperative is
conceived as an instrument of improvement within the existing
structures of the society or is conceived as a mechanism for
the transfommation of those structures. Therefore, an
evaluation of the theory and developmental impact of cccperatives
will invariably tcouch upon the important question of what kind of
society is envisaged by a country's strategy of national and

cooperative development,

It is only by analysing cocperatives in relation to the
structure and orientation of the national econcmy that
conclusions e¢an be arrived at on whether the cooperative model
in existence is capable of achieving the society's desired
developmental targete or whother the cooperative model itself
needs to be modified. This is the rationale for reviewing the
developmental potential of various types of cooperatives in
this chaptér. This theoretical review links up with the
next chapter which focusce on the development and practical

achievements of cooperatives in Nigeria,.



CHAPTER THREE
THE GROWTH AND CONTRIBUTION OF COOPERATIVES TO THE
NIGERIAN ECON

This chapter focuses on the evolution and growth of rural
cooperatives in Nigeria and their contribution to the
socio-economic development of the country. The growth and
developmental impact of these cooperatives is examined at
two levels: at the macro-social or national level which
constitutes the subject of this chapter; and at the
micro-regional level which forms the substance of the next
three chapters. This chaptcr analyses the development and
character of the entire cooperative m&vament in Nigeria and
thus provides the necessary background against which the
performance, constraints and pétentialitiea of cooperatives
in Kaduna State (with special reference to the Jemaa area) are
examined. A full understanding of the contribution of
cooperatives to rural development at the local level requires
a clear analysis of the character and orientation of the

national cooperative movement in general.

The evolution and historical development of cooperatives
in Nigeria has been shaped or conditioned by certain technical,
structural, and policy factors. The most important historical
factors revolve around the imposition of colonialism on the country

and the resultant incorporation of the Nigerian economy into the
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world capitalist system. One of the primary objectives of
colonialism was to stimulate and enforce the production of
export crops in the colonies to meet the raw material
requirements of British industries. It was the struggle to
control and regulate the production and marketing of these
agricultural exports which gave birth to modern cooperatives
in Nigeria, Since their inception at the beginning of this
century, agricultural cooperatives in Nigeria hawe been
closely involved in, and their development has been primarily
in response to, the growth of the country's export-oriented
agricultural sector, The first part of the chapter focuses on
the historical development and functions of these cooperatives;
the secrmd part examines the nature, objectives and class
character of those state policies which hawve regulated and
shaped the growth of cooperatives; while the third part assesses
the contribution which these agricultural cooperatives have

made to the socio—economic development of Nigeria.

THE EVOLUTION AND GROWTH OF COOPERATIVES IN NIGERIA

The development of agricultural cooperatives in Nigeria
can be divided into three clear phases. The first or
formative stage started in 1907 when some indigenous cocoa
producers and merchants came together to evolve an independent
marketing system that would save them from the exploitation of

Buropean agricultural export firms. This indigenous effort was
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gradually side~tracked by the colonial government which,

during the 1920s and early 1930s, evolved and legally
consolidated a new system of cooperatives., This colonial-
created cooperatives operated as appendages of the European
export firms and later the Marketing Boards, and were centrally
controlled and regulated by a Cooperative Department based in
Ibadan.

In 1951 the responsibility for the promotion, supervision
and control of cooperatives passed into the hands of the three
newly created regions of Nigeria. This was the second stage
of cooperative development, and it covered the last decade of
colonial rule and the first decade of Nigeria's independence,
Throug wout this period cooperatives continued to fuel the
agricultural export machinery initiated by colonialism through
encouraging and financially supporting the production of
export crops and assisting in the marketing or evacuation of
those crops to Europe via the European export firms and the

Marketing Boaxrds.

With the decline of agricultural exports and the emergence
of oil as an alternative source of revenue, the 1970s and *80s
have witnessed significant efforts to find a new role for
Nigeria's agricultural cooperatives, This period has been
characterized by attempts to regulate and co-ordinate the
development of agricultural cooperatives at a national level

(giving rise to the creation of the Federal Department of
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Agricultural Cooperatives in 1980), and also to diversify
the activities of cooperatives from the export sector into

the production and marketing of food and other domestic products.

(2) THE PORMATIVE STAGE, 1907 -~ 1950

The marketing of cocoa provided the first impetus for
cooperative activity in Nigeriz. In 1907 a group of cocoa
planters in Agege came together on their own initiative to .
form the Agege Planters Union (APU). The main aim of this
pseudo-cooperative union (whose membership was made up mostly
of merchants and enlightened famers) was to improve the
fermentation and preparation of cocoa beans for sale as well
ag to esport this cocoa produce directly to overseas buyers
without going through the exploitative European and Syrian fimms
that then monopolised the agricultural export trade. This umion
tried to boost its export prospects by embarking on
enlightenment drives designed to improve the fermentation
practices of the fammers as well as to institutionalize a
marketing arrangement whereby the smaller farmers sold their
produce to bigger fammers within the union and the latter in
tum sold it to more established merchants or exported it
directly1. Although this independent union broke the dependence
of the cocoa producers on the expatriate export fimms, its

operations lacked effective cooperative principles and were

1. Adeyeye: The Cooperative Movement in Nigeria (1978) pp.2L-28.
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geared towards benefiting the larger farmers and merchants at

the expense of the small producerﬂz.

Similar orgenizations soon sprang up in Abeokuta and in
Ibadan, all of them with the same objective of improving the
preparation of coooa for sale as well as completely controlling
the export of this produce to overseas markets without going
through the expatriate export fims. These independent efforts
in cocoa marketing received » boost when an indigenous
cooperative apex orgenization, the West African Cooperative
Producers Limited,was founded in Ghana by Tete~Ansa and
extended its activities to Nigeria in 1928, The aim of this
organization was to provide an alternative marketing system
to that offered by the expatriate fimms and to organize the
farmers and merchantgiﬂest Africa into self-reliant cooperatives
that would ensure their independence from exploitative British

fim33.

Unfortunately this ambitious attempt to dethrone the
monopoly of the Buropean and Syrian fimms in export trade did
not survive for long because these expatriate firms with the

support and encouragement of the colonial govermments in Ghana

2. Co. E. F. Beers The Politics of Peasant Groups in Western
Nigeria (Ibadan: 1976) ch.2.

3. Adeyeye, Ibid., pp.3~35, and C, E. F. Beer, Ibid., pp.19=22,
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and Nigeria conspired to bring down Tete-Ansa's cooperative
marketing organization in the 1930s, Given the vicissitudes
of cocoa production and marketing as well as the longer
experience of the expatriate firms in export trade, the
collapse of Tete-Ansa's West African Cooperative Producers!

Limited did not come ag a surpriaeh-

The attempt to sabotage these indigenously-inspired
cooperative organizations started much earlier in Nigeria,
In an attempt to side-track these cooperative marketing
organizations, some of which were already exporting their cocoa
direct to the overseas markets, the colonial government
through its Department of Agriculture initiated in 1922 a
gseries of quasi-cooperative organizations or "agricultural
agsocia.ions" among the cocoa farmers, The stated aim of these
agsociations was te teach the farmers the proper fermentation
of their cocoa beans by establishing cocoa fermentaries for
them which will help improve the quality of cocoa, thus

enabling the farmers to earn better prices for their produce5.

The primary or actual reason for organizing these quasi-
cooperative associations, however, was to encourage the farmers

to sell their produce directly to European export firms and not

L. Adeyeye, Op.cit, pp.3L4-39.

5. S. Gorst: Cooperative Or, zation in Tro C ies
Oxford, 1959) and United Kingdom: Co

United Kingdom Dependencies (London: 1 Pe .
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to the Nigerian private middlemen or to the indigenous planters’
Cooperative Unions "whose profitemaking activities were viewed
with especial distaste in the (colonial) Secretoriat'®. To
curb the activities and growing influence of th@se indigenous
middlemen and their marketing unions, the govermment-crganized
agricultural associations had by 1928 shifted their primary
emphasis from improving the quality of cocoa through, teaching
better fermentation prectices,to the collection and

procurement of cocoa for onward sale to the BEuropean export

firms.

The rationale behind this colonial offensive to cripple
the participation of indigenous African businessmen in export
trade cca only be understood agoinst the background of the
depression of the 1920s and early 1930s when production trends
as well as terms of trade in the world market adversely
affected the profits of European firme. In response to this
depression expatriate firms, with the full support of the
colonial state, adopted all sorts of cost=saving measures such
as the vicious exclusion of African middlemen from export trade
except on terms profitable to the Buropean firms, the attempt
to create a direct market link between the produce-buying
campanies and the producers via government-—controlled

assoclations, and the amalgemation of small firme into bigger

6. C. E. F. Beer, op.cit p.20.
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ones, culminating in the amalgamation of most of the major
trading companies into the United Africa Company (U.A.C.) in
19297, These various moves had the effect of erippling all
indigenous attempts to evolve an independent marketing system

that could rival the existing European firms in the export

trade,

The agricultural assccistions initiated by the Department
of Agriculture were quisi-cooperative organizations which
operated according tc the dictates of colonialism and were not
guided by any systemetic cooperative principles or regulations,
They operated as service organizations thot undertook the
collection and bulking of cocoa beans at the local level for
onward g=le to the European export companiee for which they
recieved a commission. Due to the economic depression,
this marketing arrangement gradually became very popular and
lucrative, and so there was a proliferation of these cocoa sale

associations in many parts of Western Nigeria,

The initiative for founding these associstions was now
seized by the indigenous middlemen and producers who, without
waiting for the Agricultural Department to establish such

agricultural associations for them as usual, went ahead to

Te See Go Williams: State and Society in Nﬁria ‘1280! e
and P, T. Bauer West African Trades A
Study of Competition, Oligopoly in &
Changing Kconomy tﬁamEIg '9&,.
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organize themselves into agricultural 'cooperative' associations
of this noture and pressed the Agricultural Department for
recognition and official pemission to start the marketing of
cocoa, The Agricultural Department could no longer supervise
and effectively control these associations which were springing
up everywhere and using the title of 'cooperative! to trensact
business. In response to pressure from the Burcopean export
firms who saw this new wave of agriculture 'cooperntive!
aesociations as another version of the former planters'! unions,
the Agricultural Department mounted a lot of pressure on the
Bolonial Secretariat in Lagos to initiate and pass a
Cooperative Ordinance that would enable him to control and
streamline this cooperative outgrowth in line with colonizl

objectivesa »

In 1933 the colcnianl govermment invited Mr C. F.
Strickland, a cooperative expert who had served for several
years in India, to come and study the scope and prospects of
cooperative activity in Nigeria and to recommend the pattern
and legal machinery for establishing a formal ecoperative
movement in the country. After an extensive tour of the country

Strickland recommended, as n first step, the estoblishment (or

8. See the series of correspondences between the Director of
Agriculture and the Colonial Secretary in Lagos over this
issue in File NoMSWC.20070 vols.l & 11, National Archives
Kaduna.
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more correctly the consolidation) of agricultural marketing
cooperatives for cocoa and other export crops. He also
recommended that the cooperotive method should gradually be
extended to all other facets of the nation's agricultural,
commercial and social life’, Following Strickland!s
recommendations, a Cooperative Ordinsance supplemented by 2
set of Cooperative Regulotions modelled on the Tanzanian
and Indian experience, wns cnacted in 1935 by the colonisl
govermment. A Cooperative Deportment headed by a Registrar
of Coocperatives was established in 1936 chorged with the
responsibility for registering, supervising and promoting

cooperatives in Nigeria,

T.e Cocperative Ordinonce, as ie to be expected, vested
a lot of power in the honds of the colonial Registrar so as
to enable him control and streamline the activities, operations
and growth of cooperatives in mcordance with colonial
objectives. This was one of the major considerations underlying
the demand for a formal Cooperative Ordinance., Enumerating the
advantages of such an ordinance in January 1932, the Director
of the Agricultural Department said:

Yet ancther advantage of the introduction of

fomal legislation would be the prevention of
the formation, under the name of 'Cooperative!,

9. C. F. Strickland: Report on the Introduction of

Cooperntive societies into Nigeria
(T-goss Gove Ezntt.r, EED
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of undesirable companies for the export of produce

such as are formed from timc to time under this

2title, and which are either more or less fraudulent

or undertake speculative operotions. The passing

of formal legisletion will not only prevent the

fomation of such unsatisfactory companies; but

it will make a distinction between sound

cooperative societies created with the approval

and under the supervision of government officers,

and those which are trading companies not so

supervised10,
The passage of the Cocpersative Ordinance enabled the colonial
government to regulate and check the proliferation of
indigenous ccoperative marketing organizetions by requiring
them to register with, and subject &hemselves to the
supervision and control of, the government Cooperative

Department.

Sirce the officially registered cooperatives were not
allowed to operate independently and had to serve as buying
agents for Buropean export fimme, many of the indigenocusly -
inspired merketing cocperatives refused to register cfficially
as cooperatives and chose to drop the title of *cooperative’
from their business names in compliance with the Cocperative
Ordinance. Consequently there was a drastic drop in the

nunber of cooperative socicties during the first four years of

10. Quoted from the Directorts letter of 2nd January 1932 to
the Chief Secretary of the Colonial Govermment in the
NoMSWC,.20070 vol.I, National Archives, Kaduna,
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operating the Cooperative Ordinance. Many societies went into
voluntary ligquidation and re-converted into commercial
companies; some were closed down by the Cooperative Department
for contravening the cooperative regulations; while many
members dropped from even those societies that were officially
registered, The effect of this was to slow down the growth of
the cooperative movement and subsequent campaigns to
popularize the cooperative method among the cocoa producers
were ignored11. The cooperative movement did not pick up again
until certain concessions and incentives were, at the request
of the colonial government and the export firms, introduced
for cooperative buyers during the 1937/38 and 1938/39

produce buying seasons, The payment of an additional ¥2,00
per ton was introduced by the cartel of European export firms
for all Grade I cocoa Wby the cooperatives, and this
additional premium of N2 above the ruling prices served to

12,
attract the cocoa producers back to the coeperative movement

11, M. Koll: Crafts and Cooperation: in Western Nigeria
op.cit pp.33:71 and S. 0. Adeyeye, 1975
op.cit. pp.50=52.

12, S. 0. Adeyeye, Ibid. pp.552=53.
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From the passage of the Cooperative Ordinance in 1935 up
to 1950 top priority was accorded to produce marketing and
rural credit in the develcopment of the cooperative movement.
The cocoa=growing arcas of the Western region contimued to
lead other areas in produce marketing cooperatives. The
evolution of cooperatives, ns we have already seen, revolved
eround the marketing of cocoa and this explaimns the giting
of the headquarters of the Cooperative Department in Ibadan,
During the first helf decnde of its establishment the
Cooperative Department concentrated its activities on the
expansion and consclidotion of cocoz=mrrketing cooperatives,
In 1951 310 out of the 315 marketing ccoperstives in Nigeria
(i.e. over 90%) were cocoa-marketing cooperatives (see table
3.1).

forts to extend cocperatives to the marketing of palm
produce in the Bastern provinces of Nigeris did not yield any
epoouraging results, Instead it was rural credit cooperatives
which thrived more successfully in the Eastern provinces of
Nigeria., The first of such cooperatives was founded in the
Calabar area in 1938. Buidling on the widespread experience
of traditional fesusu' contribution clubs these credit
cooperatives soon became quite popular among the petty traders,
farmere and artisans, sprecding with unexpected rapidity to all
parts of eastern Nigeria, These credit societies became a very

useful source. of capital for investment in various economic



108

ectivities especially in trading and farming which accounted
for 77.6 and 15,3 per cent of their loan disbursements
respective1y13 « A few of these societies were also founded
in the northern provinces of the country but their major area
of operational success remained the various provinces of

ezstern Nigeria where 295 out of the 297 credit cooperatives

existing in the country in 1951 were to be found (see table 3.1).

Up to 1950, agricultural cooperatives were still very few
and registered no significant presence in northern ligeria
for reasons to be explained in chapter five. The few
available societies were mostly produce marketing cooperatives
in the cocoa growing arerc of present-day Kwara State. The
impetus for their development czme from the Western provinces
and t! y were actually affilisted to the Cooperstive Union of

western Nigeria.

The only important non-agricultural cooperativez that
emerged during this period were salary-earners cooperative
thrift societies. They thrived mostly in the towns and were
fairly evenly spread throurhout the major regions oq:%:untry.
They were the first type of cooperatives to regi.ster any
significant presence in the northem parts of lizeria
although the membership of even the northern thrift and loan

cooperatives was dominated by immigrant workers from the

13+ S. 0, Adeyeye; 1978, cpecit pp.56-59.
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southern parts of the countxry., The rumbenr and gecgravhical
distribution of a1l cooperatives in Migeiis in 1951 is given

in table 3,13

Table 3.1: THE WIT-BER_AND DISTRIBUTION OF
REGISTERED COQPERATIVE SOCIETIES IN NIGERIA, 1951

Produce PThrifts & Credit Consumer Other Total
Marketing Loan

Lagos & Colony - 59 - 2 g 62

Wectern Region 23 29 “ 2 -1 _:-19 29k

Bzstern Region 19 62 295 8 12 396

Northern Region - 65 B - B L2 69
!_ , s o

TOTAL 262 215 297 13 3L 8
p—

Source: Adeyeye: The Cooperstive Movement in Nigeria (1978)
. : P73

{b) THEC CONSQLIDATION Ol EXFORI~ORIENIED COCFERATIVES, 1951~1970

While the 1930s and %0s saw the incepticon and gradual
spread of the cooperative movement to all parts of Nigeria,
the period between 1951 and 1970 marked a crucial sts§e in the
growth and development of cooperatives. A new constitution,
the Macpherson consi&ution, came into being in 1951
transferring the responzibility for the organization and

regulation of cooperatives to the regional goverrmments. By
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Up to 1951 coopevative credit activity in Western
Nigeria had concentrated on cooperative thrift and loan
societies which were only suitable for salary earners. A
concerted effort was made during this period to encourage
cooperative credit societies among the farmers. Initially
this involved encouraging the existing marketing societies
to start mobilizing savings from their members which they
could later advance to their members as loans to meet their
production costs. Autonomous thrift and credit cooperatives
for farmers received a major bvocst when from 1952 onwards a
vigorous drive wag started to capitalize on the widespread
experience of the 'esusu! contribution clubs to mobilize
farmers into credit cocperatives, With this effort,
complemented and reinforced by the establishment of the
Cooperative Bank of VYestern Nigeria in 1953, credit
cooperatives for both farmers an! sslary-earners continued to

grow.with leaps and bounds,

Attempts to encourage cooperative famming, for the
production of export and food crops did not yield any fruitful
resulte. All these cooperstive farming projects, whether
initiated directly by the corsunity with supervision from the
Cooperative Department or vstablished directly by the
government as in the c¢sc of the moshav settlement farms of
the late 1950s:and early '60s, operated unsatifactorily for
sometime and finally collapsed, Therefore, cooperative

faming never emerged as a2 significant aspect of the cooperative
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movement in the Western region up to 1970. This is to be
expected since these coliective or cooperative production
schemes ran counter to, and did not receive any positive
;pcentivaa from, the overall capitalist orientation 6f the
economy which encourages private production and profit rather

than collective endeavour,

The Eastern Region at the time of regionalization was
only remarkable for its thrift and credit cooperztives which
accounted for between BS and 90 per cent of all cooperatives
in the area. With the ereation of the region, the goverrment
committed itself to a repid expansion of the cooperative
movement in the areas of produce marketing, multi-purpose farming
cooperatives, and artisanc and craftsmen's cooperatives. The
fiew gvisting marketing cooperotives in the region at that
time were cocoa and banana cooperatives which were concentrated
in southern Cameroons, With the excision of southern Cameroons
from Eastern Nigeria in 195) the region was left with very few
produce marketing cooperatives. The intensified drive to
organize produce marketing cooperatives to handle the
marketing of palm produce and rubber did not yield any
appreciable results partierlly because of the keen competition
from well established indigenéus and expatriate produce buyers
and partially because the processing and collection of palm

16

produce for export proved difficult to organize cooperatively ~.

16, See Adeyeye 1970 op.cit. pp.305-107.



113

More spectacular results in the development of agricultural
cooperatives seem to hive been achieved in the area of
multi-purpose cocperztive farming societies, What is of
interest’ is not only ilwe number of such cooperativee that
sprang up in various parts of the region but also the variety
of functions and organizotional strategies which they exhibited,
These multi-purpose cooperatives involved a combination of
functions ranging from the provision of credit, the marketing
of produce, the distribution of farm inputs, the joint purchsse
and utilization of tractors and other farm machincry, the
operation of processing plents (such as rice mills, palm kernel
crackers, cassava grating machines etc.), the collective
ownership of land and/or the collective organization of
lebour for production. Organizetionally these mutlti-purpose
farm cooperatives included large and medium farms in which
fammers in a community, sometimes with the inspiration of
government agricultural staff, either pooled together their
land or acquired it throurh lease or purchase for the collective
production of either food crops such as rice and cassava or
export crops such 2s palm produce; the operation of processing
plants financed by regionzl development boards; or govermment -
sponsored cooperative setiloment farms on land acquired by the
government such as the moshav farms. Such muili-purpose farming
cooperatives have registered a significant impact on the social

and economic life of csstern Migeria,
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Attempts were also made to encourage cohsumer cooperatives
as well as craftsmen and artisans cooperatives, Progress here
was, however, less impressive than the group farming and credit
cooperatives which further got a boost with the establishment

of the Cooperative Bank of Fastern Nigeria in 195,

At its inception in 1951, Northern Nigeria had the least
number of cooperative societies of all the regiones and most
of its cooperatives were urban-based salary earners societies,
Except for a few cocoa marketing cooperatives in Kabba and
Ilorin provinces, the region's agricultural population was not
affected by the cooperative movement. The first line of
cooperative expansion adopted by the Northern Regional
Covermment in 1951=52 was to extend the cooperative movement
to the rural arez=. This started with the introduction and
active promotion of famers' credit cooperatives in certain
selected areas of the region, especially Katsina, Zaria, Gombe,
Kabba and Ilorin provinces, From 1953 some of these cooperatives
added the marketing of cxport crops to their activities, and
this proved so attractive that it became the dominant pattémm
of cooperative development in the region. The combined credit
and marketing cooperative became a unique cooperative adaption
practised in northern region which was different from the
single purpose marketing and credit cooperatives existing in
the other regions of the country. The development of these
rural credit and marketing cooperatives was particularly

rapid especially during the second half of the 1950s,
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In 1956 this type of cooperative received a major boost
when the Regional Government introduced a new system of financing
cooperatives by arranging short-term loans for them from the bank
guaranteed by the government, These loans were intended to
enable the gocieties finance their marketing operations as well
as to provide pre-season loans to their members to purchase the
necessary inputs for expanding and improving their production,
This new method of cooperative financing precipitated a rapid
expansion of cooperatives in the region as more and more
farmers organized themselves into cooperatives in order to
benefit from cooperative loans., Most of the single-purpose
credit cooperatives transferred into the category of credit
and marketing cooperatives in order to boost their chances of
getting Yoans, Between 1957 and 1960, therefore, the rumber
of credit and marketing cooperatives rose from 52 tu 674 while
the number of thrift and credit cooperatives dropped from 157
to 35174. By 1967 when the Northern Region was split into six
new states, credit and marketing cooperatives accounted for

about 90% of the region's cooperatives,

In all the regions of Nigeria, cooperatives witnessed
their most spectacular growth after the attainment of
independence, Anxious te justify their as@emsion to power
and seeking to create a base for political mobilisation, the

Nigerian political class in all the regions embarked upon

17. Northern Region of Nigeria: gta:%sticg; Year Book 1965
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several ambitious development progrsmmes including the

expansion of the cooperative movement,

Therefore, both

politicians as well as the staff of the cooperative deparitment

were actively involved in encouraging people to form cooperative

societies,

cooperatives from 1950 to 1970,

Table 3.2 gives a summary of the growth of

Table 3.2: The Number of Cooperstive Societies in Nigeriz, 1950+1370
Produce Thrift & Thrift and
Year | Marketing | Credit | Loan Consumers | Others } Totel
1950 310 386 31 38 L2 1,092
1952 331 L59 263 29 86 1,168
1954 427 753 280 38 1L 1,61°
1956 756 1,053 286 39 239 24373
1968 | 1,243 1,093 293 51 261 2,941
1960 | 1,534 1,237 29N 3 195 E.Zﬁiﬁ_
1962 | 2,089 1,42L 262 26 236 1,057
1964 | 2,535 1,817 221 27 297 L,897
19651 2,924 2,175 160 26 23 54516
19668 3,169 1,249 105 22 183 | 4,728
1968 Ne.A. N.A. R.A. N.A. N.A, .4,
1970 - - - - - 7,898
- b. Excludes figures for the Eastern Region
Source: Ainnual Abstract of Statistics 1963 p.151 and

.0.

figure only.

g e e e
1960 p.139 and

deyeye:
Movement in Nigeria (1978) p.?

he Coo

eretive
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It can also be egeen from the table that the greatest
growth occured in the zgricultural sector of the cooperative
movement (i.e. in produce marketing and credit cooperatives).
This is not unconnected with the fact that the main emphasis
of government cooperative policy and the most favourable niché
carved for cooperatives in the country's development programme
throughout this period revelved zround export production and
marketing., Cooperatives sghared in the agricultural export boom
of this pericd by recording an impressive growth: rate
throughout the 1950s and the first half of the 1960s. Between
1967 and 1970, however, cooperatives witneesed a general
stagnation not only becsuse of the civil war which engulfed the
country (a fact which accounts for the lack of cooperative
statistics for this period), but also because of the gemeral
decline in agricultursl cxports. Since their activities and
growth were tied to agricullural export preoduction and
marketing,it is logical to expect that cooperatives would
witness a lull in growth when the agricultural export sector

experienced a decline,

Prom their inception in the 1920s up to 1970, the export -
oriented cooperatives introduced by the colenial government
continued to witness a phenomensal growth in both number and
membership without any =ttempt made to modify their structure
and functions. Their zctivities continued to revolve around
the production and marketing of export crops. The little or

non-involvement of these cooperatives in the domestic scctor,
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especially in food prbductiOD and marketing, remnincd the

central weakness of the cooperative movement during this period.

(c) Cooperatives in the 1970s and 1980

With the dfastic decline in agricultiural export production,
there has now emerged an increasing emphasis to re-organize
and involve cocperatives in the production and marketing of
foed and other domestic productgss Unlike the 19605 when the
overriding emphasis wos that of mereiy expanding the

cooperative movement without changing its objectives and

" atructure, cooperative policy in the 19708 and '80y is witncssing

an inecreasing attempt to diversify the activities of cooperatives,
to modify their structure ond organization, and to shift their
emphasis from eredit and mnrketing into zater involvement

in production. The measures taken in this direction are

examined in the next gectiom,

Cooperatives have continued to witness a lot of growth
in both number and membeyship despite the deeline in their
export role. The number of cooperative societies in the
country rose from 7,898 in 1970 to 10,591 in 1976, and by
1980 the number stood at 1?,25b. The membership similarly
increased from 430,377 persons in 1970, to $89,775 persons in

1976, and to 918,149 persons in 1980 '8,

18. The figures for 1§70 and 1976 are taken from 3. O. Adeycye's
The Cooperative Movement in Nigeria (1978) p.165-6G6; while
those for 1980 are laken from Nigeria®s Fourth Natiomal iuv.
Plan 198185 vol,I p.200.




119

GOVERNMENT POLICY AND COCFERATIVE DEVELOPMENT IN NIGERIA

The establishment of cooperatives in Nigeria, like in
most other African countries, has deperded very heavily on
government initiative, syonsorship and finance. It is obvious,
therefore, that government cooperative policy occupics a very
central place in the analysis of the growth and perfommance
of the cooperative movement, By government cooperative
policy is meant all those measurcs undertaken by the government
and other public agencice to influence end regulate cooperative
activity. These meosures comprise of legislative provisions
such as laws, decrees, resolutions and decisions designed to
regulate the activitics of the cooperative mowvement or to
create a favourable legnl stmosphere for cooperative

development; (b) fisc»l me-sures such as alleviations or

exemptions from tax, government subvention or subsidics,
favourable temms of credit, govermment guarantees for bank
loans, favourable tariff and price policies etc.; (o)

managerial assistance such as supervisory and auditing

services, the provision of cooperative training focilities,
and organizational support through the Cooperative Department

and (d) any other measurecs pursued in other sectors of the

economy which have a Jdirccet bearing on cooperative activity.
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Nigeria's cooperative polioy, like its rural development
policy, hos largely been ad hoec, uncoordinated and pragmatic.
It has come more from expedient and short-term obectives.

This incohcrent and pragmatic cocperative policy is a
reflection of the generzl lack of on elaborste conception or
vision of the type of develomment Nigeria wants to attain and
the type of desired sécicl structure within which the
cooperative movement should function. Consequently,
cooperative objectives, like the country's overzll development
goale, have beuen conceived in termes of conventional
modernization ideals such 28 zchieving rapid improvements

in productivity, stimulcoting market activity and efficiency,
and '"modernising! people?s attitudes, hadits and ways of doing
things. This approach is completely devoid of any
distributive equity or a clear conception of how the

increas.d output or attitudinal change will affect the

living standards of the ordinary people.

During the colonial period the major emphasis of
government policy centred around using cooperatives to
activate the production ~2nd marketing of export crops primarily
to serve western capitalism, The type of cooperatives
introduced were mainly credit and marketing cooperstives,.
In line with the colonizl design to encourage the oultivation
of export crops, thz credit cooperatives provided the loans
for expanding cash crop sroduction while the merketing

cooperatives handled the collection and sale of the crops for
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export to Burope. In many areas the two functions were
combined in the same cooperative organization called credit
and marketing cooperatives, Official government rhetoric
claimed that this export-oricnted cooperative machinery

would reduce rural indebtedncsa, liberate the fammers from
the clutches of exploitetive middlemen, and offer them better
prices for their cropsw. It was the same logic that was used

to justify the establishment of the Marketing Boards for which

the cooperatives acted as licensed buying agents,

The policy of using the Marketing Boards and the
cooperative movement as instruments for the extraction of
rural surplus was clearly srticulated by the Nowcll Commisscion
of 1938 and the World Bank Mission to Nigeria in 195L. The
Nowell Commission was established to examine the system of
cecoa marketing and to recomrend a suitable structure for
the efficient marketing of cocoa. The Commission recommended
the setting up of statutory marketing organizations in place
of the network of competing Buropean private firme that
dominated the agricultural export trade at that time. This
provided the rationale ond the logistics for the establishment
of the Cocoa Control Board in 1939 znd its enlargement threc

years later to include the handling of other export crops undor

19. See Stricklond; Ileport on the Infroduction of Cooperative
SOClBtieﬁ.o-- (19 Op.cit- &'md cﬁnm

Office of Information (UK)s Cooperstion

in the United Kingdom Dependencies
TLOndon 961).




122

the new title of West African Produce Contrecl Board., It was
this marketing structure which crystallized into the Marketing

Boards after the Second Vorld War,

The significance of the Nowell Commission for the
gooperative movement lies in its recommendation of € trong
government support for cooperatives and the use of cooperatives
ag the principal agencics for channelling the farmers! export
produce from the grassroots down to the coast for export. In
responsc to the Commiscion's recomuendation the colonial
government in Nigeria grented many incentives to marketing
cooperatives including sli-htly higher prices for cooperative
grade one cocoa and almoot near monopoly of the cocoa trade
in certein areas. This policy of strong state support for
the cooperative movement continued throughout the 1940 and
1950s although the concessions granted to the cooperatives
by the Novell Commission were later resisted and partially
negated by the expatricte - dominated Associztion of West
African Mexchants (Am)zo. The Commission's recammendations
also gave rise to a very close collaboration between the
lMarketing Boards and the cooperntive movement. The establishment
cof the first two dooperative benks in Nigeria - The Cooperative
Bank of Western Nigeria in 1953 and the Cooperative Bank of

Eagtern Nigerian in 195l - woe made possible through loans

———

20, C. E, F. Beer: The Politics of Peasant Groups in Western
Nigeria (1976)3 ch.2_rEand deyeye 1970 chelll.




123

from the Marketing Boards, In fact the tempo of cooporative
activity depended very hesvily on the fortunes and operations
of the Marketing BRoards,

In its survey of the economic situstion in Nigeria, the
World Bank Mission extolled the great contribution which
cooperatives, in allionce with the Marketing Boards, were making
to the development of the Nigerian economy., It praised the
cooperntive movement as "2 valuable organizational basis for
agricultural development®, It recommended the ropid expansion
of the movement, and the gronting of considerable financisl
ascistance to cooperatives by the govermment without necessarily
spoonfeeding them or reducing their independence as
organizations which should be confxrolled by their embnram.

Lies ot fack
The significance of the World Bank report’\ﬁ that its idesas,
proposals and recommendations formed the basis for the
1955 « be Development Plan as well as the first independent
Development Plan of MNigeria 1962 - 68, PFor the cooperative
movement in particular, the World Bank Mission provided the
rationale for the expansion snd consolidation of an export-
oriented cooperative structure which, fogether with the
Marketing Boards, impoverished the peasant majority in the

interest of the domestic-~cum~intemational bourgeoisie,

21, International Bank for Hefonstruction and Developments
The Development of Nigeris (Lagoss 1954).
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: Right from the inception of the movement down to the
early 1970s ccoperative policy did not go beyond merely
expanding the cooperative structure introduced by the colonial
mzsters, The functions and erientmtion of the movement were
never questioned. The only chrnges witnessed by the
cooperative scctor were mainly administrative reshufflements.
At a constitutional level the responsibility for the veomotion
and regulation of cooperative activities passed from the
Federal Government to the Hegiongl Governmments in 1951 and
to the stote Governments in 1967. 4t an sdministrative level
the cooperative divigion wes placed under difterent
ministries by the various govermments; and even within the
same régioﬁ or state it was tossed arbitrarily from one
minigtry %o the othergz. This in itself reflected the lack
of a coherent nztional policy on cooperatives beyond export

|

promotibn and marketing or tho distribution of imported socods

to the rural or urhan populution. FEven though bhere were wide

22, In Worthern Nigeria for example, the Cooperative
Department was made into an autonomous division and
placed under the Rinistry of Local Gowrnment and
Community Development in 1952 where it romained up to
1956. It was. tremsferred thot year to the Ministry of
Community Development Bocial Welfare and Cooperatives.
When Community Develooment became a separate Ministry
with the attaimment of self-rule in 1957, the Cooperative
division was lumped together with Social Welfare to fomm
the Ministry of Socinl Welfare and Cooperatives. With
the creation of =ix statcs out of the Northern Hegion in
1967, the Cooperative Division was transferred to the
Ministry of Trade, Jndustries and Cocperetives by the
North -~ Central Stete. In 1978, it was removed from that
Ministry to thc Ministry of Agriculture where it now
Temaing .
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dif{erences between the rcgions and states concerning the
methods and level of finoncial support te be given to the
cooperative movement, there wes a basic agreement on what the

cooperatives were suppoged to do,

By 1970 Nigeria's export-oriented strategy of agricultural
development, within which the cooperative movement played a
prominent role, had given rise to z food crisis. This
necezsitated a drastic re-orientation of the country's
agricultural and rural development policy away from its
export-oriented bias towards o grester pre-occupation with
increasing the output of fcod and other agricultural raw
materiale to meet the rising home demand. This new orientation
plus the drastic decline in export production, meant thot a
new role had to be found for the agricultural cooperative
movement. Moreover, there emerged some disatisfaction with
the lack of a national coordinating body that could regulate,
streamline and coordinste th. activities and growth of

cooperatives on a countrywide basis.

In 1974 the Federal llilitery Government enacted a
“Cooperative Development Decre«® establishing a Cooperative
Development Division in the Ministry of Labour, charged with
the coordination of inter-governmental and inter-state
cooperative activities, thc formulation of broad nationsl
economic policy for cooperstive development; the integration
of such policies into notionel development plans; the

supervision of nationsl cooperative societies and %he
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’implementation of policies relating to national cooperative
ﬁfbjeots; the disbursement of federal pnd foreign sssistonce
to the cooperative movement; the coordination of rescavch,
publicity and cocperative education at the national lavel;
the compilation of  information on cooperative matiers;
the regulation of contacts :nd relationships between the
Nigerian cooperative movement and ether foreign govermments,
organizations and associntionsgj. In line with this dynamic
involvement of the Pederal Goverrment in cooperative matters,
a pancl was set up in 1977 to review the regionsl - and
state-based coonerative lows and principles so as to come up
with more appropriate :nd nationwide oooPe;étivé principles

and rugulationszh..

Between 1975 and 1978 o separate Ministry of Cooperntives
and Supply was vstablished at the federal level. This
Ministry was later abrogzted and replaced with two separate
deprrtments: the Federal Department of Agricultural Cooperatives
located ig the Federel Ministry of Agriculture and charged with
the responsibility for handling all matters relating to

farmmers cooperstives; and the Labour Cooperative department

23+ FYederal Govt. of Nigeriaé Cooperative Development Decree,
No.5, 197kL.

2lie See Nigerias Tedersl Ministry of Informaticns
Government Views on tha RBeport of the Review Ponel
on Cooperative Principles, Laws and Regulutions (Lagoss

1978},
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located in the Federal Ministry of Employment, Labour and
Productivity respensible for developing urban and labour
cooperatives. All thesc are importaont administrative changes

in the organizetion ond running of the gooperative movement.

Far more important than these administrative chenges is
the sustained effort now being made to change the functional
role of the cooperative novement in the country's social and
economic development. In tho Second National Development
Plan 1970-74, coopurnstives were recognized for the first
time as orucial instrumenis of food policy. :\ccordingg:m
Plan: "The markcting of food crops at present gives neithexr
a fair return to the produccr nor a fair price to the
consumer ... The formaticn of producers' cooperative
marke ting societies will be encouraged during the plan
period to effect nn orgenized, orderly and efficient marketing
of food eropa"zs. In the Third National Development Plan,
cooperatives (arbitrarily lumped together with community
development) featured for the first time ss a distinct
sub=-sector enjoying n clesy policy of development and &
programme of investment. over the five-year period, Like in

the Second Development Plan the emphasis in cooperative

25. Federal Republic of Nigeria* ©Second National Dev, Plan
1ﬁ0—’!§ (Tagos: 1970).



[
e

- projects and programmes waov decisively oriented towards
boosting the productimn and marketing of domestic agricultural
produce, especially faoud, Unfortunately most of these ploans
were more of intentions then clesr—cut feasible proposals snd
programcs. Consequently, the achievements of cooperatives

in the food sector have rewained very slim,

To improve the prospecta of using'cooporatives for
stimulating foed production ond for organizing the marketing
or distribution of foqd, & teom of consultanis was appointed
to study and come.up with clear recommendstions on a strategy
for the "Marketing and Distribution of Food Crops in Niperin
through the Development of Faxmerst Cooperatives®. The team
has glready submitted its report which, hopefully, would foim
the basis for future planning in this areaes. This new
policy on cooperatives hos weant putting more emphasis on tha
direct invelvement of coopuratives in production instesd of
the former preoccupstion with credit ond marketing. Group
faming and multi-purpose cooporatives are now being
encouraged; troctors, fertilizers and other inputs are

increassingly being sold to farmers'! cooperatives at subzidized

26. S A, Gbenebiche: “Current Government Policies on
Cogperatives" (Keynote Address Delivered
2t the ABRLS Workshop on Coopersaiive
Manngement, A.B.U., Zaris, June 1901,
published in ¥New Nigerisn 9th, 10th, %
11th Juns 1981, :
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prices; while managerial assistance in the planning, monitorine
and cxecution of cooperative projects is being offered to these
ccoperatives by the Federal Department of Agricultural

CooperativuszT.

By far the most importani improvement in cocperative
policy relates to cooperative finance. Recognizing finsnce
as one of the most important obstacles to agricultural and
cooperative development, positive steps have been taken by the
various governments to ensure thot more oredit is available
to all agricultural producers in general and farmers'
cooperatives in partieular. Consequently, the Nigerian
Agricultural and Cooperntive Bank was established in 1973
an Agricultural Credit Quorantee Scheme was inaugurated in
1977+ a Cooperative Financing Agency was proposed in the
Third National Development Flan but has not yet taken of 'y
various state governments hove estoablished their own
Cooperative Banks and or hove stepped up their financial
asgistance to the Cooperntive movement; the Commodity Boards
and the River Bogin Development Authorities hove been urged
to extend credit and teuhnical services to fammers cocperatiwes)
and efforts are being intensified to encourage the cooperntives

b
to generate more internal funds through savings and other methods .

T

27. Sec S. A. Ghenebiche Op-cit-

28. See the Third gnd Fourth National Development Plans.
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The result of all these measures is that more credit is now

flowing to the cooperative movement than before.

THE CONTRIBUTION OF COOFERATIVES TO
NIGERIA'S ECONOMIC DIEVELOIMENT

There are many angles from which the contribution of
cooperatives to the socio=-economic development of Nigeria can
be evaluated. One approach is to recount the growth of
cooperatives and the various services which they have offered
or are offering their members and the general society. This
is sometimes done impressionistically or supported with
available official statistics g the size and increase in the
nunber and membership of cooperative societies; the type and
volume of goods marketed, supplied or distributed through
cooperatives; the turnover realised by cooperatives in their
transactions; and the size of working capital generated by
cooperatives., This kind of assessment often lacks any critical
appraisal of who infact is benefiting from these services and
transactions, or the exact pattern of development they axe

promoting.

The second approach which is intellectually more
sophisticated goes beyond the official statistics of cooperative
growth and of the services they offer, and tries to measure
the efficiency and profitability of these transactions

or gservices. This economic analysis of cooperative performance
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usually involves the use of either statistical or cconometric
models or detailed micro-level managerial or form management
surveys. Like the firsit aspproach, this second method dwells
mostly at the quantitative or cconomic levels and does not
raise any fundamental guestions about the way these cooperatives
affect the structural and closs configuration of the entire
socicty.

v I )

The third approsch which derives from political sconomy
goes beyond theuse two levels of either recounting the growth
or services of cooperatives,or anelysing their operational
gfficiency and profitability, and tries to examine the
structural impact of those cooperatives on the society. In
other words, it asks certain fundamental questions obout the
digtribution of cooperstive services, the groups or classes
benefiting from their sorvieces, the kind of f'development! which
these cooperatives are prdﬁqoting, and the implicotions of their
activities on the society's production and exchange relations,
This approach combines the quintitative or statistical indices
of the other two approaches with a qualitative structural
analysig of the developmental impact and distributional
implications of gcooperatives for the general socicty and
especially for the poor and wnderprivileged segment of that

sceiety. = Ry

v e,

The first approsch is very common amohg cCOperative

bureaucrats such as Leditan,and among conventional historians
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and sbeial scientists such as Adeyéye and O'R;illy29. The
second approach is typified in the works of agricultural
economistes such as Osuntogun, Ijere, Rogur King, and OyeleyeBO.
The third approach hag gtill not surfaced significantly in
cooperative anolyasis in Wiperla but haz been articulated for

EBast Africa by Faaland ~nd Hansen and for lLatin America by

Fals Borda31.

29, A, A, Laditan: ‘UCooperative Movement in Nigerin" -~ Yeor
Book of Agricultural Cooperation 1970
PP.198=2155 3, 0. Adeyeye, 1978, cpl.cit
especinlly pages 166=173; and
Fy Ds O'Rellly s "The Genesis and Diffusion
of the Nigeria Cooperative TIdeal, 1935=60%
¥ ir Kenc Studies vol,.I No.3, 1978.

30. C. Q. Osuntogun: The Cooperative Marketing of Agricultural
Produce in Western Nigerin (Ph.D. Thesis
1971) and *in Economic Analysis of the
Operationnl Performance of the Cooperative
Produce Marketing Unions in the former
Western State, Nigerin" ~ Quarierly Journsl
S of Administration vol.10 NaJl, 19763
' A . He O. IJERE: Modcornizing Nigerinn
S Cooperntives (Lagoss 1977)3 and “Strategies
for Tmproving Cooperstive Efficiency™ in
New Trends in African Cooperantives cd,
M, O. Ijere {Enugn 1975); R. KING: Formers
Cooperctives in Northern Nieerin, 197
opecit. and A. Qyeleye: "Cooperatives ns
Agents of Agricultural Reform" - Journal
of Ruwrnl Beoncmics and Development,
vol.?2 No,1, 1978.

1. J. Faalend and B, C. Hansens "Th~ Role of Ceoovarstives in
Rural Developmet.. in nenya” o Eaby ATrican
Jowrnal of Rural Dovelopment voel.12 lNes.1-2,
1979 pp.85=1063 and O. Fals Bordns
Coopurntives and Rural Development in Iatin
Tmorico (Geneva: UNRISD, 1972).
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There is no doubt that cooperatives have made certain
contributions to the development cf the Nigerian economy.
Their contribution, howevor, has been quite poor. Except for
very superficial and impressionistic analysts, everybody
accepts that the immense potentials of ccoperatives have
not materialized in Nigerin, Whether seen from a purely
economic and quantitative point of view or from a qualitative
structural viewpoint, cooperatives have performed below
expectation and their contribution to development has been

neglegible in Nigeria,

In temms of the number and membership of cooperative
societies, Nigeria has probably the largest cooperative movement
in Africa., As hns already been indicnted, the total numbexr of
cooperative societics in 1950 was 1,091, It rose to 3,269 in
19603 increased to 7,898 societies in 19703 and by 1960 the
number had gone up to 11,25 socicties. The increase in the
nupber of memberﬁ wos equally phenomenal, This impressive
growth has often been taken as a sign of the buoyancy of
the cooperative movement in Nigeria. But in terms of actual
performance as distinet from growth statistics, the cooperative
movement in Nigeria h2s only registered an appreciable imponct

in cooperative credit and marketing.

The greatest achievement of Nigerin's cooperative movement
has been in the area of export crop mexketing. For cxample,

the share of the cocos trade handled by cooperatives reee from



134

2.T% in 1935 to 13 in 1952 while by 1966 it had risen to 23
of all the cocoa crop produced and marketed in the Western part
of the country. In northern ligeria the value of export crops
marketed by cooperatives stood at 82,23 million in 1962 and
increased to B4.42 million in 196&/6532. In fact, the origin
and success of cooperatives in Nigeria has been tied up with
the marketing of export crops. In addition to the volume of
agricultural produce marketed, the cooperatives have also been
instrumental in improving the quality of cocoa and other export
crops, a fact which was lauded by the colonial masters.
Unfortunately cooperatives have not made any significant entry,
let along make any appreciable impact, in the merketing of
food crops and food products., This is an area to which
government is now paying a lot of attention as we have already

seen,

One of the other constantly emphasized achievements of
the coogerative movement is in the area of agricultural credit,
Apart from being the best medium for extending credit to the
largest number of fammers, cOOperativasle:: also believed to
help in reducing the cost of administering rural credit which

for most public credit institutions can be as high as, or even

32, See Adeyeye op.cite. p.55 and Laditan op.cit. pp.207-211,
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higher than, the total valuc of the loans disburaed33.
Cooperatives have also registered an impressive loan repayment
performance when compared with other public credit agencies.
For example, of all the loans issued by the Western Nigerias
Agricultural Credit Corporation between 196L/65 and 1970/71,
cooperatives recorded a loan repayment performence of 618
while individuals and private companies recorded a repayment
performance of only 36{ znd 51% respectiVulth. Similarly,
during the years 1962/63, 1963/6L and 196L/65 the Northern
Nigeria cooperative credit schemc achieved loan ropayments of
9%, 8% and 88% respectively on the produce marketing loans
given to cooperative unions while the repayment performence
for the pre-season production loans given directly to
cooperative farmers was 82, TH¢ and 6l%¢ respectively for the

threc yearsBS. In addition to all these, ccoperatives have

33. C. A. Osuntogun - "Agric. Credit Strategies for Nigerisn
Fammers" - A, I. D. Spring Review of
Small Faxmer Credit vol.vi Feb. 1973.

e A. Tjose and J. N, Abaelu; "Instituional Credit for
Smallholder Parmers - A Case Study
of the Western Nigeria Agric, Credit
Corporation= A. I. D. Spring Revicw
of Small Farmer Credit vol.vi Feb. 1973.

35. H. Bauman et. al: A Situation Report of Agric. Credit in
Nigeria iCSEﬂﬁ ﬁ§33,.
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algo succeeded in stimulating local savings thereby cncouraging

the spirit of thrift and rural capital fomation for development .

In spite of thoée obvioué advantages, the cooﬁeratiVﬁ
sector has not enjoyed » foir share of loans from both publie
.aﬁd private financial institutions. Between 1946 and 1949 the

Nigerian Local Development Board which wes established by the
colonial masters to provide finsnciml support for the
development of the Nigerirn econumy only gave £9,850 (819,700)
or 2,26 of its loan dishursements to cooperatives36. In northern
Nigeria the amount of production or pre=-seagson loans glven to
cooperative societies rose from a neagre ¥280,000 in 1956-57
to only ¥1,004,600 in 196L/65 while the mumber of cooperstive
membexrs to share thesc losns loans jumped from 3,300 to 154,915
Persons within the same period, resulting in a net decline in
the average size of the 1oan337. An analysis of rcoent trends
egpecially since the early 1970s shows that more credit is
flowing into the cocperative sector but when scen in relaticn
to individual large faxmers nnd private companies, cooperntives
still stand at a considerable disadvantage in the disbursement
Sf logns from both public snd privete financial instituticns.

For example, cooperatives roceived only #¥70.8 million or 27,44

36, S. P. Schatz: Development Bank Lending in Nigeria
(NISER/Oxford Univ. Press, 196L) p.18.

7. Bauman et. al, opecit. pP.2273
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of all loans apporoved by the Nigerian Agricultural and
Cooperative Bank betwecn 1973 and 1977 while individuale and
private organizations got 32,3 of the loans., The situation
is not very different even in the state Cooperative Banks where
cooperatives are found to trail behind private individuals

and companies in the alloecation of liﬂnBBB.

hpart from produce marketing ond the procurcment and
distribution of credit, covoperstives have also made some impact
in the area of benking especially as it affects the rural ATGNS o
A detailed account of their contribution to the ficld of banking
is provided by COjo 2nd Adewurmi »nd C. A. 05unt03‘u.n39. Other
areas of agriculturc in which cooperatives have registered some
impact include the distribution of fertilizer and other inputs;
group famming or agricultural production; savings and capital
formation- and the  distribution of consumer goods, The
impact of cooperatives in thesc arcas has remained sc modest
and in:.gnificant thot members of the public associate
cooperatives with only eredit and marketing., Most public
ocgments concerning the cooperative movement in Nigeria's
mass media tend to revolve around the use of cooperatives for

chamnelling credit to the famers and for orgenizing the

38. A. T. Qjo and W. Adewurmi: Cooperative Ba in Nigeria
Lagos: 0) p.i%.

39. 0Ojoc and Adewumi, Ibid; and C. A, Osuntogun: |
“Cooperative Banking in Western Nigeria®

in Year Book of é@iwltm‘al Cooperaticn
W4 .
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marketing ¢f peasant sgricultural produce,

In spite of sume of the cobvious achievements of
cooperatives as revealed in the above quantitative indices,
the performance of cooperatives has left a lot to be désired,
The percentage of the rural population which belongs to, and
which benefits from the services of, the cooperative movement
is quite small and has been estimated at between one and five
percent of the Nigerian rural population as has alreandy been
indicated in chapter one, This indicates more than anything clse
the foilure of cooperamtives to serve as instruments for

mobilizing the peasants for develcpment.

The management of cooperatives has been charncterized by
inefficiency, corruption and waste, thus undermining the
realisation of those benafits which ccoperatives should
nomally bestow on their memberse But even more important is
the facizige corruption and undemocratic practices perpetrated
by ccoperatives at all lovels have brought about the percolation
of corrupt attitudes to the ~rassrocts of Nigerin's society.
is is illastrated in the remaining chapters, cooperantives have
played an active role in spreading corruption and other
irresponsible attitudes towards government property to the rural
areas of Nigeria. These typus of attitudes have a fundamental
negative implicotion on all rural development ptojects in the

rural areas as the peasants approach them with the same
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opportunistic attitude of corruption and self-motivated graft,

Another aspect of cooperative performance worth only a
mention here, becsuse it is oxamined in detail in subsequent
chapters of this study, is thc monopolisation of the membership,
leadership and benefits of cocperatives by the rural elite
instead of th¢ poor pessants for whom cooperatives are most
relevant, Most of the benefits which cocperatives in
Nigeria make available to their members actually comc from
the government. This means that the public wealth produced
by the tciling masscsz of this country gets chonnclled through
covoperatives to the merc well-to=do members of rural
commmnities. This mercly scrves to widen rural inequalitics

thus blocking the chances for egalitarian and people-criented

rural development,

The domination of ccoperatives by the rural elites io
closely related to the role cooperatives have been playing as
agents ior stimulating market-oricnted capitalist development
in Nigeria's rural arens, Cooperatives in Nigeria and most
other African countrice hove recorded their greatust "success®
in those regions where commercialized or market-—oricnted
production has made appreciable ineroads ond wherc a class

of enterprising or progressive formers and traders his
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0 R
emergvadh » This commercialized outlet in the rural areas first
took the fomm of the production and marketing of export crops

and the retail of imported and domestic commodities,

It ies not surprising that cooperatives in Nigerin first
made a flying start in thc marketing of export crops 2nd in
extending credit to the rural entreprencurs for the production
of export crops or for gencral trading., With the penetration
of capitalist relations into cther fields of human endeavour,
the cooperative movement has extended its activities into many
other fields including, of recent, the production and
distributicn of food and other domestic gocds. This cocperative
system has tended to leave out the small=scale fammers who
still produce predominantly for their own consumption and who
do not have either the land or the capital with which to embark
on successfu. commercialized production. Cooperatives are
therefore helping tc entrench a system of capitalist production

in the ural areas,

bd. 3. Hydens "Cooperatives il the Poors Comparing Eurcpean
and Third World Experience" - in Rural
Development. Participation Review vcl,. IT Ne.l
1980 (1960); and X. A. Flores: "Institutional
Problems in the Modernisation of African
Agriculture¥ in T. F. Carrcll et als

A Review of Rural Cooperation in Developing
Areas (Gencva: UNRISD 9)e
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CONCLUSION

The evolution and growth of cooperatives in Nigeria has
been closely tied up with the development of the country's
agricultural export sector. Right from their inception at
the begimning of this century up to the early 1970s, Nigeria's
agricultural cooperatives were linked up with, and consolidated,
the production and marketing of export crops to the neglect,
until recently, of the demestic food sector., One of the
implications of this pattern of cooperative growth is that
external factors, much morc than the internmal needs of the
Nigerian economy and people, have dictated the growth of the
cooperative movement. Facturs such as the need to feed
Britain's industries with cheap raw materials, the ecomomic
depression of the 1930s, nd the problems created for the
Pritish econony by the Second Werld War played a crucial
role in determining the introduction, consclidation, and

functi .as of the cooperative mcvement in Nigeria.

Even after the attainment of independence this cooperative
structure was maintained without any major modifications mainly
because it served the interest cof the class wnich tock over
the management of the Nigerian nco=colony from the British
ond net necessarily becouue of the benefits which the
masses were deriving from these cocperatives. In other

words, historical and class forces have played a more importent
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role in shaping the nature and functions of agricultural
cooperatives in Nigeria than the wishes, attitudes and needs

of the peasantry,

The impact which thesc cooperatives have had on the
development of the Nigerian cconomy and on the living standards
of the rural population hss not ::g‘ very significant. To the
unwary observer, the officinl statistics on cooperative growth
and the services offercd by cooperatives may seen very
impressive but they tend to mask the fundamental quelitative
failures of the cooperstive movement. To get a correct or
balsnced vicw of the contribution of cooperatives to the
development of the Nigerian eccnomy, their quantitotive
achievements should be pliaced side by side with their
qualitative performance and failures, This is the perspective
that has informed my assessment of the cooperative movement
in this chapter., The next chapter and the ones following it
focus .1 the development, performance and impact of

cooperatives in Kaduna State,
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CHAPTER WOUR

THE DEVELOPMENT AND STRUCTURE OF FARMERS'
COOPERATIVES I KADUNA STATE

The history of the cooperative movement in Kaduna State
dates back to the early 1940s with the formation of salary
earners' thrift and loan societies in Kaduna, Zaria and other
towns in the state. An /Assistant Registrar of Cooperatives
wag posted to Kadunz from the headquarters of the
cooperative Department at Ibadan in 194l to supervise these
cooperatives. This Assistant Registrar and his few staff
formed the nucleus of the Cooperative Department of Northern
Nigeria based in Kaduna, Throughout the 1940s the
Cooperative Department, for reasons to be explained in the
next chapter, concentrated its efforts on promoting workers!
thrift societies and consumer cooperatives. Most of these
societies were urban=based and drew the greater part cf their
membershi, from workers of Southern origin domiciled in the

major towns,

The development of farmers' cooperatives in the state
started in 1950 with the organization of a few rural credit

cooperatives in Southern Katsina. The choice of Southern Katsina

1. Nigeria: Annual Heport of the Cooperative Department,
Northern Region, W and Annual Report

on the Progress of Cooperation in the Northeirn
Region of Nigeria, 1255931.
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as the experimental seed-bed for these cooperatives was for
two reasons, Firstly, the reoorts of colonial officers
stationed in this area showed that rural indebtedness had
been quite rampant in th¢ area since the early 1930s., The
introduction and promotion of credit cooveratives was
apparently intended to curb this widespread indebtedneasz.
Secondly and more importantly, Southern Katsina was an area
where the production of cotton and groundnuts was already very
advanced. As is explained further in the next chapter, these
cooperatives were intenied to assist in stimulating increased
production of export crops through providing the neceasary

production credit to the famers,

To achieve thesc objectives an Assistant Registrar of
Cooperatives was posted to Funtua in 1951 to organize and
supervise these credit cooperatives. From Southern Katsina,
the rural credit cooperatives soon spread to northern Katsina
and the adjoining districts of Zaria Province. As the
craddle for the development of fammers cooperatives in
Northerm Nigeria, the defunct provinces of Katsina and Zaria
which make up the present Kaduna State continued to enjoy a

clear lead in cooperative matters throughout the 1950s. The

2. National Archives, Kaduna, File No.2ARProf 1L86 vol.I:
"The Development of Cooperative Societies™.
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number and membership of these rural societies continued to
expand at a very fast rate, while their shares and savings
vwere also increasing  rapidly. By 1952 some of the credit
societies had started giving small production louns to their

3

members” .

THE CROWTH OF FARMERS' CCOPNRATIVES IN THE 1950s

It soon became obvious that the meagre savings of these
cooperative societies could not meet the eredit noeds of
their members.l Mor¢over their farmer-membesrs continucd to be
subjected tc the exploitation of the middlemen in the
marketing of their crops snd in the purchase of thelr farm
supplics. Consequently the Assistant Hegistrar of N
Cooperatives in Funtua organized two of the more sucecessful
credit cooperatives to sell thelir members' producc directly
to the United Africa Company (UAC), on an expericmantal basie
during the 1953/5L marketing season, instead of selling
through the private middlemen and their agents. As an
official licensed buying agent (LBA) for the Marketing Board,
the UAC paid them the statutory price for each ton of cotton
ag well as a generous buying commission. Consequently thie

morketing srrangement proved very profitable both #g to the

3. Northern Nigeria: Annual Beports on the Progress of
: Cooperation in Northern Nigeria 1952/53,
and 19 43 and Annual Provincial Reports
19511950 .
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members and to their sccieties, and this gave rise to many
societies demanding to be involved in the marketing programme

during the next buying scason,

The 1954/55 marketing season saw well over 20 cooperative
societies participating in the cotton marketing programme, and
they collectively markcted L52 tons of Cotton to the ULC. One
society also sold its members' groundnuts through another LBA
of the Marketing Board, the G. B. Ollivant Company besed in
Funtua, and this opened another profitable avenue for
groundnut marketingb. The marketing of cotton and groundnuts
through these expatriate LBA fimms did not only save the
cooperative members from the extertion of the small middlemen,
but also enabled the cooperative societies to enhance their
capital through retaining part of the commission as reserve
funds, The slightly higher prices paid by these expatriate
firms as well as the occasional bonuses distributed to
cooperative members from the cooperative buying commissions

attracted many famers into the cooperative movement.,

From then onwards, most of the existing credit cooperatives
added marketing to their activities while many new credit and

marketing cooperatives sprang up in the rural areas. This

L. Northem Nigeria: Annual Report on the Progress of
Cooperntion in N, Nigeria 1961755 p.7
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combination of credit and marketing attracted many farmers
into the cooperative movement and so the rate of cooperative
expansion became very rapid. In response to this, the
Cooperative division changed its policy from that of emphasising
single-purpose credit cooperatives to that of promoting and
consolidating the combined credit and marketing cooperatives,
The supply of improved seeds -nd fertilizer was also added to
the activities of these cooperatives, especially as from 1953,
in response to the campaigm launched by the Agricultural
Department to get fammers expond and improve the production of
export crops through using these modern inputs. Katsina and
Zaria provinces continued to maintain their lead in both the
number and performance of frrmers cooperatives until the
latter was overtaken by Kano and Sokotc provinces during the
lote 1950s°.

The pattern and pace of cooperative development throughout
the 19508 was influenced by three major factors,
The first and the most important was the decision of the
Regional Government in 1955 to assist cooperatives with low

interest loans. Towards thie end s loan of ¥40,00 was made

S« See the hnnual Reports on the Progress of C ration in
Ne Nigeria for the Yoors 1952/53 - %937735; and the

Provincial innual Reports for Northern Nigeria, 1951-1959.




available to cooperatives in Southern Katsina by the Northein
Region Production Development Board for distribution to their
members as farming loans. With the help of these loans many
famers were ablce to expond their production of cash CcTops ,
especially cotton and groundnuts. The number of couporative
buying points for groundnmuts increased to 18, those for
cotton rose to 29, while 81 groundmut decorticators were bought
by cooperative socivtics to help their members in shelling
their groundnuts resulting in over €0 per cent of the
groundnmuts gold by cooperative members being classified os
“Specinl Grnde”6. The repsyment perfommance for this first
loan was quite impressive becsuse by 15th March of the
following year (the agreeddate), all btut 32,000 had been

repaid and by June the whole loan hod been liguidated.

During the followin: year, 1956, the Govermment revised
its policy of assisting cooperatives, The new policy of
cooperative financing took the form of CGovermment ~ guarantecd
loana from commercial banks, principally the Barclayse Bank.
This new policy cnabled a rapid exponsion of the amount of
loans given to cooperative societiecs. In regponse to these
finoneial incentives formers in all parts of Kaduna State
embarked on the formation or comsolidation of cooperative

gogleties so o5 Yo benefit from the cooperative loan scheme.

6« Northern Nigeria: Annuel Provincial Reports 1955 pp.96=97,
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The period from 1956 up to 1966 witnessed a very rapid expnsion
in both the nmumber and membership of cooperative societics in
01l parts of Kaduna State »5 well ns in the size of cooperntive

loans given them,

4 secend important foctor in the develooment of frormers
cooperatives wis the active support which they enjoyed from
the traditional rulers rnd their Native Luthorities. In order
tc demonstrate the bencfits of cooperation to the people, the
Emirs ond Chiefs were urged tc encourage the staff of their
Netive futhorities to formm thrift snd loan cooperatives.
Consequently, the first thrift and loan ccoperatives made up
of predominantly northern members were those of the Native
iuthority staff in many poris of northern Nigeria, The
tradition2l rulers nlsc played »n important role cither as
members or as patrons in spresding the gospel of cooperation
to the rural areas, For cxamplu, the Musawn Cooperative Society
which for several ycors stood cut ss the most outstonding
society in northern Nigerin owed most of its success snd
dynomism to the enthusicam of the District Head who was an
active member7. The Native .iuthoritics did a lot to ease the
acutc staffing situation thet was limiting the expansion of
the cooperative movement by employing their own ccoperative

ingpectors who worked slongside the Regional Government

T Northern Nigeris: Annual Report on the
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Gocperative staff. The Nntive Luthority in Katsino set the
pree for this by employin two Qooperative Inspectors in
1955 2nd in sending thom for the ccoperative course in Zarin
the fellowing yeara. This involvement of traditicnal rulers
and other local notables however had an impliention on the
membership composition and class charactor of the cooperative

movement as will e shown loter,

The third factor influencing the development of farmers
cooperatives wes the growth of export erop production, The
bias in favour of export erop production snd merketing in the
coopcrative programme was itself quite clear in Stricklmd’s
report of 1934, For exunple le cbserved, on the basis of his
tour of northern Niguria, that there wos a great potential
for cooperative activity in th. sale of ginger, cotton,
groundnuts, and hides 'nd skins, 211 of which were, ond still
are, the major export products frum the present Kaduna Stntu9-
It is not therefore o mattor of coincidence that rural
cooperatives first witnossed their most impressive growtsh in
those srens where export ercp production was most advanced,

In Kaduna Stoie, formecs ccoper-tives started from the rich

8. HNorthern Nigerin: Provincial Reports 1955 and 1956.

9. Seu Strickland: Re.crt on the Introduction of Cooperative
Societies into Nigeria (793, p.i0.
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cotton and groundnut belt of southemn Katsina, and gradually
spread to northern Katsin: -nd northern Zaria where the
production of cotton and groundnuts for export was equ-lly
advenccd. The last place to be reached by these farmers
cooperatives wes Southorn Zoria where the production of cotton,
groundnuts ond other crport crops wos not as developed. Zven
here, it was the preduction of ginger for export which previded

the attraction.

fss'ua“u_
The jessmeg of cooperntive loans showed 2 eleéar biss in

favour of those areas wherc cxport cropes were grown, For example,
the 660,000 given to cooperotive socities as loans in the
1957=58 farming scason wes distributéd in such a way that "the
societies in the parts of the legion where groundmats and

cotton are grown wbre allocated threc-quarters of the pre-season
lozns and produce purch-sing aqunces"10. The coogperative
famers h»rd themselves become convinced that the loans were
exclusively meant for the production or marketing of export
erops. Many of them werc actuslly initiated into the production

of export crops through these ccoperative loans,

Thege factors nccounted for the rapid development of
farmers cooperatives in Kadune Stote during the 1950s as can

be seen from Table L.1. The nusher of agricultural cooperatives

10, Northern Nigeriza: .Jmnuel Report on the Pr gs of
Cuopertion eees 1




(isee thrift and credit plus credit and marketing scei-tics)
rose from 15 in 1952 to 167 in 196( ; while the proportion of
farmmers' cooperatives in th: entire cooperstive movement rose
from 31% in 1952 to 88{ in 1960, The most rapid growth
occurred between 1956 and 1960 in response to the government -
guaranteed cooperative loan scheme. The ph@nome%gg igsghu
number of credit and m:rkcting cooperntives from zero in

1957 to 142 in 1958 cecurrcd ar a result of the troncfer or

re=classification of most rural credit ccoperatives into the

category of the combined credit ond morketing cooperatives,

Table 4,13 The Numbex and Membership of
Primary Cooperative Societics in Knduna State 1951 = 1960

Thrift & Thrict|creait s Total | Total

Year]Credit |& Loan|Marketings] Consumcrs)Othersilo. of Membo -
Soucietied ship

1951] N.A N.. Ni N.4 N.A N.A N.A
1952 15 29 - N - L8 Noi.
1953 2L 28 - L - 56 .
195k 39 27 - 3 - 69 "
1955 57 27 - L 1 89 L,601
1956 81 206 -- L - 113 6,19
1957| 101 27 - 3 - 131 | 17,763
1958 1 25 142 3 ) 17 12,045
1959 1 28 156 L - 189 15,266
1960 13 21 154 1 - 189 15,56,

N,.L = Not .wvzileble

Sources Jnnuzl Report ¢n the Progress of Cooperation in Noxrthern
Nigeria, 1952-1960, obtnined from File No.MSWC.T70069

volumes 5.1 = 16, Nationcl Archives Kaduna.
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T GROWTH OF COOFER.TIVES AFIER INIEPENDENCE 1960-1982

Compared to the 1950s, frrmers® cooperatives have witnessed
an even more phencmenal rote of growth since the attainment of
independence in 1960, /& c-n be seen from Table L.2, the mmb.r
of farmers' credit and merketing cooperatives rose from 154
in 1960 to LO4 in 1970, and by 1980 the number had jumped tc
703 primary societies, DUuring this period the number of
single~purpecsc rural credit ccoperatives fluctuated a lot,
dropping from 13 in 1960 to zerc in 1970 but by 1980 the
number had agein risen to 14. The entire membershipathe
cooperative movement has olsc grown very rapidly during this
peried, rising from 2 little over 15,500 persons in 1960 to

about 56,000 persons in 1980,

vhile credit and marketing cooperatives have since 1955
dominated the cooperative movement in number, membership
ond growth, it needs to be pecinted out that other types of
rural cocperatives heve =lso featured very prominently in
the ccoperative movement cspecially since 1975. The most
important of these new cooperatives are tomato-growers!
cooperatives, tobaccomgrowers' cooperatives, poultry cocperstives,
and multiepurpose coopcratives. These types of ccoperatives
are reviewed in 2 later section of this chapter, Suffice to
point out th2t they sccount for the drastic incresge in the

column of "others" in Table L.2.
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o and Total Membership of

Primary Cooperatives in Kaduno State, 1960 - 1682

1 Thrift |Thrift {Credit & Group Total
rteor | & Credit|& Loan | Marketing | Consumers Faminq Cthers|Total [Membership

. (Persons)
1960 13 21 151, 1 - - 189| 15,582
1960 - = 5 > - = = -
156l 13 22 202 3 - 1 2 -
1966 3 17 L6 1 - 2 370} 38,055
1908 - L Lo2 - L L1z} 23,455
1970 - I Lol 2 - 5 | Lk} 25,750
1971 N T L2k 3 23 2 L63} 28,210
1973 5 13 333 3 - 17 371§ 21,968
1975 3 12 332 3 - 17 367| 21,334
1977 =, =3 - = = = ” »

| 1979 1 5 716 19 1 112 8Lh2] 37,591
1980 14 - 703 18 1 88 824 | 39,307
1982 | 14 83 838 35 3 124  |1,097| 56,56u

L .

N/K/ MSWC

Year Bock 1969~1978; end

Develomment Kaduno,

70069 vols. S.16 = 5.18; Kaduna Stote Stotistical

inicstry of Agriculture and Fural

sonal Intcrview, 21 Jemuory 1983
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The most impcrtant precipitating facter for this fast
cooperative growth ecntinued to be the cooperative loan scheme
introduced in 1956 cnd further steppred up by the north.m
ruling elite after independence. As the news of this lcan
scheme spread, fammers orgonized themselves intc cocperatives
with the sole aim of attracting cheap governm:nt loans. The
politicians also played a crucial role in this process by
mobilizing the fammers intc cooperatives in an attempt to
creatc a platform for gaining politieal support. The
credibility and political fortunes of such politicians were
enhanced if the socictice thoey sponsored succeeded in gattiﬁé
governmment cocperative loons, especially if it could be
demcnatrated that such loans were the result of the politician's

influence on the relevont ores of the government,

It was quite common in those political days for pressure
to be drought to bear on the Registrar of cooperatives or his
staff to register certain societies or to extend loans tc them,
even if these meant contravening the regulations, as long o8
it wae in the pclitienl interest of some powerful politiciens,
This was perticularly the c¢o=e during political elccticns13.

Many of these societies n turally saw the cocperative loans as

political patronnges and therefore did not make any serious

13, Personal interview with Mr M. Kida, Principal of the
Cocperative Training Coilege, Koduna on 19th August 1980
in Kafanchan,
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effort to repay theds It hos been pointed out that the then
ruling party, the Northem Fecple's Congress (NPC), used
cooperative leans as instruments of reward or punishment
depending on an area's votins patterm. For example, the
Southern Zaria Cooperative Unicn, in its bid to obtain
frequent loans, is said to hove given its full support to the
NPC and alsc distributed loons in such a way that societies
locoted in areas that supnorted the NPC were favouredw.
Babajo on the othar hand claims that the opposition party,
the Northern Elements Progressive Union (NEPU), mobilized
the farmers especially in its npens of political support not

1
to repay their ccoperative loans t¢ the ruling NPC govermment 5.

This political manipulntion, ccupled with the ambiticn of
many rural elites to use the cooperatives as means for reising
the capital with which to expond their economic bose, resulted

in a rapid increase in the nurber of cooperative societics

e Do Umar: "The Development of the Cooperative Movement in
in Jemoa .(dministrative /irea, Morth-Central State®
(B.Sec. Rescarch Essay, Iupt. of Sociology, .MU,
Zarin, 1975) ppe31=32,

15. 4 Babajos "Cooporntive Soedletivs in Zarin Administrative
ireas o Utudy of One Mechanism of Rural
Developnent in Kaduna State" (B.Sc. Research
Essay, Lept. of Pclitical Science, LBU, Zeria,
Junc 1977) pr.i1=12,
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throughout the state. .ccording te Roger King this "period
of exponsion was alsc o period of earclessness and political
corruption in which socictics were sometimes fommed in order
to distribute political bribos on behalf of a political party
under the guise of agricultural credit"16. From the inception
of the cocperative lo:n scheme in 1956 up to 1970, a total of
¥S0 million was disbursed to various cooperative socicties in
the whecle of northern Higﬁris17. In Kaduna State, the amount
received as loons by cooperntive societics rose from 383,272
in 1960 to #2,527,980 in 196516. The accumulated bnd debts
vhich had to be written off by the govermment from the
inception of the ccoperative loan scheme up to 1970 smounted
to ¥3 million for the northern states in general19, and
#6L0,000 for Kaduna Stote in pnrticular2o. This huge carry-over

debt forced most of the northern state govermments, including

16. R. King: "Cooperative Policy and Village Development in
Northern Wige- ia"™ in J. Heyer, P. Roberts &

Ge Williom eds: Hural Develcpment in Tropicnl
AMyrien, 1981 pp .M——L—_L—

17. Kadunas Ministry of Infommation: Focus on North-Centrol
State, Lpril-lune 1971 p.b.

18, N. Nigerias Consclid-ted /mnual Report on the Progress of
Cocper-tion 19387;5 - 1§3ﬁ73§ p.20

19, Kadunz: Focus on North Central State, opecit. p.6.

20, North-Central Stote: First Development Plan 1970-TL
(Kadmm ) DelTe
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thot of Kaduno state, to st@p down the cooperative loon
scheme and initiate & re-crganizotion of the cooperative

movement in 1971,

The reorganization exercisc in Kaduna State involved a
coreful re-cppraisal of the accounts and operational efficiency
of the cooperative sceictics and unions. Before 1971 there
weme only four unions to which the agricultural primary societies
in the suvate were affili-tcd, viz: the Ketsina Cocperntive
Credit and Marketing Union Ltd., the Funtua CCMU Ltd., the
Zaria OCMU Ltd., and the Southern Zaris CCMU Ltd. These
unicns had become so infested with corruption and had sank to
such a level of indebtedness thot they were now 2 clog in the
wheel of cooperative progress in the state. The four unions
were re-organized inte ninc new unions corresponding with tha
nine administrotive aress in the state excluding Kaduna,

One tertiary or apex organizotion based in Kaduna wns

formed, bringing the tot:l number of secondary societivs to

ten. This re-organization was aimed at bringing the Unions
much cleser to their members so that the primory societies could
excercise a more direct control on the Unions as well as
participate more asctively in Union activities, This, it wos
hoped, would ensure that the unicns are actually represcnting
the intercst of the primory sceicties. More importantly,

the re-orgsnization brought about 2 tighter contrel ~nd

supervision of the Unions by the issistant Registrurs of
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Cocperatives staticned in 211 the administrative areas., In
many onses, the Unicns were literally run by the government
cooperative staff in cunsultrtion with the Union Officiale

rother than the other way round.

The primory societiezs, in their own cnse, were cnrefully
assessed nnd graded into three c~tegories. Those societice
owing the Government #¥600,00 or less were classified as
‘satisfuctory" societies »nd were allowed to join the new
Unicns and tu continuc enjoying cooperative losns snd other
privileges from the government, Those societies whose level
of indebtedness excceded 5 600 were classifiéd as Munsotislactery’
socicties and were excluded both from the membership of the new
Uniong and from enjoying govermmente-guaranteed loans. Those
sceicties which were comiletely inactive were classified ns
"dommant” and were “icsclved by the government. The applicaticn
of these measures ascounted for the drastic drop in the number
of primary socictics from U463 in 1971 when the exercise begin
t¢ 371 in 1973 ofter the completion of the exercise (see Table

4e2 above).

One of the mejor objectives of the re-orgonizaticn exercise
was to correct the societics' cver-cmphasis on obtaining
government=guarant.cd lorns te the neglect of sovings, shares
and other internal revenue-yielding and self-help activities,
Consequently, the process of bringing up the sotisfactory

socictics to a better level of performence involved the selection
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of new management comnittecs, the resuseitation of their
accounts, and the reswiption of reg:lar thrift savings by the
members, The full resumption of eccoperative loans to these
sccicties was intended to go nlong with a renewed vigour on

the part of the socictics togemerate more intemal copital
through sovings and increcsed shares. hs for the "unsatisfactory®
sccietics, pressure wes exerted on them to start repaying

their carry-over dobts ond as soon as they had reduced this
indebteness to an aceeptable level, they would be allowed to

Join the newly formed unions ond stort enjoying cooperative

1
loans agein but on strictur terms than beforez .

The recrganisnticn exercise was intended to peove the way
for a more virile coopercotive movement that would be capable
of extending its activities intc more areas of the
agricultural, industrial and distributive secters of the
state's economy. The state's First and Second Development
Plans (1970-7L and 1975-80) envisaged a comprchensive expansion
of the cooperative mcvement in the different eccnomic sectors,
In the agricultural sector, which all along has been the
dominant 2rea of cooperative sctivity, efforts have been made
to diversify cooperative activities into the production and
marketing of food creops; the processing of agricultural raw

materials into finished products (such as maize into starch

21« D. Umar 19?5' CPQCit- pp.12-1l|.
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and animal feeds; tomatoes into tomato puree; citrus and
mangoes into canned juice etc.); livestock production; and
cooperative tree crop plintations, In addition, non=-
agricultural cooperatives were toc be expanded or encouraged
especially in the areas of ccnsumer cooperatives, industrial

cucperatives, cooperative irsurance and cooperative bankins?zo

Even though these planned objectives have not been
realized, the cooperative movement in Kaduna State has
witnessed certain important developments during the last
decade, 1973-1983. The farmers' credit snd morketing
cooperatives have extended their activities from export crops
to the production and marketing of food crops. Of
particular importance is the entry of cooperatives intc the
marketing of tomatoes and tobacco, and the production and
marketing of poultry producisc. Consumer cooperatives have
been expanded and consumer shops are now found in the nmajor
towns of the state. Workers' thrift and loan cooperatives
are increasingly beconing populsr againe. In addition &
Cooperative Bank was estiblished in 1973, and it hos opened
branches not only in the major towns of the state but also
in some of the rural arcas. Apart from meeting the banking
needs of the public, this bank has further stimulated cooperstive

growth in the state.

22. North Central (or Knduna) States FPirst Development Plan
1970-74 pp.77-80, and Second Development Plan E%’Tm PP =99,
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Since their inception in 1950 up till date, agricultural
cooperatives in Kaduns Strte have not had any fundamental
impact on the social orgenisation of production. Land
ownership, farm implements, 2nd the actual production process
are still JZEQEEEEEL along privete and not along ccoperstive
or collective }Jines, These cooperatives are mere
associations of private individual producers who only come
together to collaborate in sccuring loans from the
government and the banks, in marketing their privately-produced
commodities, and in procuring their farm supplies or
consumer goods., All the preposals for cocperative development
contzined in the State's development plans since 1970 have not
envisaged any drastic change in the structure of production,
Cooperatives are conceived 23 a mezns of helping private
producers to impiove and consolidate their production and
living standards and not as 2 means of bringing them together
to produce along group or collective lines. As has already
been explained, this cooperotive structure is in line with the

ccuntry's capitalist path of development,

THE ORGANISATIONAL STRUCTUNRI OF FARMERS COOPERATIVES

The organizational structure of the cooperative movement
needs to be briefly reviewed to facilitate our understanding
of the functions and activities of the vorious typee of famers!

cooperativee which have emerged in the state since independence.
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The cooperative movement in Kaduna State, like in all other
parts of Nigeria, has a three-tier structure made up of
primary societies, secondary societies or unions, and
tertiary societies or apex organizations, The primary

society is the most fundamental grassroot unit of the
cooperative movement., It normally consists of at least ten
members who voluntarily decide to come together in the form

of a cooperative associntion in order to solve some of their
common problems. Such problems could include the procurement
of loans for agricultural production, the collection of thrift
savingsa, the joint marketing of products and the supply cof famm

inputs and consumer goods.

Each member upon entry buys a specified minimum nmumber of
shares, the value of which is laid down in the bye-=laws of the
society as agreed upon by the members. In addition, each
member may be required to make certain regular or intermittent
savings with the society, To ensure a sound financial take-off
for the society, members are encouraged to buy as many shares
as possible but the maximum value of a single members' shares
may not excecd 20% of the society's share capital. After
formation, this proposed cooperative society applies to the
Registrar of Cooperatives for registration, forwarding along
with the application, copies of its proposed bye-laws.

It is usual for such an application to be supported by a

socio=economic or feasibility report prepared by a competent
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cooperative inspector cutlining the prospects of the society's

success in its chosen ficld =nd area of operation.

After satisfying himsclf that the objectives of the
society are gearcd towards “the promction of the eccnomic
interests of its members in ~sccordance with cooperative
principles", the Registrer issues a certificate of
registration to the sccit.—ty23. By virtue of this registration
the sceiety acquires the legnl powers to conduct business
ag a "couperative" enterprise, liable to sue or be sued, and
entitled to certain privileges such as loans, exempticns from
taxes and other dutics, ¢tc. The Registrar does not usually
register a society until it h~s undergone a period of

"apprenticeship” during which it is closely supervised and

groomed by relevant staff of the Cooperative Department.

Due to their limited membership size, restricted
territorinl jurisdiction, snd poor financial rescurces,
primary sccicties coften foce certain cconomic limitations which
can only be solved or nt le st ameliorated through the coming
together of several primory socicvties to form a secondory
association or union. Ouch unions con either be fomed on a
territorial bosis, as when 2ll the primary societies in one

local govermment nrea unitc to form a secondary society or on

23, Northern Nigerias: Cooperative Societies Law 1956
Port 1T Sccebe
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specialized economic brsis such rs the coming together of
exclusively marketing cooneratives to form a produce m-rketing
ugion. The union as n prsrert orgnnization provides certain
facilities and services to its primary society members and
undertakes any ventures which are beyond the capacity of ony
single primary sccietye. In order tc boost their marketing
prospects primary cooper-tives in Kaduna State started
orgenizing themselves inte cooperative unions in the lote
19508 and esrly 1960s, At the moment there are fifteen
farmers! cooperative unions in the state, comprising thirteen
credit and marketing unions, one Tomato Growers Union, nnd

one Multi-purposc Coopor-tive Union.

Cooperative unions in =2 stste or a country also find it
in their interest to amelgamnte intc tertiary or apex
orgonizations in order tc advonee their economic scetivities.
Like the unions, such zspex orgenizations or federations eon
cither be fcrmed on o territoricl basis (such as having one
apex crganization for .11 cocperntive unions in o stote) or
on spccialized economic bmsis such ns establishing specific
apex organizations for the diffcrent types of economic activities,
The apex orgeniz~tions cccrdinste the activities of the Unicne
and offer them certain services which the unions cannot
individuslly provide cn »n officient basis. In Kaduna Siate
there is only onc centrel sapex orgonization, the Kaduna

Ceoperative Federation Litd,
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The promotion and clos supervision of cooperstive
gocleties requires a large numbar of trained staff, ~nd so thu
nonwavailability of the right size and calibre of coonerative
staff has been the biggest constraint faced by the cooperotive
mevemsnt in all parte of ncerthern Nigeris, The govermment?s
efforts in the cooperaiive field were largely pre-occcupied
with expanding the staff strungth of the cooperative divieton
el;cund which revolved the procpects for expanding the
cooperantive movement espucianlly in the rural arceos. Closely
related to this steff consirzint is the effect of close
supcrvision on the performeance of ecoperative sccieties.
Instead of seeing the govermment coaperative staff os
benevolent promoters ond odviseras whose role is to assist
the fafmers in organizine succesaful cooperstives, most rursl
inhabitants sec them as ovirlords whose words should be obeyed
beeruse they represent governmont orders and to whose demands
they must submit without challenge. This depondent attitude
hag not only robbed cooperstive societies of the autoncmy
and initiative which they should hove, but has also ereated
a convenient atmosphere [or unscrupulous govermment of ficials
to ¢hoot rural cooperntive members, It will beecome clear in
the next two chaptors how thes: various lewels of cocoperative
orgﬂnizétion ag well as the govermmont cooperative deporiment

rolate to the formers,
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THE MAJOR TYPES OF FARMERS' COOPERATIVES IN KADUN. STATE

To fully understand and apprecisate the role of cooperatives in
rural develcopment, the different types of fammers' cooperatives
existing in Kaduna State -8 well as their activities are
reviewed in this section. Before dealing with the different
types of cooperatives, it is nccesssry here to say a fow
words on the guneral issues guiding the classification of
cooperatives into types. Cooperstives are usually classified
into types according to their functions, Those functions ean

themsclves be conceived fron three different perspectives,

The first method of cocperative classification uses the
vergus

principle of functionol specificityf?unctionnl diffuseness,
Where cooperatives undertake a single or specific function,
such as the procurement and distribution of ecredit or the
marketing of agricultural producc, they are classified as
single ose cooperatives., VWhere they undertake a variety
or multitude of functions, they are classified as nulti-purpose

cooperatives,

The sccond method of classificotion employs the principle
of whether the cooperctivels function relates to production ox
tc consumption. This gives rise to the conventional Vestern
distinetion between produccr ond consumer cooperatives.
Froducer cooperatives from this Westerm capitalist standpoint

samply refer to - cooper-tives formed by private producers
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such as farmers or artisons; while consumer cooperatives rufer
to cooperation botween privote consumers with the aim of cither
gecking to beat down the prices of the eom odities they

consume or of improving the ouality of those commoditics,

A third method of claszification uses the principle of
how eocperntives relate to the organisation of production,
Here the interest is on whether the production is donc on
private or ccoperative lincs. Wwhere cooperntives sre formed
by private producers with the 2im of obtaining certain inpute
and scrvices or morketing their products, these cocperatives
are classified as gervice cooperatives. In other words, these
cooperatives merely offer curtain supportive scrvices to
rrivate preducers in relntion t¢ the market, but do not
interfere with the priv t¢ ownership snd organization of
production. Where ccoperatives are formed with the nim of
organizing their members to produce ccollectively, they are
called producer or producticn cocperatives. There is therofore,
a major qualitetive difference between producer cocperitives
in th. capitalist sense, md produccr cooperativee in the
socinlist scnse., The first refers to cooperaticn between
private producers (such »s fommers, artisans, and small
industrialists); while the sceond rofers to the collective
production and appropristivn of rescurces by a group of

cocperating formers or artisans.
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cooperatives have continued to oecupy a leading position in
the state's cooperative movement both numerically and in

temms of their operational 2nd financial perfommance. Until
very recently the activities of these cooperatives revolved

around the production and marketing of export crops,

From the early 1970s, however, cooperatives have been
encouraged by the government to enter into the area of food
production and marketinsg e.pecially of grains such as guinea
corn, millet, rice, maize and wheat, This policy
re-orientation was largely necessioted by the 1972-7L drought
which brought acute food shortages in certain parts of the
state as well as soaring food prices in the towns. Therefore,
cooperatives were advised to extend their activities to the
buying and selling of grains partially in order to help build
up grain reserves against further drops in output as a result
of the drought and parti lly to help fight inflation by buying
up grains at fair prices during the cheap harvesting period
and later releasing such greins to the market at lower than
market prices during the period of scarcity. It was believed
that this would benefit both cooperative members and the

general public.

1SSuang
When the iesamec of cooperative loans was resumed in
1973/7Y after the re-organization exercise, many credit and
marketing cooperatives used their produce purchasing loans to

buy both grains and the traditional Marketing Board orops.
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However, léék of storage facilities.among several other
problems qilitat&d against the success of the cooperative
giain markéting scheﬁé. Consequently, during the 1975=80
plan period, the state govermment not only voted money
(3350,000) for the construction of grain stores but also
plammed teo establish cooper-tive maize plantations in the
state 80 as to step up the production of grainszh. The:
Iatﬁampt to involve these cooperatives in the food c¢rop sector
.haé not yielded very zignificant results duc to the small

proportion of grains handled by cooperatives.

(b) TOBACCO GROWERS' COOFERATIVES

Even though native tobacco wus grown and extensively
used in many perts of Nigeria éince time immemorial, tho
Virginia variety of tobacco used in commercial cigarette
manufacture owes 1ts origin to the British~American Tobacco
Company {later succesded by the Nigerian Tobaceco Company,
NTC). which in 193Lh introduced this variety of tobacco on an
exper.nental besis in the Ocbomosho and Zaria areas of
present day Oyvo and Kadunz Gtates respectivelyzE. From thege

experimental fams, tobacco wag graduslly intreduced to the

fermers in these two zress and by the 1940s tobacco had emoried

2he Xaduns Stgte of Wigeria: Second Development Flan 1975-80
: op.cit p.96=93,

25. Nigerian Tobacco Company (MPG): Amual Report and Aceounts
. 12&5 ppo10"1h.l
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as an important cash crou in the Zaris axea. Iu 1916, for
example, 140,600 pounds (!bs} of cured tobacco leaves wore
purchased by NTC in Zeris. T the mid=1950s, tobacco had
spread from northern Zarin into the southern parts of Katsina,
especially around Danja. 7Ths amount of cured tobacco bought
by N4 in Kaduna State rose to 1,146,923 pounds (Ibs) in 1960

and 3,571,522 pounds in 19?326‘

'I. : Mfortunately thiz voriets of tobaceo cennot be sold in
the open market and iz only purchased by the two tobaceo
companics, NIC and Philip Morris, with the former ruying most
of the tobucco leaves from Koduna State. Until recently the
policy of the two companies, particulsrly NIC, was to
recognize a faw "mastor farmers" from whom they purchased
tobacco lesves and through whomn fertilizers, chemicsls, and
other inputs fror the conmpanies were channelled to the farmers.
These "master farmers™ were selacted from »11 the tobicco-

groving areas and assisted the few extension agents employed

by the companies in persuading the farmers to produce the

right quantity and ou2lity of tobaceo degired by the companies,

They wsad the inpute chunnelled throush them by the company

not only to induce the formers but also to tie these fsrmers

into selling their prodtucts to then during the harvesting

period. Thr compeny depended oun the master farmers to tuy up

26, Kaduna State: Statisti-al Yesr Book 1975 p.10%.
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the tobacco leaves produced by these numerous farmers and
transport them to the company headquarters for bulk purchasing,
They were paid a generous commission by the company for
rendering this service in addition to the normal cost of the

tobacco.

This arrangement resulted in the exploitaticn of ‘the
peasant producers by both the company and the master farmers.
hocording to a study conducted by Siddique Mohammed, these
master farmers were found to maximize their profit by
cleverly deceiving the small farmers into believing that the
total amount of tobacco leaves pioduced was in excess of the
companies® demand, and thst the prices had fallen, OJince
the farmers had no alternative market, they were often
forced to sell their tobacco at less than the company approved
prices to the master farmers, From these low prices were then
deducted the cost of inputs supplied to the farmers on credit
by the NTC via the master farmers. The master fammers then
transported their cheap tobacco to the companies and sold
it at the approved prices plus their normal buying commission,
Due to their financial turnover, these master farmers were
also the major moneylenders in their respective villages, They
advanced loans to the farmers during the farming season which
were to be repaid in tobacco leaves., They deducted these loans
directly from the value of the farmers' produce during the

marketing season. Naturally this type of situation generated
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a lot of discontent anong the farmers .

E
o
| The first entry of cooperatives into tobacco marketing

came 1965 when some tobacco fammers around Zaria organized

i
i

themselves into cooperatives and sold their tobacco through
the Zaria Cooperative Uniom rather than through the private
ma;ter farmers. This move wﬁs apparently suprorted by the
NTC in Zaris which previded some form of training to the
buying staff employed by th; Cocoperative Tnion to work at the
twi tobacco markets in Maigona and Kauru28. Unfortunately
this cooperative narketing progreamme did not significantly
af_ect the original arrangement devised by NTC via the master
farmers bacauée.the nunber ol tobacco famers involved in the
cooperative programme was small., Moreover, the cooperative
mﬂrketing system made use of *agents" appointed by the

Cooperative Union in purchasing its produce, and this

arrvangement proved cgually exploitative to the farmers.

. The NTC tovk a cue from this cooperative arrangement and

initiated its own programme of organizing the tobacco growers

27. Abubakar Siddigue Mohaommed: "“Agricultural Cooperative
| Reform in Kaduna State: Some
| ' Observations® (B.Sc. Thesis,
o Dept. &f Political Seience,
} AJB.U,., June 1977).

28. MNorthern Nigerin: Consolidsted Anmual Reports on the
Progress of Cooperation 1958/59 -

T8/ p.B-




into informal associations or pseudo-cooperatives whose
"leaders" were appointed by the company. It was through these
'leaders!' that the company dealt with the fammers. For the
tobacco companies this arrangement was splendid bec use not
only did it retain the “master farmers" in another guise but
also ensured that members of thuse producer associations did
not sell to master farmers working for the othex compony.

For the farmers, howcver, it was a more organized system of
exploitation which gencroted ill-feelings that soon resched

the officials of the cooperative deparﬁzentzg.

In 1970 officials of the cooperative division started
organizing the tobacce farmers into more formal cooperatives
recognized and registercd by the govermment in accordance with
the law. This was intended to cnable the fammers, with
government support, to protect themselves from the
exploitation of the tobacco companies and their agents.
Initially the master fzmmere with the tacit support of the
companies mounted 2 campaign against this cooperative programme,
In spite of the attempt to sahotage the schemes, tobacco growers
cooperatives succeeded in u few areas and soon started
spreading to other tobacco srowing sreas in the at.«tegg. By

1982 there were already six registered societies, ninety (90)

29. This infermation was revealed to me by the Chief Registrer
of Cooperatives in Kaduna State in a personal interview on
21 January 1983,
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(c) POULTRY COCPERATIVES

Modern poultry faming is a relatively recent development
in Kaduna States consequently poultry cooperatives made their
first appearance in the state between 1975 »nd 1976, The
major aim of organizing pouliry cooperatives was to incresse
the production and consunption of eggs and poultry meat,
especially among the rural population, and to reducc the
importation of frozen beef ~nd chicken meat which had becoms
an important revenue consumer by 1976, The move to introduce

poulley covperntive
oeoperative powthey

the famers.

was reccived with a lot of enthugsizem by

Unfortunately, poultry famming involves certain
technicalities which are beyond the abilities of both the
famers and the cooperntive inspectors who will supervise thase
poultry societies. A poultry specialist was, therefopre,
employed by thc coopcrstive division and some cooperative
inspectors were alsc scnt on special courses to help educate
the poultry cooperators on the necessary guidelines for
successful poultry prouction and merketing. Upon foming o
society members either colleet the money or provide the
materials and labour required for constructing the poultry
house. From their regul/r contributions are purchased the first
set of - chicks, usually layers, plus the feeds and medicines

required to maintain thesc chicks for the first few montas
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before they start production. The society either appoints
some of its members or employs some people to look after the

poultry on behalf of the group.

From the proceeds and experience gained from this joint
venture every member is expected eventuzlly to start his own
poultry business, with the cooperative society undertaking
the supply of feeds -nd other mnterials as well as undertaking
the marketing of eggs and other poultry products produced by
such members if they so desire, The poultry specialist in the
cooperative division affirmed that these poultry cooperstives
are making very impressive proiress in the state. At the
moment there are poultry cooperative in all local government
areas of the state excluding Mani, A cooperative hatchery
to supply young chicks to the poultry societies and the
general public has been planned at Malumfashi but is yet

to take off30.

(d) TOMATO GROWERS COOPERATIVES

The evolution of tomato growers cooperatives has to be seen
in relation to the unique problems associated with the
production and marketing of tomato as a crop. Except under

controlled irrigation conditions, the production of tomatoes

30, Interview with Registrar of Cooperatives, Kaduna State
and State's coopcrative poultry specialist on 21
January 1983,
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is highly seasonal, resulting in an abundance of the crop at
certain times of the year and almost total unavailability

at other times. Moreover tomato is such a perishable crop
that it mhet be disposed off immediately after harvest,

The marketing constraints generated by these, and other,
problems go a long way in dete mining the level of tomato

production.

To meet seasonal shortfalls in supply vis-a-vis a rising
demand for tomatoes, the government has both relied on the
importation of tomato puree as well as encburaging the
increased production znd processing of tomato in the country.
The first tomate processing plant established in MNigeris was
the Cadbury Nigeria Ltd. b=sed in Lagos which, until 19€9,
depended largely on the importation of tomato puree, to which
pepper was added and the blend sold as Tomapep. In 1966 the
Northern Regional government commissioned a study on the
feagibility of establishing a processing plant to process
the large tomato crop being grown in the Northemrm m of
the country. Tho feasibility preport came after the split of
the old northern rcgion into six new states and so the report

L

was given to each of the six states” o

31, P. 0. Agbonifo and K. Coben; "The Peasant Connection =
A Case Study of the
Bureaucracy of Agro-Industry™

Human Organization vol.’iS
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Inspired by this report the Kaduna State govermment in
collaboration with Cadbury established a tamato processing
plant in Zaria in 1971. The company, with the support of the
Ministry of Agriculture, was to stimulate the production of
tomatoes which would then be sold to the company for
processing into tomato puree. Apart from providing the
farmers with an assured market, this arrangement was
intended to process and preserve an otherwise perishable
crop., To facilitate the achievement of this objective
gelected farmers in the ton. to growing areas were to be
given credit, extension advice and techniezl assistance to
enable them expand and improve their production. In return
they were to sell their produce solely to the company, where
the cost of the inputs given them on loan would be deducted
from the proceeds of the sale, Both the distribution of inputs
and the delivery of the produce tc the company were going to
be monitored and facilitated by the traditional leaders in

each village.

By 1973 however the whole scheme had collapsed becausc
the company, unable to get a sufiicient volume of teomatoes to
maintain profitable levels of production, had to close down,
Agbonifo identifics Fwo major factors responsible for this
situation, Pirstly the price offered by Cadbury was too
low = 30 * Jbo per kerosine tin of tomatoes as against about

¥1 in the open market = and this lcft the famers with very
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little money especially after the deductions for inputs
supplied on credit hnd been made. Consequently many farmers
preferred to divert their tomato prodwce to the open market
where they did not only fetch better prices but also avoided
the deductions of the cost of inputs loaned to them. Secondly,
the farmers were not happy with the handling of the project
by the traditional rulers and demonstrated their resentment
by refusing to comply with th. instructions of these leaders
to turm over their produce to the company. In villages
where the scheme was organized through group leaders chosen
by the people themselves the delivery of tomatoes to the
company was consistently higherBz. This suggests that a new
marketing arrangement chonnclled through the people's own
organizations (such as cooperatives) would have yiclded

better results,

After the collapse of the Cadbury tomato processing
scheme therefore the Co@perative Division was invited to
take over the organization of tomato marketing through
famers' cooperatives. The Cooperative programme started
around 1975 with the orgenization of a few fammers into

cooperative societics. By this time £t had become clear that

=

32, P. 0. Agoonifos ~Agro-Industrialism in this Greater
Zario Arcas The Introduction and Effects
of Dry=-Season Tomato Growing /long the
Kubanni and Shika River Valley" (M.Sc.
Thesis, Dept. of Sociology,
ihisdu Bello University Zarda, 1974).
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the Zaria market could not consume all the tomato produced in
the Zaria area bec use the increased use of irrigation and
other improved facilities had brought about an expansion in

the level of production. The cooperative programme since its
inception has concentrated on finding altermative lucrative
markets for the farmers' tomsto producc. In collaboration with
one of the cooperative unions in Lagos State, an arrangement
was first worked out to transport the produce to Lagos for sale,
The transportation of tumatoes to Lagus for sale was already

a well=established busincss pattern among private middlemen,
This cooperative arrangemcnt proved quite profitable even
though it was fraught with all sorts of problems and risks
considering the distonce of Lagos from the producing area in
Zzria. This marketing outlet, inspite of its problems,
attracted more farmers into th: cooperative movement and as a
result many tomato growers' cooperatives sprang up in scveral

arcasbe.

Since then attempts have been made to find other markets
nearer home. In addition to transporting the produce to all
urban markets around th: state, arrangements have also been
made to supply tomato to the Dadin Kowa tomato processing
plant near Gombe. Efforts are also being made to establish
a tomato processing plani in the state and an Italian fipm has
been ontacted to exploire possibilities of establishing such 2

plant, A Tomato=Growers'! Cooperative Union bas already fommed
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and registered to coordimate the business of the primary
cooperatives and to handle the job of finding new markets for
the members' produce. The impressive rate at which these
coopératives are growing is illustrated by the fact that from
their inception in 1975, the number of tomato growers
cooperatives has riscn to 70 in 1982 with a membership of

over 1200,

(e) MULTI-PURFOSE CCOFERATIVES

A1l the different types of farmers' cooperatives already
revicwed arc specialized {orms of cooperatives in torms of
function. Most of them are mainly concerned with the marketing
of their members' produce and, in some cases, the extension of
credit facilities to the mumbers, They are thus different from
mulii-purpose cooperatives shich are non=specialized
cooperatives that can undertake the direct production eof
agricultural produce, the msrketing or precessing of that
produce, the supply of inputs to the members, the procurcment
and distribution of credit, the distribution of consumer goods
and any other type of economic activity that is of interest
to their members,. The diversity of their functions is such
that one camnot meke any valio generalizations about their
activities and operational performance without a detailed
cmpirical study of a samnple of such cooperavives. Unfortunately

no study has becn undertaken in Kaduna State mainly beeruse
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this fom of fammers! cooperation is 2 very recent development
in the fammers' cooperative movement in the state. It seems,
how. ver, that the mult-purpose type of cooperative is quitc
popular among the rursl population as can be seen fron the
fact that since their inception sround 1976 there werc
already in existencc about 28 multi-purpose cooperatives in

the statc with a membership of over 2,500 by 1982,
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CONCLUS IO

The growth of frmmors' cooperatives in Kaduna State, ae
hes been shown, has boon very rapid since their inception
in 1950. Apart from incrcasing their nmumber and wembership,
cooperatives have also diversified their functiong, Tro-
their narrow pre—occupation with the production and
marketing of export crops i the 1950s and 1960z, farmors!
cooperatives have diversificd their activitics into other
areas of the agricultural cconomy especially food
production and marketing., Their success or impect in thoese
new areas is still very lipited, Apart from the ropid growth
in their number, meambership and activitics, the fundanental

crientation of thesc cooperntives has remained the samc.

Th: next chopter exemines whether these cooperativis,
spite of their rapid growthyhave eliminated or reduccd the
exploitation of the puosant famers by the middlomen and
moneylenders against whon the cooperatives were suppnosedly
organized. Since the sctivitice of most farmers' cooperativees
have revolved arount crodit ond merketing, an analysis of
this dimension of their setivitics will reveal the extent to
which these cooperatives cr. assisting the fammoers to improve

their living standarde.
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CHAFTER TIVE

RURAL INDEBTEDNESS ANL COCPE!ATIVE CREDIT IN KADUNA STATE:
Aiding the Peasants or Consolidating the Rural Elites?

The need to reduce or totally eliminate the exploitation
of the poor peasants by rural middlemen and moneylenders has
provided and still provides the most important rationala Sor
introducing fammers' cooperatives in Nigeria. The major
activities of farmers! cooperative in Kaduna State have, in
accordance with this objective, revolved arou.d the
procurement and distributrion of credit to the farmers and the
marketing -« af agricultural produce. This chapter
examines the nature and operation of the ceoperative credit
and marketing programme in Kaduna State. Who have been the
major beneficiaries of this credit and marketing scheme and
what are its implications for rural development? To answer
this question satisfoctorily, the origin, attributes and
causes of peasant indebteness to moneylenders and produce
buyers are examined, The nature and operations of the
cooperative credit programme are then examined vis-a-vis

this problem which cooperatives are expected to overcame,

THE _GENESIS AND CAUSES OF RURAL INDEBTEDHESS :

Conventional social science theory assumes that rural
indebtec ess in Nigeria is a natural and inevitable product

of peasant agriculture., The theory assumes that the low level
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of output arising from traditional peasant agriculture gives
rise to a low level of income which in turn gives rise to
low level of savings, This vicicus circle of poverty thus
renders the peasants incapable of generating the credit
necessary for their agricultursl investment or for meeting
some of their acute survival needs. The peasants are thus
forced to depend on credit from exploitative middlemen and
moneylenders. Their pioblem is further aggravated by the
absence of suitable institutional agencies for mobilizing
even the little savings vhich the peasants are capable ofm“k,,;‘_’/
and also for securing for them low interest credit from the

Viinka did Gther EEAIRIEEAITEN BEEALt FORTORE

Contrary to this static and superficial logic of
conventional theorists, ii is my thesis that ruresl
indebtedness is created and maintzined by certain historical
and class forces and thot the nature of this indebtednoss
changes in accordance with the contradictione and changing re-
alligmment of these class forces, My thesis is that rural
indebtedness in most parts of Nigeria was caused, or at least
aggravated, by colonialism and not by a static system of

peasant agriculture. FIven if this problem existed to some

1, This viewpoint is succintly articulated by 0. Teribas
"Rural Credit and Fural Development in Nigeria" - in
Rural Development in Iligeria ed. Nigerian Economic
Society (Ibadan 1973).
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degree in some precolonizl Nigerian societies, it is
argued here that, the rampant practice of taking cash and
material loans from the moneylendesrs and produce buyers in
return for which the pessants had to mortgage their crops was
a marketing technique denigned or aggravated by the Buropean
produce firms during the ecconcnic depression of the late 1920s
and early '30s. As has alrezdy becn pointed out in chapter
three, this period witncoesed a sharp fall in the prices of
agricul tural produce in the world market and the European
firms responded by cutting down their murketing expensaos
through establishdng a direct hold on the agricultural produceras,
This evnabled the firmas not only to maintain a direcct link with
the producer but also io undercut competing rivals wishing to

purchase from the same producer,

One of the strategics used by these expatriate firms to
establish a hold on the @pricultural producers was to advance
money, agricultural inputs and consumer goods to them an
credit in return for which such producers pledged their ficld
crops to these buying firms or their agents om: or two months
before harvest., The f rmuers on their own part needed this
money to pay their taxes to the colonial govermment, the
inputs to enable them produce, snd the consumer goods to mect
those consumption necds induced by the colonial economy. Many
of the big European buying firms operated through smaller

Lebanese or Syrian firms. 7 Buropean fimms or thoir Syrien
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and Lebanese agents operated through a network of buying
clerks stationed at village canteens or buying stations,

These clerks in turn recruited local agents most of whom were
outstanding or prominent people in their communities (such as
big merchants, rich peasants, district and village heads, ctc),
to whom the money and goods were advanced for distribution to
the farmers, This class of moneylenders and produce buyers in
their own turn recruited smaller clients or "madugpus" who did
the actual distribution of the cash and material loans and
collected the crops offered in repayment during wie harvesting
period, They were so conversant with the people to whom they
advanced these loans that little defaults were reportadg.
This intricate network of moneylenders and agents ensured a
regular supply of crops to the buying firms but generated a

considerable level of peasant indebtedness.

This kind of rural indebtedness had become so rampant
that the Director of the Agricultural Department in Ibadan

was forced in Jamuary 1932 to write & memorandum to the Chief

2, For a detailed decscription of how this network of agents
and moneylienders oper ted see A, He S. Vigo: A Survey of

icultural Credit in the Northern Provinces of Nigeria
il{aduna: 19335 = in File 1i0.MSVC, 3 Kational
Archives Kaduna2; and M. G, Smith: "A Study of Hausa Domuetic
Beonomy in Northem Zario" - Africa No.22, 1952,
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Secretary of the Colonial Goverrment in Lagos urging him to
initiater action to arrest this practice of crop mortgaging by
peasants to the buying firms in return for cash and material
loans, This practice, according to the reports of his field
staff, had become very rampant in the cocoa=growing arcas of

the West and the groundnut and cotton areas of the north. In
addition to aggravating the problem of rural indebtedness,

these trnnsactions by the produce buying firms in alliance with
their local agents were adversely affecting the quality of export
crops. He argued that the decline in quality was inevitable
because farmerc whe are indebted to middlemen and who had to
sell their crops to such middlemen without any option were not

. motivated to improve the quality of their products.

The middlemen on their own part bought these crops so

cheaply that they were sure of making a profit irrespective

of the quality of the crops. The Director therefore recommennded
the establishment of agricultural cooperatives to help improve
the quality of export crops. The cooperatives would provide

the farmers with alternative credit such that they would not
have to depend on loans from the middlemen and buying agents of
the Buropean trading firms., In addition, these cooperatives
would provide an alternative marketing outlet to that offered

by the middlemen. The competition that would thus be stimulated
would motivate the farmers to improve the quality of their
products in order to take udvantage of price differentials.

In other words, rural indebtedness per se was not the problem
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which the cooperatives were intended to fight against; rather
it was the poor quality of export crops which such indebtedness

engcndomd3 .

In response to these rcports from the Director of the
Agricultural Department, thc Chief Secretary of the Colonial
Government in Lagos wrote to the Secretary of the Northern
Provinces requesting for dctailed information on the existence
and extent of rural indebtodnass and erop mortgaging in northern
Nigeria. Despite overwhelming evidence to the -ntrary, the
Secretary of the Northerm Provinces wrote to indicote that rural
indebtedness in his part of the country was "rare cven though
instances are not wikmown®; ond that credit cooperctives were
therefore unnecessary since rural indebtedness was not yet a
serious problem 2nd especinolly because the Native Authoritics,
in consultation with the Agricultural Department in Zaria, had

already initinted a viablc nmixed farming credit achcmah.

ST
RURAL INDEBTEDNESS IN KADUNA SJE;E
Facts Versus Colonial Evasicons and Denials

This denial of the existence and seriousness of rural

3. See the Director's memorandum of 2nd January 1932 =s well
as his subsequent letters on this issue in File No.MiWC,20070
vol.,I: "The Introduction of Cooperatives into Nigerizn®,
National Archives {oduna (herecafter NAK).

L. TIbid.
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indebtedness in northern ligeria ws a class-motivated

argunent intended te protect and cover up a phenomencn which

was serving the intereat of colonialiem, to the detriment of the

peasantry. Moreover it was o denial of the actual fects of Lhe

situation as reported Ly field officers stationed in voriouc

parts of the Morth. I will focus here on the reports from thosze

areas which fall under the present Kaduna State,

By 1933 the mortgaging of crops by the peasants in retumm
for cash and material lozns had become sc rampant in southern
Katsina that the Divisional officer in charge of this area wus
forced to write to the Resident in Zaria pressing for firm
action to curdb this ‘pernicious practice". The p isants, he
reported, were forced into this exploitative practice beeause
they needed money with whkich ‘to pay their taxes. Thege taies

were usually demanded before their cotton crop was ready tor

harvesting, He revealed that the middlemen advancing theac los

to the peasants "were financed by European firms" which wera
Yonly too willing to sdvance money against the farmers!
prospective crops". Foi example, one firm had in the first
week of December 1932 advanced ¥L,000 through its middlenen
in this manner". Althoush, this practice enabled tin peasants
to pay their taxes promptly, it was having serious negative
effects on the ability of the peasants to expand and

improve the production of cotton. He reported that this

situation reached a pathetic level in 1932 because the Emir

ns
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because the Buropean fims hnd opencd so many ecnteens or
buying stations in the srus thot virtually every villag: hnd
one. So, the peasants sold their crops directly to the cantevn
clerks and not through exploitative "middlemen”, This exclusion
of the 'middlemen' from the produce trade had helped “to prevent
the peasants from running into debts™., The only loans tsken by
the peasants were from the eanteen officials (which were

supposedly hamless?) and not from the exploitative middlemens

Loans arc raised from the canteen offieials on the
security of the crops in ordser to pay haraja (t2x)
early in the autuni but in covery ease which I have
examined these advonccs were small, enough to pay
the tax and no more; and there was no instance of
interest on the loon beins charged.se. In my
opinion, such debts ore an advontage to the
administration and to ocgriculture rather then

the reverse, In point of fact they cammot even

be temed universal to the produecrs of

commercial crops since of thosc.whom I questioned
on t_rhe subject only threc—quarters had contracted
them(,

It was only in Makarfi district that middlemen existed msinly
because there was not » surficient number of buying stations
or conteens in the area, The canteen officials in thos: nrecas
were therefore forced to operate through middlemen. He

thus recommended thot the European fimms should open more
buying stations in the =2rez so that middlemen would be

eliminated and with them 11 forms of peasant indcbtednﬁssa.

7. NAK, ZarProf 1486 vol.l (Sce the Divisional Officer's
lecter dated 19/8/33). o

8. Ibid.
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of Katsina wanted to finish collecting all taxes before

performing the pilgrimage to MeccnS.

This practice of crop mortgagiﬁg-in refurn for cash ond
material loans from produce buyers and canteen ¢lerks was
equally rampant in other parts of the state. The Station
Magistrate in Zaria reported in Augnst 1933 that this pracfice
had been quite common in the Zoria area porticularly in the
previous three yesrs (#v 192¢ = 1932), but that the proactice
was declining. The farmeors, hoving reslised the disastrous
consequences of the practice, now preferred to raise their
loans from profcssionsl moneylenders and weslthy neigobours
to whomthey wouldn't hrve to pledge their cropss. This

latter form ¢f indebtedrness woe assuncd to be hazxmlosal

The g¢olonial admihistrative officer in charge of Scbha
and Makarfi districts gove o very amusing report. He denis=d
in one breathe, but confirmed in the other, the existence of
rural indebtedness in the ares, Rural indebtedness and crop

mortgoging did not, acecording to him, vxist in the Soba 2rea

5. See the Divisional Officer's letter of 12th April 1933
in NAX File No.ZarProf 1486 vol.I: The Development of
Cooperative Societies in Zoria Province™,

6. NAK ZorProf 1486 vol.I (Sce Magistrate's letter dated
14/8/33) .
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because the European fimms hod cpened so many ecanteens or
buying stations in the arus thot virtually every village had
one, So, the peasants sold their crops directly tc the cantecn
clerks and not through oxploitative "middlemen", This exclusion
of the 'middlemen' from the produce trade had helped "“to prevent
the peasants from running intc debtse". The only loans tnken by
the peasants were from the eanteen officials (which wers

supposedly hamless?) and not from the exploitative middlemens

Loans arc raised from the canteen offieciales on the
security of the crops in order to pay haraja (tax)
early in the autumng but in every case which I have
examined these advoncos were small, enough to pay
the tax and no more: and there was no instance of
interest on the loon beins chargedees.s In my
opinion, such debtz ore an advantage to the
administration ond to cgriculture rather then

the reverse. In point of foet they cannot even

be temmed universal to the produeers of

commercial crops since of those.whom I questioned
on t?e subject only threc—quarters had contracted
them (.

It was only in Meokarfi district thot middlemen existed meinly
becouse there was not » sufficient number of buying stations
or comteens in the ares, The ennteen officials in thoso arecs
were therefore forced to operate through middlemen, He

thus recommended thot the European fimms should open more
buying stations in the =res so that middlemen would be

eliminated and with them oll forms of peasant indebtadnesse.

7. NAK, ZarProf 1486 vol.l (Sce the Divisional Officcr's
lecter dated 19/8/33). o

8. Tbid.
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The Rosident in Zeris slso wrete to the Buropesn buying
fime to zonfirm whether thoy were in fuct advancing money and
mpterial goods to the pecsents in return Tor the latter's
pledged crops. Most of them admitted deing this, and the UAC
even c¢laimed thut the practice was 'gquite populer" smong the
Tural producersg. The touring notes of Mr L. B. Giles elso
confirmed that this proctic: of advancing loans to the fitmers
as a4 strategy of securing thedr export crops wrs quite rmpant
among the Buropean fimme in most prrts of Zorin, with the
exceptlion of certain parts of southern Zaria where cash erop
production was not yot significant. Evon though the CRAQ
hod in 1934 offiecially denied cngoging in this practice in iie
letter to the Resident, Mr Giles found in 1935 that this was at
‘variance with the facts, IMr Giles wog told that the company
could not tuy much cotion in certain parts of north enstorn
Zaria becsuse its buyini c¢lerks and agents reached those arena
after the other fims hod alrendy tied the producers fo
themgselves through a2dvancing loans to them10. In other words,
this system of loan adviness in roturn for the pengints?
mortgnged crops had becoue a mejor instruﬁ@nt of competition -

' among the buying firms.

9. Sec the replies of the various firms in NAK/ZorProf
1486 vol,T, Thid.

10. See Mr Giles! Touring Netee in NAK/ZarProf 1486 vol.I,
Thid.,
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Despite the growing indebtedness of the peasant producers
to the moreylenders middlemen and produce firms, the
colenial ndministration in Northern Nigeria resisted any
attempt to establish credit cooperatives in the North throughout
the period between the early 1930s when the phenomenon first
surfaced in dangercus proportions snd the early 1950s when
the colonail government finally found it in its interest to
introduce such cooperctives''s Rether than support the
establishment of cooperatives which could eliminate or reduce
this obnoxious system, the coloncil administrat:em nctually -
took steps to mzke it morc secure for the Buropean produce
fims., In 1935 the colonial governhent decreed th-t all
cases of default and disputcs arising between the producers
and the buying firms over these loan advances should not be
heard in the Native Courts, to which the peasant produccrs had
more access, but in the High Courts whose technicalities the
peasants could not cope with. This according to the kesident
in Zaria, was becouse "Buropcan intercsts are ultimotely invoelved"

1(
and must be protected é.

11, The hot exchanges betwocn the Director of Agriculture =nd
the Registrat of Cooperatives in Ibadan on the cne hand
and the coloniol adminictration in Northern Nigeris on the
other hand over this i=suc of rural indebtedness and the
need to curtail it threugh credit cocperatives can be
found in NAK/MSWC.20070 vol.I, opecit.

12, Nik/Zer Prof 1486 vol.i, op.cit.
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The reluctance of the British to fight against this
phenomenon was because the nortgaging of crops by the peasants
in return for cash and m=terizl loans from the middlemen and
produce buying fimms served the class interest of the colonial
ruling elite and its indigenous allies made up of traditional
rulers, merchants, tronsporters and rich peasantsz. For the
colonial administrators, this obnexious system wes odvontageous
not only bzczuse it enabled the peasants to pay their toxcs
promptly but also becouse it enhanced the profit morgins cof
the European firms and ensured a steady sup»ly o e¢xport crops

to the British metropoliton cconomy,

The traditional rulers nlso had ~ stake in maintaining
and preserving this arrangement which enabled their peasant
subjects to pay their t-xes regularly and promptly becruse
their own livelihood depended on this. For a gresntor part
of the colonial period the renumeration and promotion of the
traditionnl rulers depended on their prompt and regulsr tax
returns, and since the phenomenon of crop mortgaging in return
for cash loans facilitnted the achievement of this objoctive
they naturally supported its contimuntion. Moreover the
collection of taxes provided the traditional rulers with severcl
opportunities for extortion, speculction and misapproprintion.
Shenton reports thnt the district ond village heads were
themselves the major middlcmen or buying agents for the Europern

and Syrian fims. They ~dvanced thc roney and materinl itens
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obtained from these firms te the poasants in retum for thoir
mortgnged orops. Very often they withheld the tax receipts of
. 13

their debtors as soeurity for the loans ~.

The indigenous cloes of merchants, transporters -nd
produce buyers was equally interested in preserving this
obtmoxious System.ﬁf crop mortgaging in return for loan
advances since most of them were eithur erented by it or derived
their sustenance from it. This system enabled this eclass of
people to reap encrmoug profits through extorting produce from
the peasants on the worst porrible terms and selling it to the
product buying firng for highuer prices in addition %o genercus
buying comissions. As Yehayo Abdullahi has explained,virtually
all members of the domustic bourgeoisie in northerm Nigeris
first developed and derived their weclth from the apprepristicn
of pessant surplus via‘taxatiam, produce trnde,'and %hu
misoppropriation of public loans fnd investments meant for

the agricultural sector1h.

13, Por a deteiled account of such speculative deals by
traditional rulers sce He We Shenton: "Studies in fthe
Development of Copitrlismm in Northorn Nigeria”- Ph.D. Thesis,
University of Teronic, 1981, ecpecially pp.231-53.

e Y. Abdullahi: "Peasant Agriculture and Class FPomntion in
i Nigeria® = Paper presented st the Notional
Conference on the History of Nieerin Sincc
Indepongence, Kongo Hotel, A.D.U. dorics,
28=31 March 1983. . L
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The colonial administration in Northern Nigeria conccded
in 1936 4o the establishment of a few credi! cooperatives but
advised that they should b: limited to the "mixed f-mers",
most of whom belong:d to the emerging rural bourgecisic,

Mr L. B, Giles was sent from Ibadan in 1937 to undertoke o
sociv~cconomic survey of north-eostern Zarvia where mixcd
farming was known to b: highly developed in order to ascert in
the preospects nand viability of credit cooperntives for

mixed famers15 « Mr Gilec' report to which I will be making
extengive reference provided the first comprehcnsive and

detailed account of the nature, causes and implicnrtions of

rural indebtedness and crop mnortgaging in Kaduna State,

Mr Giles' study confirmed that rural indebtedness was
very widespread in this are:. According to him "village life
is permeated with small=scole dubte..e Everyone borrows from
wife, friends and moneylendcrs usunlly at heavy intcrast....

It was the universal practicc for growers to take advonces Irom
cotton buyers and middlemen to be repaid by decductions froum
the price paid for cotton when aold"16. He found thnt the

farmers who neaded credit very critically were not the mixed

farmers but the ordinnry peasants, His only misgivings were

15« NAK/MSWC. 20070 vol.I, op.cite

a Village and Coo ation (ir

16. L. E. Giles: n
stere %aris), in NaK/ZarProf. 1L8Ga.

-

orth=er

I
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that the poor peasants would not have the security tc boek up
any loans given to them through the couvperative socicties if

such were formed,

The crippling indebtednese of the peasants to the nildlemen,
moneylenders and buying agents of the Buropean fime stemmed
from two fundamental foctorse The first, as we have alresly
scen, had to do with the payment of taxes. The ccnsequences
for non=payment of tax were so severe that the peasant wns
re~dy to do anything in order tc get the tax moncy. Since suck
taxes were usually ccllceted very early (mostly detwoen
fugust and November) when mest of the crops, especially cctton,
were still on the field, tli pencants had to take lorns from
the middlemen and buying ~gents in return for which they
pledged their crops to such crocditors. For purposcs of
paying tax every famicr, ~s Giles found out in 1937, h-d to
produce cotton, groundmits, or oth:r export crops which could
be sold or mortgaged for Buropern money. Where such crops
failed (snd this happoned very often), the famer cith.r had
to carry forward the losn to the next ycar implying thot he
would need tc produce more export crops in order to Offset
both the previous loan and the current lomn, or he had to
sell his stock of food grins at give away prices in order to

repay the lonnw.

17« See L. E. Giles, 1937, Ibidj R. Wy Shemton 1981, op.cit,
and B. Shenton & M. Wrtos: "Copitalism and Hunger in
Northern Nigerias" - Hevicw of Afrdcan Pol, Econcry
No.15/16, 1979 pp.5-63,




The sedond factor céncerné the drop in food production
which war conseguent upon the cmphasis put on export crop
production. By the 19308 amd 1940s, food production had
declined so much that fainee and food shordages were n regular
fenture of the rural economy. These food shortmges further
drove the peasants to borrow money, groins or inputs on
prohibitive terms from the middlemen and moneylenders in order
to survive the "hungry periods of the yeor (especially
before the next harvest) or the intermittont famines whish had
become the order of the doye Cilew, in his 1937 study,
computed the amount of jroins preduced by the aversge penesont
vig-a-vis his fomilly consumption needs and arrived at the
conclusion thnat the amount of feod being produced at that time
could only last between nine ond eleven months, thus implying
thnat the rural producera hnd fto resort to berrowing money and
food from the middlemem ond moneylenders in order to survive

the remaining' "hungry" months18.

Based on his own personal observation of the cextent of
rural indebtedness in those nreas of Zaria province which ha
gtudied, L. BE. Giles rccommended the establishment,.cn an
experimentnl basis, of thre. types of cooperative societies:
(a) cooperative credit svcieties (b) cooperative cotton

marketing socicties and (¢) cooperative thrift sccietizs fer

18, L. E. Giles: "The Hnouse Village and Cooperatiun" cpecit.
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salary-carners, He argued thot the membership of those credit
cooperailives should not be limited to the "mixed farmers" ac
had been recommended by many people including Strickland but
should also extend to the crdinary firmers., Since most of the
fammers were poor and lacked any legal titles which could encble
than use their land as collateral, Giles recommended 2 method
of cooperative finnneing whereby the government borrow: the
meoney from the banks at moderate interests, lends it ns
interest=frec loans to the cooperative socictice via the
Native Authorities (Nas). The N.hs would, as v s done with
the mixced farming leoans, guarantee the loans; distribute thom
to the cooperntive members colluc% the repayments; and bear
part of the cost of staff, buillings and other running
¢xpenses equivalent to the bank interest on those losnse The
Native Authoritics could recoup their own part of the exponsos
by increzsing the taxes slieghtly in thuse arens where
cooperatives and the cotton morketing cooperatives were

estahlished19.

Both the eredit cooperatives and the cotton marketing
cooperatives were rejeeted by the colonial administration and
the Native Authorities., This was cstensibly becrusc of their
cost implications but more importantly becaus.: the ccoperative

department insisted on a total abolition ef the crop ndvances

19, L. E. Giles: The Ilouss Village and Cooperation, cpe.cite
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system practiced by the middlemen and the Burcpean buying firms
as a precondition for estnblishing sueh ¢redit and merketing
cmperativeszo. Only the proposul conceaxming cooperative
thrift sociciies for salerve-earners was accepted snd sc from
1937 onwards, thrift coopetatives tcck off ig many towns in the
north, capecially in Kndun~, Zaria and Esno. Coonerative credit
and marketing for fammers wos set aside as a possibility for
future developzﬁént, espoeinlly for areos where cash crop

. . ns 21
production was nlready advanced or wos becoming sipnific:nt” .

Despite the crushiﬁg effecté.ﬁf ru?&l inﬁebtedness a3
its attendant food scarcity on the pensantry, as ruvealsd by
Gilee' situdy, the colunial masters continucd to avelld tsking any
action thot could deasl with this problum. By the 1950¢, rurnl
indebta@ness and food searcity had degenerated into » vicious
circle. .According to ne other person than the colonial
Secretary of Northern Wigeris himself in 19563

It is common knowlodse thatla largé prbpnrtibn of

the: sgricultural ecrmunity maoke a habit of mortgoging
their crops to noneylendern or piddlemsn, who zct as

A

20, N&Ks MSWC/20070 vol.l.

21. For details of the hot debates and compromises between
the Cocperative Deportment and the Secrotary of the
Northern Provinces, soo NiKe MBWC. 20070 vol.I.
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buying agents for the lorger firms. Advances =2re

nomally made three or four months before harwest,

at a timc when stocks of subsistence crops are

exhausted, and such high roctes of interest are

charged thot it becomos extremely difficult for ths

victim ever to escape from his creditor's clutches
In other words, rural indebtedness aggravated the food
situation and this in twrn caused more indebtedness of the
peasants to the moneylenders nnd buying agents of the Buropesn

firms.,

In ®sponse to a memorandum from the Colonial Office in
London concerning this issuc, Mr Vigo was commigsioned to
undertake 2 comprehensive study of the extent and implicatiens
of rural indebtedness in korthem Nigerin. He found cut th:t
one of the major factors sggrevating rurnl indebtedness in
most parte of Northern Nigerin was the insistence by moneylenders
and buying agents thot the formers should repay their debts only
in export crops. This force’ the indebted pessants to go on
producing export crops in order to pay off their cld debts,
thercby neglecting foud rroduction, This in turn forced them
back to the same creditors to cbtoain more loans in order to

survive the resultant }nme;er23.

22+ See the Secretgry's letter to the Chief Coloni-l
Secretary in Logos dated February 1956 in NAK/MSWC.1358
Pp«29=30.

23, Vigos A Survey of lgricultural Credit, 1958, cp.cits
the Development of quit':lm.".....
op.cit: and B. Shenton & M., Watts: "Capitalism cond

Wr..to“. up-cit.




In Katsina Province, the only part of Koduno Stete coverod
by Vigo's survey, it wos found that “farmers heavily in debt
are compelled to grow o lot morc groundnuts or cotton in
excess of grain requirements to meet the demands of croditors
thereby ensuring fresh cxpensive loans for the next scoscil.
Such farmers (and there sre & lorge number)... run short of
food and have to agnin borrow from the same creditor.to buy

2h_

same’ The very poor forincrs who were not even considered
credit=worthy had to “go wff to seck work on the forms of
better=off tarmers tc enin money to buy feod, leaving their

own fields to wait wntil time could belfound to_de?otu t¢ thom,
The result was thaf *eeds invarigbly.ént %ﬁe bétter.of the crons™,
Furthemore, in rcsponse tn this food shortage memy forners
migrated to southern Nigeriz lpwedlsotely after the harvest and

did not return until the beginning of the raing in order (a)

to congexrve the grain th-t they would otherwise hove cohswuiald

if they did not migrate ant (b) to earn the cash with which to

pay off their taxes, debts :nd other Ubligmtionszs.

The pr0portion of the rural populnticn found te he indebled
to moneylenders, produce bhuyers and middlemen wgs guite high in

most parts of northern Nigeriss LT9 in Ketsina Provinees 774 in

2lle Vigo in NAK/MSWC, 1358/4.3: Survey of Agric. Credit -
’ . _ ' Kntsina Province: Progress
Report, June 1958,

25, Vigo in NAKMSWC. 1358/3.5 vol,I.

A
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Sokoto Provines, 83 in Bouchi Province and 65% in Bornu
Provinece. 4 wvery lLigh percontage of the credit incurred by the
farmers was spent on buying feod, vize: 22,2% in Katsina, L3.8%
in Sokoto, 53.2% in Bauchi and 67.% in Bornuzs. Pram his
findings, Vige concluded that ‘the reason for this state of
affairs 1is the cultive-tion of too laxge a proportion of caosh
crops and too small a proportion of fuod orops®™. BHe therefore
recommended that rural indebtedness could enldy be solved hy

. stepping up the production of food in all prrts of northern
Nigeria, and warned thot Vindebtedness if cllowed to persist
fn its present scale will, in time, seriously sffect the |

production of feod and of export crops os wall“zT.

fnother survey was conducted in Katsina province two
years after Vigo's study (d.e. in 1960) by H. A. Iuning} and
it came out with the finding thnt the situntion of rural
indebtedness had gotten worsc,., About 69% of the ruml
population was found to be indobted to various ereditors os
against only 4P found by Vige in 1958, Also, the percentage

of credit used in procuring food hal equally risen from 2%/ in

26, Vigos § Survey of Jorice Crediteseey, (WAK; Pile No MSWC
T358/5¢5 VOlel) Dpeb ~ 12, tables 15,

27 - vigo 1] Ibid. - I)I_. » 3’('—38 -
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1958 to 2L% in 196028. Inming was motivated by these findings
to undertake a more detailed snalysis of the influence of
groundnut cultivation on locnl food production, He found that
"near;y 22 percent more gruain had to b imported thon was
.aotuaily produced by the farmers of those arcas"™; and thnt the
arcag "where the bulk of greundnuts are grown are the main

29

grain deficiency areas™ 7,

THE ADVENT OF CREDIT COOFRER . TIVESE
Solution to Tueknl Indebicdness?

3

Thﬂ.implications of all these findings rangin: from Giles?

in the 1930z to Luning's in 1960 were that rural indebtedness
could only be reduecsd through stimulsting the inereosed
production of ford. imfortunately the type of credit co&beratchs
iptraduced into Kaduns State by the colonial masters in the

’ 19505 wexe not designed To solve thiz problem but to activate
the produeticon and marketing of export crops. Thoesc coopexstive
ocbjectives were linc with the colenial plan of stimulating the
rapid production of exporl crops in order to mect the post-war

reconstruction needs of the British ceconomyi; but they ran

28, H. 4. Luning: An &gro-ficonomic Survey in Kntsins Provinee
(Kxluna, 1963), pp.9L-96.

29' Ibid. P0|88|
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counter to the genuine needs of the peassnts at this %ime which
revolved around the exponsion of food production to reduce their
indebtedness to the middlemen nnd the buying agents of the
EBuropean firms., These coopcratives also provided an additionsl
credit outlet for the damestic bourgeoisie. Until thic time

the mixed farming loan schome was the only source of credit

for the emerging ~nd incrussingly powerful class of domestic
elites,

The principal motiveting factor for introducing these
cooperntives came from the economic problems crentcd for the
British cconomy by the Second World Wor and not from any
serious concern about the indebtedness of the pensants to the
Buropean trading firme -nd their agents. The vicious cirele
of indebtedness, evin if it w'e the bane of the peasantiy,
provided a suitable platform for capital ceccumulntion by the
domestic=cun=foreign bourgecisic, It was members of this c¢lhso
who benefited from cvery staze of the circles from the rursl
taxes which forced the peasants to mertgage their export erope
for credit, which in turn intensified cash crop production,
thus giving rise to food shortopes, which in turn genernted
further dependence on the neneylenders and produce buving agenis.
It is therefore not surprising that the credit and m-rketing
cooperatives introduced by tho colonial government were not
designed to climinnte this cbnoxious system of rural
indebtedness and crop mortzeging even though the justificotion

given for introducing them was couched in such temms,
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In xespense to the inexorood need for row motov? lsdw ing
andd after the Wer, the Brilish coloniel zoevernment chengss. its
agricultural policy in Rorthern Nigerin. There wos a shift
from the mixed famming schene, vhose production strategy v
brsed on the use of famy-r?! momare on! aminsl-—drawn plouchs
by n amall class of elite fommers, to o strategy of nmese
expert production based on bhe cextensive use of furtilisor,
improved seeds, agricultur:]l credit -nd extensicn serviees by
211 formers. Between 1918 :nd 1952 lirgeescalc produc-ion
compaigns wers mounted to induee the peasants to prodneo —ore
export crops. Fertilizer won widely distridbut @ ¢ of chirg:
tc the peosantse Prom 1953 onwiris these fertilizor nd! other

¥
improved inputs start:d -tir-eting subsidizod (;riceL:"']. T poy

for these inputs nnd to finsnes the inecrensed proiuciion of engh
crops, the peassnts necde?d cradit, The mixed farmivrg 2omn
scheme wag toc limitae’ in scope to meet this credit no ol

hence the introducticn of ers'it cuoperatives in th: carly

19508 with a prrticueler oi-s towards the cash erop growing nrong,

The primary objoctive of those cuoperntives, fron the
perspective of the coloninl povernment, woeg tc enhone: in
producticon of export crope throwh facilitnting the Jldatpibution
of fertilizer and cther irproved inputs to the formers nd

through gener:ting the necessery eredit required by thes. maral

30, BSce M. Tiffens The Enterprising Persont (Lonton: RSO 1976)
e 130-1383 nndd G, Hoelledner: Ponsint
fyriendtus l Covernment and

_ Beu nu.-;.‘-; c:g_n:;j‘b
in jii vris (Aonewood I1lgncie, “S0., ©fua
capecially ppl.129-131,
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producers, These cooperctives were also intended to serve s

a marketing link between the grassroot producer and the
centralized Marketing Hoatd system created after the Secondé World
War., Along with other indigenous middlemen the coover:atives were
intended to serve as junior buying partners, supplying export
crops to the European buying firms which in tum served the

Marketing Boards as licensed buying agents.

In line with these objectives the rural cooperatives
introduced into the Katsina erea of Kaduna State in 1950 were
promoted alongside the fertilizer campaign. The cooperative
members were encouraged by the Assistant Regisirar of
Cooperatives in Funtus to use their loans to purchsase fertilizer
and improved seedlings for use on their cotton and groundnut
farme. The 1953 Provincizl Annual Report from Katsdna
confirmed the use of cooperntives for distributing these inputs
when it gleefully observed that "“in the southern districts,
some 41 societies, mostly credit societies, are functioning
and have proved their worth in the distribution of fortilizerﬁ“ji.
By 1958 all Provincial fssistant Registrars of Cooperstivee in
Northern Nigeris were instructed to emulate the successful
experiment of Katsina by encouraging cooperative members in
their provinces to usc their loans for purchasing fertilizer

and impreved seeds, as well ns for availing t}?msulvea of

31. Northern Nigeria: Frovincial Annual Reports 1953, Kotsine
Province p.102,
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facilities such as tractor hiring serviceajz. Within three
years of their inception in southern Katsina these cooperatives
started delivering high guality cotton and groundnuts to the

buying fimms in Funtua as we heve already seen,

The first class of peoplc to participate actively in the
cooperative credit programme were the rural bourgeoisie made
up of traditional rulers, !ntive Authority Councilors and offieci ls,
Koranic mallams, mechants, rich peasants, and moneylenders,
Most of these elites were =lready used to the mixed faming loan
acheme and saw the cooperstives as another avenue for acquiring
cheap state loans simsl:r to the mixed farming .xadit schemc,
By the late 1940s and esrly *'S0s, the mixed farming loan scheme
had already degenerated into what the Provinecial Agricultural
Officer in Zaria described 2s a “racket"33 « Most of the
beneficiaries of this scheme¢ ceme from the traditional ruling
aristocracy and the commercinl clite for whom the scheme was o
convenient source of credit for financing their commercdial and

famming transactions,

32, NAK/MSWC.7082L: “Controlled Credit”,

33. NAK, File No. ZarProf 3042/S.2; also see vols T & II
of same file.
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In 1935 for example, the Sokoto Provineial Annual Report
indicat~d that of the 91 mixed farmmers in the province, 3 were
Buirs, L6 uargléiecutive of ficials, 20 were village and district
heeds, 6 uém middlemen, smd 16 were rich fammers. Most of thcae
people, according to the report, had "little interest in fomming
but have taken it up (i.e, mixed faomming credit) merely beesuse
they thought it good policy to do so, There is a tundency among
such people to think tht mixed farming is for their class

and not for the peasants"Bh. Similarly, the Zarin Provinecinl

Annual Report on mixed foroming for 1953 classified the mixed
farmers into four categories: 10% were classified 2s rich mixed
formers; T0% were given as ~verage mixed farmersj and 10%
consisting mostly of vill:ige herds, large farmers and small
merchants were classifieq ag “small mixed farmers"; while 2
fourth category consistine of 10)% of the mixed farmers wos
classified as dormant or heevily indebted mixed formers, most
of whom were settlers in Bomo, ne-r Snm::ruBS. From the
definition of who was « Ysncll™ mixed fomer comes the logic~l
conclusion that the poor persants had no ploce in the mixed

farming credit schemc.

Unfortunately, it was the sime class composition and

orientation which was e¢orried unto the cooperative movenent,

3. NAK, SokProf File No,3/2.56, quoted by Y. Abdullnhi:
"Pensant Agriculture -nd Classe.e...", Opecit,

35, NAK, ZarProf, File No.3042/S.2.
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I have already indicnted in chapter four that most district

and vil.age heads, N.ie ofiicials, wealthy merchents /nd
influentinl community lzzders who were formerly members of the
cooperative thrift snd lorm societies in southern Katsins =211
left and joined the ngricultural credit cooperatives, It wes
this claas of people who fe-tured prominently among the
initiators and leaders of the new credit cooperatives in this
orea., A similar tendency took place in other ports of the stote

as will be shown later,

The exprnsion of export crop production could not be
achieved without finding visble sources of credit for these
erport-_bioaed cooperntives; consequently govermment cooperative
policy throughout the 1950s and early '60s became preoccupied
with how to generate the necessory funde for financing the &
ctedit needs of the cooperntives, Initially the cooperatives
started by supplementing their own little funds with buying
advences from the Buropesn troding fimms such as John Holt, .
United Africa Comprny (UAC), and GeB. Olivant & Co. These
buying advances proved very exploitative ond umsatisfactory
to the cooperatives becouse they were reduced into the seme

stotus as 4he middlemen they were set up to replace,

Lfter depending on buying advances from the UAC in Lokojo
during the first yesr of its existence, the newly formed Kobin
Cocperative Marketing Union (the first to be established in the

northern provinces), twrned t> the Northern Regional Producticn



215

Development Boerd (NRPDE) in 1954 for assistonce. The Board
gave the union a loan of 120,000 to finance the pur€hase of
cocoa, palm kernels, coffec ond castor oil from its members fox
scle to the Marketing I‘-Of-rds-'36. During fhe same year the
llorthern Regional HMorketing Bonrd appointed the Kobba Cooper-tive
Union as a licensed buying ngent for the 195L/55 buying senson,
Thie did not only enable the Union to sell directly to the
Marketing Board, rather thin through the European buring firms
ng before, but 2lso madc it nossible for the union to get o bonk
overdraft guaranteed by the linrketing Board for financing its
additionol markcting requirenments, During the following yesr
(1955), the Kabba Union obtained another loan of #40,000 from
the NRPDB for its marketing operations, heving fully rep-id ite
previous loan, while ite -“ppointment as a licensed buying

agent (LBA) oontimed!

Cooperative geocictieg in Kaduna State received their firet
major loan of 110,000 fran the NRPDB in 1955. The loan was
given to the kegistr:r of Cooperatives for distribution to
cooperative socicties in southem Katsine so as to enable thar
finance their production ~nd morketing cctivitics. The lom

which wrg gnecifically meont for the producers of

36, Northemn Nigerin: 6tl fnnual Report of the Northoein
Regionnl Production Dev, Board,
195L/55 p.hili

37. HNorthem Nigeria: GSeventh /fnnual Report of the Northomm
Tegionol Production Dev. Pe3S.
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cotton, groundnuts and other export crops was distributed in
two instalments, The first instalment wos distributed in June
to 2,285 cooperative fowmers to e¢nable them meet their
production coste; while the second instalment was distributed
to 45 cooperative societics in September for the purchase of the
ensh crops produced by their members, Out of these LS societies
(211 of which received amounts rrnging from ¥400 to 12,000),

L3 were from Katsina Provines, one from Zaria province (21l in
Kaduna State), and the rem~ining one was from the esstern part
of the present Sokoto St-te38. This loan did not only cctivote
the production of export crops by cooperative and other frruers

but also stimuloted the form-tion of more cooperative societies

by members of the rursl elites in mticipation of similar loons,

Compared with thc ropid expaneion of cooperatives and
the rising demand of their members for credit, these loans by
the NRPDB were like a drop in the cccan which could not cope
with the credit needs of cooperstive sccieties in northern
Nigeria. The poor inflow of credit into the cooperntive sector
from both private and public sector agencies motivated the
regional government to review its cooperative finance policy
in 1955. As part of the revised development plan for the 1955~60
period, the govermment voted » sum of 1,800,000 for the provicion

of loans to cooperative sccicties while another sum of #700,000

38. Ibid. p.35; and Sixth annusl ReEcrt, Op.cj.t pF.M"hS.
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was voted for the recruitment and maintenance of cooperative
staff and the construction of offices, stores and other
infrastructural facilities for the cooperotive societics, For
fear of poor repayment and other reasons, the government later
dropped this financial ~xrongement which would have involved
giving direct government money ns loans to cooperative

societies, The alternntive method of giving loans in the fom
of bank overdrafts guaronteed by the government was adopted and
came into force in 1956, This method implied that the govermment
would only pay to the bank such cmounts that were not repaid

Ly th: coopercotive societics by the due dateB?

THE PROCEDURES AND CONDITIONS FOR GRANTING CCOPERLTIVE LO:NS

Cooperative credit tock twe mcjor forms, There wos the
"pre-geason loan" (PSL) or cultivotion loan which was given
directly to cooperative fomers at the beginning of ench
formming season for purchasing farm inputs and for finnnecing
all other aspects of their pcroduction expenses, There was nlso
a morketing loan or produce purchasing advmee (PPa) which wns
given to cooperative scci-tics ond unions to enable thenm purchrce
the cash crops produced by their members for onwsard sile to the
Marketing Boards. Such o coordincoted credit scheme, covering
both the production and morketing dimensions of agricultur:, w' o

intended tc moke for ezsy recovery of loens. The cultivotion

39. NAK, File No. MSWC. 103 scl,It "Cooperative Finsmee Policy
1955=62",
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loan could be recoverd directly from the value of the member':
marketed produce. The procedures for securing the loan and the
conditions governing its ueage and: repayment have kept chuan.ing
over the years. The most general terms and conditions are given
here to illustrate how they were themselves designed to suit
certainelase objectives snd how they kept bowing to the interest

of the strong and the powerful,

To be eligible for pre-season loan one must be a member
of a registered cooperative society; and muast have repaid all
or a certain proportion of any previous loans granted him, 1n
addition one must be 2 {amer vy occupation sirce the loans
were strictly meant for sgricultural production. #s for
marketing loans (F¥a), only registered cooperative societies
or unions are eligible te be granted such loans provided they
too have fully repaid, or have repaid an aeceptable proportion,
of previous loans granted them. Due to the difference in thoir
function, the two types of loans are given at two different times
of the year; the fomer before or during the farmming season and
the latter during the harvesting period. Except for this
difference in timing the procedure for acquiring the two types

of loans was exactly the same,

The procedure is bssic-lly as follows. When th: nppropriaie
time comes (which for cultivstion loans is usually before cr
immediately after the firut rains and for marketing losns between

August and October when th: next harvest is approaching), the
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for the ensuing year. For marketing loans, the upper limit
was not clearly fixed and depended on the union's or sociciy's

share capital and deposits, the typec of cash crops grown in the

area, and the value of crops marketed during the previcus season /

The amount cf outstonding debt that would disqualify o socicty
from being considercd for » fresh loan kept changing. From 1956
up to 1959 there wae no clenrly defined limit and so societies
cculd take fresh loans even when they hid not finished repaying
previous loans, provided the cooperative official supervising
such cooperntives recomrended them, and provided the Registror
did not raisec ~ny objections, By 1960 it had elearly become
necessary to have a definite limite because of tne large amount
of outstanding debts owed government by cooperativesy anéd the
fact that some societics started taking fresh lecans to repay
old ones. A policy wns therefore adopted that te quolify for o
fresh loan a society or union must have repaid a2t lenst two-
thirds of ite previous loans. In 196k this qualification was
raised to 90% of the preceding year's loan and S50% of all

other previous loans, For the individual members of cooper:tive
societies the qualific~tion imposed was either full repavment

or an outstonding balanc: of 19¢ or less of previous lo.'msm.

L4O. NAKMSWC. 103 vol,ITi: "Cooperatiw Finance" - p.LB7.

L41. HNAK/MSWC. 103 vols. I - III: “Cooperative Finrnc:",
1956~65,
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Once the screenin: is completed the Committee of the
primary society forwards its application (containinez the
individual amounts and the aggregated total for the society)
to the Union to whiech i? i affiliated or directly to the
Provincial Assiatantm of Cooperatives (PARC) if it is
not a member of any Union., The lmion, after considering all
the applications from its member sccieties, in turn forwards
the application including ite own to the PARC. After vettins
the PARC sends all the applications from his province to the
Fegistrar of Cooperatives who in turn screens and passes
these applications with his recommendations to the Pemmanent
Secretary for onward transmiseion to the Minister or
Commissioner in charge of the linistry. Once approved by the
Minister, an authority for payment of the approved amount is
sent to the Bank and copied to the PARC. In line with the
agreement already negcoliated, the Bank arranges to make
available to the PARC the apuroved sum for distribution to
the societies and unions, The actual distribution of the
loans is quite colourful as FEmirs, District Heads, N,.A.
officals and other local disgnotaries are invited to attend the
special cooperative meetings srranged for this purpose so as
to witness the distritmiion of loans to cooperative socictice

L2

and members’ .

L2, NAK/MSWC. 103 vol.ITI, pp.LB6-L90 gives a more detailed
account of these prccedures and process,
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THE SCOPE AND EENEFICIARIES OF THE
COOPERATIVE CREDIT PHOGRAMME, 1956-1967

As pioneers of the agricultural cooperative movement, the
two defunct provinces of Katsina and Zaria which make up the
present Kaduna State werc the earliest and leading beneficiaries
of the cooperative credit programme in northern Nigeriz, As con
be seen from Table 5.1, Kaduna State got over LO per cent of
all loans granted to eponerative societies in nerthern Uigeria
during the first four yesars of the government - guaranteed
credit programme. Even though the proportion of loans coming
to the state declined drastically after the first four years,
Kaduna State continued to benefit substantially from the credit
programme. The decline in the percentage of loans going to
Kaduna State during the early 1960s was due to the rapid
increase in the number of cooperative societies in the other
provinces of northern lligeria vis-a=vis the poor repayment of
previous loans by cooperative societies in Katsina and Zarie
provinces. Due to the huge back-log of unsettled debts hanging
on from the previous years, very few socicties qualified for

loans during this period.

Kaduna State therefore provides a very good illustration
of the concret operation of the cooperative crcdit programme:
its magnitude, distribution and repayment problems; and the
various intricate ways in which the credit programe was

manipulated to serve the class interest of the state and the
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Table 5.1¢ LOANS GIVEN TO COOFERATIVE SOCIETIES IN KADUNA
STATE AS PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL LOANS GRANTED IN NORTHERN
NICERIA 1956 = 1967 (in £+*)

TOTAL LOAKNS TO OVERALL TOTAL % Granted

YEAR | KADUNA STATE N. HIGERTIA to Kaduna State
1956 1744900 1,20,000 L1.6

1957 372,000 660,000 56.3

1958 770,000 1,550,900 L9.5

1959 383,272 1,959,038 19.5

1960 139,180 2,228,84L a2

1961 153,140 3,501,8L0 L3

1962 238,880 3,159, 300 7.5 X
1963 396,620 2,883,280 13.7

196l 867,980 L4239,150 20.7

1966 | 1,029,110 li4523,990 22.7

1967 | 1,078,200 3:995,138 26.9

Total| 6,638,782 34,121,480 19.4

*Converted from pounds to Waira at the rate of ¥2 = £1,
Source: Calculated from File Yol JiSWC, 103 vols I-IV:
"Coopersative Finrnce' = National Archives Kaduna and

from Anrual Reports on the Progress of Cocperztion in

Northern Nigeris 1955/56 = 1965/66 (NAK/HSWC.T0065/5,7 -

5.18).
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rural bourgecisie., This credit programme, much more than
anything else, detemined the class character of the
cooperative movement during the 1950s and '60s, This class
orientation has been eorried forward to the 1970s and '80s

as will be shown by the =nalysis of cooperative membership in
the Jemaa arca between 1977 -nd 1982. I will start by
discussing the magnitude and utilisation of pre-seascn losnas

and then move on to produce markcting leans,

PRE~SEASON LOANS

From the inception of the government-guaranteed crodit
programme in 1956 up to 1967, 2 totsl of 12,166,682 was issued
as cultivation loans tc cooperative members in Kaduna State,
(ut of this amoung ¥1,692,940 or 78% went to coc:pcr"tﬂiw:
members in Katsina Province while the remaining #473,7L42 or
22 went to cooperativee in Zaria Province (sec Table 5.2).

The wide gap between the two provinces can be explained in
tems of the differential sizes of the provinces, the higher ©
level of export crop production in Katsina, znd the greoter
concentration of cooperative socicties in Katsina 2o » result

of its earlier lead in coopcrative matters,



Table 5.2: PRE—SEASON LOANZ CRANTED TO COOPERATTVE SOCIETICS

in KADUNA STATE AND TN WORTHERN WIGKRTA 1956 < 67  (in i)
Katsinn Zaria Kaduna State| Total for | % of Lowns &

TeiR | Province | Province 1 as n whole |[N. Nigeriai Keduno 8%rte

1956 120,000 2,800 122,800 155,900 787

1957 190,000 68,000 258,000 300,000 36.0

1958 520,000} 13Q,000 650,000 990,000 £5.6

1959 136,160{ 66,112 202,272 1,131,418 178

1960 L,3,6501 20,330 63,980 1,301,104 L9

1561 27,5L0] 34,800 62,340 1,830,140 3

1962 30,3801 68,500 98,880 1,168,300 8.4

1963 53,8201 32,800 86,620 820, (B0 10,5

196l 170,980 14,000 18h,980 1,354,150 13.6

1965 158,500 | 25,000 183,500 1,142,140 16,0

1966 125,310 9,800 135,110 746,930 18,0

1967 116,600 1,600 118,200 L95,138 238

TOTALL 1,692,940 | 473,7he 2,166,682 11,135,960 18,9

Source: Same as in Table 5.1 above,

Much more important thin these absolute amcounts is the

actual distribution of these losus to members of the 1urel

population. What percentzge of the rural population benefited

from the cultivation lormg and what wam the ascclal composition

of these beneficiarics?

e snowers to these questions have o

lot to say obout the impret of these loans not only on rurnl

production but also on the dynsmics of class formution i the



rural areas. The first part of the gueation can be digpoged of
“ very easily, TIn 1958, two yesrs after the commencement of the
government-guaranteed eredit programme, Vigo found, in his
credit survey, that cooperstive credit accounted for only =¥

of rural credit supply in northern Nigeria. In Katsina
province, the only pwt of Kadwuna State covered by Vigo's BULVEY,
it was found that cooperative loans accounted for zs high as
6.9% of rurnl eredit supﬁly. This was the highest for any part
of the old northern region nnd this stemmed from the early
develppment of cuoperntives in this arenhB. The actunl
perbe;tage of the faming population bencefiting from
cooperative credit in northern Wigeria was estimated at 195 in
1964 and nt LM in 1966h“. Vit was the composition of this

tiny group of credit beneficiories?

Even though this issue hap been deliberately eveded by
government reports, evidence gleaned from officinl files and
other documents shows very clearxly that cooperative cultivetion
lorms were hijscked by the emerging rural eliteg made up of

" merchants, produce buyers, tr-diticnal rulers, N.i. officinls,

and rich peasants. This ic beciuse the people who spesrheaded

L3, 4. H. 8, Vigot: Survey of idgric. Credit ..., op.cit p.10

L. NAK/MSWC 7082k « "Controlled Credit”, p.55 and H. Bauman
! . et al: a4 Situation Roport onm agrie, Credit
} : op.cit p.223.
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the fomation of the cooper-tives and who eventually .merged

as the leaders of the cooper tives came frum this classe It 48 thus
not surprising to find th t most of the cooperative membership

as well as greater percentage of the loans eirculated among

members of this class, tc the dissdvantage of the morc genuine

farmers for whom these looans were intended.

& In ipril 1960, for exmiple, the Resident in chovge of

Zaria Province wrote to the Registror of Cocperatives compleining
that cooperative loans, instend of being distributed to the resl
fammers, h»d got into the hands of a clique of traders, lorry
owners, and other influenticl persons who were using such loms
for business rather thin for frmming. They were alsc using
their influence to subvert any a2ttempt to prosccute then in
the law courts for non—poynent of these loanahs. 4 year lotox
the Provincinl Lsgistant Registrar of Cooperatives in Zorir
similarly complained about his bitter experiences in trying tc
fget the Alkali courts snd the N.i. officials in Zaris tc
cooperate with him in bringing cocper~tive debters to beck,
This was due to the fact that:

giost of the Alk~lis and the N,i. Councilors nre

greately involved and ns such they deliberately

refused to help. A typical example will be of

great advantage. An audit report have (sie)

Just becn received on Karaknran Cooperative

Marketing Society (which) ruveals a loan of
W2L0 outstanding agrinst cne Musz Dan Baba....

4S. NAKMSWC 103 vol.l: “Cooperative Finance" p.176.
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Through enquirics and threatz it was later

discovered that the money was actually given

to Dalhatu, Councilor for Worksh6,
Similar reports came from “cuthern Zaria in 1963 where the
officers of the cocperztive societies and union were reported
to be more concerned with the “scramble™ to share out loans
Yamcng their friends and relatives” thon with the problem of
securing repzyments from credit beneficiaries. The
judges of the Alkali courts were not left out in the scramble,
In Zonkwa, for example, the alkali was himself indehted to
the Zanzan cooperative society and sc when loan defaulters
were arraigned before him for prosecution he found it morally

impossible and let them go on flimsy legal excusubh'?.

Contrary to the regul-tions, cuoperative loans in most
parte of Kaduna State were menopolized by people who were not
full-time farmmers and who, in sume extreme cases werc not
even members of the cocperative movement, to the neglect of
the peasant farmers for whom the credit scheme wns initially
introduced., Having championed the formation of most of these
cooperative socicties in an effort to gain access te cheap
public=subsidized credit ~nd having gained control of the

leadership positions in thesc cccperatives, the rursl

L6, Quoted from a letter from the PARC (11/8/61) to the
Committee set up by the Hinistry of Social Welfore and
Cooperatives to probe the activities of the Zario Hai.
in relaticn to cooperative matters = NAK/MSWC. 120 pp.i2-37.

47. NIK/MSWC. 120 (see letter of issistant Registrar of
Cooperatives stationed in Southern Zaria 11-2-1963)
to the Provineisrl Asst. Registrar of Cooperatives).
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bourgecisiec conveniently igmored all these regulations
concerning the distribution end use of ?:ﬁparativu ercdit

which were not in tune with their vested interests.

The advice of govermnmont ccoperative officers was often
ignored if it clashed with the intentions of thesc locsal
notables. i:is the Assist-nt Registrar of Cooperatives in
Kafanchan (himself n supergor officer) indicoted in hise
196l general report, it was not unusual for such powerful
local elites to use their “commections" with top pelitieions
to get cooperative stoff tronaferred (or even dismissed) if
they insisted on stopping such people from distributing the
loans as they deemed fit., .85 will be shown latez, the
distribution, utilisrtion and repayment of these loons was
accompanied by a high dogree of corruption, This corruption
and the manipulation of credit conditions facilitotud the
transformation of public property inte the private proverty of
the rural bourgeoisic. This is ruvealed further by the

cooperative marketing progromme.

Between 1956 and 1967 e total of ¥lL.L7 million wos granicd
zs marketing loons to cooperntive scecieties and unions in Kaduno
State, This was about 19,74 of the 122,68 million issucd a8
marketing loans tc¢ all cooperative societies in Northern Nigeria.

Unfortunately, the major henefitgof these loans went to only =
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amall clique of cocperative members and leaders who served as
the "ccoperative buyers' and who undertook the direct buying of
producz for the cooper=tive unions., From 1962 onwnrds, the
cmphasis of the whole cooperative credit scheme shifted from

cultivation or preoduction loans to marketing loans bec use

Table 5,3¢ PRODUCE PURCHASING .LV/NCES GRANTED T0 COCPERATIVE
SOCIETIES IN KADUN., STATE /KD NORTHERN NIGERY., 1956~1967 (in .}

Kateina Zaris Kaduna State|Grand Total| % of

Year | Province Provinee &8s o whole for Loans tco
Ne. Nigeria | Kadun:
Stote
1956 50,000 2,100 52,100 264,100 | 1947
1957 80,000 34,000 114,000 36,000 31,6
1958 50,000 70,000 120,000 364,900 | 21,2
1959 134,200 46,800 181,000 827,620 21,8
1960 72,000 39200 75,200 927,740 8.1
1961 31,600 59,200 90,800 1,671,700 St
1962 80,000 60,000 140,000 1,991,000 7.0
1963 | 160,000 150,000 310,000 2,062,600 | 15,0
196l k80,000 205,000 685,000 2,885,000 23.7
1965 580,000 270,000 850,000 3,857,860 22,0
1966 | 690,000 20l;,000 89l;,000 3,777,000 | 23.6
1967 700,000 260,000 960,000 3,500,000 274
Total 3,107,800 | 1,364,300 | 4,472,100 22,689,520 19,7

Sources Same as in Thble 5,1 above.
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members of the domestic elite h-d identified marketing as the
most lucrative spot in the whole cooperative programme. For
the furst six years of the credit programme (i.e. 1956~1961),
55.2% of all loans issued went into financing the cultivation
of crops while LL.B% of the loans went into produce marketing,
But ae from the 1962/63 farming season up to 1966/67, 73.% of
all cooperative loens went irntc produce marketing while only

26.% went to cultivstion (or pre-season) loans,

This develcpment in the cocperative sector has to be
seen in relation tc the economic and class structure that had
emerged in northern Nigeria during the early 1960s. The
domestic bourgeoisie which, under colonialism, <aveloped through
its accessg to traditional esuthority or through serving as junior
partners in the expcrt-import trade, had gained complete control
of the state machinery and was using it to create more
lucrative openings for its members, Many public institutions
were established and their capital stock increased to enable
them provide the domestic bourgeoisie with the funds for
expanding their agricultural, commercial and industrial
activities. State power wes used to oust the expatriate fimme
from agricultural produce trade in order to create commercial
opportunitics for the expanding indigenous bourgeoisic. By
1961 most of the familisr sxpotriate companies had withdrawn
from agricultural produce trade and their places wers t=ken
over by indigenous comnercinl enterprises, cooperative

organizations, and private individuals. The domestic northern
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bourgeoisie, working through cooperatives, private companies,

and other commercial arrangementsz, tocok over as the licensed

buying agents (LBAs) of the Marketing Board and used this to
L8

amass a lot of wealth™ .

Cooperative marketing witnessed a boom betwecn 1961 and
1966. In 1959-60, therc was only one cooperative union serving
as a licensed buying agent for the Marketing Board. Between
1960 and 1962, the nuaber of cooperative unions serving as LBAs
had increased to 20 and by the 196L/65 buying season the nurber
had gone up to‘29h9. The vclume and monetary value of
agricultural preduce marketed by cooperative societies in
Northem Nigeria showed 2 very phenomenal increase duringz the
1956-1966 period as can be seen from table 5.4, This drastie
increase shows the extent to which cooperative marketing had
become a very profitable niché for capital accumulaticn by
the emerging domestic howrgeoisie in all parts of northern

Nigeria,.

In Kaduna State the volume of agricultural produce mnrketed
through cooperatives rosz from 1,3 thousand tons in 1956 to about

18,9 thousand tons in 1966. The monetary value of this produce

—

48, For details sue Y. e Abdullahi: Social Relaticns of
Production in Peasant .ricuture:s A Case Study of Simplo
Commodity Froducticn in Ksura lMawoda Arca of Sckoto State
(Ph.D. Thesis, A.7.U, 1983) ch.l secticn cne,

L9. Consclidated Annual Report on the Progress of Cocperation
in N, Nigeria 1955/59 = 1964,/65 -pp:n-‘ET,
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1956~1967 period, it i+ quite clear that cooperatives did not
make any significant impact cn produce marketing, Most of the
purchases for the Marketing Boards woere done by private compeniaes

and individuals,

Table S.5: PERCENTAGE OF COPTON ALND GROUNDNUTS MARKETED BY
COOPERATIVES QUT OF TOTAL M. BKETING ROLHED PURCHASES T3 KADUNA
OTATE, 1956—67

YEAR GROUNDNUTS . COTTON

Cooper— | Total Cocper—] Total

atives Purchases| 9% | atives | Purchases | %
1956457 816 Mo - 561 25,523 2.1
1957/58 | 3,803 Nuh - | 1,323 L7,z 2
1958/59 1 4,180 M4 - 751 33,808 242
1959/60 | L4,L13 T1,418 | 6.1] Neb 30,300 -
1960/61 A 92,608 - Mok 50,854 -
1961/62 N4 141,676 - 1 27,122 -
1962/631 2,800 126,300 | 2.,2] N.& 50, 600 -~
1963/6h | L,718 122,069 | 3.8} 2,h21 52,775 Lheb
196L/65 1 5,768 76,631 | 7.51 2,939 | Lo,272 v
1965/66 | 11,802 117,387 110.1] 6,69l L1,687 16.0
1966/67 Nai 124,960 - el 51,072 -

Sourcet Caleulated from finnual Reports on the Progress of
Cooperstion N, Nigeria File NolMSWC. T0069/3.71 -
70069/5.18 in Nuticnal hrchives Kaduna and from
Kaduna State: Statistical Year Rook 1978 p.é2.

Pigures are not aviillable for some of the years due

10 poor record keeping,
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The organization of coonerative marketing created many
avenues for private accumulation by the rural elite. The
marketving leoans were given to the cooperative unions on the
understanding that the primsry socicties constituting the
members of such unions would sct as the buying agents that
would purchase agricultural produce from their members cn
behalf of the unions. This, according to standard cooperative
practice, would not only enzble the primary societies to
participate and gein from the marketing programme but wouldl
facilitate the recovery of cultivation loans directly {rom the
value of produce delivered to the societies by their members,
while the profits realized from the society's or union's
marketing transactions would be shared to the members as
bonuses and patronage reiunds. In other words, the profitas
realized from cooperative marketing would go to the cooperative
organization and through it to the members. Unfortunately, this
was not the way cooperutive marketing operated in Kaduna Steote

or in northern Nigeria during the 1956 - 67 period,

In practice, primary socicties played little or no role
in cooperative marketing #nd neither the societies nor their
members benefited directly from the marketing programme. The
actual procedure was that cooperative unions appointed the
agents that would buy agricultural produce on their behalf,
Some of these agents were influentisl leaders of primary

gocieties who had the right comnections with the union exccutive
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committee; a few weré acfually elected by their societiesy while
the others were committee members of the union itself. The
marketing loan provided by the govélmment was then distributed
among this clique of selected agents, The amount received hy
each agent partly depended on his entrepreuneurial ability
but more importantly on his power position within the union
executive or his "comnections" with those in charge of
distributing the loan, Bsch of these "gooperative buyers™ was
in charge of a gazetted area or merket and bought his produce
indiscriminately from both cooperative members and none-members

alike.

These cooperative buyers were usuaslly indistiauishable
from other private buyers beczuse they practised the same
speculative practices rem:nise.nt of all rural middlemen (such
as under-weighing peoplets produce, down-—grading its quality,
under-stating the value of the produce, or paying less than
the gazetted buying prices) in an attempt to booat their profits.
The produce was then packsd into special bags supplied by the
union, transported to the wnion's hesdquarters, and delivered
to its store pending evecuation to the actual destination where
it would be taken over by the Marketing Beard. The buyers wene
then paid & generous comuission for their sorvices and some of
the costs thay M in packing and transporting the producs
were reimbursed, The buying commission went into the pecket

of the cooperative buyer wnd not into the account of hiz socliety,
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and go the cooperative members who actually produced the crops
derived little or no benefit from the marketing programme in
the form of bonuses or patronage refunds. At the end of every
buying season, therefore, the union and its clique of buycrs

&0t richer while the actual producers remained where they were,

The only time the individual cooperative members gained any
benefit from cooperative marketing was in the 1950s when the
individual primary societiec used to market their produce
as sub-agents of the foreiin firms which were then the LBAs of
the Marketing Board. In such cases the commission went directly
to the society and was distributed to the individual members as
bormuses with the cooperative leaders taking the lion's share,
This was particularly the case in Katsina Frovince”C. When the
domestic bourgeoisie, as part of its northernisation policy,
tock over as the licensed buying agents, cooperative marketing
;:;:::e a mechansion for generating wealth for a small clique of
cooperative leaders and buyers, The dynamics of the whol:
cooperative programme, particularly in the 1960s when most
cooperative unions were appointed as licensed buying agents by
the Marketing Board, was determined by the struggle among
prominent politicians, businessmen, rich peasants, and other
members of the rural bourgeoisie to become the leaders or buycrs

of the primary societies or unions. So lucrative was this crodit

and marketing programme that the emerging rural capitalists who

50. See the provincial anmual reports for Katsina and Zariz

in Northern Nijeria: Provincial A 1 Reports, 1953=1960
(kaduna: Govt. Printer).
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did not qualify to be appointed directly as LBAs by the
Marketing Board founded or joined cooperative societies with

the intention of becoming leaders or buyers so as to use these
positions to enrich “nd consolidate themselves for bigger
political or business venturcs. Where it was found necessary
blaékmail, bribery nepotism and other corrupt mechanisms were
used to get to these leadership or buying positions. For most
members of the domestic bourgeoisie in northern Nigeria therefore
cooperatives and produce trade became convenient stepping stones

to power and econoumic success,

LOAN REPAYMENT, CORRUPTICN AND CAPITAL
ACCUMULATION VIA COOPERATIVES

One of the most intripuing aspects of the cooperative ecredit
programme was the repayment performance and the various mechanisms
devised by the government to enforce repayment and reduce the
great abuse to which cooperative credit had been subjected by
the emerging bourgeoisie, The repayment performance is one
of the best indices of the health and managerial efficiency of
any credit scheme as well as the extent to which the beneficiaries
are making effective use of the credit. It has already been
indicated in chapter three that compared with other public credit
agencies, cooperatives h.ve tended to achieve a better repayment
perfofmance on their credit programmes, This notwithstunding,
the loan repayment performance achieved by cooperatives still

falls below acceptable limits of good credit management,
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In northern Nigeris cooperative credit was granted at
between I} and 8 per cent interest to the various cooperative
societies 2znd unionz, to be repnid latest by February or March
of the following yeaf. The societies in turn granted this
eredit to their members at between 10 and 15 per cent interest,
with the difference hetw:en the two rates theoretically going
into the resgerve fund of the scciety. According to the
agreement made with the Barclays Bank (now Union Bank) which
funded this c¢redit programme, sny outstsnding smount not
repaid by the cocperative socicties as at 31Bt Mareh of
every gubsequent year is sutomatlically settled by the
government and the =zaid amount then.revérts to the goverrment
as an oubstanding depvt. Table 5.5 below presents the
repaymeni performence of cooperatives in northern Rigeris as
at 3ist March of every yémr. In other werds, losns granted
in 1956 bedame due for repsyment on the 31t March 1957,
after which they became overdue loans repayable direcily to
the government. | a | |

It should be pointed out that repayments contirmued to be
received up to the arrival of fresh loans, thereby reducing
the percentage qf outstsndineg debts. Therefore the amount of
actual debts incurred evary yesr fyrom the cooperative credit
scheme wag lower than is indiceted in table 5,6 below.
Nevertheless the amount of outstanding debts which accrued to
the goverrmment from the inception of the govexmmeni-suaranteed

credit scheme in 1956 up to 31st March 1968 when the



Table 5.6‘

2L0

COOPERATIVE LOANS GRANTED AND PERCENTAGE

REPAYMENT AS AT 31st MARCA OF THE FOLLOWING YEAR, 1956-67

YEAR PRE-SEASON LOANG MARKETING LOANS

GRANTED |REPAID % | GRANTED | REPAID %
1956/57 | 155,900%  N.A - 261,100 N.A -
1957/58 300,000‘ lioA - 360,000 N.A -
1958/59 | 990,000] 632,39 | 63.9| 564,900 | L56,086 80,7
1959/60 | 1,131,418} 927,740 | 82,0 827,620 627,620 175.8
1960/61 | 1,301,104]1,010,538 | 77.6 927,740 813,678 B87.7
1961/62 | 1,830,140|1,227,694 | 67.0 1,671,600 | 1,642,968 96,2
1962/63 | 1,168,300] 937,938 | 80,2 ) 1,991,000 | 1,801,724 90,5
1963/6l 820,680 530,550 | 6L4.6 | 2,062,600 | 1,875,324 90.9
1964/65 | 1,354,150 873,080 | 6L,k | 2,885,000 | 2,622,308 90.8
1965/66 | 1,142,140 855,834 | 74.9 | 3,853,860 | 3,563,316 92.)
1966/67 | 746,990} 603,558 | 80,7 | 3,777,000 } 3,760,930 99.5
1967/68 495,138 N.A - 13,501,600 N.A -
Source: Annual Reports on the Progress of Cooperaticm in

N. Nigeria 1956 ~ 1967 (NAK, MSWC. 70069/5.1 - 70069/4.18),

and from NAK/1SwC,. 70801 veols,I - III:

Debts Due to

Government from Cocperatives in N, Nigeria.

responsibility for these loans possed to she six newly created

states in thne lorth wng over 3.9 million,




Teble 5.7s

SOCIETIES I KADUNA STATE AND N, NIGERIA, 1956-1967 in &

21

DEBTS DUE TO THi: COVERNMENT BY COOPERATIVE

YEAR KADUNA STATE NORTHERN  NIGERIL
PSL PPA Total PSL PFA Total

Pre-1961] 384,690 | B83,.50| L68,140] 690,154 236,054 926,208
1961-62 8,826 2,612 11,438 602,LL6 of, 7,8 631,194
1962-63 29:306 9.53’4 3“%&0 230’362 h3i93}4 27113:—)96
19636l | 12,012 6] 12,018 290,130 167,276}  L77,L06
1964-65 | 20,382 L2,L16| 62,798 181,070 262,692 743,762
1965"66 23;5&& 279810 51 ? 3914 ?88,306 2%:514!3 57%!95\4
1966-67 | 16,004 10,392 ) 26,432 143,432 216,070 359,102
TOTAL Lal,840| 176,220 | 671,060 2,725,900 | 1,265,318] 3,991,218
Source: File No, MSWC 70801 vols.l - III: Cooperative Societies'

Debts Due to Government (National Archives Kaduna)

This poor repayment verformance cannot be divorced from the

way cooperative credit was used as a means for siphoning public

funde into the private pockets of the domestic bourgecisie,

Right from the inception of the coopersztive movement, as has

already been pointed out, the rural bourgeoisie (made up of

traditional rulers, businessmen, rich fammers, and moneylenders)
gaw dooperative credit as o me~ns of gaining acces:s to government
loans the repayment of which was not considered morally binding.
kny means employed to get these loans or to avoid repaying them

was not seriously frowned upon and in some cases was aprlauded.

Therefore, the negative iwpression was created from a very earl:
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stage that cooperatives constituted an avenue for converting
public or group funds into private wealth. This orientation
influenced the pattern of cooperative formation, membership

composition and leadership structure,

In Southern Katsina enlizhtened members of the rural
population congregated mround powerful politicians, businessmen
or traditional rulers to form cooperative societies, hoping
that their collective pressure coupled with the influence of
such powerful patrons or leaders would enatle them to get
loans. This did not only breed corruption but gave rise to an
elitist cooperative membership., The membership of most
societies in fact reflected who wsas who in the area. Even
before the arrival of government loane in 1955, - ocoperative
society funde were already being embezzled by some of these
well placed members of the rural bourgeoisie, In 1952, for
example, one of the District Heads embezzled the entrance
fees of those members who had rallied round him to form a
cooperative credit socif.-i;;,r51. In 1958 one village head was
reported to have "made off with some ¥3,600 of cooperative

money which, it is unlikely, will be ever be recovered"s'{.

By 1959, three ye-r: after the inception of the govermment.

guaranteed credit scheme, the Asgistant Registrar of Cooperatives

-

51. Nigeriat Annual Report of the Cooperative Depariment,
Northern Wigeris 19?1;? p.ﬁ.

52. Northern Nigeriz: Provincial Annual Heports 1958, p.101,
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in Funtua (Mr J. Y. Bicket) reported that cooperative credit
had become "“a racket”, "he managing committees of all the
cooperatives in the ares were composed of village and district
heads, N,A. officials, big traders and other influential people.
They were generally running the cooperatives mainly for their
own benefit. Even though they constituted only about 2L2nd of
the cooperative membership they usually got a quarter on more

of all loans granteds 3 .

This class of credit beneficiaries were the worst
offenders when it came to repayment because they had the power
to manipulate situations to their advantage. With the
inception of the credit scheme in the mid-1950s the government,
in its attempt to encourage the cooperative movement, gave out
large amounts of loang on very generous and loose temms to
members of the rural elites. In the absence of any legally
binding and enforceable provisions on credit repayment this
claés of people merely used the scheme to generate capital for
their various activities without bothering to repay, thus
creating an atmosphere that encouraged further non-repayment,
The poor repayment of cooperative loans especially in Katsina,
Zeria and Sokoto provinces gove rise to huge debts which forced
the government to tizhten the terms and conditions of cooperative
credit. Unfortunately most of these provisions were not effective

because the class position of the worst debtors, most of whom

§3, National Archives Kaduna File No. MSWC. 70588 p.ll.
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happened to be the committee members of the various cooperative
societies, enabled them to subvert and manipulate such
provisions. The cooperstive programme was thus associated

with a lot of corruption,

In the first place, the embezzlement of the entrance fees
paid by aspiring members was guite common. Some of the
committee members corruptly accwmnulated a lot of money by
going round to lure people into paying entrance fees and
membership shares to then on the promise that they would be
given government loane. Since no receipts were given for such
cash collections it wis essy for such committee men to convert
the money to their own uwoe, My field observations in Jeman
as well as the files in the archives reveal seve-al cases of

people who had been duped in this way.

Equally cammon were instances of cooperative union officials
or even gvernment cooperative staff{ receiving bribes from
primary societies in order to assist them get loans, In some
cases, these officers collected the membership fees and share
capital of primary societies on the pretext that they would pay
such monies into the sccourt of the cooperative union only to
convert them to their own use, For example, the I'resident of
the Southern Zaria Cooperative 'nion collected, during *ene of
his tours in 1963, the sua of ¥2,180 being the shares of five
cooperative primary societies (Kafanchan, Kwariyas, Zaman Dabo,

Unguwar Zaki, and Ankun;) which had applied to become members



of the union but cleverly converted the amount to his own ussrj'.
Another example was the cose of Aliyu Usman, an N,A. cooperative
inspector who in 1957 and 1958 dubed societies in Zaria of a total
sum of 31,266, The c-se was thoroughly inve:stigated by a

committee set up by the itinister of Social Welfare and Cooperatives,
and the culprit was tsoken to court but discharged on some

technical ground355.

This co;rupticn and financial mismanagement revealed itself
more clearly in the acquisition, distribution and repsyment of
loans. The only precondition for qualifying for loans from 1956
up to 1959 was that o society be registered with the Registrar
of Cooperatives. A lot of pressure was therefore brought to
bear on the Registrar and the staff of his division to speed
up the registration of muny cooperative societies, resulting in
the premature registration of some societies so that they
could get loans. Bribes, political influence, and the
manipulation of records were used to speed up the registration
of societies and the processing of their loens. ESince the size
of a society's loan depended on its share capital, staff of the
cooperative division were sometimes bribed into inflating the
share capital of some societies in order to enable them

qualify for bigger 1oan856. 4s a result, many societies either

She NAK/MSWC. 12046/%aris vol.I (see Frov, Assist. Registrar's
letter of 17th July 1963, No.377/102),.

55. NLK/MSWC, 120: "Zari» Province Cooperatives" = ppel13-25.
56. KAK/MSWC. 120, Ibid.



246

£ot loans prematurely or received loans that were far begond
their legitimate necds or repoyment capacity. All these led to
huge unrepaid debts particularly since such credit beneficiaries
either saw these loans zs “gifts” or believed that they could

bribe their way out of the consequences of non-repayment,

To reduce the problem of non-repayment it wes decided in
1959 that only cooperatives which had repaid at least S50¥ of
their previous loans could cueslify for fresh loans; while
cooperative societies were directed to give loans to only
those members who had repaid up to 50¢ of their previous
loans. This did not hclp much because many societies were
exempted on political grounds while the committec members of
many cooperative societies and unions, who were 'nemsclves the
worst debtors, ignored the povernment's directive. In 1960/61,
the repayment qualification was reised to two=-thinds of previous
loans for cooperative societics and 89K or more for individual
members, The Native Authorities were also requested te assist
the staff of the cooperative department in recovering outstanding
loans in their areas of juriediction, As has already been
indicated, meny N.A ofiicisls, judges of the Alkali courts,
and leading politicians had cooperative loans outstanding
against them. Therefore the enforcement of these goverrment
directives either clashed with the vested interests of those
expected to implement them or had sensitive political

implications and had to he waived,.
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One example I have chosen at random to illustrate this is
the case of Mallam Maude Gyani who was the President of the
Gyani Cooperative Society and a member of the northern
parliament on the platform of the ruling NPC povernment. In
1961 the "Honourable M,P" (Member of Parliament) collected a
total amount of N2,226, being the repayment of the 1960-61
loan granted to his society, with the intention of paying it
to the cooperative union in Kafanchan but converted the amount
to his personal use, Being an M.P the Assistant Registrar of
Cooperatives in Kafanchan found the issue beyond his power and
reported it to his superior, the Provincial Assistant Registrar
in Zaria, who in turn reported it to the Registrar of Cooperatives.
After fruitless attempts to make the M.P commit himself to the
repayment of this money, the Registrar in 1962 r.ported it to
the Minister via the Permanent Secretary. When the M.P defied
several appointments with the Permanent Secretary and the Hinister,
the next option was court action. But before embarking
on this course of action the Permanent Secretary asked the
Minister who was himself an NPC man to "confirm whether
there will be no political repercussions (for the NPC) in
Southern Zaria if Mallam Maude's case of embezzlement is
referred to court or the lolice”, The Minister feared that
there could be political repercussions and directed that the
@mir of Zaria be requested in a letter, to bring pressure to
bear on the M,P. After several letters to the Emir, Mallam
Maude was prevailed upon to repay the loan and therefore gave
a Banker's Order in 1963 for the remittance of ¥60 per month

from his salary to the Registrar in repayment of the outstanding
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debt., Meanwhile members of the Gyani cooperative society were
blacklisted against further loans s a result of Maude's

57

action” .

The case cited above illustrates a practice which was
quite rampant among cooperative leaders and government
cooperative staff. BHoth wonted to exploit the cooperative
credit programme to enrich themselves and did not seriously
bother about the consequences of non-repayment of loans on the
health and success of the cooperative movement, In many cases
loan repayments were collected from the ordinary members, fake
receipts or none were icsued, and the money eithsr embezzled
or diverted to speculative business deals pending when pressure
from superior government officiuals became irresistable before
the money was expeditiously paid into the ocoffers of the
government, The lukewamn attitude which the dominznt section
of the rural bourgeoisie had towards credit repayment, the
fact that they contrclled the greater percentage of the loans,
coupled with their embezzlevent or corrupt handling of loans
and loan repayments, 2altogether had the effect of discouraging
the ordinary members from promptly repaying their loans.

In addition, the hazards of ferming and the frequent failure
of the farmers

of crops adversely affected the capacitx{to repay pre-—season

loans. It must not also Le forgotten that the government

contributed to the repayment problems by the late issuance of

57. NAK/HSWC. 120 PPJI;-?OQ
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of
loans and the exemptiory some persons or societies from
certain crucial regulations and preconditions governing the

granting of loans beciuse of political considerations.

-
et

Mention must also be made of the way the cooperative
marketing programme scrved to discouraze loan repayments.
Marketing loans ecirculsted among a small cligue of cooperative
leaders, businessmen and influential local peoliticians, some of
whom were not aven cooperstive members or Jjoined one of the
cooperative socinties only after they had been assursd of such
loans, Rather than offering the cooperative members é better
channel for marketing their produce, this ¢lique of cooperative
buyers did not only exploit both the members and the govermment
which provided the marleting loanz but were openly
cellaborating with, and zctively assisting, the private
middiemen whom they werc intended to replace. The marketing
leans were very often embezzleds the preoduce purc@ased from
members with such loons wos gometimes sold at higher prices to
private buyers instead of being delivered to the cooperntive
union stores; and the produse was sometimes evacuated from the
uniont's stores by union of 'icials, sold snd the monsy diverted

to their private use instead of being paid into the union's account.

Due to the embezzlement of marketing loans and the corrupt
handling of the entire marketing programme, records were often
not kept in order to render detection impossible and to make

the payment of bonuses to members difficult since it wouldn't be
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knowa who aold whatsa. Since the marketing scheme did not

offer any positive benefits to the hmembers, it became quite
common for meabers to avois selling their crops through the
cooperative buyers, Memy cooperative farmers preferred to
gell their crops to the private LBAs who were paying slirhtly
iligher prices in an éttampt to attract the farmers away from
the cooperative buyers. Some cooperative menbers actually
80ld their c¢rops to the cuoperative buyers through non-members,
thereby making impossible lhe dircet deduction of their pre-
geagson loans from the veluc of their crops. The use of the
cooperative marketing programme to advance the selfish interest
of a small clique of enterprising elites, coupled with the
disaffection which thig progranme engendered in the gensral

cooperative members, compounded the problem of 1 sn repayment.

These problems of poor repayment, corruption and the
embezzlement of funds continued to characterize the cooperative
movement up to the creation of six states out of the old WNorthern
Ragion by the military regime in 1967. The cooperutive credit
programme reverted to the newly created states in the firet

quarter of 1968, The total sccumulated debt of #3,9 million

i

58. The files of the four cooperntive unicpe which operated
in Kaduma State (i.e. the Scuthern Zaria, Zsyia Central,
Northern Katsina, and Southern Katsina Cooperative Unions )
document very exhsustively the corrupt deals that went on
e wnder the fromework of cooperative marketing; NAKASWC.
11657; 120L6/2aria=t; 120527/1 & 7036L/8.1 vol.IIl.
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which cooperatives in the region were owing the government was
distributed to the new stotes in March 1968, Each new state
inherited the exact amount owed by cooperative societies in its
area of jurisdiction. Kaduna State inherited a debt of ¥671,000
(see table 5.7). Administrotive and financizl measures tzken
by the new states to reccver some of the old debts did not yield
very good results; conseguently the debts had to be writien

off by the various governmenis,

COOPERATIVE CREDIT SINCE THE CRE:TION
OF KADUNA STATE, 1968 -- 1982

With the inception of the military regime in 1966, steps
were initiated to improve the repayment of cooperative loans,
Only societies which had repaid 100§ of their pr« rious losns
could qualify for new loans. Administrative measures woere
also introduced to plug some of the loopholes through which
cooperative loans were illegally filtering into the private
pockets of corrupt cooper.tive leaders and government
cooperative staff. The total amount of cooperative loans
reduced considerably as many societies could not meet the new
condition for fresh loans. In 1970 a cooperative reorganization
exercise was embarked upon, as has already been indicited in
chapter four. The repoyment performance improved very siynificantly
after the reorganization cxe'cise but has since gone back to

something near its former level (sez Table 5.8).
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LOANS GHANTED TO CCOPERATIVE SOCIETIES IN

KADUNA STATE AND REPAYMENT I'€RFORMANCE 1968 - 1982 IN

THOUSANDS OF NAIRA (3000)

TEAR | PSL PPA Total Total Amount | % Repayment
Loan Repaid
1968 - 980.,0 | 980,01 906.4 9245
1969 - 95842 958.2 Al 6 98.6
1970 } 1,000,0 - 1,000,0 992,0 99.2
197 - 830.C ] B830.,0] 726.8 876
1972 - - - - -
1973 - 1579540 | 1,795.0} 1,760,2 98,1
1974 | N.A Ned N.A N.A -
1975 | 18847 | 3556748 | 3,75645| 2,718.7 7244
1976 | 39643 | 6,57345 | 6,969.8| 4,073.6 58.L
1977 N.A NeA NeA N.A -
1978 | N.A No.A oA N.A -
1979 ) N.a N.A N.A N.A -
1980 } 1,914.2 - 1,914,2 28.T* -
1981 795.0 - - 79540 93.T* -
19821 197,71 - | 7197.7| 65247 81.8
A1

*At the time the statictice were compiled, the loans were

not yet due for repayment,

Source:

Kaduna

State:

Gtotistical Year Book 1978, pp.161-2;

and Cooperative Division, Min. of Agriculture and

Rural Develonment,; Personal Interview

1983,
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As can be seen from table 5.8, the amount of loans going
to cooperative scocieties in Kaduna State increased considerably
during the 1970s and particularly as from 1973 as a result _,f
the oil boom. Efforts to obtain the complete figures for this
period from the Cooperative Division of the Ministry of

Agriculture and HRural Develcpment in Kaduna proved abortive,.

As a result of the drastic decline in the production of
export crops during this period, cooperative marketing has
gradually extended to food crops, especially grains. The
establishment of the Grains Board in 1977 which was expected *teo
open a new horizon for cooperative food marketing has not had
the kind of impact which the Marketing Boards used to have on
export crop marketing ia the past. One reason for this was the
over-bureaucratizaiion of cooperative marketing at cer the
re-organisation exercise with the senior govermment cocperative
officials virtually handling all aspects of the marketing,
supposedly in order to ensure repayment of government louns,
As in the past, the profits deriving from this cooperative
marketing seems to have been going to the officers cocncermed,
together with their cligue of trusted buyers, rather than to
the generality of the members, Evidence from Jemaa and Zavia
reveal that this government-controlled marketing programme w2s

not devoid of corruption and losses to the cooperative unions.

Unlike before, many fammers especially in Jemea have

increasingly been using their pre~season loans for the production
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of food crops especisl’'y rice, yoms and guinea corn becouse
the prices for these crops are now quite attractive given the
prevailing food scarcity, Most fammers have preferred selling
tlieir own crops directly in the loczl market and repaying the
loans in cash rather than selling through the cooperative,
Cooperative credit and morketing, like before, are still
outlete for private benefit and enrichment and this explains
the hustling and comuotion which accompanies the distribution

of these loans,



CONCLUSION : o :;

What has omersed from this review is the extent 4o which
the development and performance of farmers' cooperatives have
been dictated not by the needs of the peasantry but by state
objectives and the cluss interest of the domestic bourgecisie.
The colonial state used the credit and marketing cooperatives,
in conjunction with the Marketing Boards, as institutipnal

mechanisms for encouraging the production of export crops

and for contrelling the marketing of these ocrops.

While the justificatlion for introducing tﬁese cooperatlives
continued to revolve around the elimination of expleoitative
moneylenders and rural middlemen, one finds that rcither the
structure nor the ideology these cooperatives incorporated any
concrete and genuine ingredients for realising thig objective. And
consaquently, theae cooperatives have neither threatened nor
curbed the activitics of these middlemen and moneylenders, In
fact they have not only itendcd to consolidate this class of
roral exploiters but have themsclves acted as aguncies for the

exploitation of the peasantry.

. Without any clearly defined enemy against whom they should
fight, cooperatives have merely degenerated into ipstitutionalized
agencies for distributing government credit and facilities to the

better—=off stratum of rural cociety. The life—wire that has
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kept these coopersztives going is state loans and resources,
These cooperatives have thus destroyed the basis for genuine
cooperatives by inculcating into the peasants the pragmatic
ideology that cooperatives are a means for self-advancement,
via loans and other material benefits, and not a means for

mobilizing the peasants to fight against their exploiters and

OpPTessors.
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S g\ CHAPTER STX
THE SOCIAL OSITTION, ATTITULES AND CLASS

HE COME . :f i
CHARACTER QOF COGFERATIVE M@ﬂ?ﬂﬁs I JEM&&

This chapter focuses on the social cempowition, attitudes

and perceptions of the cooperative members in Jemaa and
compares their orientastion and social characteristics with
those of the non-members, This comparative analysis is
wndertaken in order to twing out the c¢lase character of the
cooperative members vis-a~-vie the rest of the rural population,
Since the pexrformance and success of cooperatives ultimately
depend on the nature of their membership and om the
participation, loyalty and support which such cooperatives
receiva from their members, it is quite obvious that no
analysis of the cooperstive movement can be compli.te without
& detailed examination of the attitudes, perceptions and
characteristice of the cooperative members as well as the
overall orientation which the ruval populatiop has towards

cooperatives, As actual or potential members of the

cooperative movement, the adtitudes and evaluative judgments
which Inform the pexception of the rural population towards
cooperatives determine the acceptability and support which the

cooperative movement will enjoy in any perticular community.

From the point of view of pclitical economy, these
attitudes and orientation emanate from the dynemic interaction

between the objectives and cless orientation of government

Al
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cooperative policy and the velues, characteristics and
structure of the community in which the cooperatives operate,
Unlike bourgeois social scientists who often single out

peasant social values as the principal determinants of the
orientetion which the rural population has towards cocperatives,
it is emphasized here that the attitudes and social
chyracteristice of the cooperative members are largely
determined by the structure and objectiveangovarnment ecooperative
policy as well as by the legal and resource back-up which
cooperatives enjoy from the government. In other words, the
opportunities, constraints and objeotives of government policy
play as much a crucial role as the characteristics and values
of the local population in determining the nature and level

of cooperative membership in any concrete rural community.

It is ageinst such & dynamic background that the attitudes of
the rural population towards cooperatives, their verceptions

of the objectives and benefits of cooperatives, their motives
for joining or refusing to join cooperatives, their orientation
towards both modern znd traditional forms of cooperation, and
their evaluation of the achievements of modern cooperatives

are examined.

To set the context within which the characteristics,
attitudes, and orientation of both cooperative and non-
cooperative members @an be fully understood and appreciated,
this chapter begins with o brief analysis of the history of

cooperative growth in Jemaa, This brief analysis will
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demonstrate how the pattern of cooperative growth was itself
shaped and dictated by certain historical forces over which
the members had no control and to which they had to succomb.
The nature and pattern of cooperative development was not
necessarily determined by the needs, velues and aspirations
of the peasantry in Jemaa but rather by the nature and

changing denands of govermment policy.

A BRIEF HISTCRY OF THE PATTEKN OF COOPERATIVE GROWTH IN JEMAA

The history of the cooperative movement in Jemaas dates
back to 1946 when the fi st cooperative society - The
Kafanchan Railway Workers' Thrift and Loan Society - was
founded. From this date up the late 1950s, workers' thrift
and loan societies as well as consumer cooperat’v.s dominated
the cooperative scene in Jemaa not necessarily becasuse they
were the type of cooperstives wanted by the local population
but because colonial policy im northern Nigeria started off
with an emphasis on thrift and cosnumer cooperatives.
Spontaneous cooperative initistives outside this areas were

discouraged and often stifled as will be shown shortly.

The first set of salaried workers in Jemaa were the
railway workers and the employeee of the Native Authorities
(N.A ). It is therefore not a surprise that the first set of
salary earners' thrift and loan oocperative societies were

founded by either the railway workers or the employees of the
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N.A, The four most successful thrift and loan cooperatives in
this area during the late 1940s and the 19508 were the
Kafanchan Railway Mechanical Workers Cooperative Society, the
Kafanchan Railway Engineering Workers Society, the Jemaa N..,
Staff Cooperative Society and the Jemaa N,A, Police and
Prison Warders' Cooperative Society. In May 1950 the first
consumer cooperative wes founddd at Kagoro. Made up-of 72
members, four of whom were women, this society was established
as a counter-reaction against the exploitative activities of
Ibo middlemen whose control of distributive trade created
unnecessary scarcity of goods calculated to hike-up the prices,
The society started obtaining its consumer goods on wholesale
direct from John Holt and U.u..C. in Joe which it then distributed
to its members and other peop191. Following the success of the
Kagoro experiment, similer cooperatives were founaed in
Kafanchan, Unguwar Himi and Jagindi but did not vrrove equally

successful,

Borrowing a leaf from their close neighbours the Kagoro,
the Moroa people decided in 1951 to form a cooperstive marketing
society so as to take over the marketing of their crops from
expleitative middlemen. They invited the cooperative inspector
for guidance and advice on how to organize and run such a
cooperative. The cooperative inspector in his own report

admitted that although *the most pressing need among this

1. NAK/ZarProf. 14,86 vol.II “Cooperative Societies - Reports by
officers of the Cooperetive Department”.
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codmunity is a cooperative produce marketing society, it will

be dangerous to introduce this type of cooperative among them
(because).... the society will lack strict discipline and
effective management"”., 1In line with prevailing coclonial policy,
the inspector instead advised the people to form a consumer
cooperative without indicating what pressing community need
such a cooperative would satisfy and without showing where the
strict discipline and effective management which were lacking
in the community would be found. The people were not impressed

and dropped the cooperative idea entirelyz.

Similarly, the women of Kwoi in Jaba district initiated
the orgenizetion of a cooperztive society with the objective
of collecting money to build a ccoperative maternity clinic.
The proposed Kwof Women's Cooperative Society pl =med te provide
traditional birth attendants on a voluntary basis to work in the
elinic but wanted the assistance of the Cooperavii2 Department
in securing and employing 2 qualified nurse or health
superindent to supervise the traditional birth attendants.
Since health cooperatives were not in the priority list of the
government, the Registrar refused to register the scciety on
the grounds that both the society and his departmentt;::;lthe
qualified staff to run end supervise tuch a cooperative project.

He advised that the ides be referred %o the Ministry of Health

. or dropped entirelyj.

2. NAK/Zar Prof. 1486 vol,1I: Ibid.

3. Ibid.
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These and several examples from other parts of Kaduna
Stete i}lustrate how the spontaneous cooperative initistives
of the people were either gtifled or carefully streamlined
into certain chosen areas Iy government policy. In a poor
agrarian community like Jemaa, a cooperative policy that
emphasized salary-eamers! or consumer cooperatives was clesrly
at variance with the needs and objective conditions of the
people. Consequently the rate of cooperative growth wes very
slow and the extent of loecsl involviment in the cocperative
movement wag insignificant until the introduction of farmers®
credit and marketing cooperatives in the late 1950s. One major
reason why these thrift cooperatives did not penetrate to the
local people was the existence of more effective traditional
saving institutions (such ac “adashe" and "gayya"). As will
be shown later, these traditional institutions w=re more
popular and more effective as gavings institutions than

cooperatives in the rursal areas,

The timing and growth of farmers' cooperatives depended
largely on the level of development of export crop production
in an area as was earlier indicated. In Jemaa and many other
parts of Southern Zaria, cash crop production was late in
arrival and was therefore not highly developed by the early
1950s when the campaign to promote agricultural cooperatives
started in Kaduna State, Consequently this area was largely
ignored in the efforts to promote credit end marketing

cooperatives., By the time the agriculfural credit movement
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arrived in Jemaa in the late 1950s, the govermment-sponscred
cooperative credit scheme had already become popular and
became the central determining factor governing the formoation
of farmers cooperatives, Toth the leaders and the pioneer
members who championed the formation of these cooperatives
were local teachers, traders, traditional rulers, politicians

' éhﬁ enlightened farmers who sawv the loans being provided by the
government througﬁ gggperatives as a means for expanding their
production and wealth., Since this pattern of cooperative
formation hed implications for the social composition and
attitudes of the cooperstive membership that emerged in Jemna,
cage histories of some of these societies are briefly

summarized here for illusttative purposes.

Between 1958 and 1962 sceveral credit and msrketing
coﬁperatives sprang up in various parts of Jemas, most of which
revolved around certain key personalities in their areas of
operaticﬁ. The earliest set ol farmers' cooperatives in this
area were the Kagoro, Mrnchok, Kaningkon, Madakiya, Cyani,
Ninzam, Jagindi, Unguwar Rimi, Kwoi, Mayir, Kagoma, Kafsrchan,
and Gwantu cooperative credit and marketing societies, Tive of
these -~ Kwoi, Kaningkon, Madakiya, Kagoma, and Manchok - have
been selected at random for o brief owerview of their pattern

of evolution and growth,
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(2) The Kwoi Cooperative Societys

This society was initiated in 1959 by a group of community
leaders and commercial elites drawan from Kwoi and other parts
of Jabs district, promincnt émong whaom were people like Zom
Maigida, Hyat Jock, Kimza Mzigaxri and Hyat Got. Thz central
objective of the cooperstive ss far as both members and leadexs
were concerned was the acquisition of farming and produce buying
loans, Consequently the society lacked dedicated leadership
and strong membership support, which in turn gave rise to
corruption, disloyalty and inefficient management. For example,
the secretary embezzled 1246 from the society's funds in 1961;
the leaders had a tendency of either not showing much
enthusiasm in collecting loan repayments from the members or of
using such loan repayments for their own private trade; and
society meetings were generally infrequsnth. In spite of
official instructions to the contrary, many members who had
outstanding loans continyed to receive fresh loans as long as
they had the right conrlag;tions with the office=bearers of the
society. By 1965 the number of defaulters had reached such
an extent that the Cooperative Department had to sclicit the
assistance of the Chief o Jaha and the N.A Courts in getting

some of these defaulters &» settle their loans.

. File No. Kaf/Coop/1C,, Cooperative Office Kafanchan. p.35.
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The leaders of the Kwoi Cooperative Society, like their
counterparts in most other societies, were more interested in
struggling to be appointed as cooperative buyers than in
runing their society efficiently. With the fommation of the
Southexrn Zaria Cooperative Credit and Marketing Union in 1961
and its subsequent re;istration and appointment as a licensed
buying agent (LBA) for the Msrketing Board, three members
from the Kwoi Society - Kimza Maigari, Jock Hyat and Kobo
Tanko - were amouny; the ten cooperative buyers given loans to
purchase ginger and cotton on behalf of the Union during the
1962/63 buying season, 1In 1963/6l,, Zom Maigida, the Socicty's
President was appointed o buyer and given a total of ¥13,820 as
produce purchasing loan, By March 1964 about #3,176 was still
outstanding against thesc four buyers from Kwois. While the
leaders and their trusted friends prospered from -heir control
of loans and from their embezzlement and speculative handling
of produce buying operations, tension developed within the
society. Some members were bitter about the blacklisting of the
society against further loans; some complained of favouritism
and sectionaliem in the distribution of loans andizthe appointment
of cooperative buyers; while others got tired of the corrupt
acts of the leadership, In 1967, the people from Nock, Chori
and Sambam broke to form their own societies while some left to
join the Ankung cooperative society, The mother society never

recovered from the confusion until in the early 1970s.

5. NAKMSWC. 12046/Zaria vol.I: "Southerm Zaria Cooperative Unlon“.
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(b) The Kaningkon Ccoverstive Scciety:
— 2 ——y R R . — }-

The moving spirit behind the formation of this coopcrative
soclizty was a loecal politician, My Jacob Jatau, who was its
Pregident for the first ten or more yesrs of its existence.

He did not only dominate th> activities of the socieiy Myt alen
determined who could becean a member. When the Scutherm Zaria
Cooperative Union was formad in December 1961 he emerged as is
first President, a position he held until the cooperative
re-crganization exercise of 1971, As the Union President

Mr Jatau, in consultation with the Seeretary, Mr lom Datiyonsg,
and the Union Manager, Mw Eako Yohanns, selected who would be
the Union'e buyers snd what anount of the produce purchasing
loans they would have, He used this position and his control
over the distribution of loens and other cooperative facilitics
to advance his economic snd political interest:, e was
elected to the Federal Farlisment in 196l and ir 2w ope o7
the prominent businessmen znd politiciens in Jemea. Ths
society almost collapsed when he relinguished membership of it

in the early 1970s,

{¢) The Madakiys Coopcrative Sceioty

Established in 1961, this sccicty was initiated and
dominated by the Precident, Mr Ahuwan Kato, the Secretary
Mr Nom Datiyong and thz scciet;'s ireagurer. Like mosi othex

cooperative leaders in this arca, these people used their various
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positions to enrich themselves and to strengthen their political
position. This was facilitated and enhanced by the election of
Nom Datiyong as the first Secretary of the Southern ?aria
Cooperative Union in December 1961, Nom used hism in
the union to ensure that loans were always availesble to his
primary society while Ahuwan Kato was appointed the cooperative
buyer for soyabeans, the profita of which must have gone to YNom
and the treasurer as well., Through a series of carefully
planned frauds, Mr Datiyon: emerged quite rich. One of these,
involving the sum of 55,518, earned him a jail term. ke later
bought one of the biggest hotels in Kafanchan and ia at the
moment the proprietor of the only Sweets Factory in Jemaa, in

addition to several other businesses,

(d) The Kagoma Cooperpgtive Societys

Founded in 1960 the hagoma Cooperative Society started
with a small group of enterprising XKagoma indigenes dominated
by Shehu Canga, Buyak Easimu and Gyayahaya Bazsris, all of whom
later because cooperative buyers for the Southern Zaria
Cooperative Union. Weile Buyak Kasimu was in charge of buyinz
ginger at the two ginger markets at Zonkwa and Jagindi Station,
Mr Gyayahaya became the sole cooperative btuyer for cotton
during the 1962/63 season for whichhe was advanced a loan of
#14,000. Mr Cyayahaya made quite a lot of capital from his
participation in coeperative merketing and has now emerged as

one of the richest businessmen not only in Kagoma but also in
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the whole of Jemaa, The Kagoma Cooperative Society had a
small *, closely-knit membership which seemed to have escaped
the kinds of disruptive hickerings over loan distribution which
often led to the break-up of several cooperative societies,

As at 1980/81 this society hod only 36 members.

(e) The Manchock Cooperntive Societys

Initiated in 1961 anc registered in 1962 this cociety
captured in its membership virtually all of the enlightened
traders, farmers and traditional rulers in Moros district. The
membership list is a very good summary of who is who in the
district; while the leadership has cireulated among a close
circle of chiefs and influential people from only one section
of the district. The first secretary of the society and the
treasurer at the time of this research was the district
scribe and a rich farmer, The current President is an
influential community lesder and the chief courtier to the
Chief of Moroa. This society is one of the largest in Jemaa
in terms of membership. 'Thiz large membership reises a
fundamental problem when it comes to the distribution of loans
or the appointmen$ of cooperatiwe buyere, because accusations
of favouritism, eoyruption znd sectionalism were very common,
In 1978 members from one section of the district who felt that
they were not getting a fair share of cooperative losns and
other facilitics broke away aml cotablished the Eondon

Cooperative Society,
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In general the pattemm of cooperative fommation in Jemas
did not stem from a perception of certain community needs or
problems for which people were being mobilized in order to
solve; nor were the initistors of these cooperatives grest
visionaries who were insnired by some clear vision or plan
for community action and welfare¢. Both the leaders and the
ordinary members were uniied in their common conception of
cooperatives as mechanicme for getting credit, fertilizers and
other material benefite from the government, The initiators
or leaders were mostly prominent community champions whose
political and economic position had afforded them the
opportunity to travel, interact with govermment officials, and
acquire some knowledge of the outside world and of the
functioning of government. Inspired by their knowledge of how
people in other areas or villages had organized themselves into
cooperatives and were benefiting from govermment loans, such
well-placed people, agsisted by the cooperative incpectors,
mobilized members of their own communities or districts to
form cooperatives so as to enjoy government loans and other

patronages,

Acting as people who did net want to see their communities
cheated in the distribution of government largesse these people
naturally emerged as the cooperative leaders becruse they were
seen as possessing the copaciby to act as intermediaries be tween
their own people and the goveymment. That such people monopolized

the greater percentage of tbe loans or corruptly migmanaged
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society funds or loans did not rais¢ any serious objections to
their leadership because most of the money afterall was coming
from the govermment and not from the people. Consequently a
tiny clique of people succeeded in perpetuating its dominence
in almost every cooperative society without any serious
challenge. BSuch a pattern of cooperative formation had its own
effects on membership composition and attitudes, the legacy of
which can still be seen fror an examination of the present

membership.,

A STATISTICAL OVERVIE! OF COOPERATIVES IN JEMAA

From the fomation of the first farmers'! cooperative
society in 1959, agricultural cooperatives in Jemaa witnessed
a boom during the first Republic (1960 - 1966), with the number
of societies reaching twenty three in 1971. While fammers
cooperatives were growin:® by leaps and bounds, the salary-
earners thrift and loan societies which were the first set of
cooperatives to emerge in thic aypee witnessed a progressive
decline and total extinction by 1967. Most of the members of
these initial thrift socicties were southern immigrants who
left following the outbreal of hostilities in 1966. The only
successful thrift socictics with predominantly northern membership
were the N.A Police and wWerders cooperative societies which
themsclves became extinct following the dissolution of the N.i.

Police and N.A, courts in 1966/€7. From then onwards, the
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cooperative movement in Jemaa was made up exclusively of
farmers credit and marketing cooperatives until the appearance
of a few workers thrift societies and poultry cooperatives in
the late 19708 and early 1980s. Table 6,1 below presents the

composition of the cooperative movement in Jemaa between 1976

and 1982,

Table 6.1t Type, Number and Membership of Cooperstive

Societies in Jemoa, 1976-82

Type of Society 1976 1979 1982
No, Member- No. Member—| No. #cmber-
ship ship ship
Thrift and Credit - - - - =
Thrift and Loan L 171 3 120 3 120
Credit and Marketing % 2,180 |55 1,876 |53 2,294
Consumer - - - - = -
Group Farming - - - - - -
Poultry - - - - - -
Others - - e - - , -
Total Primary Societies 39 2,351 |58 1,996 |56 - 2,414
Credit and Marketing Unio 1 39 1 58 56
Grand Total ho 2,390 |59 2,054 }57 2,470

Sources Keduna State: Statistical Year Book 1978; and

Cooperative Office, Kafanchan (Personal Interview).
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These farmers cooperatives, like their counterparts in
other parte of Kaduna State, lack one of the essential
ingredients that enable ccoperatives to make a significant
igpact on the productivity and living standards of the rural
population; that is, lack of sufficient emphasis on regular
savings, group action and coordinsted production plans, all
of which enhance self-relisnce and problem=solving action.
Neither the leaders nor the members conceived of cooperatives
as a strategy for encouraging savings, or for pooling together
their resources for collective benefit, or for mobilising
their members and other famers in the community to solve some
of their common probleme, Since the members saw these
cooperatives as devices for getting loans and other patronages
from the government, the mandatory membership shares which had
to be purchased upon joining the cooperative move: "nt were
regarded as a bait or precondition for qualifying for loans,
Very few members bought further shares or paid any desposits
to their societies after becoming members except if this was
considered a device for increasing the amount of govermment loans
one could obtain. In 1978 all the 42 farmers' cooperatives in
Jemaa had liquid assetp, that is, shares, deposits, reserve
funds etc., amounting to enly $16,300. This gives an average
of #388 per society or 3:8.5 per menbzr for the 1,922 farmers

belonging to the 42 farmere' coone:ratives in Jemaa.

To illustrate the vesy slow yate of sawings or capital

formation among farmers' gooperei:lves in Jemas, the liquid asnets
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of the 15 oldest farmers cooperatives were examined for the
period 1962 to 1981. Thc results are presented in Table 6,2
below. It is quite cleor from the table that cooperatives have
failed to stimulate any sismificant savings among the farmers.
Tne provisions concerning regular savings, and the purchase of

more shares to increase both the member's and society's share

Table 6.2: The Shares and Deposits of the 15 Oldest
Faymers! Cooperatives in Jemaa 1962 - 1981 in ¥

Name of Society 1662/63 | 1973/7h | 1980/81
Ankung Cooperntive Credit and

Marketing Society ¥ 6l ® 96 ¥ 136
Gwantu cems - n72k "7l
Jagindi ccms # 80 200 #1,129
Kafanchan ccms 320 #392 ¥ 410
Kagoma ccms - x508 £ 533
Kagoro I ccms #l,00 #L,00 # LOO
Kaningkon I ccme 34,00 #),00 # 600
Kumin Jatau cems - #200 ¥ 33
Kwariyss ccms ¥260 w260 ¥ 260
Kwoi ccms ¥L,00 - N 200
Manchok ccms ¥i20 ¥500 1#1,125
Ninzon coms #2440 ¥522 E 636
Sabon Gida ccms - 3261 ¥ 301
Unguwar Rimi cems ¥4,00 ¥715 w779
Zankan ccms - 3,08 @ 778

Source: Compiled from Pile Mo, MSWC 12046/Zaria vol.T,
Nstional Archives Ve@una and from relevant files

at the Cooperative Qffice Kafanchan.
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capital have largely b-ucn ignored. Consequently ccoperatives
lack the capital to finance their basic operational activities
and have come to depend almost completely on the government not
only for their loans but also for the grants to build their shops,

stores and offices,

One important impediment to regular savings among
cooperative members is the widespread skepticism about the safe
custody and proper management of such funds by the cooperative
leaders. Cooperatives hove provided the worst examples of
grassroot corruption and embezzlement of funds known to the
rural population, The rural fammers who, at one time or the
other have heard or seen c2ses of embezzlement of funds by
cooperative leaders or governnent cooperative staff, are very
reluctant to entrust their hard-earned money to the
cooperatives other thon the mandatory shares requi =d for
membership, As will be shoun later, such members prefer to
save their money throurh the informzl but more reliable
traditional savings associotions (esusu or adashe)., Corruption
in the cooperative movement is therefore a double-edged swortd
which discourages both the free flow of loans from the govermmcnt
to the cooperative memberse due to poor repayment or embezzlement
of such loans, as well as the accuwmlation of internal capital

through regular memb@r savin s.
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THE SOCIO=-ECOROMIC COMPOSITION OF COCPERATIVE
AND NON-COOPERATIVE WARMRRS

Cne of the major ohjectliwves of this study is to determine
the gize and socio~economic composition of those served by
the cooperative movement in Jemes. The total number of potential
members or those eligible to become cooperatig members in
Jemaa consist of all thoze who have attained the age of 16 yearazggove.
This in 1978 amounted to an estimated 200,000 personsé Out of
this only 1,922 persons o roughly 19 were members of the
cooperative movement, illustrating thet only a tiny fraction

of the rural population is inveolved in or is benefiting from

cecoperatives,

To determine the socioc—economic standing of this tiny
minority of cooperative members, a sample of 161 members was
compared with a sample of 15% non-cooperative members on 5
nunber of variables such ag age, marital status, 1=vel of
education, cccupation, estimsted farmland in acres, the extent
of hiring of farm labour, the use of modern inputs (fertiliger,
insecticides, improved seeds snd tractor hiring service), and
the nature of participatjon in traditional cooperative

institutions such a5 lobotr coopermtion (adashe and gayya) and

6. This is a projection bosed on the age distribution of the
population of Jem@a according <o the 1963 Census. BSee
Keduna State: Statistical Yesy Book, 1969 and 1978.
pr.l and 11-12 rogpsctively.
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credit associations or contribution clubs (esusu or adashe).
For some of these variables it was not possible to collect data
from the whole sample of 316 fammers and for such cases data
was collected from a gmaller zample of 161 farmers made up of
11 cooperative members and €5 non-members. The results of this

fieldwork are presented belov,

(a) hcE:

The cooperatives tend to draw their membership from the
older bracket of the rural population. The age distribution
of the sampled farmers shows very clearly that cooperative
members are on the avercge iuch older than their non-cooperative
counterparts. As can be seen from table 6.3, about 70.8 of the
cooperative farmers wexr /5 years and above, as compared with

36.8¢ of the non-members,

Table 6,33 Age Distribution of Cooperative and non=Cooperative

Yarmers:
Age Group Cooperative Members Non=Coop. Members
No. % No. %
15 = 24 2 93 10 6.5
25 - 34 16 Qa9 L3 277
35 - Lk 29 1:8,0 LS 29.0
L5 - Sk 58 6.0 33 21.3
55 - 6l 36 22 16 10.3
65 and over{ 20 124 8 5e2
Total 161 10069 155 100,0
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This finding is not peculiar to Jemaa beczuse Roger King
also found thet in most of the villages covered by his
regearch, "there is a tendency for cooperatérs to be older“7.
The preponderance of elderly and influential people in the
cooperative movement is seen by meny cooperative officers as
being responsible for the lack of dynamism in the cooperative
movement since the youth do not participate actively in
cooperative affairs. The youth gee cooperatives as associations
of the elderly and influential people and are therefore
reluctant to join them because of the traditional respect for
ages The 1968 Conference of Assistant Registrars of
Cooperatives recognized the various obstacles to youth
participation in the cooverative movement and recommended that
the youth should be encouraged to form their own cooperative
organizations while the cooperative law should be amended to
allow for the participastion of the youth in cooperative

activity right from the time they are in achoola-

(b) MARITAL STATUS.

About 95% of the cooperative members are married whils the

rest are either single or widowed. For the non-members the

T« R. Kings Pamers Cooperatives in Northern higeris, 1976 pe26.

8. Report of the Confupenco of dssistant Registrars of
Cooperatives 1968, !%nr;t. of Administration, A.E.U. 1968,
Mimeographed).
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figures are 906 and 10¥% respectively, The actual difference
between the cooperative members and the non-members is in the
number of wives per person (It should be observed here thot
the total sample had only three women all of whom were widowed
and were members of the cooperative movement)., It can be scen
from table 6. below thut there is a tendency for cooperators
to have more wives than the non-cooperators as is illustrated
by the fact that nearly 17 of the ccoperators as ageinst 9%

of the non-cooperators have three or more wives. The difference

Table 6,43 NUMHER OF IVES PRR FARMER

lflumber of Vives Cooperators Non-Cooperators

Hoe % . No. %
NO SPOUSE 8 540 16 10.3
ONE WIFE 88 chaT 95 6144
TWO WIVES 34 2346 36 23.2
THREE WIVES F 20 1244 6 ' 3.9
FOUR OR MORE WIVES 7 Le3 2 1.3

161 100,0 | 155 100,0

here can be explained 4n terms of differential levels of
prosperity as well as the cifferentizl age distribution between
the two groups, In zdd tion to being les: prosperous than theiv
cooperative counterpsrts (:s is shown below), the non-coopesntive

farmers tend to be youngr r. Since the youth tend to prefer fever
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wives these days as a result of the influence of christiznity
and modern education, the preponderance of older people in the
cooperative movement is ¢n important factor in explaining the

tendency for cooperative menmbers to have more wives,

(e) LITERACY AND EDUCATION:

The cooperative members are on the average more litersate
in both Hausa and English thon their non-cocoperative counterparts.
About 75.8% of the cooperaztors as against 55.5% of the non-
cooperators claimed they could reac (and possibly write) in sinple
Hausa. Only 30 of the cocperative members as compared with
only 1% of the non-members could read or write in Fnglish.
Some of those who affirmed their azbility to read or write in
Housa had not been to any formal school or literacy classes
but had learnt to read and write through self-eff-rt. Similar
proportions of both cooperators and non-cooperators (33.9% as
against 29%) had attended ~dult literacy classes. About L13 of
the cooperative memberr »5 compared with only 28% of the
non-members had attended primery school or beyond. lNone of the
non-cooperators had gone t¢ post~parimary schoel or beyond as
compared with 8 of the cooperative members. A very high
percentage of non-cooperators who attended primary school

dropped out before complation,
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(d) OCCUPATION:

About BLY of the cooper:tive members as compared with 98¢
of the non-members engrpe in famming as their mein occupation,
The remaining 16% of cooporative members and 2¢ of the
non-members are engared in non-agricultural activities such as
trading, tailoring, teaching end other salaried jobs as their
main occupations, An enclysis of the secondary occupations in
which the sampled farmers are involved reveals some striking
differences between cooperstive and non=cooperative members,
About L1% of the nonemembers zs compared with 26 of the
cooperative members have no other occupation apart from faming.
In the secondary occupstions, cooperative members rank higher
in skilled and semi-skilled salaried employment; in positions
with authority or prestige such as chiefs, church leaders,
district councilors ete; and in more capital-intersive business
activities sch as distributive trade, contracts, poultry
farming, livesSock business, and tailoring. The non-cooperative
members dominate in ungkilled salaried jobs such as labourer:z,
messengers and night watclien: hunting and related activities,
and in the more traditionsl But lese capital-demanding trades
such as shoe repairing, butchering, carpentry, palm-wine
tapping, mat and basiot we-wing, bee-hive keeping, traditional
healing, ond unskilled acusnry. The type of non-farm
occupations in which th-se different categories of the rural
population are involved regsals certain fundamental inequalities

in opportunity amd eorn ing pover,



2%

(c) SITE OF FARMLAND

‘It was not possible to get the exact farm size of
avery farmer as this would hove involved complex measurement
the ability and equipments for which the researcher lacked,
vith the assistance of some trained agricultural field staff
however, the farm size: of a sample of 136 farmers comprising
71 cooperative members nnd 65 non-members were estimated
through careful probing. The procedure for doinge this involved
first of all giving each farmer a very good ph,sical or mental
picture of the size of an acre o¢ land. E:ch firmer was then
rsked to estimnte as c.refully as pessible the size eof each
of hig farms. ' e estimates for each field were then summed
up to «ive the estimated size of the farmer's landholding in
scres, The results were then converted into hectares and
tabulated to give an indication of the comparative estimated
landholdings of both cooperative and non~cooperative members

o8 shown in teble 6. belovw,

wable 6,5: FUTIMATED . IZE OF FARNL.ND IN HECTARES

= T I
Number of Cooperators .. Non=Cooperators
tiectares Humber % Number %

| Below 2 | 9 1441 21 32.3 |

t2-75 " 38 5345 30 16.2

b 6 =10 ¢ 19 26.8 1k 21,5 !

' Over 10 L 5.6 0 0.0

l TOTAL T 100.0 €S 100.0




There emerges from the table a clear tendency for
cooperative farmers to own larger farmlands than the non-members.
Even though these figures sre mere estimates they seem to be
consistent with the fact that about 56¢ of the cooperators as
compared with 1% of the non-cooperators occupy positions of
authority and influence (such as village and district chiefs,
pastors or church leaders, members of district ecouncils, and
headmasters of village schools) where they either have some
traditional control over land distribution or have the power
and influence to acquire land with relative ease, [oreover
the cooperatives tend to attract into their membership the
relatively more wealthy members of the rural community and this

is consistent with the finding on farmland size,

(f) THE USE OF IMPROVED FLRi! INFUTS

Virtually all farmers in Jemaa (9% of both cooperative
and non=cooperative farmere) use modern fertilizer. The only
difference between the two groups of farmers lies in the number
of bags of fertilizer used and the amount spent on the purchase
of fertilizer, The averoge consumption of fertilizer was 1k
bags for cooperative merbers as compared with 11 bags for
non-members; while the average amount of money spent on the
purchase of fertiliger during the 1979/80 season was ¥86.6
for cooperative fammers and (¥l;,2 for non-cooperative famerd.
More cooperative members ugy pesticides (especially Aldrex T

for seed dressing) than nommcooperative fammers (87% as compared
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with 69%). However, the most striking difference can be seen
in the use of improved seeds and tractor hiring services.

While 3%6 of cooperative membere use improved seeda, only 19
of the non=-cooperative firmers use such improved varieties of
seeds. Similarly about 2l of the cooperative members as
compared with only 5% of the non-members have at one -time or the
other hired a tractor from the Cooperative Union, the Govermment
Tractor hiring Unit, or from privaete tractor owners for their
farmmwork. This emphagizes the the differential access which
different groups of the rural ppulation have towards essential
farm inputs. For examnle o higher percentage of non-cooperators
claimed they had to buy most of their fertilizer, pesticides and
improved seeds from privete dealers because they could either
not obtain the inputs 4t a2ll or could not obtain Sufficient
quantities of these iypuls from the government agencies. While
over 600 of all farmers interviewed admitted being aware of the
existence of the Govermment Tractor Hiring Unit, most of them
(perticularly the non-cooperative farmers) either claimed
ignorance of the procedure for hiring such tractors or believed,
rightly or wrongly, thet they would not get the tractors even
if they tried. This fecling of powerlessness or perceived
inability to get moderm agricultural inputs recommended by

the government has made the psesents very skeptical and
apathetic towards goverri.ent.-introduced innovations and

Programmes o
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(g) THE EMPLOYMENT OF FARM LABOUR

Since land in mort parts of Jemaa is still largely a
communal asset to which most members of the society have
relative acbesa, one finds thst labour is the most critical
factor for agricultural production, With most of the youth
attending school or engaged in paid employment in the towns,
farmers who have the resources to supplement their family
labour supply with paid or hired farm labour stand at a
particular advantage over other farmers. The nature and use
of agricultural wage labour is very important in understanding
the process and class implications of rural development in any
community both from the perspective of who is employing labour

and more importantly from the perspective of whose labour

is being employed.

About 90% of the cooperative members and 62¢ of the
non-cooperative members employ paid farm labour at one time or
the other during the agricultursl season., This high incidence
of hiring farm labour derives not only from the relative labour
scarcity in the rural arcas but also from the fluctuations in
the demand for labour at different times of the agricultural
season, It is not uncommon for a peasant to hire extra famm
labour at certain times of labour streses only to go out to work
on other people's fayms in return fpr money at times of relative
ease, In recognition of this, an attempt was made not only to

determine the use or mon=use of agricultural wage labour but to
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estimate the relative contribution of paid labour to the overall
agricultural labour requiruents of a sample of 136 famers,

The results are presented in table 6.6 belows

Table 6.6: Estimated Proportion of Farmwork done by Hired

Lohourers
Proportion of Work Cooperators | Non=Cooperstors
Mo, % No. %
All farmwork done by family
labour 6 8.4 20 " 30,8
About ome=-quarter done by
hired labour 19 26,8 28 13,0
About half done by :
hired labour N L3.7 T ;10,8
About three-quarters done by
hired labour 13 18.3 6 9.2
L]
All farmwork done by labour 2 2.8 L 6.2
71 100,0 65 ¢ 100,0

The table shows that about 653 of the cooperative members
as compared with only 2@G¢ of the non-cooperators depend on paid
farmlabour for half or more of their agricultural production.
This is clearly borne out by the fact that cooperative farmers
spent during the year of field work an average of ¥#218.7 on the
employment of farm labour as compared with ¥61.5 for non-
cooperrtive members, Also related to this is the tendency for
the non=cooperative menb rs 16 supplement their income by selling

their labour on other peoplets farms, About 3% of the



286

non=cooperative respondents reported working frequently or
occasionally on other paople's famms in order to obtain money
or inputs as compared with only 1% of the cooperative formers.
The necessity to rezort to the sale of onets labour in order to
make ends meet is an important gqualitative difference between
the cooperative and the non~cooperative farmers in Jemaa,

& much closer asnalysis of the lahour process than was possible
in thig study will reveal a lot about the phenomena of

pauperisation and proletarisnization in the rural areas.

(n) THE SALR OF AGRIC -LTUR:.L PRODUCE

The cooperative and non~cooperative fg;mers wore mlsq
compared with rcepect 4o the amount of ménéy realized from
the sale of egricultur«sl produce during the famming sceson
preceding the year of fieldwork. Roughly 19% of all farmers
intarvieweﬁ did not =ell anv crops at all, These consisted
of either very poor farmevs who produce barely enough to feed
their families or peonle who are engaged in noneagricultural
occcupations and plouwgh port of their eérnings'into food production
to meet or supplement their subsistence needs. Consistent with
the findings on land skzgn, use of fertilizer and other inputs,
and the employment of faws lahour, cooperative farmers carned
more from the sale of sgricultursl produce than their non-

cooperative counterparto as is illustrated in the table below,
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Table 6.7s Amount Realizoed from Sale of Crops by Farmers

fmount in ¥ Cooperstive Members| Non=Cooperators
Hoe % No. ) 9%
HONE SOLD 21 13,0 27 174
i1 =100 L8 29.8 89 574
¥101 - 200 32 19.9 21 13.5
i'201 - 300 3 21.1 12 TeT
¥301 - 400 7 L3 L 2.6
¥L01 - 500 7 L3 1 0e7
#5071 -1,000 9 5e6 1 0.7
#1,001-1,500 3 1.9 - -
TOTAL 161 999 155 100,0

The percentage distribution shows that 3T% of ¢he
cooperative members as conpared with 12¢ of the non-ccoperative
members earned between 1201 end 1,500 from the sale of
agricultural produce. The mean of ¥197 for cooperative members
contrasts very sharply with o mean of only ¥88 for non-members,
indicating that cooperative members tend to produce more and to
realise more monctary income¢ from the sale of their crops. This
higher degree of commexcial ~ oriented agricultural production
among cooperative memleyrs gupports the thesis that cooperatives
tend to attract the more en%erprising and capitalist-oriented
members of rural sociecty whoee mejor ambition is to obtain

more and better credit fcg their expansion.
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This comparative review of the socio-economic characteristiice
of cooperative and non -cooperative members clearly demonstrates
that the membership of cooperatives in the research area is
heavily skewed in favour of the wealthier and more influentia]}
members of the society, In addition to the above indices, the
interviewers were asked to ascess the status of the respondents
as well as the type and sizes of houses in which they lived.
Relative to other members of the communities from which the
respondents were drawn, about 3% of the cooperative members
as compared with 118 of the non-members were reported to be
of high economic status; similar proportions (56% as against
51%) of both cooperative and non-cooperative members were
judged to be of medium economic status; while only é@¢ of
cooperative members as ag-inst 356 of non-members were reported
to be of low economic stztus. In addition there was 2 tendency
for cooperative members to live in bigger and better houses,
most of them roofed with corrugated iron sheets =nd beautifully
painted or decorated while a higher percenta.e of the non-
members lived in average or small houses, a greater
percentage of which were traditional mud houses thatched with
grass and not painted. There ig no doubt in my mind or in the
minds of those who aseisted me with the fieldwork that
cooperative members wexe qualitetively different from most of @
the non-members in terms of eccunomic status and social
standing in the community, the self-assesement of 20 cooperative
secretaries who filled their guestionnaires themselves

corroborates the observagiicns of the interviewers.
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The class character of the cooperative membership in
Jemaa is not very different from what has been found in many
other areas by various researchers. Onc of the most consistent
criticisms of cooperatives in the rural areas of Africa is
their control by the richer and more politically powerful
members of rural socicty. A fourty-nation study covering
several countries in Africa, #sis and Latin America and sponsored
by the United Nations rom-vked in 1974 thats

"In nearly every country studied it was found

that cooperativec tended to benefit least the

weaker members of the community and to benefit

most the better-off mombers who were in a position

to take full adventapge of the opportunities and

resources provided by cooperatives. It appears -

that in practice cooperatives generally have not

reformed inegalitarisn community structures but

have been assimilated to them?,

The tendency for cooperstives to be dominated by members of the

rural elites has received s lot of documentary substantintion

in many parts of the Africen continent.

Widstand arguee that the concentration of cooperative
benefits in the hand: of the progressive and better-placed
farmers is a major hindrane to the ability of cooperatives
to mobilize the peas;u&ry for development and to spread to
the grassroots such coopcrative benefits as low interest eredif,
better market outlets, efficient provision of famm supplies,

basic functional educatior, and the spirit of self-reliance

9. U.N. Research Inetitute for Social Devs Resecarch Notes,
vol.i, Junc 197 p. 39; spe elso K. spthorpes hural

Cooperatives and Planned Cg%gge in Africas An Analyticel
Overview tGenevaz UNHIED, 2).
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and collective effort, =11 of which the small-scale peasants
need for an cffective perticipation in the development proces:,
From the point of view of developmental impect, “a cooperative
may be economically efficient but if - as has happened - only

& minority of the cooreraiorsn profit from the economic efficiency,
then the cooperative is not efﬁactive“1o. Goran Hyden who has
undertaken an exteusive enslysis into the distrilubional
dimension of Bast Africa cooperatives has come to the
conclusion that ¢ooperatives do not only reinforcc {rather thon
reform} the prement system of stratification in the rural sreas
but tend to widen furthor the economic disparities that already

17 : _ o
exist . oo

The Nigerian experience does not differ from the pattern
observed above. In virtuslly every part of the country the
membership and especially the leadership of cooper tives in
drawn from the better—of xural elites rather than from the
very poor pEaﬂan%B. In Wegtery Wigeria, Beer hos shownm that
cooperatives have been captured by the "wealthier cash crop-
oriented fammers” who hove used them to advance their own
private capitalistic intexests rether than to achieve collective

or mase goals for the pessentry, He believes that such a pattem

e =

= il -

- 10. C. G. Widstrand: “Problems of Efficiency in the Performance
aof Ceooperativea®™ in C, ¢. VWidstrand ed.
Afriosn Cooperatives and Efficiency {(Uppanle

Py

197y VA%,

11. G, Hyden: Efficiunqx_tgrsps Distribution in East ifricon
Qooperatives {1airobi 19(3)s

I
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of monopolization of the benefits and leadership of -cooper:tives
by the elite capitalist fammers is "not likely to change 833113“12.
KRoger King's research in norihern Nigeria has also shown thot
cooperatives function escentially as elite clubse which draw their
membership from, and are dominated by, a rich and powerful
stretum of rich peasents, traditional rulers and businessmen,

He found that the membership as well as the distribution of
benefits within the varions cooperative societies were primarily
determined by a series of interlocking commercial relations es
well as by primordial political and social ties such as kinship,
neighbourhood, and traditional political 1oyalties13. In othex
words, people who by virtue of their wealth and power belong

to the same peer group as the leading members of the society

have no difficulty in joining the cooperative or shuring in its

benefits,

The differential perticipation of the various classes of
farmers in the cooperative movement as well as the umequal
distribution of cooperstive benefits can best be understood if
linked to the general socio-cconomic differentiation taking plece
at the local level as a result of the development of agrarian
capitalism., Capitalgst relstions of production, whose first

impetus came from the i~nocition of export crop preduction for

12, C. B, F. Beers The Politics of Peasant Groups in Western
Pigeria 1Ibadan: 15737' p.212.

13« R. King: L r$ Cooperatives in Northern Nigerias,.
(Re=dings 1976).




the colonial metropolitan economy, destroyed or transformed
the old structures of precapitalist production and initiated
new patterns of class differentistion based on people's access
to the income generated Ly the import-export secter, As the
colonial economy became more established, people'e class
position came to depend on their differential participation in
the dominant institutions of the colenial export-oriented

economy .

The peasants who werc the direct producers of the cash crops
and other raw materials were subjected to a "double squeeze' from
the direct agents of international capitalism (the importeexport
fiyms, the colonial administrators, the mining companies, the
Marketing Boards etc.), ac well as from a complex network of
exploitative middlemen, moneylenders, rich peasants, local
chiefs and rich fammers, The chiefs and other tra‘itional
feudal elements helped the colonial masters in imposing this
economic system by enticing or coercing the pcasants into
producing export crops oy “recruited" them for the mines, The
middlemen and moneylen‘srs combed the various villages, bought
the export proauce from the peasants at very low prices

for onwerd sale to the biying firms and Marketing Boacds' and

also retailed to them the manufactured products importcd by
the urban-basec Buropean fim:ws, The progressive famers cxpand.d
their output by extending their land areas and by hiring their

poor peasant neighbours zpd kinsmen as agricultural labour on

such farms; while the voriqui: mining companies employed forcod
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or cheap peasant labour to exlract mineral raw materisals ander
the most inhuman cenditicns,. VWhile the various participants
reaped some benefits from the export-oriented economic system,
the peasants were progreessively impoverished and marginelized

oy it.

" As the colonial.econ§§§ progreased and as the stafe sector
began te play & more dynmnic role in the economy, rural class
diffgrentiation also come to depend on peoplets differential
écceés t§ state resouwrcez meant for sgricultural and rural
development. Those who found themmelves in powerful or
advantageous poaitions as 2 result o? these processes of c¢lass
diffbrentiationsucceeded"iﬂ capturing state resourcés made
available through coopervtives nnd other agencies, thereby
consclidating thelr class position. The developmental end class
significance of ooopératifés must therefore be secr within this
context of the increasing concentration of state and commuanity
- resources in the hands of the rural bourgeoisie to the detriment
of the needy peasant.producers. With the attaimment of
independence and the initintion of several rural development
projects, the volume of stote resources falling into the hands
of the rural bourgeoisile increcsed tremendously. The approprintion
of state resources mesnt for the development of agriculture, rural
infrastructures, snd rursl social amenities hns thus emerged os

a very significant aspect of the rurel clhss formetion in Wigerin.
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An analysis of the developmental role of cooperatives og
well as ;he distribution of their benefits mast nccessorily
involve a criticel exsrin tion of the patterns of class
inequalities which exist or nre emerging in those rursl
comnunities in which the cooperatives operate. Thesc
structures do not only help us to understand the process of
rurcl impoverishment but ~lso indicnte the likely distributional
imp: ¢t of any change programme being introduced into the rural
areas, One should not, therefore, expect all members of the
rural population to benefit equ2lly from cooperctives and other
rural development projccts introduced into besically inegrlitoriun

societies,

PEASANT ATTITUIES TOVARDS COCPRRATIVES

While the structure of the society provides ti guiding
framework within which cooper~tives operate, it is the attitudes,
support, mnd commitment of their members which determine the
day=-to=day operations of the cooperstives as well as their
success both in the short ~nd long run. Membership support or
loyalty has boen identificd by Osuntogun as the single most
critical variable affecting the performance znd success of
cocoperatives. He hos attributed the poor performance of
cooperatives in producc morketing in Nigerin to the widespread
apathy and disloyelty of theig members. This disloyalty monifesis
itself not only im the refused) of such members to pay their

financial dues to the sociatias but also in their refusal to sell
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their crops through tﬁe cooperative1h. The rampant zcts of
disloyalty and non-supnoit which cooperative members cxhibit
towards their porent cooporntive orgenizetions derive from their
own perceptions of the noture, objeetives and operntionzl

prerequisites of these cocperntives,

In line with the logic of the eapitalist environment in
which they live, as well -~ the pragmatic capitalist ideology
which informs these cooperatives, most of the cooperative
members in Jemaa and othcr ports of Kaduna State see these
cooperatives as government -~ introduced mechanisms which they
can exploit for their phrivete encichment. The genersl impresaion
which has erystallizod in the minds of the members right from the
inception of the first formers cooperatives in the 1950s is thot
of easy access to loans, fertilizer, and cther facilities from
the government for sny group of farmers who are ent :.rprising
enough to organize themselves into cooperatives, The objectives
of these cooperatives hove been seen in purely material terms
(iee. cheap loans, chean inputs, good prices for crops etc);
the source of the benefits is perceived as the govermment; the
beneficiarics ore the individual cooperative members and not
the communitics from wich they come; end the mode of operntion

merely involves complying with the relevant government

-

14 C. A. Osuntogun: “The Cooperstive Marketing of lgric.
Produce in the VWestern State of igeris
with Special Reference to Factors Influencing
feubc rg? Loyalty to their Cooperative
Societivs" - Ph,D. Thesis, University of
Logos, 1971,
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directives or putting pressure on the right officers to enswre
a steady supply of loans rnd other benefits to the cooperative
society. Cooperatives ~re not seen as mechanisms for the
mobilization of the memboers and possibly the entire rural
society to fight agrinst cxploitotive middlemen or other percoived
communal problems. Due to this opportunistic attitude, the
cffective cooperative leo-ders are secn as those with the
cepability and the conncctions to act as intermediaries betwecn
the membership and the govermment; ond even where such leaders
turn out to be corrupt tix rank and file members do not fuel
perticularly bothered bee use the money embezzled or misapolicd

is thet of the “govermmcnt* and not their own,

Even after geversl decedes of cooperative activity it is
this opportunistic oricntotion thet still predominstes =among the
membership. The reguler purchnse of shores, the payment of
regular ssving deposits, the frequent attendsance of acetings,
the constant s2lc of crops through the cooperative, and the
mcticulous observotion of cooperntive regulntions do not belong
to this opportunitistic oricnt tion snd so are not given priorvity
in the perceptions of the people¢. When the individusl member?!:
interest comes into conflict with that of the cooper-tive, it io
the 12tter that givee wey, Hardly are the cooperntives secn =8
instruments of mobilizin, the pessantry for sclf-rclinnec or for
trensfomming existing structurcs. Even though the members are
femilisr with, snd participete in, vorious traditional cooper tive

institutions, they do not seem to sce any similrrity or contlinum
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between these tradition~l self-help cooperatives and the

modern government-introeduced cooperstives from which they
expect lots of benefits without any corresponding sacrifices

or effort. The pragmitic capitalist idecology of private

benefit and individual enrvichment predominates over group asction,

communal welfare, and problen—solving.

When asked the most important reason why they joined the
cooperative movement, about 786 of the members said they joined
becsuse of personal benufiis such as losns, fam inputs,
consumer goods at subsidized prices, and better market outlets
for selling their crops; 21 joined in order to improve thoir
farming or to be like othur neighbouring communities where such
cooperatives existed; while the remaining 1% geve other
reasons such ns represcating the womensfolk in the cooperative
movement. The members weprc asked in more specific terms to
identify the major benoffite of cooperctives to fommers. About
81% of them mentioned the crovision of loans and other inputs
which would help the femmer to expand ond improve his fomming;
3% emphasized that coopegetives can enable the famers to
undercut the moneylendr:ps ond middlemen and thus sell their crops
more profitably; P6 mv.ntioncd extension advice and the
acquisition, through. growp interaction, of certain skills which
will assist the far qore &prove their farming methods; while
the remoining T g ave a variety of other reasons. Cn the basie
of the perceived advanteges of cooperatives to the fammcrs,

members were ask od whether they think it advissble for all



298

fomers in Jem2a to join the cooperative movement. About 947
said 'yes' while the rencining 6¢ felt that therec wos no need

since government loans are either too small or not forthcoming,

The responses to questions, as well as evidence cellected
from informal discussions, =211 indicate that coopersmtive loans
are the central life wire sround which the decision of the
famers to join or not join the cooperntives revolved, When
asked whether they were entisfied with the performance of
their cooperative societics, obout 5L% of the members answered
in the negntive and gave as the major reason for their
disatisfoction the fact thot loane are eithor not forthcoming
very regularly from the govermient or are too smnll and arrive
late. The distribution of these loans by the cooperntive
leaders was slso alleged to be unfair and unequal. This
orientation has obviouslw percolated to the non-members.

When asked why they haven’t joined the cooperative movement,

L6 of the non-members sdmitted thet they were discouraged by
hearsay that cooperative losns are too small, arrive late, or
are not fairly distributed while the repayment conditions are
quite stiff and could les@ to imprisorment; L2/ claimed
ignorance of thc existenog -nd benefits of cooperatives or the
procedures for joining thap; 5% had had some previous
discouraging exporience 48t cooperstives and were not kuen to
seek membership again; *while the remaining L% gave other reasons

such as lack of money *wiil which to join or lack of intervat,
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It is quite clear from the responses to the guestions as
well as from field discussions with the respondents thot the
peasants, whether or nol thev are cooperative members, see
modern cooperntives not ng self--help institutions thot should Le
murtured, supported and ucod to solve their own problome bui : =
zovermment lending clubs from which loans and other facilitics
can be obtained on the most convenient or even froudulent terms,
When asked to enumercte 'the quelities of a successful
cooperative society”, I of the members interviewcd mentioncd
bigger loans; early o1 ival of loans; the provision of
fertilizers, tractors =nd other inputs; snd the improvement of
ntorage and transportstion frcilities as the indices of
cooperative success; 26 sow the prompt and early repayment of
loans as the best index of success. while 29% comprising mostly
of the leaders and comnitfes men mentioned regular meetings,
regular financial contrilmtions from the members, and good
management of the socictyls funds and asctivities as qualities
of a successful cooper:tivg. In other words, most of the
members see cooperative guocess in terms of the government
making available to thed wove losns and facilities and not in
temms of incressing thely owm savings and collective éffort.
\hen asked whether cooverfives in Jemaa can function without
government asscistance, ovay 90 of the members said 'no'.
This, they argued, wss beasuse of the non-availability of
sufficient internal resources with which cooperative socistiec

can grant loans;and the nced to oversee or check the corrupt
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activities of the leadership. In a response to 2 related
question, about 5% of the members believe that increased
financial assistance ‘rom the government is more important for
the progress of their cooperative society; 11% felt that
increased savings and greater collective efforts on the part
of the members was more importent; while 3G felt that both

wvere equally important 2nd interrelated,

The attitudes exhitited Ly the members are themselves not
entirely surprising given the historical pattern of
cooperative development in Keduna State and the pragmatic
capitalist ideology which underlies the Nigeriamn cooperative
movement. KRight from their inception cooperatives have been
seen, and were presented to the emerging elite farmers, as
instruments of individusl cupitelist expsnsion and
accumulation, It is this crientation which has been
inherited by the present wei bership. As destructive as this
crientation might he to the tiue comrse of genuine cooperation
it is in line with,; snc¢ finds institutional support from, the
prevailing capitalist structures and ideology of the Nigerian
economy, It has been sug ested that a possible way out of
this morass of dependent snd opportunistic attitudes towards
modern governmente~introduced cooperatives is to forge » link
or marriage between modern cooperatives and their traditional
counterparts. These tra'iticnal forms of cooperation will then
provide a natural springboard for the development of 2 more

acceptable and indigenously-inspired cooperative movement.
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The extent to which this cooperative marriage will work depend:
on the nature, strength snd involvement of the peasants in
these traditional coopersztives, During the course of this
research a comparative examination of peasant involvement in
the activities of both modern and traditional cooperatives

was undertaken and the results are presented in the next section.

PEASANT INVOLVEMENT IN THADITIONAL COOPERATIVES:

Unlike modern cooperatives which have clearly defined
objectives, membership and leadership structure, and a series
of formal meetings and activities, traditional forms of
cooperation are infommal in structure, organization and
objectives. These traditional types of cooperatives take the
form of labour cooperation (adashe and gayya), and rotating
savings associations (esusu or adashe), Both types are still
very common in Jemaa and seem to have been adjusting (and in
some cases rejuvenating) in response to the changing labour
and monetary demands of the rural economy. Only 136 farmers
(71 cooperative members znd 65 non-cooperative farmers)
answered qQuestions on their involvement in traditional

cooperative institutions,

Out of the 136 famers interviewed, 85 or 6% of them
made use of gayya as a method of mobilizing labour for
agricultural production. The geyya is a system whereby a

member:.of a community can invite either the whole community
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or his friends and relatives to assist him with some large-scole
agricultural work at the end of which drinks, food and other
entertaimments are offered to the participants and other members
of the community. In addition to being the most effective way
of getting many large-scale farming operations done, thease
collective work endezvou:s are ceremonial occasions attended

by the @lders during which sroup or community solidarity is
affirmed and emphasized =nd the participating youths are wished
success in their various activities. These gayya work groups

do not only depend on the existence of high community

solidarity (and especiallv a willingness to assist others in
anticipation of similer assistance in the future). but also
depend on the socio=-economic position of the host. It is his
economic and socisl standing in the society which will detemine
his ability to provide attractive entertainments acs well as the
readiness with which members of the community will i 'arken to

his call for gayya.

The percentage of both cooperative and non-—cooperativa
members making use of gayy: a&s a method of mobilizing labour
is not very different (65 and 60% respectively). Given the
escalating cost of hosting geyys these days, it is in the
number of times for which people use gayya work groups in a
year that one finds some salient difference between cooperative
and non-cooperative members, About 79 farmers or S8 of all

those interviewed believe that those with large farms or those
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Table 6,8: NUMBER OF TITS F.JMERS HOST GAYYA

IE & YEAR:
No. of Times f Cooperators Non~Cooperators ’
No. % No. %
None 25 35.2 26 L0.0
Once 8 113 20 30.8
Two Times 15 2141 12 18.5
Three Times 19 15.5 L 6.1
Four or More Times| 12 16.9 3 L6
Total 71 100,0 65 100,0

with power and influence in the society or those who have the
wealth to offer lavish entertaimments stand in a better
position to benefit more from gayya labour; 20X believe that
the old, the sick, and the needy stond 2 better cherce of
benefiting from the gayya system; 1P felt that anybody who so
desires can use the goyyas system without any discrimination;
while the Pemaining % of the respondents gave a veriety of

other answers.

Since most cooperative members are wealthy and influential
members of their various communities it is to be rexpected
that they would have both the resources and the comrunity zood
will to make more frequent use of this communal labour pocl
for their farmwork. An increasing proportion of the better-oif

farmers now prefer to use hired labour whose conditions can b
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costed and directly negotisted rather than gayya lsbour whose
termms are left to comrunity feeling and obligation. Even though
the gayya method of lzbour mobilization is still very rasmpant in
many parts of Jemaa, virtually all people interviewed indicated
that this practice has declined considerably compared to what
used to obtain in the pust. The most common reasons offered

for this decline revelve around the non—availability of the
youths as most of them are either in school or bave migrated

to the towns; the incressing preference of the younger
generation of fammers for direct monetary payment or reward

for their work; and the increasing cost of hosting the gayya
itself as a result of peonle's increased material expectations

about the type of entertzinments to be offered.

The second type of labour cooperation is the rotating

labour exchange group (2dashe or ba dundung). This 4a e

mutual aid work team whose members have voluntarily decided

to club together to work in turnm on each member's farm until

the whole cycle is completed., The present size of the ba dundung
or adashe group in Jemez ranges between five and fifteen members
with an average of 8 members. Any member who fails to turmn up

on any occasion either =rranges to work for that person on an
agreed date or forfeits the labour of that person on the day the
group is scheduled to work on hig own farm. The obligations in
this type of labour exch:nge arrangement are very tight and
inactive or redundant hangers-on are not tolerated. This method

of labour mobilization con be epplied to any type of activity
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whose execution requires or is facilitated by collective

labour. The adashe or ba dundung is mostly organized by

age-mates, friends or relatives who belong to the same status

ETOUp .

In dtuations of labour scarcity, such as one finds in
many parte of Jemas at the moment, the adashe or ba dundung is
a more effective method of organizing farmwork than either
hired or gayya labour, It is particularly suitable for people
who do not have the wealth and influence either to employ form
labour or to use the gayy2 method for getting their farmwork
done. One finds that a higher percentage of non-cooperative
farmers participate in such traditional labour exchsnge pgroups
than the cooperative members (62% as against LP! respectively).
In view of the scarcity of farm labour in many parts of Jemaa,
and particularly in response to the periods of labour stress
when it becomes more difficult to either hire labour or
mobilize it through gayya, many farmers have resorted to
exchange labour cooperation as s strategy of coping with their
labour needs. It seens from the field responses thnt ba dundwi,
rather than declining, is in fact rejuvenating. This is 2n
adaptation to the labour crisis created by the phenomcna of

cammercialization and capitalisteinduced migration,



Table 6,93 IS _ADASHE or LABCUT! EXCEANGE COOPERATION

CLIUING?
Type of Response No,. %
Declining 39 28.7
Increasing 82 60.3
Seme as before 11 8.1
Don't Know h 2.9
TOTAL 136 100.0

Another aspect of tr:ditional cooperation which was
reported to be waxing stronger is the institution of
contribution club or rotational credit associations. In this
traditional cooperative orrangement, members contribute a
certain amount periodicolly; and the lump sum is gi @n to each
individual in turn until the whole group has been covered,

It is an important savings institution in which both

cooperative members and rnon-members participate. About L&%

of all the fermers interviewsd reported that thoy were

currently involved in one or more of such contribution clubs.

The percentage of non-members participating in such savinrs
associations was slightly higher than that of the cooperativ:
members (52, % as against L5.15%). However, the latter contributc
more money periodically and the lump sum taken by each member is
correspondingly higher. It cen be seen from table 6.10 that 5%

of the cooperative members as against 85% of the non-members
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Table 6.10: THE FINAL TAKE-OUT SUM SMONG CONTRIEUTION
CLUES IN JEMAL

-

Amount in Nigeria| Cooperative Members| Non-Coop,., Members
No. % No. %
1 - 100 9 28,1 21 61.8
101 = 200 8 25.0 8 23.5
201 - 300 7 21.9 2 59
301 - 40O 7 21.9 2 5«9
LO1 - 500 1 3.1 - i
501 = 700 = = = -
701 =1,000 - - 1 249
1,001 =1,500 - - . -
Total 32 100,0 3L 100.0

contribute a take-out lump sum of between 1 and ¥200; while
L% of the cooperative members as compared with only 15% of the
non-members save a take-cut sum of over ¥200. The a.>rage
take~out sum contributed by cooperative members amounts to ¥200
as against ¥130 for non-members. 'I'hisz:c)t unexpected given our

earlier finding that cooperative members are on the average

more prosperous than the non-members.

It is relevant to cbserve here the tendency of cooperative
members to save their money through these informal traditional
associations in prefercnce to the modern cooperatives of which
they are members. This illustrates the lack of confidence

which members have in modern cooperatives as devices for
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for encouraging rural savings. There is quite a lot which
modern cooperatives eesn learn from traditional savings
associations with respect to encouraging their members to step
up savings with the moderm cooperative system, A more
elaborate study is however needed to identify specific
principles of traditional cooperative institutions which can
provide the basis for @ new cooperative model, From the
sketchy observations made here, it cozn be said that those
traditional cooperatives have themselves fallen prey to the
prevailing capitaliast logic of the Nigerian national econouye.
Since cooperatives, whether traditional or modern, are subject
to the structures and ideology of capitalism, the prospects of
a cooperative marriage succeeding depends as much on the
orientation of the over2all natiénal economy as it does on the
principles, and internal orgenization of both mode™n and

traditional cooperatives,

MEMBERSHIP PARTICIPATION (N MOTERN COOPERATIVESS

The last and final aspeot of the grassroot operations of
cooperatives to b: exanirgd %2 this chapter is the extent to
which cooperatives facilffate the participation of their
members not only in their intemmal affairs but also in the
overall development proacs® st the grossroots, Irvespective
of their internal principies or the type of environment in which
they operate, cooperatives: gan only engender a contented and

comnitted membership if ggch members are allowed to porticipate
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in the process of decision-making within the cooperative, in
the implementation of decisions, and in the equitable sharing
of the benefits resulting from this cooperative endeavour.
For the purpose of this study, participation in decision-
making was assesced from ithe membera' attendance at meetings,
the length of cooperative membership, and the responsiveness
of the leadership to the wishes of the rank and file members,.
Participution in implementation was assessed from the members!
financial contribution to their societiesy while participation
in the sharing of benefits was measured from the number of
times in which a member hss received loans since jcining the
cooperative, the size of those loens, and the timing of the

receipt and repayment of such loans,

About 15 or 60% of the 25 coonerative secretaries
interviewed admitted that the members attend meetinge
regularly, Over 70% of the members themselves claimed that
they attended meetings regularly. The number of meetings
held by the different societies veried quite a lot but the
average number reportcd Ly the respondents was five, The
average number of mectingg actunlly attended was only three.
From the response scorcs, the members attended about 67.8f of
the meetings held during the yesr preceding the fieldwork.

1 could not lay hands on the attendance registers of eoch of
the more than 35 socictieg from which my respondents came in
order to confirm whcthor thjs reported attendance confoms

with the actual attendance. But it does appear that the
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attendance at meetings is quite high. The actual participation
in discussions during mcetings is 2 quelitative measure which
cazn only be assessed through systematic and regul:r attendance
at cooperative meetings by the researcher. My attendance at a
few cooperative meetings indicated that members were so
preoccupied with loans that discussions on routine operational
or procedural issues did not attract lively comments from the
members. The cooperstivis ..re so &pendent on the government
that they have no major policy issues to toke decisions on,

and this largely accounta for the lack of interest shown by the
members in time-consuming meetings which have no bearing on

loance.

Also related to atteundance at meetings is the experience
and knowledge which members have acquired during the course
of membership and which could improve the quality of their
contributions to decision-moking and management. Members werc
therefore asked to indieste for how long they have buen
members of the cooperative, The responses show that L2 of
the 71 cooperative members inteyviewed on this issuc had been
members of their various cooperetive societies for betwecn one
and nine years; 55% had been members for between 10 and 20
years; while the remaining J¢ had been members for over 20 years.
In general, 58% of the members had been in the cooperative
movement for ten or morc yeers. With such a large crop of old

and experienced members one would expect a high level of cooperative
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management ané participation since the practical experience of
such members would provide o rich source of guidance and
knowledge, Unfortunztely, most of these old members do not
appear to be more knowledgeable about cooperative regul«ations
or better equipped with foresight on organizational matters than
most of the younger memters, They have over the years
preoccupied themselves with obtaining government loans and have
in fact remained in the cooperative movement for so long only
to ensure a steady access to loans,. Therefore, the length of
membership which under normz) conditions should enhance a
memberts capacity to porticipote more intelligently in the
management of his socicty's affairs is at best irrelevant in
Jemaa when it comes to substantive issues of policy and

management.

The structure and social origin of cooperative leadership
is another important variable affecting membership
perticipation in cooper-tive affairs. Where the leadership is
drawn from a class of people who, by virtue of their wezlth,
family background and political power, cannot casily be
challenged by the ordins:y members of the cooperative society
there is a tendency for sues lesders to have complete control
over the affairs of the socicty, thus replacing membership
participation with elitc deminotion. In Jemaa, as in other
parts of northern Nigeris, tlare is a tendency for the

cooperative leaders to come rrom the class of powerful politicinne,
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traditional rulers or their peers, businessmen, religious
leaders, and other influential personalities to whom the
ordinary cooperative membors (if they are not the peers of this
people) have traditional respect, political loyalties,
patron-client relationships or other forms of subservient
connections, The middlce and small peasants who belong to theue
cooperatives therefore find 4t + difficult to challenge the
authority of such leaders or to insist on their rights. This
creates a conducive atmosphere for such leaders to be cerrupt,
to distribute cooperative lenefits as they deem fit, and to

bz insensitive to the yesrnings and aspirations of the ordinary

members,

In Jemma, as has already been indicated, most of the
cooperative societies werc founded by prominent politicians
and businessmen. Their leadership has, therefore, bern drawn
heavily from this class of traditional rulers, religious lesdeis,
teachers, and influential ommunity leaders. The decision=-
making process, as should be expected, has been dominated by
this class of pecple, leaving very little scope for the
participation of the rank-and-file members. The 1968 Conference
of Assistant Registrars of Cooperxatives held in Zaris devoted
a lot of attention to “the inflwence of the power structure of
the village communities upon the level of participation in the
cooperative societies”. Although many of the participants

recognized the inhibitive role of the traditional power
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structure on membership porticipestion and advocated the nced
for cooperatives to work outside it, the final consensus of
the conference was thot this power structure was still so
powerful that it "“was preferable to understand its functions
and to work with it rather than against 1t"15- This
compromising attitude towords tie status quo explains why rural
cooperatives have been coptured by, and their benefits
actually reaped by, the dominant and exploiter class against
whom these cooperative: should heve been organized in the

first place.

This brings us to the issue of poerticipation in the
sharing of benefits. 8ince cooperative loans constitute the
most important benefit of rural cooperatives, the index used
for measuring participation in benefits revolves around the
distribution of losns, Seventy-six per cent of th. cooperative
members interviewed said they had at one time or the other
received cooperative losns, Seventy-two percent of these
loans ranged betweecn #10 ond ¥100; 20 were between ¥101 and
¥200; while B¢ of the Yoons (received mostly by cooperative
leaders) ranged between ¥201 and 11,000, As is to be expected

most cooperative members felt that these loans were too small,

Most of the members or loan recipients complzined that

the loans usually arrivi. late; so late in the farming season that

15. Repori on the Confeycmce of Asst, Registrars of Cooperatives,
Dp.cit.
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members find it difficult to use them for agricultural
production. 1In fact, meny members divert such loane to petty
trade, livestock business or other profitable non-zgricultural
endeavours. The cooperstive leaders were also accuscd of
monopolizing the bigger losns, These loans are so central

to the thinking of the members that they determine othcr
aspects of their participation in cooperative activities. When
asked to suggest any improvements they would like to see in the
cooperative programmc, over 905 of the responses revolved
around increasing the size of the loens, making the leans
aveilable much earlicr during the farming season (preferably
in April and May), extending the repayment period, or reducing
the interest rate chorged on such loans. Very foew cooperative
members recognized or appreciated the fact that they too

have an obligation to support their cooperative societics
through regular finsncial contributions or other forms of
gacrifices. As has already been indicated, this aspect of
membership participstion is ignored or even avoided becouse

it is considered incidental to the real purpose for joining
cooperatives which is to obtein cheap loans and other

facilities from the governmont,
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CONCLUSION

The pattern of coonerative development in Jemaa
illustrates that cooperatives did not necessarily evolve in
response to the needs and initistives of the peasantry but
in consonance with stote objectives. Initial efforts by
the rural population to build cooperatives based on their
own perceived problems metl with little encouragcment from
the government and withered away. The famers' cooperctives
wiich emerged later were mostly in reaction to a modification
in govermment peolicy and hove, since their inception,
functioned as outlets for channelling state credit to the
rural elites. The socizl composition and attributes of thc
membership of thesc cooperatives show that they are
predominantly a club of the wealthier and more powerful

members of the rural society.

The major preoccupation of the members has b -2n to
obtain low interest credit without any corresponding interust
on regular savings or proper management of the cooperatives,
The members do not see these cooperatives as institutions thot
should help the peasants nmobilize their own sevings, resources
and collective efforts for self-reliant rural develorment,
Contrary to the assumption that the meagre intemmal capital
generated by these cooperntives stems from the poverty of their

members, the evidence from Jemaa shows a fundamental reluctance
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by the members to save any substential amounts of money with
their cooperative societies. Most of the members prefer
saving their money through traditional contribution clubs or
with formal financial institutions. The active involvement
of both the cooperative and non-—cooperative membere in
traditional cooperative institutions illustrates thet these
institutions have certain inherent advantages which the
modern cooperatives lsck, The indigenous rotational credit
associstions (or contribution clubs) are still very popular
and tend to out-shine the modern cooperatives in terms of
the mobilization of rural savings. This tends to sugpest
that the idea of explorinz these traditional cooperative
institutions as a basis for avolving a more acceptable
cooperative model cannot be entirely ignored. The practical
implementation of this suggestion will itself depend on the

model of development chosen by the country.
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CHAFPTER SEVEN

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This study has examined the role and suitability of
cooperatives as instruments for mobilizing the peasant
producers for rural devalcﬁment in Nigeria, The central
questions raised by this research aret To what extent have
cooperatives functioned as appropriate mechanisms for inducing
and enabling the peasants to expand their production, for
mobilizing them to overcome the institutional and technical
constraints which hamper their progress, and for facilitating
the equitable distribution of resources and developmental
benefits among members of the rural population? Which groups
or classes have benefited most from rural cooperatives in Nigerie

and why?

This chapter summarizes the results of the study as well
as the theoretical and policy implications arising from the
research., Cooperatives have been seen here as the product of
certain historical and structural conditions and not as unique
institutions which have certain universal principles and can
achieve certain uniform results in all societies., Cooperatives
are themselves dynamic social organizations whose principles,
functions and operational efficiency are shaped by the specific
historical and social conditions of the society in which they are

operating. Therefore the articulation between cooperatives and
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dominant mode of production within which they function

constitutes the central theme running through the study,

Taking the Jemaa area of Kadupa State as a special case
study this research has shown that the developmental impact of
cooperatives depends on both historical and structural factors
as well as on the attitudes and perceptions of their members.
An over=emphasis on the attitudes of the rural population,
as bourgeois cooperative analysts have often done, cannot
sufficiently explain the performance of rural cooperatives in
Nigeria. These attitudes themselves emanate from, and
intermingle with, specific historical and structural factors
to give rise to the type of cooperative experience which this

country has witnessed,

SUMMARY :

Modern cooperatives have formed an integral part of
Nigeria's colonial experience. The impetus for the evolution
and development of cooperatives in Nigeria came from the
agricultural export sector which was created by colonialism to
meet the raw material needas of British industry. The first
cooperative endeavours started in 1907 as attempts by the
indigenous cocoa farmers and buyers to export cocoa independently
of foreign trading companies which at that time dominated, and
reaped the benefits, of cocoa trade. These indigenous cooperative

efforts were, however, side-tracked in the 1920s when the colomial
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government, through its Department of Agriculture, initiated
a series of quasi-cooperative associations aimed at controlling
this cooperative outgrowth and bringing it in line with colonial

objectives,

This gradual state control of cooperatives was finalized
and consclidated with the passing of a Cooperative Ordinance
in 1935. This Ordinance gave the colonial Registrar of
Cooperative Societies ample powers to monitor and streamline
the functions, growth and structure of the cooperative movement
in accordance with colonial state objectives. From then onwards,
state objectives rather than the interests and initiatives of
the peasant producers have continued to dictate the structure,
functions and development of agricultural cooperatives in
Nigeria. Just as happened in the 1920s, peasant initiatives
in the cooperative field have continued to be nipped in the

bud or streamlined to suit government objectives,

This historical reality constitutes an important factor
in understanding the performance, structure and achievements
of farmers' cOOperatives'in Nigeria. The pattern and model of
cooperatives which the colonial masters introduced teo suit
their own objectives was carried forward, with very little
modifications, into Nigeria's independent period. These
cooperatives, as the study has shown, camnot provide a suitable
platform for mobilizing the peasants to achieve the kind of

poverty=-alleviating model of rural development which Nigeria
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really needs. Three major aspects of the unsuitability of these
cooperatives have become obvious from this research and are

briefly summarized here,

The first aspect has to do with the usefulness or
otherwise of the functions performed by these fammers' cooperatives,
Cooperatives were designed by the colonial masters to achieve
a limited set of objectives. These objectives revolved around
activating the production of export crops and facilitating the
marketing or evacuation of these crops to Europe. Contrary to
the conventional cooperative rhetoric that was used by the
colonial masters to justify these cooperatives, it has bezcn shown
here that these cooperatives were not intended to eliminate rural
indebtedness or the exploitation of the peasants by the
middlemen per se, but to enable the European marketing firms
(and later the Marketing Boards) to by-pass those indigenous
middlemen and moneylenders whose activities were considered

injuriocus to the interests of ccolonialism.

In line with colonial agricultural policy, the production
of agricultural produce remained in the hands of the private
peasant producers with the colonial state providing, through
cooperatives and other institutions, loans and other facilities
intended to stimulate and consolidate increased export
production. These export-oriented agricultural cocperatives
were carried forward into, and continued to operate with some

degree of success during, the first decade of Nigeria's
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independence. Agricultural exports were still significant and,
together with various political motives, provided some
functional relevance for the continuation of this model of

cooperatives,.

By the 1970s these cooperatives were threatened with a
crisis of functional irrelevance because the agricultural
export sector, within which they operated and derived their
usefulness, had declined drastically and oil took over as the
source for capital accumulation. This explains why cooperative
policy in the 1970s and 1980s has been preoccupied with finding
a new role for agricultural cooperatives. Even if this
functional irrelevance is remedied, the suitability of Nigeria's
cooperatives for a poverty-reducing strategy of development will

still be a goal unmet.

Secondly and more importantly is the well docw-:nted
tendency for the membership and benefits of these cooperatives
to be dominated or even monopolized completely by the wealthier
stratum of the rural society. Rather than enablins the poox
farmers to overcome the institutional and technical cbstacles
responsible for their poverty, these cooperatives have mostly
become instruments for enabling the riéh to enjoy state support
in the form of cooperative loans and other famm inputs. Both
the historical and the field findings of this resecarch have
provided further proof of +his widely-documented failure of

cooperatives to serve the poor and needy class of farmers.
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It has been shown that farmers' cooperatives in Nigeria
serve only five percent or less of the rural population; and
that this five percent is drawn mostly from the rural bourgeoisic.
In Kaduna state, the loans and other benefits which cooperatives
of fer their elite members do not come from the accumulated savings
or resources of the members but emanate mostly from the
government. Tn other words, stote funds which themselves come
from the sweat of the sverage taxpayer are being channelled into
the hands of the rural elites, 7These elite members have been
shown to shun saving or investing their money in the cuoperatives,
But for investing little or ncothing, the rural elites have
centimied to receive generous loang from the government through

the cooperatives. S ;T' e

" While the rich and powerful have continued %o obtain cheap
credit from the governmment via these cooperatives, the poor and
needy farmers hate continucd to depend on the usurious money=
lenders and produce buyers for their credit. It has been shown
that cooperative loans, either for production or for merketing,
have provided one of the most lucrative nexus for capital
accumulation and the cxploitation of the poof peasants. Therefore,
cooperatives which should normally assist the ﬁoof to improve their
living conditions have become instruments for enriching and

consolidating the rural hourgeoisie. ',V %

4
s

Thirdly cooperatives hove not coven atoned for their failure

on grounds of equity by achieving impressive levels of efficiency
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in their management and credit delivery. It has been shown
that cooperatives provide the worst examples of corruption,
inefficiency and mismanagement known at the rural grassrocts
in Nigeria. In addition to being incapable of generating thoir
own internal funds, cooperatives have often mismanaged and
embezzled even those loans lent them by external bodies such
as the banks and the government. The huge debts which are
often outstanding against cooperatives on account of the
embezzlement and non-repayment of government loans scrves to
discourage the flow of credit into the cooperative sector from
other external agencies. The inefficiency, fraud, and
mismanagement which choaracterize Nigeria's agricultural
cooperatives are such that one would be entremely hesitant tc
recommend them as an eff{icient, though inequitable, instrument
of rural development., Either from a functional, equity, or
managerial point of view, cooperatives in Nigeria I vc not
performed satisfactory as instruments for achieving a poverty--

alleviating model of rural development.

CONCLUS IONS

The results of this research are by no means surprising
when seen ageinst the backdrop of Nigeria's dependent capitzlist
economy and the growth-maximising strategy of development which
has informed the country's development planning since her

attainment of political independence. Nigeria's cooperaztives
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derived from, and were closely patterned after, the Rochdale
model of cooperatives which itself evelved in, and is more
congistent with, a developed free enterprise capitalist economy.
The kind of economic, sccio=cultural and politicnl preconditions
which enabled these cooperatives to function efficlently in
Burope are lacking in Nigeria because of the generzl
underdevelopment of the economy. Despite the financial, legal
and material assistance which these cooperatives have been
recelving from the govemmment, they are incapable of measuring
up to the standards of operational efficiency which have enabled
cooperatives in the metropolitan capitalist cowntries to

generate efficiont services and benefits for their membersa.

.In gspite of their obviduﬁ failﬁ&es and éhortcomings,
Nigeria and many other African countries have continued to retrnin
this model of cooperatives after independence because it is not
only consistent with their capitalist path of development but
algo suits the class interest of the ruling elites sznd their
.ru:cal allies. Rural development policy in Nigeria, just like
her cooperative policy, has accepted the structure of private
production and ownership as the ideal institutionel framework
for achieving rural development. Conseguently, government
efforts have merely concentrated on the infusion of modern
technology Into this structuwee in an attempt to raise the
'output or productivily of i}e private producers. The cepitalist

model of cooperatives inherited from colonialism is in line with
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this technocratic apprcach to rural development because these
cooperatives do not envisage any radical transformation of

production relations in the rural areas.

In general, Third Viorld countries which are committed to
conservative strategies of capitalist modernization have tended
to prefer this capitalist model of Vestern cooperatives becsause
it is consistent with frec enterprise, private ownership, and
individual accumulation, OSuch an economic framework has a
structurally inbuilt tendency tc concentrate wealth and inccme
in the hands of 2 privileged minority and to perpetuate the poverty
of the majority of the population, especially in the rural arezs.
It is within such a perspective that the concentration of
cooperative benefits in the hands of the rural elites falls in

line with the dictates of capitalist development.

The ideology and activities of these cooperatives zre in
line with the class aspirations of the progressive farmers who
have already imbibed the capitalist philosophy of becoming
large-scale farmers and who see the cooperatives as avenues
for acquiring state funds to enable them achieve this objectivce,
Consequently the cooperative movement has mostly appealed %o,
and has drawn most of its members from, this class of rurcl
inhabitants. One therefore finds that the attitudes and
orientation of these members towards the cooperative programme
are highly cpportunistic and geared towards acquiring cheap

government loans and fzcilities via the cooperatives without any
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corresponding sacrifices or offorts on their part. In
other words, these cooperctives are perceived as channels

of appropriating state resources far private capitalist

expension,

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Two policy impliceztions derive from the pattern af
cocperative development toking place in Nigeria, One
option is to retain the existing model of capitalist
cooperatives and to embarlc upon a pelicy of expanding
and improving the efficicncy of theee ocooperatives, therehy
rendering them mere capable of serving the needs of those
classes now benefiting from the ecooperative nrogremme,

The second policy option is to abandon these cooperetives
altogether 2nd seek to evolve o new cooperative model whieh
takes its basis from, 2nd is oriented towards serving, the
needs 2nd interests of the small-scale peasants and other

poor people in the socicty.

The two policy options cnteil two different approaches
to societal organis=tion &nd development. The first option
implies a consolidation of existing capitalist arrangements
within which this model of cooperatives can operate
efficiently; while the second involves a2 complete transformation
of the rural and nztionsl cconomy along more egalitarian lines.
The first option emphasizesefficiency and sound cooperative

management regardless of the class of peoplc benefiting from
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these cooperatives, while the second option cmphasizes'
gguity and the mobilization of the peasants ard other
exploited classes mlon the lines of an egelitaxispn path

of development.

The'first policy option envisages a capitalist path
of development for the entire society. The manegerial
af ficiency emphassized here iz intended to enahble
cooperatives to deliver efficient serwices to their
members and clientele snd &t the same time compete favourably
with other commercinl enterprises. Underlying this policy
option is the conception of sn economy dominated by competing
private énﬁerpfises and 80 it hes been logically deduced
thet for cooperatives to survive and perform effectively
within such an economiec framework, they need to be run
along efficient lines. looking ot the present siructure
of cocperative membershin as well as the pattern of
distribution of their binefite in Nigeria, such efficient
cooperatives will only further enhance the access of a
privileged minority of rural ond urban elites to
commercial and state crcdit, . lucrative merkets, government
subsidized ihputé, end. other suiteble advantages, thus
opening more opportunitics for this tiny c¢lass to prosper
and expand at at the cupense of the majority of poor peasants

and. workers,
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This managerizl cepitelist policy option has been
well articulatod for i cris by scholars such as Michael
Koll, Roger King, Mertin Ijere, and Adeniyi Osuntogun
(see the bibliography for thuir works). Koll, for example,
hns questioned the retioncle of esscciating ocoperatives
with the peasants and othur poor people, a tendency which
pervades the works ond comments of most Nigerian schalars,
policy-makers ond poliiiciins on the rale and relevance
of the cooperntive movem.nt. He argues that oooperatives
ere not necessarily meont for the poor; rather they are
intended for the benefit of “anybody who wants ta jmprove
his competitive position but ic too weak to do it all on
his own”. In fact, businessmen, large~-scale artisans and
other well-to-do people stoend a better chance not only
of benefiting more from cooperatives but alsa of orgsnizing
more efficient cooperntives then the poor. This is becsuse
they elready possess the me=terial resources as well as the
managerial or businees acumen that can be mobilized to make

cooperatives a success,

Koll's pro-cepitalist recommendotion is so frankly

and cogently put that it is worth quoting him at length:

If ccoperatives improve the competitive position
of an individusl, they certainly can do more good
to the rich thon to the poor. The very poor oncs
cannot schieve much cven by joint effort; people
of some standing, like the photographers, cen
moke moderate profits; but pooling the resources
of the businessmen wio -re already strong as
individuals certainly can help them to become
even richer. After »1l, this is the goal of
economic developmunt, and if it can be achieved
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through cooperction, ihc pattern should be
populsrized #nd not rescrved to the poor people,
Therc is bound to h socisl nnd economic
stretification; the bed offects oean be reduced
by progressive tox ond socinrl welfere measures;
but if development i sttempted as a hammonious,
simultaneous, con’lict-frce process of raising
the overnll stond:xd o living, it will be
slower than if chine.s 2»re offered to those who
heve better stestiw positions1.

If onc¢ neccepts this strunch e~pitrlist viewpoint, then the
dominntion of fammurs' cooperstives by the rural elites
ie in order and should, in foet, be encouraged since the

cooperative mov.munt needs such “business-minded cooperetors®

in order to achiecve ef icicney and self-reliance.

Foger King lends crodonce to this position by
dismissing ns one=sided nd csuperficial the widely accepted
eriticism that the dominetion of cooperatives by the rural
clites breceds exploit-tion »nd other negative consequences,

Thie viewpoint, sccordin. "o him, misses the positive impact which
on
this elite~dominotion hos/rural ecoperativess

Most studics renorting the domination of
cooperatives by 2 weslthy elite judge this

to be undesirable.,... Few studies have
investigated the ceonomic effects of such
domination on thc mcmbers. It seems likely

thot while in some enzes such donination leads

to exploitation, in others the cooperative leaders,
in pursuing their ovm cconomic interest, make
availzble managom nt skills which benefit the
remaining memburs-,

1. M. Koll: Crafts and Coopcration in Vestern Nigceria,
1969' op.cit.

2. R. King? Famere' Cooperatives in Northern Nigeris,
’1573, op.cit. p. .
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In other words, this managerial viewpoint sees the
attainment of efficiency and business success as the
roal of cooperative policy. Considerations ef equity
and distributive justice are seen as seoondary or purely

inmaterial,

The kind of efficient but elite cooperatives
emphasized above are in line with the capitalist model
of rural and national development which Kigeria is presently
pursuing, A policy that emphasizes an improvement vrather
than a transformation of the status quo is line with the
loeology and class interest of the ruling bourgeoisie in
Higeria, This dependent national bourgeaisje favours the
retention and gradual improvement (rather than a transfermation)
of the existing cooperative and other capitalist structures
precisely because these capitalist arrangements puarantee
them certain privilezes, Little attention ia given to the
fact that these dependent capitalist structures are the
fundamental cause of the underdevel:pment of the national
cconomy and of the growiny impoverishment of the peasants
and workers, (iven this background it can be deduced that
the first policy option which emphasizes the retention and
rradual mana erial improveient of the existing capitalist
coopera.ives will be more acceptable to the rulin: bourgeoisie
in Nigeria. GSince this policy option is in line with the
existing capitalist status quo, it is likely to be accepted and

implemented by the zovernient in preference to the secon optien,

The second policy option envisages a system of cooperatives

which will constitute a vehicle for the transformation of the
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exicting rural and nztional society along lines that can
erithance the welfare and interests of the peasants, workers

and other exploited clasces in the society. Since the
fundamental objective of these cooperatives runs counter to

the prevailing status cuo it is to be expected that the
impetus for the evoluiion and development of these - ocoperatives
mist come from the pecple themselves and not from the
povernment, The state, because it is an instrument for the
protectipn and advanceiwcnt of the interests of the ruling
class, cun only resist rather than supvort and implement

such a policy of mass cooperatives,

RECOM. ENDATION. The Need to Fvolve a MNew Cooperative lMedel

The existing capitali t cooperative model, irrespective
of the managirial improvements sugrested by the first policy
option, cannot rede-wn the peasants and workers from
exploitation and poverty precisely because they are
initiated by, and reflect the interest of, the ruling class
actiine throush the state or povermment machinery, This study
therefore recor ends the evolution of a completely new
cooperative model reflecting the interest of the masses and
emanating from their own creaiive abilities in the struggle
to free themselves from the clutcies and exploitation of
the national bourgeoisie =nd its international allies.

The type of people~oriented cooperatives recom:ended here
reflects not only the elite~orientation of the present

cooperatives but also the metnodological orientation used
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in this study, The methodolo'y of poli.ical economy

locates the primary source or impetus for developmental
cnange not in overnment policies but in the contradiotions
between various clrsses in the society. A fundamental
re-structuring of the cooperative movement along the lines
cegired here can only conc from a conscious struggle by

the peasants and other ezploited classes to transform the
existing gevernment - introduced cooperatives into their

own institutions. "hi: obviously entails a2 fundamental

zlass struggl- designed to liberate all the explajted oclasses

from the domination of the exploiter classes,

The nature and implications of the struggle to
create such a model of mass ceoperatives can oly be
understood against the backaround of the society's class
structure. As has already been explained, class
inequalitics and contrzdictions emanate from the unequal
relationship of the different classes to the means ef
prqductien and exchange. This im turn ives rise to
differential levels of material welfare as well as the
exploitation of certain classes by qthers, Just as
parasites live on the mutrients supplied by their victims
without contributing anything to the sustenance of the
latter, so do certain classes live and prosper on the

surplus value produced by other classes in the society.

The extraction of surplus from the exploited classes

by the dominant class provides a constant source of conflict,
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antagonism and resistance by the exploited against the
oxploiter classes, thus creating opportunities for changes

in the structure of society, 'hile the dominant classes,
acting through the state machlinery, try to protect and
consolidate thosc structures which enable them to appropriate
the surplus value of the exploited classes, the latter on
their oom part try to manipulate, cope with, or transfomrm
these exploitalive ctructures in an attempt to protect er
snhance their welfare. The governmente-introduced cooperatives
vperating in Nigeria have been shown to be instruments fer
echieving certain state and class objectives, An a.tempt

to change them will incur resistance and reprisals from

ihese vested interests, This explains why the transformation
of these cooperatives into instruments of the opiressed

will have to involve 2 struggle.

in identificetion of which classes are likely tc stand
ir the way of such a2 progressive development is indisp-nsable
for the rezlisation of this objective of people's ceoperatives.
“his involves a clear unueratandingfpueclass structure ef
i eriz, Using a variety of criteria, certain classes have
been identified in sizerin the struggle betwern which will
iefine the character and dynamics of the egalitarian and
prople=oriented model of cooperative and national development
peing advocated here. The e istence zand exact noture of
these clas” cs has gencrated a lot of controversy. While
some scholars such as Polly Hill have denied the complete

cxiztonce of classes and cven the relevance of class analysis
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in rural Nigeris, others szuch as Nzimiro, Eskor Toyo, Gavin
Williems, Igbozurike, ~nd 'yedipe have dismissed as inaccurate
and ideclogically-motiv-t2d such claims of = classless

scciety in Nigeris ond hrve gone sherd to 2pply the
methodology cf elass 'nolysis to Higerian societyj. It

is not the intention here to go over the debates and
clasgifieations which h've featured in the application of
class snelysis to Migerir. zociety, Suffice to point out

that thuse elassifiesticns hove rot only differed from one
person to the other hut h-ve voried depending on the purpose

for which the analysis is done.

For simplicity (eince the annlysis is meant for the
pecsants and workers =2nd not for the digestion of
intellectual collesgues clone); this study has adopted »

cleszificetion of Mierion society into two btroad classes:

- -— ——

3« 1. Nzimiro: Classes “nd Closs Struggle in Digeria
-(!\.—‘c-u “ork,, #nd lizimiro & I. A. Eteng"
“"Copitrlism in Nigerian in Rural Societies™ =
in J'on~ ricen Journal of Social Research vol,1,
1978; 'y Toyo: “Identification and Definition
and Cl ss - in Fun-African Journal of Social
Regezrch vol.1, Fo.1, 19703 G, Villiams.
Inequ-.itics in  ural Nigeria (Development
Studies Cecssional Paper No.16, University
of Bagt /nszlic 1981); M. Igbozurike: Problem
Genersting Structures in Nigeria's Fural
Development (1916)3 and F. Po A. Oyedipe:
Mjater ic-ources and Egalitariarism in th-

Nigerion Context - Proceeding of the 2nd World
Congre: “t2r Resources, vol.111 (New Delni,
197%. e

“ ¥, Tiill: "The Absence of Class in =
vurel Prusc Comrmunity"® in Pe. F. Wilmot ed.
Sociology in frica vol.I (Zarias 1973).
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{a) the dominant clas.es or the natignal bourgeoisie
consigting of the those who own the mﬁﬁor means of productisn
ard control the state machinery (including the instruments of
ideolo; ical subjuzation) and whe use their ownership and
control ¢f these resources to exploit and dominate the °
other cl;sses of the society; and (b) the exploited classea
consisting of the workcrs, the peasants, the selfecmployed
iraders, artisans and crzitsmen, and the lumpenproletariat
Liet, the pimps, prostitutes, beg-ars and oiher unemployed
people in the socicty)., It is these exploited classes which
suffer the Wrunt ef ihiz ~xistins oppressive and exploitative
slructures and wiiich stand to benefit most from the
transfowmation of the present cooperative and social
crransements alon, mere egalitarian lines, The kind ef
poverty=oricuted cocporatives envisaged here can only

zrsu,: . from = eeliecctive struggle of the exploited classes
to change and transform the existing structures of
exploitation and underdevelopment under which they are
living. These new cooperatives will differ sigrificantly
from the existing cocperstive organizations whofle major
achicvement has boen to assist a tiny minority of farmers

tc become rich and prosperous as individuals within the
existing socio~-economic structures while the majority of
peasants and other explcited classes continue to wallow in

poverty and degradation,

The realisation of this system of cooperatives involves

raising the consciousness of the peasants and werkers on why
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they necd to cooperate, who their allies are, the classes
against whom they n-ed to cocperate, and the concrete
objectives which will he achieved by initiating and
Tighting for such cooveratives, The peasants and workers
must also be educited to understand why the present
cooperatives huve net and carnst serve their interests

and why the new sy;tam of cooperatives is essential fer
their liberation from oppression, exploitation and
‘acipulation, Even the Rochaale model ef cooperutives
first started as a seli wmotivated struggle of the hlrkera
e liberate themselves from the exploitation of those
capi‘alist forces whicl. then threatened their well-being.
In other words, the p th of genuine poverty-oriented
cooperatives has always ontailed a long and conscious
strugzle by the cxploited classes to evalve an institutinn
that shi&l;:2?rom the exploitation and domination ef other
classes, :

Therefere, the most fundamental pumond..i.t.im sor
evolving the kind of people-~oriented medel of cooperatives
boing advocated here lies in a conscicusness-raising
strategy of cooperative and mass education. Peasant and
worker cooperatives can only succeed in achieving the
objectives desired vy their members if the masses are
themselves educated to take a conscious and active role
in initiating and controlling these oo;peratiVBs in line

with their own needs and aspirations. This requires a

clear understanding on their part of what ferces are
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regponsible  for their continued poverty; what concrete steps
they can take to liberat: themselves from such forces;

and Low cocperatives constitute a very important weapon

for the rcalization of this process ef libeuration and for

ihe cnhancement of their socio-—-economic welfare,

The example of China and other socialist countries
where pecpld's ecoporniivis hove been evnlved as part ef the
ovirall wransform=ticn of their socictics along sccialist
lines illustrates that progrcssive intellectuals have a
crucial rele to play in th:. achievement ef this objective,
The role of the inucilectuals has itself ‘to be seen within
the context of the class strugile. Intellectuals eccupy 2
rather ambivalent position within the dynamics of class
identification and class action. On the one hand, the
intellectual resembles the proletarian or the worker by the
nature of his eccupation since he lives by selling his mental
labour and so is eften explcited by the pewer of capital;
or the othir hand however he differs substantially from
the ordinary worker because,unlike the werker, he perferms
nental and managerial functions 2nd so earns an income
that iz hign enou h to enable him live in a manner
comparable to other mombers of the naticnal bour; eoisie.
The intellectual may objectively be classified amony the
n:tional bourgeoisie but the fact that he also shares
certain essential qualiiies of a worker puts him in a pesitien

vhere he can cither identify with the natignal bourgeoisie or
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with the workers, Tiis aubivelent position of the
intellectu-l makes him capable of either taking a pro-

capital or pro-worker stond in the overall class struggle,

In a capitalist systom 2 majority of intellectuals will
tend to side with the owncrs of ecapital and will thoerefore
create and props, ate knowledge thoat supports the status quo
ord serves the intorcst of 'he hourgerisie. A minority of
intellectuals will, howsver, recognize their cssential
vxiztence under capitalise as vorkers selliny their mental
skills and knowledie to the owners of capital in exactly the
ceme fashion as the workers sall their labour, fThis latter
roup, the pregressive intellectuals, would not only side
with the exploited clssscvs but would also com:it their
intellectual expertise né leadersnip qualities tc the
struggle of the peasants and workers against exploitation
and domination, It is these progressive intellectuals vho
wre cxpected to champicn the consciousness-raising
cdugation which iz emphasized here as a prerequisite for

the evolutien of pecple's cooperatives,

Firstly, this consciousn.ss-raising educ tion will
involve educiting the peasants te realizc thz bankcruptey
of the exizting capitzlist cocperatives and the reasons why
thi:se cooperatives cannot liberate them from exploitation
»nd domination, Th«e pecsants would be guided by these
progrocgive intellectuals to recognize the important fact

that, apart from some nebulous references to 'exploit tive'
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widélemen and moneyleuders, these eapitalist cooperatives
do net have a clear coiception of the forces er enemics
cgainst whom the peasanis should organize, and so the
objectives and ictesolovy of these cooperatives do not
contrnin ~ny commitment to the transformation ef the existing
explojtative structur:s of dependent capitalism, liven the
so~called middlimen =n. moneylenders are presented as
isolrted individuals who can be outwitted through
cooperatives and nol as the vepresentatives of the exploiter
clnss whose cxistence is »roduced =nd supported by the
gtructuras of the soncieiy. 'The objectives of these
cooperativ.g =xre¢ not poscd in terms of peasant liberation
wnd structural roeform but in tcrms of the petty-bourgeois
iceology eof assisting the peasants to become more prosperous

within the existing structures of capitalist society.

Secondly, the peasints should be educated to realize
that people's cooperatives (2s distinet from the government
cooveratives now in ciistvnce) are an essential instrument
for the mobilization of the peasants and the workers for
the everthrew and transformation of those structures
responsible for their exploitation and poverty. Once
educated to undcrstend why the present capitalist cooperativ s
canmot offer them any meaningful protection from the forces
oi txplojtstion, the peasants will themselves renlize the
nzed to evolve an alternctive cooperative system ef their own.
‘they will roturn to, and spearhead the creative adaptation

of, their own indigenous cooperatives to suit their needs and
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capirations.

Progressive intellectunals hive a crucial role to play
in assisting the pessants to achieve this objective through
providins t“em useful _uidelines and orxanizational
peinciples drawn from the experiences of societies such as
Chiinay, Cuba and .anzanis which have undergone or are
undergeing the trans{omme=tion of their rural areas zlong
cooperative and so i-lict lines, This path of caoperative
developmont reouires very intensive research into the
principles, orgenizaiion, ideolegy and diatributional fairness
of both the modrrn snd the indienous cooperatives se as to
com¢ out with uscful sugpesiions on the possible meﬂwds
and patterns of #d: ptine hese cooperatives Lo meet the

necds of the peasants,

The experience of China is very instructive in this
reapect. The four-stagoe process of evolving producer
cooperztives in China, to which reference has already been
made in chapter two, was preceded by a concrete natione-wide
study of =11 exictin. forms of cooperatives in the country
a1 that time., Th: rcsults of this survey were publisheed in
= two=volume document wiiich then formed the basis or
roference point for the srodual transformation of traditional
peasant associzations into mutual aid teams,elementary producer
cooperatives, advanccd producer cooperatives and finally
people's communcs, Inte!lcetunls played sn active role in
this precess of tr:nsform -tion not only in terms of

generating the resenrch s1d theoretical knowledge that
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informed ithc process but ~lso by przctically participatinkg

and guiding the whole process alongside party cadres.

Yrogressive intcilectuals, working alon;side the
peasants, have - criticol role to play in the =volution of
neople's cooperstives in Nieria, The theoretical insights
wad the rescareh input which will guide this proccess of
coopurstive development will necessarily come from the

intellectunls, The prretical mobilizaticn of the peasants,

the actual orgenizatien of these cooperatives and the day-te-

d2y running of the pcoplce'!s cooperntives will all regquire

the mansgoerial and leadership potentials of the intellectuals,

The preliminary cvidence genercted by this rescarch shows
th=t indigenous or trnditional cooperatives have a lot of
potentialitizs, but ~ lot morc nceds to b. known zbout

them in order to use them as a base for launchin~ the type

of puople's cooperatives being recommended here.

Lastly, the peasunts should be ¢duczted to realize
that the cvolution of weople's cooperatives must form
pert of a wider programie which is comiitted tg, and works
towards, the fundam.ntal re-organization of the entire
socicty ~long the lines of collective ewnership and
production. Such 2 structural transformation ef society
is impossible without forging a strong alliance between
the peasents, workers ~nd other progressive elements
designed to everthrow those exploiter classes which have

a stake in thﬁ proservation of the status quo and which
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may attempt to block a y fundamental changes that could "
liberate the exploited classes. This underscores the
importance of a coniciousnesse—raising system of educatisn
through which the pexsents will becoue aware of the fact
thrt their salvation is ticd up with the collective
struggle of all exploited clegses in alliance with
progrussive inteli.ectuals agninst the forces of reaction

and underdevelopment,
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APFENDIX I

QUESTIONNLIRE

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

1.
3.
L.
6.
Te

9.

Village 2. Distriet

Name of Respondent

Age 5. Sex
Tribe (or Ethnic Group)

(i) Marital Status:
(a) Single
(b) Married
(¢) Divorced
(d) widowed
(e) Other

(ii) If married, number of wives

Can you read and write in Hausa and in English

(Yes/No)

Highest level of Education (specifying the no. of years

spent at each level),

(a) None

(b) Adult Education Classes

(c) Primary School

(d) Post-Primary school (Secondary School, T.T.C., etc.



10,

1.

12.

LAND

(e) Post-Secondary School (%.T7.C., University,

Polytechnic, CAST)

(f) Other

What is your main occupation

What other occupation do you engage in apart from your

main cccupation

If you are a farmer, what occupation do you practice during

the dry season?

AND LABOUR

13,

(a) How many farms dc you have

(b) For each of those farms, can you supply the following

information:

Rough Estimate of
Size in Acres

‘18t
2nd
3rd
Lth
Sth
6th
7th
8th
9th

10th

Farm

Farm

"




W

15,

16,

Do you consider your present land adequate for your

present food requirements

Yes/No

(a) Do you intend to acquire more land Yes/No

(b) If yes, how many plots or farms and how will

they be acquired (e.g. gift, purchase, loan, etc.)?

Can you supply the folleowing information on the crops you

cultivated last year:

Major Crops | Proportion of that
crop sold*®

Amount realized from
the sale

*a

]

none sold

o
]

o]
]

d = all was scld

quantity consumed bigger than quantity sold

quantity sold bigger than quantity consumed



: b

18.

19.

20.

21,

224

Do you sometimes hire other people for your farm work? I

Yes/No

Out of your fammwork in a year, would you sat that:

(a) three-quarters of it is done by yourself and members
of your family

(b) half is done by hired labourers
is

(¢) more than half/done by hired labourers.

(d) all is done by hired labourers.

Roughly estimate how much money you spent on hiring

farm labourers last year?

(a) Are there certain times of the year you want to employ
farm labourers but cannot find them? Yes/No

(b) If yes, at what times, and why

(a) Apart from agricultural work, do you hire labourers

for any other activity? Yes/No

(b) If yes, type of activity

(a) Do you sometimes work on other peoplets farms in order
to get money, seeds or implements? Yes/Nc
(b) If yes, would you say this takes place:
(a) Very occasionally
(b) Frequently
{c¢)} Very frequently
Do you sometimes make use of gayya labour to get farmwork

done? Yes/No




23.

2L,

25.

26,

27.

28,

How many times in all did you summon a gayya last year?

what sort of people do you invife to your gayya?
(a) all the people in the village

(b) only friends and relatives

(¢) other

When other people invite you for a gayya, do you
(a) go yourself to offer your labour
(b) send other pecple to represent you

(¢) do not go at all,

Would you agree that gayya is the best method to get
farmwork done very quickly on your farm?

(a) strongly agree

(e) do not agree

(d) strongly disagree

Which is more convenient,paid labour (if one ear afford
it) or gayya labour?

(a) paid labour is a better

(b) gayya labour is better

(c) both are equally good

Considering the expenses you incur, which would you say
costs more:
(a) paid labour

{(v) gayya labour



29. (a)
(v)
30. (a)
(b)

Are there certain people in this village who benefit
from the gayya system more than others Yes/No
If yes, explain which category of people benefit mere

and why

Compare with what obtained in the past, would you say
that the gayva system 1s:

(a) declining

(b) become stronger

(c) same as in the past

(d) other

What is responsible for this situation

30. Do you perticipate in any labour exchange group (i.e.

adashe or ba dundung)? Yes/No

31, During the last farming season (i.e. 1979), supply the

following information on your participation in adashe:

No. of
Groups

No. of people | Composition of No. of Cycles
in Each Group | Group (e.g. Completed
relatives, friends,
etea)




32. Would you say that adashe iss

(i) better than paid labour Yes/No

(ii) better than gayya labour Yes/No

33. Compared with what obtained in the past, would you say that
the adashe system of farming is:
(a) declining
(b) becoming stronger
(¢) the same as in the past

(d) other

FARM INPUTS

3., Do you use modern (chemical) fertilizer on your farm?
Yes/No

35. How many bags of fertilizer did you use last year?

36. How muoh money did you spent in buying fertilizer last

year?

37. Where did you buy the fertilizer?

Source No. of Bags | Price per bag (&)

1+ Government Supply -
2. Cocperative Society
3. Open Market

L. Other




38. (a) Do you usuelly get the required amount of fertilizer at

the right time?

Yes/No

(b) If no, what dc you think is responsible for this

39. Do you use any of the following

insecticides:

Type of pesticide Yes or
No

If yes, source

Cost

1. Aldrex T, or Fernasan
D for dressing your

seeds before planting?

2, Vetox 85 or other
pesticides for

controlling pests?

4L0. (a) Do you use improved seeds on your farm?

(b) If yes, where do you buy such seeds?

(a) Govermment store or department

(b) Gooperative Store
(¢) Open Market

(@) Other

L1, Do you own a tractor?

Yes/ﬁo

Yes/No

4y2. (a) Have you ever hired a tractor for your fammwork

(b) 1If yes, source of the tractor:



L3.

LS.

(a) Govermment Tractor Hiring Scheme
(b) Private owner

(e¢) Cooperative Union Tractor

(d) Other
(a) 1If no, are you aware that the Government has some
tractors for hiring cut to farmers who cannot afford
to buy trestors? Yes/No
(b) If aware, why have you not hired one of such tractcrs?
Have you ever obtained any eredit or loan from the following
sources?
(1) Commercial Bank Yes/No
(1i) Cooperative Society Yes/No
(111) Government Agency or Local Government Yes/No
(iv) Local moneylecader or trader Yes/No
(v) Relative or Friend Yes/Mo
(a) Are you a member of any contribution club (i.e. adashe

()

group where money is contributed pericdically)?
Yes/No

If yes, could you supply the following information for

each group you beleng tos
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collecta

Group 1

Group 2

Group 3

Group L

L46. Compared tc the past, would you say that such contribution
clubs are:
(2) declining
(b) increasing
(¢) the same as before

(d) Other

L7. (a) What is your position in this village or district
(a) ward head (mai anguwa)
(b) village head (dagachi)
(c) member of district council
(d) District head
(e) Local Government Councilor
(f) Pastor or Head (Shugaba) of a Church
(g) Sarkin Noma
(h) Customary Court member or Judge
(i) Headmaster
(3) President or Chairmman of a Village/District Associ:rion

(k) Other (specify)

(1) None of the above.
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L8, 4ire you a member of a cooperative society? Yes Mo
(If no, ask question 543 If yes jump to next section).

L9. (a) Are you aware whother a cooperative society exists in

thie village or a nearby village within this district

Yes/No

(b) Why hav: you not joined the cooperative movement?

(¢) Do you have any intention to join either now or in

the near future? (Give reasons for your answer)

SECTION D: (COOPERATIVE MEMEERS ONLY)

50. Which cooperative society are you a member of

51. How long have you been a member of this cooperative socisty®

52. Why did you decide to join the cocperative movement

53+ What do you consider to be the major benefit of the

cooperative movemcnt to a farmer

She (a) From your assessment of the objectives and benefits of
cooperatives, would you consider it advisable for every

fammer in thie area to join the cooperative movement

Yes/No




56.

57.

58,

59.

12

(b) If yes, why you think most farmers have nct yet joincd

the cooperative movemcnt?

(¢) If no, why not

(2) In your opinion, would you say that members of your

cooperative society attend meetings regularly?

If no, why

How many meetings did your society hold last year

and how many of these did you attend?

Would you say you are satisfied with the perfommance of your

cooperative society?

(a) Very satisfied
(b) partly satisficd
(¢) not satisfied

Give reasons for your answer

In what way has your cooperative membership helped you in

your occupation

How many times have you obtained cooperative loans since

you became a member?
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60, For the last threc lonns you received, could you supply

the following informations:

Year | Month in which smount of { What you did [ Amcunt
the loan errived | Loan with the loan | repaid

24

3.

61. (a) 1Is there any yeor you heve not been able to repay
your ccoperative loan? Yes/Nc
(b) If yes:

Year

Expected Time of Hepayment

hienscns for Inability to Repay

62. (a) Do you think the cooperative loan: is more beneficinl
than a2 loan from:
(1) the bank __ Yes/No
(ii) 4 private businessman Yes Mo

(1i1) Moneylender Yes /No

(iv) Friend or lelative Yes/Nc

(b) Give reasons for your answer

63, Would you say that the cooperative loans you get:
(1) (a) are too emall (b) too big (c) adequate?

(1i) (a) arrive very carly (b) very late (¢) a2t the right time?
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64i. (a) Are there scme cooperative members who usually get

bigger loans than other? Yes/tlo

(b) Why do such members get bigger loans

€5. Would you say the time fixed for the repayment of the loans iss

(a) appropriate (b) not appropriate (c) other

66, Compared to a .oan from the bank or businessman, would you
say the interest charged on cooperative loans is:

(2) tco high (b) moderate (c) too small.

67. What changes, in your opinion, are necessary in order to

make cooperatives more beneficial tc the members?

68. (a) Have you ever held a post in your cooperative society?

Yes/No

(b) If yes; state the post held and for how long

69. What difficulties did you encounter/or are encountering

during your tenure of coffice?

70. As a leader, what dc you consider as the major problems

facing your society?

Tl. Do your think cooperatives ecan function without government

assistance? Ye/No

(b) If no, why
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72. Which of these is more beneficial for the progress of ycur
cooperative society:
(a) more financial assistance from the government

(b) more savinge and greater effort on the part of the

members
(c) both
(d) Other?

Give reasons for your answer

73« In deciding what a cooperative society whould do, which
would you consider more important:
(a) the adviee of government Booperative officials
(b) the opinZon of the members

(¢) other

TO EE ANSVEFED EY THE INTERVIEWER

(Observe the Respondent's House very carefully
and fill in the followings)

Te
(a) Compared with other houses in the ccrmunity, would you say
the respondent's house or compound is:
(a) Large (b) Average (c) Small.
(b) Of what material is the house?
(1) walls: (2) mud walls
(b) concrete

(¢) other
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(i) Roof: (a) C(rass
(b) Zinc or aluminium
(¢) combination of zine and grass—thatched houses,

(d) other

(iii) Floor: (a) earth
(b) ceoncrete

(c) other

(iv) Appearance: (#) Painted or well decorated
(b) Plastered with earth/cement
but noet painted

(¢) other

2. Based on your observation of the respondent, his house and
family, what would be your evaluation of his eccncmic status
compared with other people in this community?

(2) high (b) medium (c) low (d) Other seseescescescns
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