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ABSTRACT

A partial displacement of operating goals in a small, southern,

OEO-funded poor-peoples' cooperative is analyzed as a process. of

‘adaptation to organizational environment. The displacement consisted

primarily of a gradual (though not complete) de-emphasis of the Coop's:

originél goals of.providing immeaiate benefits to its membership in

the form.of low-cost or free vegetables and wages for part-time labor,
along with -a progressive tendency to 6fient prodﬁction_iﬁcreasingly

for sale to large commercial buyers instead. Thé‘basit cause'qf.these]'
developments is sought invdifficulties encouﬁtered byithe'Cobp in its
attempt to solve problems of extreme resoufce-scarcity through integration
into the local community; This solution, it ﬁas hopéd,.would simul-
taneoﬁsly'mobilize needed resources aﬁdvélsb dhénnel'érgénizational
benefits to those fof whom they Wefe originally intended. Some of the
more important reasons for these.difficultiés in mobilizing local )
resources are discussed, inéluding wéakneés‘of indigenéus "community;"
prevalenée of Geméiﬁschaft values; low levels of educétion and traininé;
economie scarcity and hardship;~défeéts of original organizationai design;
over-éxtensionléf service‘projects; and concurrent increases in lévels

of Welfare‘anﬂ emergency food. Finally,'after noting the stuay's
relevance to ﬁﬁe complex organizational literature on goal displacgment
and enviroﬁment; some of its more pértinent policyliﬁplicatidns are
teviewed, witﬁ particulér referéncé to some of QOEO's operéting boliciés

for funding low-income rural cooperatives.
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theoretical vein, we shall suggest also that such a partial displacement

Community Support and Goal Displacement in a Poor Peoples'
Cooperative Farm: A Case Study of Organizational Adaptation to

Environmental Uncertainty

- Of all the tools and tactics employed during the past‘de¢ade in the  ? -

War on Poverty, one.of the most popular has been the development of poor"

_»peoplés"cooperatives; Hope has run high, especially among rural poverty

Warriors, that such institutions might provide some help, -however limited,'

to at least two distinct groups of rural poor persons: first, those

thusands of péor small farmers whose ranks have been decimated by inaBility -i
té comﬁete effectivel& against increasingly large corporate farms; énd;_ N
second, the fapidly increasiﬁg-number of rural'nonfarmvpoor who eithér‘
have lost théir_farms'in the face of such competition, or have foﬁnd
themselygs unemployed as a.result éf rapid ﬁe;hanization:in_the pro&uctipn  iL_
of certain cfops, such as cotton. .Unfortunately, however, because of é |
neérlabsence of relevant studies and evaluations,2 these recent cooperati?e
developmentieffqrts among'the poor ﬁave not benefitgd significantly froﬁ
the theoretical,aﬁd praétical knowledge that such studieslmight ideally:
provide. | |

The following case study of .a southern poor-peoplgs' éoqperativé
farm represents a modest effort to begiﬁ_filling this gap. In ordef to
develop some.geqeral-—and tentative--policy recommendationé, the analyéis, o
in this.stﬁdy will attempt to provide some sociological understandiﬁg of |
what the p}actical problems were.which seemed to underlie the Cooperative'sf

gradual dé-emphasis of several of its original aims. In a more o




of operating goals can be fruitfully understood és a consequence of

organizational adaptaﬁion by the Cooperative to its highly uncertain

"task environment" (J. Thompson, 1967);v | |
Specifically, the Coop, whose identity will be conceéled with the’

name of "Cotton County Cooperative Farm,"3 is a nonresidential,

collectively 6wﬁed ﬁegetable farm which was organized in 1968 by the

staff of an OEO—fqnded‘community health center in one of the Deep South's

poérest counties. Its initial objectives were té reduce widéspfead |

malnutriti&n in the county'and,to prévide wage labor ﬁo membér-workersr

Beginning with lessythan 100 rented acres, it now farms over 5Q0 acres of

land, of which it owns more than 300 outright. 1Its entire staff and

' mémbership are black. Structurally, the Coop is governed‘by a board of

directors whose members represent twelve local "coop clubs" in towns

and villages throughout the northern half of rural Cotton County. ' The

.Coop's offices and lands, however, are all located just outside of

Hilltown, the home of the Eastern/Hilltown Healfh Center whiéﬁ started
the Coop. Actually, thé Coop is a rafhef unusual enterprige; rather
than being‘an agricﬁltural marketing or supply institution for éméll
farmers, it is designed to provide beﬁefita primarily in the form §f !
free or discount food and'aéricﬁlﬁﬂfél eﬁéloyment to a poor membership |
the majﬁrity of.whom éfe.neitber farm owners or tenants.4 There is

no doubf that the provision of such'benefitsvby the Coop has beén
substantial; but over this peéiod there has also'beén a gfadual and
partial decline in the delivery of such welfare-oriénted benefits and'.

a parallel tendency‘fof the Coop to become increasingly oriented to
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production for more distapt and competitive'agricultural markets in

its efforts to become economically self-suffiéient. It is with this
partial displacement of operating "welfare" goals in favor‘pf goals of
efficieﬁt.aﬁd coﬁ§gtiti§e markét production that this énalysis is -
primarily concerned.

' Because the logic of the argument in this papef (and Hénce the
format of what followsj comprises the primary "explanétion" or iﬁter—
pretation of why this partial goal displacement‘occurred,‘special care
Should be taken to make this 1§gic explicit. The<primary orientiﬁg
question, of course, ié,'Why'dia the displacement occur? aThe'questibhf
is.of reievance not only because it ad&resses‘thé difficuitiés of rural
develgpers in prévidiﬁg sustained benefits to:the poor, but becausé it
addresses a classié-theoretical question in the field of the sociology
of complex organizationms. | |

The analysis fegins, 1ogica11y speaking, witﬁ a profoundly important
fact of life facing most poor-people's cooperatives——namgly, an exteme’
scarcity of resources of all kinds, but particularly of capital.

Knowing from the Coop's inception that OEO's solution to this over-

‘whelming problem (in the form of grant funding) would be very short~

term (three years), the Coop includea among its original goals the
aspiration to eventually become self-sufficient as a busineés enterprise,
ﬁrimarily by means of éelling Vegetablés to commergial markets. :
Exagerbaﬁing the ﬁroblem of extreme.reSOu;ce séarcity, hpwever, ﬁas
the féct that the Goop's pfiﬁary'original goal, or missién,‘Was to prpvide

various benefits at a "discount,” so to speak, to its poor target




population, This primary objective of improving member welfare posed
serious organizational problems for two important reasons. First was
the obvious fact (perhaps not sufficiently obvious to the Coop's

designers) that the costs of providing welfare benefits to members

‘would make the task of achieving business efficiency and self-sufficiency

in an already précarious situation all the more difficult. Second was
the probable existence, according to such theorists as Mancur Olson
(1965), of powerful rational disincentives to initial voluntary partici-
pation in an organization committed strongly to the delivery of‘”public
goods," such as the Coop.6 Thus, the founders of the Coop faced an
enormoué £hreefcornered problem:b how to mobilize adequate resources in.

a poverty-stricken enviromment to start a fledgling business off on the

road. to eventual self-sufficiency; how to meet the added costs of achieving -

their pfimary gbjective of providing benefits to poot_members; and
finally, how to overcome whatever rational barriers there might be to
participation in an organization committed to the delivery of benefits
wifh "public good" features.

Of.central importance to the present analysis is the concept--and
reality-;of the "intended solution' to this three-cornered problem which
was built into the Cooperative's initial design. Primarily, this
"intended solution" consisted of integrating the Cooperative into the
locallcommunity in such a way as to mobilize and utilize the human and
organizational resources within it. In part, these resources included
the potential of local members to supply labor, to consume Coop outputé

(vegetables), and -to provide unpaid volunteer services as board and
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- .committee members and as loyal community workers. For the rest, they

‘comprised the economies of scale, the effectiveness of organization,

and the free professional and technical skills associated with the

Health Center infrastructure and its ten local "contact centers"

throughout the same county. A second mandatory dimension of the

"intended solution," of course, consisted of capital grants or loans

from outside sponsoring agencies or institutions. However, because

such outside grants or loans were expected to be short-term and

temporary, the local community dimensions of the "intended solution"

assumed greater long~run importance, Unfortunately, implementation
of the Coop's local solution to its problems of extreme resource scarcity

was fraught with difficulty.

The crux of the argument présented here is that it was because of.'

this difficulty-~-the failure to successfully mobilize community resources—é"

that the displacement of operating goals occurred. The argument moves

then to the important question of why the "intended solution" did not
q way

work out very effectively. This question is of particular relevance

because Qf'our belief that the solution, had it been implemented
differently, could, in fact, have succeeded. Hopefully our attempt to
answer this critical question will provide a basis for some policy
recommendations of more general use to low-income cooperative developers.
| The conclu&ing step in the logic of the analysis is that so long as
no alternate sources of funding and other support could be found, the__
unsuccessfulﬁess of the Coop's original "intended solution" 1éft thé.

organization no other choice, if it was to survive at all, other than
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to turn to more distant and more competitive agricultural markets

. as its source of livelihood. The fact that the Cooperative, from its

very beginning, embraced dualistic goals (i.e., both provision of
service benefits énd a commercial orientation to distant markets) made
this shift seem quite natural, Our point is that given the ineffective-
ness of the Coop's 'intended solution,' the displacement of goals
represented by the shift was unavoidable if the Coop hoped to survive.
This nécessity, howeyer, has created é profound dilemma for the Coop

(andibrobably for numerous other such enterprises). It has led, on the

_one hand, to a de-emphasis of those '"welfare" objectives which the

organization sought originally to serve, and on the other hand, it has
expesed thé Coop to all of the competitive dangers which have been the
death of a growing proportion of small farms in America.

iﬁ order fo maintain proper perspective throughout what fo}qus,
several cautionary points should be made. First, it should be cleérly

understood that we are not saying the Coop has been a failure, even

_though we have described its "intended solution" in this way. OEO

funding ended in November of 1971, and although there are clearly hard

days ahead, it is too early to tell how successful the Coop will be as

a business enterprise. -Even with respect to providing benefits to its
members the Coop cannot be described as a failure, as we shall see.

Thus far, the displacement of its original service goals has only been

'partial,~a trend,

Second, it should not be assumed from our post-mortem of why the

' Coop's '"intended solution" failed, that we are suggesting such solutions--
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which we have observed to be a conspicuous part of many other

" cooperative development projects--cannot work. We know of several

.cases in which such solutions have worked (although any review of

thége(lieg.beyond the scope of this paper). We argue only that the

éi%ficﬁifiéé in their successful design are both great and frequently
unappreciated, and that such an analysis as the present one may help
to show how some of these difficulties can be overcome.

Finally, we wish to dispel the impression, which might arise from
oufvintensive focus on a particular organization in a local ﬁilieu;‘that
the ﬁféult" or "xesponsibility" for the problems described lies ultimafely-
witﬁ the inhabitants of that local community. As is true in more general.
discussions of '"the culture of poverty" (e.g., Valentine, 1968), the
.blamg lies ultimately with the broader social and political system which
Hgs toierated poverty in the midst of affluence.

Let us turn, at this point, to a review of the historical and
empirical materials which are germane to the logic of our argument.
Afterwards, we shall conclude with a discussion of the more‘general
theoretical and practical relevance of the analysis. Regardiﬁg the
former, we shall suggest that the experience of Cotton County Cooperativé-Farﬁ
offers strong support for the utility of complex qrganizational theories
which emphasize the role of environment in organizational development,

particularly with respect to the common organizational process of goal

. displacement. At a practical level, we shall conclude that the need:

for long-term environmental sponsorship and empowerment of development

‘enterprises with "welfare" or '"public good" aspects is much greater
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than has generally been recognized by policy makers. In particular,
we shall note certain serious problems inherent in grant-funding as

a form of sponsorship, as well as a tendency of such sponsoring agencies

.as OEO to support two generally incompatible objectives in such enter-

prises as the Coop, and perhaps for this reason, to provide a type and

volume of resources that are inadequate to the likely attainment of

either objective.

~Sources of Data

Data for the present analysis come mainly from three sources. The-
first was a series of interrelated survey interviews administered at

two different points of time in Cotton County. The earliest was a

complete census of all black households in North Cotton County which was -

administered in 1967 by Eastern University, one of whose doctors of
preventive medicine was the prime mover in founding the Eastérn/Hilltown
Healthdenter. At the same time, an intensive health interview was.
conduéted with a sample of these hoﬁseholds.7 These interviews provided
éktensive~information about the demographic and social characteristics
of théAcounty's black population, as well as detailed information
regardiﬁg their preséiﬁg gealth problems. Mbst.of the descriptive data
for the Couﬁty which follows come from these interviews.

A second wave of interviews of a much smaller group was supervised .
four yearsllatér in 1971 by the senior author. The group consisted of
Coop.members and staff who had also, for the most part, responded to

both the census and the health study four years earlier.8 (Although




not particularly relevant to the present analysis, these respondents
were exactly the same individuals who had been interviewed in 1967, and
they were asked many of the same questions in 1971 for purposes of
'1qngitudiﬁa1 analysis.)9 This second wave of interviews elicited data
on numerous individual and family changes that had occurred, as well
as on participation in énd attitudes toward the Cooperative. Most of
the figures below which describe the attitudes and circumstances of
Coop membérs were taken from this 1971 member survey. Both in 1967.apd
1971, all interviewing was done by specially trained and supervised local f
black residents.

A gecond sourcelof data conéists of extensive field notes taken by

the authors during their four visits to the Cooperative in 1970 and 1971,

and during visits by various Coop and Health Center leaders to the authors'

ownﬁuniversity during the same period. Altogether, these visits tofaled
approximately five weeks of field contact and included a wide variety

of worﬁhwhile observational situations.10 Though impressionistic in
nature, the notes from these four visits have helped to provide many
insights and are the source of many of the qualitative observations

madg below. The thid important data éource consists of numerous docu-
11

"menté, records,énd reports from the Coop, Health Center, and OEO.°

Generally, although there were numerous points in our investigation at

which we would have benefited from more systematic, detailed, or complete .

information, we feel confident that these three sources of data have

provided an adequate basis for what follows.
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Origins'and Dévelopment of the Cooperative

The Cotton County Cooperative Farm originated as a nutrition
projéct of the Eastern/Hilltown Health Center. The Health Center, in
tu#n, was. the brainchild of mainly one man--an energetic and socially

conscious doctor in the Department of Preventive Medicine at Eastern

University who believed strongly both that it is the'responsibility of .

the medical profession to bring medical care directly to the communities
nee&ing_it most, and that ultimately, delivery of such medical care .
can be effective only when accompanied by basic social and economic
change. Tﬁus, the Health Center he imagined was to be truly compre-
hensivg--iﬁéluding sanitation, nutritional and community development
progﬁams, as well as health care. According to him, "our aim wasvto
-use.ﬁealth as a basis, as a point of entry into the poverty cycle thaﬁ_
.wouid eventually lead to broader social change."12

Several possible locations were considered, but finally, the
ﬁorthérn half of Cotton County was chosen. The area comprised some 400
square miles of land and between 12,000 and 14,000 people, approximately
8Q peréent of them black. After mﬁch behind-the~scenes political and
cbmmﬁnity spadé work, the project got under way in 1966 with an initial
_'grénf from OEO of over $1.2 million.
R vﬁy'almost any criterion, Cotton County was one of the poorest areas
in the country. The Eastern University census of the region in 196%,
for iﬁsténce, reveéled that the mean family income among blacks was in:

the neighborhood of only $900 per year and that only 43 percent of the

male'household heads were employed year-round.13 Primary reasons for
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‘ ﬁhe existence.of such poverty, of course, were both the history of
extreme discrimination suffered by the black population of Cotton
.Counfy and the generally depressed economic condition of the entire

‘region. Seriously aggravating the more general problem was the almost
complete post-war mechanization in production of the region's primary |
agricultural crop, which is cotton, Field labor in the production of
cotton had, prior to this revolutionary change, been the principle
sourée of income for Cotton County's black population. By the time of
the Health Center's founding, however, this labor force had largely been
rendered technblogically obsolete. One of the most direct and cata-. |
"Strophic effects of this mechanical revolution was to force thousands

| 'of.tenant farmers and sharecroppers off their farms, along with many
‘?independentvsmall farmers who could not afford the machinery necessafy
to meet the competition of those who could. The alarming effects of
&ﬁs displacement may be seen in Table 1: in the twenty years between
1949 and 1969, the number of farms in Cotton County declined from
9,436 - to 1,070, Whiie the average size of farms in the county increased
from 59 to 459.5 acres. Clearly, the staff of the Health Center had
picked an area where its services--and many other services as well--
were desperately needed. |

An integral part of the original Health Center design was the

formétion, in each of the ten communities where there was to be a

. medical "contact" center, of local "health associations" (HA's). These
relatively cohesive and spirited local groups have served as a vehicle'.

'for health education, local environmental improvement, and community
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development, and also as the basic local source of representation on
the Council of the North Cotton County Health and Civic Improvement
Association (Health Council), which serves as the basic policy-making
body for the Health Center itself. To organize the local HA's in each
of the ten communities, a number of experienced social workers were
brought into the areas, one of ﬁhom (the head of the Councii'é commuhity
action office) was soon to become the first project director of the new
coop. Working primarily through the local churches, previously active
civil-rights organizers also played a major role in forming the health
associations.,

It was soon found that inadequate nutrition was one of the popula-

" tion's primary problems--for instance, food supplements were one of the

"medicines" most frequently prescribed by Health Center doctqrs; Current

wélfare and food stamp programs had not provided a solution to this
problem, as reflected in the fact that many could not even afford to
purchase féod stam,ps.14 To deal with this éroblem, the idea of ""garden
clubs" in each community was-suggested, but when nearly 900 families
registered aﬁ interest in such clubs, it became apparent that a larger
. and more efficient vegetable gréWing opeéation would be required. From
this emerged the idea of a vegetable-growing cooperative férm.

Research by experts at nearby agricultural experiment stations had
indicated that the county's soil and climate were suitable for vegetable
crops of both nutritional and commercial value. Although in 1964 less
than .1 percent of the county's farm income came from such production,‘

the experts felt that vegetable farms could be commercially wviable.
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Specifically addressing the needs of the HA's, one visiting agricultural

consultant informed the organizers that 100 acres would be required to
adequately feed 3000 people and also introduced the idea of a small
cannery to handle wﬁatever might be produced above local needs.

In 1968 an initial grant of $152,000 was received from OEO (throughl
Eastern University as a sponsoring institution) to implement the coop
idea (see Table 2). Perhaps the most conspicuous feature of the Coop's -
original design is that the membership was divided into ten (and later,
twelve) "coop éiubs,” each closely associated with and located in the
same towns as thé ten HA's; By OEO requiremenf, only families falling
below the current OEQO poverty line could qualify as members, producing
in 1968 a total membership list of 698 families (Table 7). During its
first two years, the central office of the Coop was located in the Eastefn/l
Hilltown Health Center, nearby the Coop's land. Uverall control of Coop
policy was placed in the hands of a board of directors éomposed of two
representatives from each of the coop clubs. An experienced black
farm manager was hired from outside the county to run the farm under
the general direction of the project director, who, in Furn, was supposed o
to serve as the executive agent of the board. Appropriate committees , ' }
were set up in each iaéal'club to take fesﬁonsib£ii£y_for fhe recrqitment
and transportation of farm workers and to locally distribute the vege-
tables grown. These vegetables were distributed free to those members
who could not pay or work for them and were sold at a discount to other ‘ 1

members.

By the end of 1968 the Coop had approximately 156 acres under
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cultivation and claimed by the year's end to have grown and distributed
about 1 million pbunds of food,>including such crops as snap beans,
butter beans, squash, collard greens, potatoegg and others. 1In order to
facilita;e year-round distribution, a frozen food locker was leased in

a town near the target area., It was expected that substantial income

would be derived from the sale of the vegetables to members, as well as .

to outside commercial buyers. With such eventual commercial markets
in mind, much thought was given to the possibility of starting the
cannery which had been suggested by one of their consultants. By the

end of the 1968 season, operations had been sufficiently successful to

. prompt the first project director to optimistically forecast that "by

. next year, it looks as if they'll be able to do 500 acres and have a

full-scale cannery--enough not only to provide food for subsistence in

Cotton County, but to export to northern markets--a new industry pro-

viding hundreds of jobs. . . .

The problem of initial funding, of course, had been solved by OEOQ, -
which promised to continue aid for two years. Some additional funds
came from small private contributions, such as a northern civil rights.
organization which provided $10,000 for the down payment on the Coop's
fifst 1and purchase. Needed technical aids came from diverse sources,
including sympathetic agricultural experts in nearby colleges and the.
staff of the Health Center.

During the next two years, the Coop matured into a full-fledged

farming operation., Its total land holdings gfew to approximately 550
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acres, of which 477 were under cultivatioh by 1971 (Table 3), Fixed
assets by the end of 1970 (Table 4) had grown to $292,000, the greater
part consisting of land. OEO funding continued as promised (Table 2),
'but some additional funding was arranged. The Ford Foundation provided
a loan on advantageous terms of $161,000, and UEO provided an additional
grant of $55,200 (Table 2) to proceed with plans for the cannery.
Problems arose regarding these plans, however, for the Coop directors
(draﬁing upon advice from private consultants) felt that this amount was
insufficient to start a cannery of adequate scale, As a result, plans
for the cannery were eventually dropped and the funds orginally intended
for.it were put to different uses, including construction of a large
packing shed.

" During these first years, the Coop's membership continued to grow
'(Tabie 7), until it reached a peak of 909 families in 1970 (and was
followed by a sharp decline in the following year). This rise in member
interest was also reflected in one of the 1971 interview questions asking
about attendance at local coop club meetings. Whereas 25 ﬁercept of
ouf respondents said they had attended at least one such meeting in 1968,
this figure had risen to 64 percent by 1970. 1In a&ditionvto reflecting
vigorous recruitment by local coop club leaders, this growth in membership
no doubt alsé resulted from the Coop's ambitious efforts to initiate
additional projects which would benefit its members. These included .
starting an Afro-American bookstore in Hilltown, serving hot lunches to
Coop field workers, starting a sandwich shop at the Eastern/Hilltowﬁb

Health Center, selling frozen meat from the Coop's frozen food locker
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at discounts to members, selling used clothing at very low prices in
several towns, and distributing free used clothing to members in need.

If, alongside these benefits, one also includes the distribution of

food and provision of work to a malnourished and underemployed membership,

there can be no doubt that the Cooperative was providing substantial and
worthwhile assistance to its target population.
Threé critical features of the Coop's initial design should be
noted. The first of these is the basic dualism of the organization's
objectives or goals. Although its primary initial objective was clearly -
 to alleviate the poverty of its target population by means of the delivery
of various benefits and "public goods,”16 the Coop also hoped from the
- very beginning to continue providing such help by eventually becoming a
self-sufficient business enterprise. This point is important because

the goal displacement which will be documented and analyzed below does -
not represent so much an abandonment of one goal and an adoption of a

new and different one, as a gradual process of reordering the priorities
attached to multiplé organizational goals.17 Some of the evidence of

this dualism in Coop objectives has already been reviewed and further
evidence will be cited as well,.

Tﬁis dualism should not be seen, however, as merely the reflection
"of hasty planning or ambivalence on the part of the organization's
founders in the Health Council and the Health Center (although we believe
‘they did make some important mistakes in designing the Coop).18 In
addition, the dualism and the initially greater emphasis on the delivery

of service benefits to the poor (at the expense of business efficiency
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and self-sufficiency) were sanctioned and encouraged by UEO. An
internal OEO memorandum in 1968 which supported the Cooperative listgd
among its »demonstration” features four objectives, all of which focused '~
on aid'to'the poor rather than upén the attainment of business self-
sufficiéncy.l9 Only at the end of the memorandum, and almost as an
.‘afterthdught, did its writer add that "hopefﬁlly the participants will
1ater.be able to use the equipment and skills provided by the project to
fashion a commercially feasible production and marketing cooperative,'”
Thevcléar understanding that OEO funding would be short-term forced the’
Coop.to inciude in its plans a rgcoénition (however vaguely conceived at
first) of such an eventual requiremen;.' waever, to qualify initialiy
for support, and then for subsequent renewals, the Coop was encouraged
to place particular emphasis on délivery of various welfare-oriented
benefits.which could only make the taskidf achieving self-spfficiency
more difficult. KEven in the last year Qf federal supporf, OEQ's grant
stétement justified the project as oné which would "demonstrate the
effectiveness of a coop in eliminating malnutrition."

A second critipally important feature of the Coop's design was its
close association with the local community. This feature was the
'distinguishing mark of the design's "intended solution" to overwhelﬁing
problems of resource scarcity. This included, especially at fifst,
maximizing the advantages of working very closely with the health
associations and the Health Center. Coop meetings were held in the
same contact centers as HA meetings, usually'immediately afterwafds; the

same people often served as officers inAboth; Health Center staff and
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specialists were "borrowed" freely by the Coop; and the Health Center
 played a major role in mediating between the Coop and its major funders--
OEO andvFord Foundation. Another important component of this close t
associatién with the local community was the Coop's (and the HA's) heavy
"stress on local citizen participation and grass-roots control. Thus,

the Coop was to be controlled by a popularly elected board, staff were

to be local people as often as possible, and the "club" structure
consciously.imitated that of the HA's in order to maximize'grass—roots
‘contact,\and hence, the advantages that such close contact could bring

in the form of member loyalty and volunteer support. These features éf

the Coop structure, of course, were also intended to facilitate its

economic integration into the community by guaranteeing a highly motivated

local labor supply and an equally efficient local market outlet for Coop

'vegétables.

Finally, a third critically important feature of initial design was

the fact that even though the Coop hoped to maximize its use of "free"
resources available in the Ha's and the Health Center (resources that
-ﬁould not have been available to a privéte profit-making enterprise),
it was set up, both legally and organizationally, as an entirely inde-
pendent and separate structure. This elemental fact had the effect of
~minimizing various constraints that might otherwise have retarded, or
’_even prevented, the displacement of goals with which we are concerned.

At this point, let us turn to a brief review of just what these changes

were.
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Evidence of Partial Goal Displacement

The partial displacement of the Coop's opérating “welfare" goals
£ook three general forms: 1) a decline in the amount of money earned
by members working at the Coop, particularly by day laborersg 2) a
‘deciinelin ﬁhe amount of acreage devoted to producing food for the
membership, paralleled by a rise in the acreage devoted to crops sold
on .contract to large commercial buyers; and 3) a decline in other non-
agricultural benefits delivered to members by means of the Coop's various
other community projects.

The &ecline in money earned by members of the Coop is shown in
Table 5, the figures in which, it should be noted, were taken for the
' most pért-from the Coop's annual budgets, rather than from year=-end
operating statements (which were not aﬁailable). From these figures
it may be éeen that the monies budgeted for day~labor by members in
the fields, for the office staff (clerks, typists), and for workers on
"other.projects" (those working in the frozen food locker) steadily
declined from year to year.21 The only category showing an increase

was "salaried labor," which consisted primarily of salaries for such

personnel as the farm manager, the bookkeeper, and the equipment operators.,

- The total amount for each year dfopped from nearly $98,000 in 1968 to aﬁ
estimated $59,000 for 1972. /In addition to the fact that these figures
reflect éctual final expenditures only approximately, they hide certaip
other parallel developments as well, such as a progressive tendency for

field wagés to become concentrated among workers from just two of the

coop clubs and to be paid increasingly to nonmember workers from other

22
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areas, as well as to members. According to an examination of pay slips
fdr‘June,_July, and August of 1970, 76 percent of the Coop's field
labor for that period came from the coop clubs in Hilltown and Riverton,
#nd,another 5 percent came from outside the target area altogether,
leaving only 20 percent from the other ten towns.23 Generally, the
figureé'in Table 5 shoﬁ a progressive belt-tightening as the Coop
.strove to become more efficient as a self-supporting business enterprise.
The decline in food benefits to members, and the parallel increase
of production for large commercial buyers is shown indireﬁtly in Table
6, which summarizes the approximate acreages devoted each year to these
pﬁrposes."AsAshOWn by the first column, acreage used to produce vege-
tables fé; distribution to members in the local communities declined
from 106 at the beginning to 20 acres in 1971 and 1972, Originally,
ﬁhese-locally distributed vegetables included those given ffee to
families in extréme.need, food earned by member field laborers, food 
purchased at a discount by members, and food purchased at prevailing
prices by local nonmembers. By 1970 and 1971, however, food from
this -specially reserved (and reduced) acreage was distributed by only
the first two methods-—yirtually none was any longer regularly sold
‘either to members or nonmembers via local outlets. The field notes
indicate that, once again, there had developed a tendency for free
food from the Coop to be distributed disproportionately in a few of
thé Coop;s twelve communities.24 Table 6 also clearly indicates the
éoncomitant increase in acreage devoted to crops for large commercial

buyers, a trend that was characteristic of both hand-harvested
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vegetables (column 2) and of the "field" crops that were largely
harvestgd by machine (column 3). The conclusion seems inescapable
that members of the Coop in 1971 and 1972 were getting fewer vege-
tables than three years before. |

Final evidence of goal'diéplacement may be found in the fact that .
the majority of the peripheral, welfare-oriented projects started
Quring the Coop's first two years had either been dropped or cut back
by 1972. The Afro-American bookstore had to be closed in 1971 because -
it was.not paying its own way, as did the forzen food lbcker, with the
result that vegetables could no longer by made available to members
on a year-round Basis. Even before the entire food locker closed doﬁn;
the sale-éf frozen meat to members had been stopped because of low
demand and‘consequent inability of that operation to support itself.
Also,‘four ﬁsed clothing stores that the Coop supported fqr'a time in
different towns were closed down, although the Coop has continued to
distribute substantial quantities of free used clothing and other goods
which it occasionally receives from private donors. The sandwich shop
at the Health Center was still functioning in September of 1971, but.aé
an independent operation without any Coop support.

Although the displaceménf of the Coop's welfare goals has by no
means beAen.complete,25 there can be no doubf that it has been both real
aﬁd substantial. Having documented this process of economic refrench-
ﬁent by the organization, we are led next to ask the obvious qﬁestion of’
- why the displacement occurred. As explained at the outset, the anaiysis__

suggests that it occurred primarily as a result of the "failure" of the




22

Coop's "intended solution" to its initial problems of extreme resource

scarcity. Before turning to an examination of some of the more

important causes of this "failure," a review of the evidence indicating .

that such a failure did in fact occur is in order.

Evidence of Difficulties in Achieving the "Intended Solution"

One of the most significant and troublesome indications that the
Coop's ﬁlans for mobilizing local community resources was not working
out satisfactbrily had to do with the recruitment of field workers at ..
4the’times and in the numbers they were needed. In accordance with its
general service or '"welfare" objectives, the Cooperative's initial policy
Wés to employ manual labor rather than to rely primarily upon machines
an& chemicals as factors in production (hence the Coop's initial choice
" of ‘labor~intensive vegetable crops).26 Workers were hired from the N
membership and paid by the day for planting, chopping (Weediné), and
harvesting. In 1968 they were paid both in cash and in scrip redeemable
for vegetables. .This system proved unsatisfactory, however, for workers
soon had more scrip than they wanted, and many workgrs began to cut back
theif efforts in the field. Therefore, in 1969 the Coop switched enfireiy
fé cash payments, and where possible, piece rates were established.27
Aécording to staff members, the Cooperative had started out with a
surplgé of people wishing to work. By 1970, however, the picture had

changed as the Coop encountered increasing difficulties in mobilizing

adequate numbers of workers when they were needed and in training them to

pick according to standards of quality control. At times, the Cooperative
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resorted to using local employment agencies (which also'organized

teams of workers for white plantation owners). Spot announcements

. on the local radio were also tried. Even so, the Coop lost some croﬁs ‘

~ when labor could not be found in time.28 These difficulties werel

reflected in the indication by about half of the respondents in 1971

who had worked for the Coop that they sometimes hadn't learned "...until

‘it was too late to go that the Coop needed field workers.' For some of :

the crops, the Cooperative instituted a "bushel-for-bushel" plan, by

: which pickers could keep one bushel if they picked another for the Coop,

or if they paid one dollar.

In 1971 the Cooperative made a more structured attempt to organizé_'

iﬁs own labor force. That spring, classes were given in each of the
communities on how to pick vegetables. Those completing the course thenv
élec;ed crew leaders, who were to be in éharge of transporting fhé
workers to the fields near Hilltown.29 Even this attempt proved largely
unsucceséful, however. In Paxtonville, for instance, 79 people signed
up tb work for the Coop and 5 crew leaders were elected. But, for one

reason or another, the crew leaders did not fulfill their duties.30 The

coop club in Paxtonville did little to pick up the reins, and that sﬁmmer;f

‘out of the total of 810,500 paid to day laborers, only five dollars was

earned by workers from Paxtonville. That a substantial segment of the

membership was concerned with problems of labor supply is indicated by

the fact that among the 35 percent of our respondents in 1971 who offered .

their opinions of the "worst problems' of the Coop, 11 percent (of the

total sample) cited various labor problems.
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However, according to the farm manager, labor shortages were not as
severe ih 1971 as they had been in 1970, even though the Coop had
expénded its acreage (Table 6). The problem had been partially solved
by choosing crops that did not require as much labor (Table 6) and alsol
by assigning the résponsibility for bringing in labor to one of the staff
members.. Between those he brought from his own town, Riverton, énd |
Fhose who - came from Hilltown, more than 75 percent of the Coop's labor
needs were filled. In any case, as indicated by a number of casual |
' ;omments by staff members, the Coop staff's attitudes toward the members .
as a~iébor supply had soured somewhat by the summer of 1971. Oﬁ one
océasioﬁ, for instance, the farm manager, when asked about the ﬁroblem
of members not being able to get ovef to work at the Coop, said that the -
solution was up>to them. All they had to do was organize!
 The'Cooperative ran into similar problems in attempting to market
its vegetables to members. Initially, vegetable stands were set up in
. each of the towns, operating a few days a week during the harvest sgason;
However, even when local sellers were hired on a commission basis, the
ﬁembers did not buy with sufficient regularity and in sufficient volume,
and some of the vegetables spoiled. For 1970, the Coop considered the
idea of setting aside about ten acres of Coop land for each separate
commuﬁity and giving the respective clubs responsibility for harvesting
and diétributing the food.31 However, according to the consultant whqse» N
 ,suggestion it'was; only one of the five coop clubs contacted showed thé
least interest; so, for 1970, the board decided that the clubs should |

serve, instead, as administrative channels for handling food orders by
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individual members from the central Coop. Even this solution enjoyed
only limited success, however, for many people simply did not pick up
the food they ordered. It should be noted that the basic problem was
at least partly organizational in nature, rather than entirely a
reflection of low demand by the membership: 26 percent of our respon-
dents in 1971 said that they had wanted to get vegetables from the farm, -
but for one reason or another had been unable to do so.

There is evidence that integration of the membership into the
Cﬁoperatiye through the clubs had declined as well. Three or four éf
the clubs have, according to the interview responses of a supplementary f
sémple of board and staff members (and field observations), become |
virtually moribund, while the general level of activity of several more
decreased noticeably between 1970 and 1971. In addition, as noted éafliér,
several local club projects, such as operation of the locai used clothing
outlets, have been dropped. This decline contrasts with the continuing
(and, in éome towns, the increasing) activity of the local health
associations.

The most active club is apparently the one in Hilltown. One half of
the board and staff éample reported that it was ''very active' and one
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fourth reported that it was much more active than it had been in 1969.

The Hilltown club was the only one to actually increase its membership

~in 1971, with 151 members, and it was, officially at least, three times

the size of any other club.

However, representatives from most of the clubs continue to attend

board meetings, at least from time to time. The board itself has
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continued to meet regularly; although there have been periodic
compleints in the board's minutes that not enough representatives were
‘showing up and that some of the clubs were too inactive. Attempts havefi
:Been ma&e to encourage attendance by paying board members for trans-
portation to the monthly meetings, and for a crucial meeting in 1971
(which dealt with an imminent change of university sponsorship ofb
‘the Health Center) the Coop paid each board member ten doliars to'ensure
eattendance. Nevertheless, in spite of these inducements, oniy from 12
to 15 out of the total 24 board members usually show‘up for meetings.

On the other hand, there has been no overall trend in Cooperative .

membership size, although the 1971 membership of 571 was far below the

peak of 909 in 1970 (see Table 7). What is rather remarkable about the

official membership, however, is its large annual turnoVer, a factor that

"certainly didn't help to retard the decline in club activity noted above. .

As may be seeﬁnin'Tabler7, the annual carryover of membership from one
&ear to the next has ranged from 18 to 54 percent,'depending upoﬁ rhe
‘year and upon the percentage base used to calculate the figure. This
instability was also indirectly reflected in our examination of the pay
slips for a typical harvest week in July of 1971. This revealed that
ebout.half of the people who came to work were not official members of:
rhe Coop that Year'at all, and rhat these nonmembers.earnedAabout 25
percent of the rotal paia-tharw;eer in field wages.33

Neverrheless, ir would be wrong to infer, oe £hé baeis ef thesez
' ‘dara, that the Coop membership was riven by intense and widespread

dissatisfaction, apathy, and ignorance regarding the Coop, even though
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we did encounter some evidence of trends in this direction among some
members. On the negative side, for instance, 30 percent of all the
respondents in 1971 suspected some favoritism in the Coop in the sense
that 'there are some people or groups who are getting more from the
Farm Coop than they deserve." These suspicions were also reflected in
casual comments by some of our informants. Regarding the extent of
apathy and ignorance about the Coop, 42 percent could not correctly
.identify any of the Coop's full-time paid staff, and 47 percent could
not identify to what group (the members) the earnings of the Coop belong
in principle. On the more positive side, only 7 percent of the respon-
dents admitted, when queried directly, that they were dissatisfied with
the Coop. In addition, if it were possible to weigh the expressions

of enthusiasm and support against the expressions of discontent
encountered during the course of the field work, the balance would tip'
very decisively toward the former. Judging from the results of other
studies of Coop member attitudes (e.g., Beal, et al., 1951), the

Cotton County Cooperative Farm probably suffered no more member
dissatisfaction-~and possibly less-—-than is typical of more established
cooperatives. |

A final body of evidence indicating that the Coop was having

difficulties achieving its "intended solution'" of local community
integration and mobilization pertains to the progressive separation and
conflict 5etween the Health Center and the Coop. The community éction
‘arm of the developing Health Center formally withdrew from its association

with the Cooperative in 1969 in order that its workers, who had been
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spending 60 percent of their time on the Coop, could turn all their
efforts to building up the health associations in their ten communities.
The first Coop project director, who was also the head of the Health
Council's community action arm and whose salary was paid by the Health
Center, increasingly turned his attention and that of his staff towards
this effort. Although he continued to work informally with the Coop,
primary responsibility for the operation was gradually assumed by the
second project director, who was at this time serving as an "apprentice"
for her new role.

Initially, as described earlier, there was a great deal of overlap
and cooperation between the Coop and the Health Council. Seven of the
Coop's board members served also on the Health Council, and members of
the local health association in each town also tended to be members of
the coop club in that town. Gradually, however, competition developed
for the energies and commitments of active members. The second project
director complained, at one point, that the Health Council and its
associations had "stolen" the Coop's members. Indeed, there seems to
be some justification for this complaint, if formal membership can be
taken as a criterion. In Allerton, one of the towns, memﬁership in the
coop club dropped from 37 in 1968 to 27 the next year, while the local
health association's membership rose from 65 to 250. Similarly, in
another town the Cooperative lost 13 members while the association
gained 350 (giving it a membership of 500 by the end of 1969).

Over time the two organizations gradually grew apart. The

Cooperative itself moved out of the Health Center building where it
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started and set up its own offices some two miles away. By the end

of 1971, only two of the Coop's board members were connected with the
Health Council: one sat on the Council and the other served as its
executive director. Only 11 of the 30 leaders of the health associations
in 1971 were members of the Coop, either in 1970 or inm 1971.

The waning influence of the Coop in Health Council affairs became
sharply apparent during the winter of 1971. The originator of the
Health Center project was moving from Eastern University to State
University, and the Health Council had to decide whether university
sponsorship of the Health Center should move with him, or if, instead
a certain large, agricultural, midwestern university should assume
fhe role of university sponsor. The Coop and Hilltown had both been
represented on the study group that visited the midwestern university
in question, and the Coop (which was in its last year of OEO funding)
strongly preferred affiliation with that university. However, in a
meeting closed to Coop board and staff representatives, and without
any discussion of the Cooperative's needs, the Health Council voted
to follow the Health Center's originator to the new, non-agricultural,
State University. This decision (and the manner in which it was made)
caused much bitterness among Coop board and staff people, ana a harsh
letter suggesting that the Health Council had fallen under control
of "the Man" was sent in protest.

As of September 1971, some of the coop clubs were still meeting
in the Council's local contact centers, and in a few cases they still

had back-to-back meetings.34 Also, the Health Center has continued,
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at least through 1971, to pay the salary of a Coop staff member in
charge of the remaining 20 acres used to grow food for the community.
Nevertheless, relations between the two organizations have become
somewhat strained.

Other indications of difficulty in implementing the Coop's
"intended solution" were noted earlier in connection with the various
projects which were started but which had to be closed down, such
as the saﬁdwich shop, the hot lunch program, the clothing outlets,
the bookstore, and the frozen food locker. All of these otherwise
beneficial projects were found to be a drain on finances which the
Coop could not support if it was to become self—sufficient.35 There
were other difficulties too, that lay largely beyond Coop control.
These included the occasional (and hence unreliable) nature of technical
aids received from unpaid volunteer consultants, as well as the
unpredictable nature of the small contributions of labor and capital
that occasionally came from outside private donors.

Although a description (as above) of the Cooperative's difficulties
in mobilizing community resources and achieving community integration
is an essential first step in understanding their origins, such a
description does not comstitute a sociological explanation of them.
Unfortunately, because this particular complex situation is being
considered holistically, no single sociological "theory" or amalytic
framework can provide the comprehensive sort of explanation needed to
account for the changes and problems described. Use will be made,

where possible, of previous sociological research for this purpose, but
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for the most part, it has been necessary to draw, in a somewhat ad hoc -
manner, on a varlety of different approaches and levels of analysis in
order to explain why the Coop's "intended solution" did not succeed as
planned. Mindful of the eclectic nature of such a "multifactor'" approach,
let us turn next to a search for the general causes of difficulty in

achieving this "intended solution."

Factors Responsible for Failure of thé "“Internded Solution"

Although numerous causal factors might well be adduced by analysts
employing a different approach to account for the Coop's local
difficulties, the seven which follow seem to be of particular potency:

1) weakness of indigenous "community" in the area; 2) weakness among local

residents of values embodying Gesellschaft rationality; 3) generally

low levels of technical skill and knowledgé, literacy, and formal
organizational experience; 4) pervasiveness of extreme economic scarcity
and hardship; 5) important defects in the initial rational definition
and design of the Cooperative; 6) over—extension of the Coop's limited
assets into various '"welfare' projects; and finally, 7) a significant
increase between 1967 and 1972 in levels of welfare and emergency
food available to the local poor population from sources other than
the Coop.

Because this list may be conspicuous in part for what it omits,
perhaps several comments shoﬁld be made before proceeding to review
each of its points in turn. OQur approach has not been to try to isolate

violations of classic '"principles'" of cooperative business operation,
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such as those reviewed in the interesting study of farmer cooperative
failures by Miller and Jensen (1957). Although there will be occasion
to note such violations, the approach in this study has been, rather,
to identify some of the more basic social structural and environmental
problems which led to such violations in the first place.36 Hopefully,
such an approach may increase understanding of what root problems

must be dealt with in order to design similar enterprises more
successfully in the future. In this spirit, we shall attempt, as

we go along, to identify strategies 'thdt might have made it possible
for the Coop's "intended solution" to have been more successful. It
should be noted, finally, that the fact of OEO sponsorship has not been
dealt with in this list of problems for the simple reason that this
particular dimension of the Coop's "intended solution" developed as
expected. The problems caused by the manner and termination of OEO
funding will be considered in the concluding discussion. But first,

let us review what was involved in the seven problems noted above.

1. The Weakness of Indigenous Community

A rather substantial research literature in sociology has developed
around the question of what social and economic conditions facilitate
the capacity of people with common needs and problems to act collectively
on their own behalf through organizations and movements founded for
that purpose.37 Most of these studies start with the premise, or
observation, that such collective action is the exception rather than

the rule among populations with pressing common problems. They then
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proceed to identify specific social factors that enhance or retard
the kind of cohesive and integrated community which is usually posited
as necessary for such collective action. The various types of community
which have been cited as offering a viable basis for collective action
include those based on common occupation, residence,38 ideology,
religion, or ethnic tradition. Although the specific conditions under-
lying such various types of community vary from one to the next, there
appears to be considerable agreement about some of the social and
economic clrcumstances which permit their development. These conditions
include (depending on the study and the type of community), sharing
of common values or culture; geographical propinquity or possession of
effective means of intercommunication and transportation; isolation from
assimilative influences; opportunities for regular and recurrent social
interaction (including opportunities for meaningful personal interactioni;
possession of basic participation skills; interactive sharing of common
dangers or deprivations; exposure to economic uncertainties and fluctu-
ations; relative freedom from extreme repression by enemies; shared
definitions of common problems; and an absence of the normalizing influence
of traditional beliefs, including religion.

While some of these 'prerequisites" for the development of community,
and hence for collective action and organizational participation,
have been present among the black population in Cotton County, most of
them have not.39 Geographically, this population is widely dispersed
and isolated from others outside the particular local village or |

town; work generally does not provide regular opportunities for close




34

and continuous interaction with others (except perhaps on the planta-
tions where there exists great pressure, in the form of economic reprisals,
against collective action by blacks); basic skills for participation in
formal organizations are not highly developed; except in the local |
hamlets and on the plantations, common hardships and dangers tend
to be faced individually or in families rather than in closely
integrated groups;40 economic hardships tend to have been constant,
rather than fluctuating; until recently the population has not been
relatively free to organize, but has suffered constant intimidation
from the surrounding white community;41 militant definitions of the
nature of common problems and those responsible for them have not been
widely shared;42 and the intense religious convictions of the population
have, for many, tended to encourage acceptance of the status quo and to
discourage more militant definitions of economic and political reality.43
Partial recognition of these circumstances is reflected in the
observation by the first project director that the membership of the .
Coop was not drawn from a single, tightly knit community, but rather
from a "collection of communities," and that "each of these communities
has its own identity, its own cohesion and its own interests.'" 1In
addition to this geographic and social dispersion, certain other social
divisions cut across the area. Again, according to the first project
director, there has been a traditiomal social division between town
people and plantation people, as well as between middle class and poor
blacks. Perhaps in part reflecting these divisions, the authors also

observed some conflict in the Coop between the regular blue-collar
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agricultural workers and the white—collar office staff. As noted
eariier, this conflict surfaced with disruptive results when the

second project director was on her study tour of Israel. According to
one board member (who evidently sided with the field staff), workers

felt as if a 'great white superior' was overseeing them.44 When asked

if there were any groups which tended to get more than they deserved

from the Coop, about one third of the field staff mentioned those working
in the office.45 In contrast, during our informal conversations with
various office staff, the farm manager and his assistants were accused
on several occasions of mismanagement.

Within particular towns and local areas, the primary integrative
institutions, prior to the founding of the health associations, consisted
primarily of family and church. Families usually assume extended form,
and in several areas, the families are all interrelated by either
blood or marriage. Church-going and participation in various church-
related clubs have supplemented these extended kinship networks as
the primary institution of social integration. However, both of these
basic integrative institutions have been local in scope, usually
not extending far beyond ome's local village or town. This fact, along
with the others noted above, has meant that the Cooperative has had
relatively little natural basis, or structure, on which to build a
regionally integrated membership organization.

We were struck in the course of the field work with what appeared
to be a general lack of recognition of these probiems of weak indigenous

community. This lack of recognition seemed to stem from the optimistic |
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and militant perspectives of many of the Coop's organizers. Imbued
with a democratic ethos of active citizen self-help and participation,
they seemed to assume that being both black and poor was an adequate
basis for a population to organize for change.47 However, as suggested
by such theorists as Olson (1965), the existence of a pressing need
among a population is not an adequate basis, by itself, for the founding
of organizations to serve those needs. Part of the problem may also
have stemmed from the assumption by these original community organizers
that the Coop would make use of the integrated health association
structure as a primary basis of member integration. But as has been
noted, this hope was not realized.

How this difficulty of weak indigenous community could have been
overcome is not clear. It may be appropriate, but it is hardly construc-
tive, to suggest that organizers should be on guard against false
assumptions generated by their own optimistic and activist perspectives.
It is also tempting to toy with the ambitious possibility of building
community out of whole cloth in the form, for instance, of a collective
agricultural settlement, such as the Kibbutzim or Moshavim in Israel.
But circumstances were infinitely more favorable in Israel than they
are in the American South for such develoPments,48 and the enormous
barriers to the successful operation of such collective settlements
on the American scene have already been noted by several studies.

These observations have led us, instead, to the recommendation of two
much more modest possibilities which were (and still may be) available

to the Cooperative. The first of these is that the Coop might have




37

maintained a much closer relationship with the Health Council and its
health associations, perhaps even to the point of aspiring only to be
a large nutrition project permanently subsidized by the Health Center.
The second possibility is for the Coop to have drawn its membership
primarily from Hilltown, which seemed to be the most viable of the
coop clubs. In the absence of effective association with the regional
structure of the health associations, a more limited geographical

design might have reduced many of the integrative problems which have

dogged the Coop from its start.

2. Weakness of Values of Organizatiornal and Economic Rationality

Just as has been observed (e.g., Hoselitz, 1963) of many '"tradition'
oriented underdeveloped areas of the world, norms embodying ''modern"
values of universalism, specificiﬁy, and achievement appeared to be
relatively undeveloped among the poor population of Cotton County.

Adherence to Gemeinschaft values in interpersonal relationships seemed

much more prominent than in most urbanized and middle-class communities.
Compared with such middle~class settings, there was a reluctance to
evaluate acquaintances on the basis of universal norms of performance;
a tendency to regard public evaluations of others as poor taste;

a tendency for personal relations to be comprehensive rather than
segmented and friendly rather than impersonal; a preference for basing
group decisions on consensus and status rather than on more '"rational"
criteria such as formal voting; and a pervasiveness of a communal and

democratic "ethos' in social interactions generally.
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While these values impart a friendly and relaxed quality to
social relations in the community and undoubtedly contribute to
cultural stability, they may have had a less salutary effect upon

the operations of the Coop, particularly with regard to the policy-

making functions of the board of directors. We were struck by a general

absence, in board meetings, of critical evaluations of staff actions
and reports. Board proceedings seemed highly ritualistic. Instead

of being punctuated by the habitual inquiries, suggestions, and criticisms

usually associated with middle-class board meetings, the Coop meetings

were more conspiéuous for their frequent expressions and reaffirmationmns
of consensus and agreement.sl In several Instances, it appeared that
staff members were judged more on the basis of their skill in personal

relations than on thelr organizational performance. On the basis of

~ such observatipns we are inclined to conclude that staff decisions and

performance did not receive the kind of critical evaluation and control
required for efficient business operation.

Once again, it is not easy to know just how these problems might
have been avoided or reduced, especially since the organization had
consciously been designed to provide local poor people with decision-
making experience. The Coop did conduct a number of board training
sessions, possibly with some success, judging from the good performance
of board members on a series of questions about cooperative principles
in our second wave interview schedule. Much more intensive training .
would ﬁrobably have helpea even more. Another helpful tactic might

have been reliance by the board on an executive committee which worked
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closely and more frequently with professional consultants from the
Health Center or elsewhere. A third tactic, which has been employed
successfully in various forms in some other poor-peoples' cooperatives,
might have been to insulate the Coop from Airect "popular" control by
making it a purely‘technical non-profit business venture run by a
professional business manager hired by (and accountable to) the

democratically controlled Health Council.

3. Low Levels of Education and Technical Experience in the Community

We have in mind here not merely the general lack of knowledge
and skill which Michels (1962) attributed to the memberships of all
democratic organizations, but the much more extreme problems of functional
illiteracy, technical ignorance, and lack of organizational experience
which have been recognized as fundamental problems by most organizers
among populations of poor people. These problems manifested themselves
in numerous ways and at all levels of Coop operatlons. Regarding Coop
management, the lack of training and experience contributed to such
problems as poor record-keeping, financial reporting, and methods of
cost accounting; reluctance to appropriately sanction the incompetence
of some staff to whom specific respohsibilities had been delegated; a
tendency on the part of all the project directorg to diffuse their
energies thfough work—time involvement in projects only peripherally
related (or unrelated) to the Coop; failuré to utilize available technical
information from agricultural experiment stations and other sources;

and failure to execute routine farming operations (planting, harvesting,
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etc.) according to desired schedules. Some of the Coop's difficulties
in the operation of its board of directors coula be traced quite
directly to low levels of education and training, as reflected in
poor minutes of meetings, reluctance to make intensive use of written '
ﬁaterialé and documents, and ignorance of sound business procedures.
Low levels of education and organizational experience among the general
membership also had an impact on Coop operations. Problems here
included unresponsiveneés (due to illiteracy) to written instructions,?
.hoticeg and reports from the central Coop; lack of field skills in
vegetable production (which was new to the area, and thus affected
the staff as well); reiﬁctance to participate actively even in Coop
meetings they may have attended;53 and widespread ignorance regarding the
nature of both thé Coop and the Health Center programs.54

Although utilization by the Coop of relatively uneducated, unskilled,
and organizationally inexpgrienced participants has undoubtedly provided
fhem, as intended, witﬁ valuable experience, it has also entailed
a two;sided cost for the Coop. On the one hand, it has made the Coop's
"intended éolﬁtion“ more difficult because of the barriers to partici-~
pation which such low levels of training and experience entail; and
on the other hgnd, it has interfered with the attainment of the high
leveis of operating efficiency which are required if the Coop is to
become a viable and self-sufficient business enterprise.

To the extent that the objectives of such an enterprise include
bbth direct popular control by the community and proﬁision of experience

to local participants and employees, one method of alleviating these
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probléms must obviously consist of intensive.board and staff education.
It might be well, too, if such education included not only formal classes
for potential board meﬁbers, but also, some'form of appréntice-like
practical experience, such as often provided by service on various
specialized advisory committees. Although it is too late in Cotton
County, a second improvement can be made elsewhere in dealing with the
problem of 1oﬁ levels of training and education among the membership by
changing two OEO practices which, we believe, caused great hafm to the
Coop. The first of these was OEO's requirement that only people below
the "poverty line" could be members, and the second was the failure of
'ZOEO to provide the Coop with regular and competent téchnical consultants
unpil its third year of funding. Although the first rule had the
laudable intention of concentrating benefits where they were needed most,
it also prevented the Coop from drawing oﬁ'thoseféégmentsA;£ the biéék
community whose higher levels of education and trgining‘might have’
reduced some of the problems described abbve. Regarding the late provision
of technical support, ome can only wonder how much better off the Coop
would now be if it had benefited from regular, competent consulting
from.the very béginning.

In any case, community organizers might bear in mind that, although
the victims of extreme poverty may well be the best candidates for certain
kinds of community dgvelopment jobs (Brager, 1963), the costs of their
involvement in technically more demanding roles may be high (belbecd ;ndl'

Kaplan, 1968) and should at least be taken seriously into account.
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4. Extreme Economic Scarcity drid Hardship

The fact of economic scarcity and hardship, for both the members
as individuals and for the Coop as an organization, is so obvious as
to require no further documentation. The consequences of this scarcity
for the Coop's "intended solution'" and its élans for self-sufficiency,
however, dese;ve a brief review. Regarding the members, these consequencesf
can be summarized quite simply: the rigors and hardships of poverty
made the membership much less available, in numerous ways, for partici-
pation in the Cooperative as workers, consumers, and volunteers than they
would otherwise have been. Those whose poverty made them dependeht upon
plantation employment (34 percent of our sample in 1971) were often
obliged to work there just at the times when the Coop needed labor
the most. Many could not gét to the Coop to work or pick up vegetables
because they owned no car, a factor cited by 19 percent of the respon~ -
dents in 1971 as the reason why they ﬁould not get Coop vegetableslthey
' wanted. Others reported being unable to work or get to th;'Coop because
of irregular employment, sickness, or chronic ill health. But perhaps
the most direct barrier to participation and the development of loyalty
was simply lack of money. Because of this, the Coop's only requirement
for membership was the payment of an annual two dollar membership fee.
That this is probably all they could afford is indicated by 43 percent
.uéf the respondents who reported that they would be willing to pay four
instead oﬁ two dollgrs per year, but that they did not have enough money
" to do‘éo.“fdf”éome,-low incomes undoubtedly prevented the purchase of

desired food from the Coop. But of more profound significance, the
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inability of members to invest more substantially in their organization
both eliminated a significant source of capitél enjoyed by more
establ%shed cooperatives, and probably also greatly reduced the loyal;y
and commitment that members would have felt if they had been able (ana

required) to invest more.

The major effects on Cooperative operations of scarce capital included

such obvious things as abandonment of plans for the cannery which

might have solved some of their marketing problems; the necessity of

~ renting permanently needed agricultural machinery; difficulty in paying

off the Ford Fbundatiqn loan on schedule; foregoing the benefits of
expensive agricuitural services, such as crop dusting and technical
c&nsulting; reductions in the number of staff; discontinuance of the
peripheral "welfare" projects noted earlier; and inability to offer
competitive salaries to the project directors. The last problem is

especially important, for as numerous experts have noted, the commitment

" of the executive talent that is vital to organizational success is

dependent upon the inducements (including salaries) which the organization
can offer to such talent.55 This has been a particular problem for the
Coop, for the. first two of its project directors have moved away to
greener pastures, and the third speaks softly of such desires.

Basically, it is probably true that such problems of extreme
economic scarcity can be solved in the long run only by major changes
in the policies of the federal government and other national institﬁtioﬁs
involved in cooperative development, such as national federations

representing large established cooperatives. We shall note what some




44

of these changes might be in our concluding discussion. If attention

is limited to the Cooperative's immediate circumstances, however, only

a few possibilities come to mind which might have ameliorated the Coop's
problems of extremely scarce funds. One of these would have been the
desirability of relaxing (if not completely abandoning) the OEO's
"poverty line'" rule for membership. A separate category of membership
for nonpoor (or less poor) residents which required some equity invest-—
ment (paying limited returns) might have provided the organization with
at least some additional capital.56 Also, if the Coop had been able (and
willing) to maintain closer ties with the Health Council and the Health
Center, these might have provided a second source of continuing capital
sSupport. Fiﬁally, had Coop leaders been more inclined to pursue the
possibility, a third temporary (and unreliable) source of funds might
have been the Walks for Development which were taking place throughout
thé Country and which had been a source of considerable support for a

similar cooperative in a neighboring county.

- 5. Problems of Structural Definition and Design of the Coop

We are aware that community organizers, such as those who founded
the Coop, must operate without the benefit of any scientifically proven
gﬁidelines, rules, or principles, and that it is always much easier to
recognize mistakes in emergent situations after they have been made
than beforehand. Furthermore, admittedly there is no way of knowing
with certainty that our suggestions would definitely have produced better

results than those which were put into practice. Nonetheless, it appears
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that the Health Center's original rational design of the Coop did
contain some important defects. Since they have been described'already,
only a summary will be presented here.

The most serious of these was failure to integrate the Coop's club
and executive structure much more closely into that of the Health Council
and the health associations. This might have involved a common member-
ship, free usé of the contact centers, use of the Health Center bus
system, bermanent sharing of Health Center technical personnel and
facilities and of Health Council organizers, some degree of formal
inteération or overlap of the two governing boards, possible ownership of
Coop lands by the Council; and structural guarantees (in addition to a
common membership) that coop benefits would be channeled in such a way
as to support fhe objectives of both the Health Center and the Health
Council even more than they did. Such a major modification of desigﬁ}ﬂ
would probably have placed the Coop in a much more dependent position,
organizationally, although the structural form of such dependency would
depend, as J. Thompson (1967:30ff) has suggested, on the degree of depen-
dency. The Health Council and its associations are an essential component
in that social territory that the Coop claimed as its "domain," a
component whose support was probably necessary for success of the Coop's
"intended'solution." If this is correct, then the following passage from
J. Thomp;on‘(1967:28) can be read as having been appropriate advice for
the ‘Coop:

R The establishment of domain cannot be an arbitrary,

unilateral action. Only if the organization's claims to domain
are recognized by those who can provide the necessary support,
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by the task environment, can a domain be operational. The
relationship between an.organization and its task environment
is essentially one of exchange, and unless the organization
is judged by those in contact with it as offering something
desirable, it will not receive the inputs necessary for
survival.

But as has been seen, instead of establishing a close working relation-

"ship of mutual exchange with the Health Center infrastructure, the

Coop, starting as an independent legal structure unto itself, became
progressively separated from this infrastructure to the point where it
came to benefit from it relatively little.

The other major problem in Coop structural design was that inadequate
provision was made for iﬁtegrating both local members and the local clubs.
as units into the functioning of the central Coop, and also, for inte-
grating the board of.directors more adequately into the process of
cooperative management. This was a difficulf but vital requirement, given
the geographic dispersion of the membership. Regarding the integration
of individual members, OEO, because of its poverty-line rule, in effect
required the Coop to sign up members anew each year to ensure adherence
to the rule. The resulting high membership turnover has already been. .
noted. This turnover, in other words, may not primarily have reflected

member dissatisfaction, but rather, the simple fact that each membership

" "drive involved contacting and signing up a changing'gf;ﬁp of people. In.-
'short, because of the OEO requirement, membership in the Cooperative

.. has not been very well defined. In the 1971 survey, a number of res-

pondents were not aware that they had been members, and a rather substan- .

tiél numﬁer of others felt they had been for years Whep, in fact, their
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names did not appear'on the current official list. Indeed, five
members of the board in 1971 were not on the membership list that year.

The problem of integrating the clubs into the central Coop lay
mainly in the fact that only two representatives from the club sat
on any kind of central Coop group (the board), and this met only once a
month. As for the problem of integrating the board more meaningfully
into the functioning of the Coop, we have already noted that this was due
partly to the genefal lack of training and experience of board members. |
But part of the problem lay, too, in the relatively infrequent scheduling
of board meetings, as well as the functionally diffuse nature of the
business conducted there.

Beginnihgs of a solution to these problems could certainly have been
made had OEO been persuaded, once again, to relax their poverty-line rule
for membership. In addition, integration of the.clubs into central Coop
operétions might have been enhanced by means of central functional

advisory committees made up of local club representatives. And finally,

~as suggested earlier, the board itself might have functioned better if it

had elected an executive committee of particularly qualified people to
serve the dual purpose of insulating management from some of the less

well deliberated decisions of the board and of keeping the Board more

continuously in touch with daily operations.57 As things stood, the

problem of internal organizational integration was surely one of the

factors impeding successful implementation of the Cooperative's

intended local solution to its problem of extreme resource scarcity.
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6. Over-Extension of Welfdre Projects

It has already been seen how the Coop, responding to its own
.strong original "welfare" mission, initiated a substantial number of
projects which were peripheral to agricultural production, but which‘
were thought to be needed by the members. As shown by the fact that most
of these programs have been discontinued, however, they caused the Coop
persistent problems. The most important and obvious of these was simply
that they were costly in terms of both staff energies and ﬁoney, and
that none of them were self-supporting: These were costs that, given
the Coop's other problems, it was realized could not be carried if ; ,
economic self-sufficiency was to be achieved. But in addition, the : |
termination of these projects may have contributed a little to the
"Coop's difficulties in mobilizing community loyalty and involvement.
The reason for this was that termination of the projects occasioned some
bitterness and disappointment among both members and Health Center per=—
sonnel; whose primary conception of the Coop's purpose was that it should
commit its resources to producing such benefits. It is possible, of
course, if the Coop's "intended solution" had Wérked out more success-
fully, that the Coop might have been able to continue supporting the
projects. On the other hand, the fact that such over-extension has
been a cause of tfouble in other farmer cooperatives (Miller and Jensen,
1957) suggests that Cotton County Cooperative Farm Wéuld probably have

... been well advised to be a little less ambitious in this regard.
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7. Concurrent Increases in Welfare and Emergency Foods

Although this last source of difficulty in achievement of the
Coop's "intended solution" is less consistently supported by the data,
there is a possibility that members' need for emergency food may have
become less criticallbetween 1967 and 1972, and hence, that their neea
for the Coop declined. For instance, the proportion of respondents who
said they had received free food from some source other than the Coop
rose from 4 percent in 1967 to 44 percent in 1971. During this period
the food stamp program requirements became more liberal, and the level
of welfare support increased substantially.58 These improvements have
been of sufficient scope that the second project director at one point.
attributed some of the Coop's labor problems to them.

Nevertheless, considering how extreme were the needs of the target
population to begin with, such improvements do not necessarily tndicate
thgt the benefits of Coop participation have declinedﬁ;uﬁsﬁanﬁiélly in
value. Some 22 percent of the respondents said that getting enough good
food was still a big problem for their families in 1971, and 50 percent
said that there was someone in their family who wanted to work at the
Coop. Underemployment remains a major prpblem in the county, furthermore,
as indicated by 59 percent of our sample who ;aid this was the case for
theif families. If these figurés hold any lesson for the Coop, it is
that_its members can probably now be better'served primafily by ﬁroviding_” 

employment and secondarily by providing food.
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Discussion

Throughout the preceding pages.it has been suggested, both directly
and by implication, that the Coop would have been better off it if had-f
either been better able (perhaps by the various means we have discussed)
to achieve its local "intended solution" to problems of resource scarcity,
or if it had concentrated all of its very limited resources from the
very heginning on achieving a state of modest but real economic self-
sufficiency as a competitive business enterprise. In spite of our tendency
to speak in terms of such dual alternatives, however, we are not suggesting
. either that no other "intermediate" alternatives were (are) possible or’
that the Coop was (is) being torn by contradictory pressures to conform
to any kind of pure, "ideal-typical' organizational models. We see no
reason to suppose that ;Qgre may not be numerous viable cogpromises
between the kind of local integration the Coop sought to achieve”én&
attainment of business self-sufficiency, each of which alternatives may,
depending on_the situation, involve different degrees of organizational
self-support. Even solutions leaning more or less completely in one
direction may involve a wide variety of differences in organizational
character and structure. |

On ﬁhe other hand, at a more general level, there in fact do seem
to be very strong social pressures in American society encouraging small,
economic self-help enterprises, such as the Coop, to lean heavily iﬁ one

direction or the other—-either toward heavy dependency upon local sponsor-—

ship and support, or toward gambling on risking survival in the competitive

business world. The pressures for the "local" sponsorship option include

those we cited at the beginning--extreme shortage of capital and other



51

resources and a commitment to serve the needs of poor people in local
settings. To these should be added the virtual absence of long-term

sources of funds from federal or other national agencies and the extreme
popularity during the 1960s of the belief in citizen participation and
"maximum feasible participation of the poor.'" On the other hand, for
.enterprises Which choose not to take this route, such as most conventional
small businesses, there are equally strong pressures justifying the gamble
of successful competition in the economic.marketplace. These are familiar
to everyone, in one form or another, as the romantic American belief in
competitive free-enterprise capitalism. In between these two "altermatives'

lies largely terra incognita, for in the U.S. (in contrast to many devel-

- oping countries--both socialist and capitalist) very few other sources of
sponsorship and support are available. Thus, while the two horns of the
dilemma with which the Coop has wrestled may not have represented any
theoretical or ideal-typical contradictions, they did clearly reflect
the social and economic realities of its American situation. It is for

this reason we have argued that if the Coop's "intended solution'" did not
succeed, then it "had no other choice," if it wished to survive, than to
try to support itself in the economic marketplace as a competitive business
enterprise.

It may be asked, however, whether it was so much the "failure" of
the Coop's efforts at 1ocal‘integration as it was anticipation that OEO
was to abruptly stop funding the enterprise that was responsiblé'for
the Coop's-.progressive displacement of.''welfare' goals in favor éf

commerical production. There can certainly be no question, given the
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unsuccessfulness of the Coop's '"intended solution," that the impending

reality of abrupt OEO termination was a primary source of pressure
upon the Coop to drop unprofitable operations and to vigorously seek
out alternative means of survival. But it is nevertheless entirely
conceivable that the Coop's efforts at local integration and resource
mobilization might have worked out much better than they did. Had
this been the case, even in some degree, then OEO termination might
well have created much less pressure for goal displacement. It is
our belief, based on observations of other successful low-income
cooperatives, that the Coop's "intended solution" was by no means an
impossibility, and we have tried to suggest ways in which the chances
for its attainment might have been improved. Very possibly, such
improvements might not have been adequate .to completely eliminate the
"shock of OEO termination, but there is no reason to believe that they
would not have greatly reduced its force. Such an argument must remain
speculative, admittedly, for the Coop simply wasn't given time to try
-out new and élterngtive methods (or tokimprove originally intended
ones) of achieving local integration. The total term of OEO funding,
it must be remembereds was only three years. Compared to the seven
year maturation period provided to the much better supported collective
Moshavim in Israel (Weintraub and Associates, 1971:19-20), such a
short period indeed appears inadequate.

In any case, the upshot of OEO's withdrawal and the unsuccessful- B
ness of the Coop's efforts at local integration is that the enterprise’

now functions largely without substantial support from outside sponsors.
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Thus, as a cooperative, it is institutionally isolated, a situation
which, in developing countries, has more often than not led to
cooperative failure.60

Is it not true, however (an optimist might ask), that the business
practices of the Coop have improved and that its attempt at efficien;
production for commercial markets represents a "healthy" developmenf
which may increase the Coop's chances of survival? It is indeed true
that the Coop has improved its business procedures in numerous ways,
including improvements in record-keeping and budget projections,
abandonment of nonproductive operations, gearing production for market
contracts signed prior to planting, improved adherence to agricultural
'schedulgs, improved quality control and grading, use of more reliable
sources of fiel&.labor, and use of agricultural aids, such as crop
dusting. It would be unwarranted and premature, however, to assume
from this that the Coop's chances of survival have been thereby sub-
stantially increased; for as the Coop moves further into the impersonal
and ;omﬁetitive winds of the agricultural marketplace, it becomes
increasingly exposed to the enormously high risks of small business
failure which result from its storms. Credit and skilled manpower
remain scarce for the Coop. Competition against large mechanized
producers is stiff. Reliable market outlets are. few, and profit margins
are small, as reflected indirectly by the decline in income from all
crops in Cotton County from $45 million in 1964 to $29 million in 1969.6l
The.four—decade failure rate of 85 percent for all private enterprisesu

in the U.S. during the first half of the century hides an even higher
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rate of failure among those that are particularly small; a fact

that does not encourage optimism.62 Furthermore, the Coop is entering
this stormy marketplace with encumbrances from its past which will
make its efforts to operate at peak efficiency particularly difficult.63}
It is too early, of course, to predict the outcome; fhe Coop may yet
succeed in spite of its problems. But the choice it has been forced

to make is a cruel one, for on the one hand, it has had to gréatly
dilute its original mission of maximal service to the poor, and on the

other hand, it has had to undertake a course whose outcome is, at best,

uncertain.

Conclusions

1. Theoretical Implications

Although the preceding case study was not designed primarily to
.”test” any hypotheses derived from the tﬁeoretical literature on
complex organizatians, we believe that its theoretical implications
are important and should therefore be briefly identified. At a very
genéral level, éur analysis provides some evidence, in addition to
thét accumulated by a growing number of students in the field of
compléx organizations, that an environmental approach to the study of
organizational change and development is indeed a fruitful one.6 Just‘
~as it was found necessary for understanding changes in the Coop, this
approach placeé particular emphasis upon the means of mobilizing and
controlling scarce environmental resources and upoﬁ the consequences

which result from this process. Such an approach provides essential
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additional leverage for understanding the internal'organizational
processes that, until recently, have been the primary focus of most
previous research.65 Although such understanding will ultimately
benefit most from comparative organizational studies, we believe that

detailed case studies, such as the present one, can also contribute

their share.66

More specifically, the present study is of some theoretical interest
because of the evidence it provides that the process of goal displacement
can, for some organizations at least, be better understood as a reordering
of priorities attached to multiple organizational objectives in response
to envirommental change and uncertainty, rather than primarily as a
consequence of internal bureaucratic rigidification. More generally,
Thompson and McEWén (1958:196;188) have suggested that "goals appear to
grow out of interaction, both ﬁithin the organizafién and between the
organization and its environment,'" and that "because the setting of goals
is essentially a problem of defining desired relationships between an
organization and its environment, change in either requires review and
perhaps alteration of goals."

.However, while previous studies of goal succession have recognized
the importance of changes in organizational task environment, efforts 

.to analyze the process of goal displacement have tended, following

Michels' example, to emphasize factors conceived as internal to the
organization. In this vein, Merton (1957:195-207) emphasizes the role
. of "bureaucratic personality," and Blau gives primary stress to internal -

- \ . . 68 . ,
pressures for administrative innovation. As Lipset has summarized
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(1962:24~25), "the student of organizations begins with the

assumption derived from Michels that there will be 'deviations from. , .
avowed goals,' and that such seeming betrayals of institutional
commitments .- . .can be explained by reference to the assumption that
bureaucrats are officials who concentrate power in their own hands."

On the other hand, in contrast to this "internal" search for
the origins of goal displacement, a number of other researchers, like
Selznick (1966), Clark (1956), and J. Thompson (1967), have sought to
understand change and displacement of organizational goals in various
settings as an adaptive response to changes and uncertainties of task
environment. Noting that "organizations are intefdependent with task
environment elements" (p. 132), Thompson (1967) hypothesizes that '"the
more dynamic the. . .task environment, the more rapid the political
processes in the organization and the more frequent the changes in
organizational goals."

Regarding the goal displacement of the Cotton County Cooperative
Farm, the dynamism of its task environment consisted of the highly
uncertain and unreliable nature of the resources it could provide to
the Coop, including the changes occurring within it which aggravated
those uncertainties.69 The main point is that the displacement of
Coop goals from welfare—oriented service to an emphasis upon the internal
organizational efficiency necessary for marketplace survival was
ﬁainly a problem-solving attempt to cope with these uncertainties,
rather than a reflgction of the development of internal oligarchy,

"administrative retrenchment,.or bureaucratic mentality.70 This process
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of change was facilitated by the fact that the means for achieving

. the Coop's sérvice objectives had been present from the start as
'secondarz organizational goals. Thus, the Coop's shift from "ends"

to '"means" (the usual way of conceiving goal displacement) is more

clearly conceived as a realignment of‘priorities attached to multiple

. organizational goals, .rather than as a more perverse growth in pre-

. . 71
occupation with mere procedures.

2. Policy Implicatioms

Whatever practical lessons may be learned from the experience of
the Cotton County Cooperative Farm are of particular relevance because
of its similarity with the many other locally oriented and controlled
“cooperatives and nonprofit economic enterprises that have been founded
as part of the past decade's War on Poverty. Some of these similarities-
may be described in terms of Weintraub's (1976) typology of "center-
periphery" relations in developing nations. According to this typology,
what is distinctive about these War—on-Poverty coops is that a) the
cehtral government has been only weakly committed to rural reconstructidn'
in poor areas; b) the power of the "center" (i.e., the federal governmenﬁ5
as a sponsor is very strong; c¢) the poor rural sector is socially dis-
persed and relatively unorganized; as well as d) "withdrawn" (powerless,;
unaggregated); and e) the poor rural sector is relatively "undifferen-
tiated" or ''self-centered" (i.e., not possessing a "differentiated
collective consciousness"). Such a profile, Weintraub suggests, is
not promi;ing for its development potential. More spécifically, these

coops tend to have been funded by means of short-term grants, to have
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:met resistance (variable) from local centers of power, to be very
small, to be dependent in various ways upon specific local sponsors

or agencies; to have laid heavy emphasis on the delivery of service .-
benefits to their target populations, and to have eﬁphasized demo-
cratic control by the poor populafions béipg served.72 For all of
these reasons, the practical implications of the present case study are
probably of quite general relevance.

Turning to specifics, there seem to be two primary sources of
Adiffiéulty in the way OEO handled its sponsorship of the Farm. The
first of these had to do with the problems that were associated, in
one way or another, with grant-funding as a means of capitalization.
Part of the difficulty here was simply the very short term and the
abrupt terﬁination of the funding. As suggested earlier, a considerably
longer term of support is probably required for the sponsored enter-
prise to achieve self-sufficiency through normal processes of growth
and consolidation. There must be adequate time to learn from mistakes,
as well as to accumulate earnings. And whatever the term of support,
termination should be phased so as to maximizé the capabilities of the
enterprise to adapt to new requirements, the consequences of which can
probably never be fully appreciated in advance.

More fundamentally, however, grant-funding as a form of sponsor-
ship has another more serious drawback. It tends not to encourage an
early and serious concern, on the part of the recipient, with the
maximization of internal efficiency and organizational productivity

that does seem to occur when loaned capital must be repaid (at least
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in part) on a regular schedule.73 Beneficial side-~effects of such

.a forced concern with efficiency and produétivity would also presumably

‘be a concern with effective record-keeping and financial monitoring

. of organizational operations-~concerns that were weakl& developed,

until recently, in the Cotton County Coop. Another difficulty that

seemed ﬁo acéompany OEO's method of grant-funding was the generally

| insufficient (and tard&) provision of technical consulting

support.74 For these reasons, we find ourselves in agreement with

Marshall and Godwin's (1971) recommendation, in their study of low-

income cooperatives in the South, that a long-term, supervised credit o

approach be adopted in supporting such enterprises. Such support might

well take the form, for example, of ten-to-twenty year low interest

loans whose repayment would follow a set schedule and whose administra-

tion would be coupled‘with intensive technical counéelling and educatibﬁ;”
A second more subtle problem with OEQ's sponsorship of the Coop.

stemmed from what appeared to be a dualism, or mixing, of incompatible

' development objectives on OEO's part, with the result that neither

.objective has yet been successfully achieved. On the one hand, as

was noted earlier, OEO endorsed the welfare objectives of the Coop,

an endorsement that evidently is not limited merely to this particular

’Coop.75 Unfortunately, however, this encouragement was not accompaniéd.

by the sort of permanent or long-—term commitment to subsidization that

' might well have been required to provide the kind'og\services to its

members which the Coop initially desired. This is all the more ironic

considering that such a form of "welfare" from the government might
g
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well turn out to be cheaper and of more enduring consequence than
what it now distributes through the welfare rolls.

On the other hand, OEO expected the Coop, from the beginning, to
become, as has been often noted, a self-sufficient competitive business
enterprise. And yet, perhaps partly because of the other side of its
dualism, it did not insist on the kind of initial definition, nor provide
the scale of capitalization and technical support which would be necessary'
to achieve this difficult goal. From all of this, we are led to suggest
that-a fundamental chaice must be made in the design of such enterprises-
in the War on Poverty: either to provide the kind of continuing sponsp#—
ship and subsidization that is recognized as necessary in most other

6 or to design and sponsor the enter-’

welfare programs (such as AFDC),7
prise from the very beginning in such a way as to maximize its chances
of eventual survival as a competitive business enterprise. Given
either choice, the extreme shortage of resources faced by the Coop would
probably have required considerably greater investment by OEO than it
actually gave.

In closing, attention should be called to two more general require-
ments for the widespread success of such development projects as repre-
sented by the Coop. The first of these is the need for organizational
"empowerment." Unfortunately, such empowerment is a slow and difficult
Aachievement; its most successful forms seem to involve theAgradual
_'historical integration of local interest groups into broader and
progressively more comprehensive organizations at community, regional,

and national levels.78 Nevertheless, there is much that federal agengies



61

could do to facilitate this process, if only its importance were
more widely recognized. A first step, for example, could well be
the massive funding of the Federation of Southern Cooperatives.

The second of these general requirements is that federal "welfare"
policies recognize the importance of allocating monies not merely to
individuals in need, as is the case now in the United States, but also
to the development (and empowerment) of independent productive enter-
prises among the poor that might contribute to eventually building the
social :and economic infrastructure necessary to eliminate poverty.

Given the extremes of scarcity seen in such areas as Cotton County, and
given fhe rational barriers to organizational participation noted by
Olsen (1965), it is probably unrealistic to assume, as now seems to be
the case, that slight improvement in individual "welfare" will somehow
automatically lead to the deveiopment of such inffastructural institu-
tions. What is needed, in short, is a recognition by policy makers that
the eliminatioﬁ of poverty in the U.S. requires programs of institutional
and regional development, as well as stop-gap programs of individual

welfare.

However, the sine qua non of such a national achievement must be

the recégnition that a much greater share of the national wealth must
be committed to it. The level of commitment is not adequate, as the
- poor themselves recognize. 1In the words of the current Coop project
director, "the white man gives us just enough to make sure we fail,

without giving us enough to ensure success."
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FOOTNOTES

lThis research was made possible by support from the OEO-funded
Institute for Research on Poverty at the University of Wisconsin at
Madison. Equally indispensable was the patient cooperation of the
second and third project directors of the Coop, the Coop's board of
directors and paid staff, numerous informants at the nearby health
center, which was instrumental in founding the Coop, and perhaps most
of all, the many Coop members who gave their time to be interviewed.
To all of these parties the authors convey their thanks.

2Exceptions are Marshall and Godwin's descriptive survey (1971)
of Southern poor peoples' cooperatives and Zimmerman's interesting

history of the Southeast Alabama Farmers' Cooperative Association (1971).

3By agreement with the board of directors of Cotton County
Cooperative, all proper names which might reveal the identity of the
Coop have been changed and fictitious ones used in their stead.

4Thus, the Coop is both a consumers' cooperative and a producers'
cooperative to its membership. Using Shaars' three "hard core" prin-
ciples (1957:191-193) for defining a coop, the Cotton County Coopera-
tive Farm clearly qualifies as such an enterprise, for (1) it provides
service at cost, (2) it is democratically controlled, and (3) it pays
limited returns upon equity capital. The Coop's only minor deviation
from these definitional requirements lies in the fact that its members'
only monetary investment consists of an annual two-dollar membership
"fee" upon which no returns are paid at all. The Coop's most distinc-
tive cooperative traits are that it is collectively owned and demo-
cratically controlled according to the principle of one man (family)
one vote.

SIn addition to the obvious poverty, low education, and lack of
organizational and business experience, etc. of the target population
itself, other important local dimensions of resource scarcity were a
virtual absence of vegetable marketing outlets in the County (due to
the predominance of commercial cotton production) and a scarcity of
local sources of credit (which Coop leaders felt was more a reflection
of discrimination by the surrounding white community than of actual
shortages of loan capital in the area).

brpupiic goods' produced by the cooperative have included free
food to any family in need of it, the distribution of free used
clothing to those needing it, the creation of jobs where none had
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existed before, and provision of a "center" for community activities

and organizing efforts. The Coop qualifies as a ''public goods'" organi-
zation because, although nominally its benefits are enjoyed only by an
official membership, in practice anybody who wishes may, so long as his
income is low, be counted as a member. Thus, at least some of the Coop's
benefits may (as required by the definition of "public goods") be enjoyed
by individuals who are not "members' or participants of the organization
in the sense that receipt of these benefits is contingent upon some quid
pro quo exchange with it. Other Coop benefits which may have a public
goods aspect, but which do not meet this definitional requirement, include
food at prices comsiderably below those prevailing in local stores, -the
sale, for a time, of used clothing at extremely low prices, and somewhat
higher wage rates than those prevailing nearby.

7Census interviews were completed in 2,420 of the 2,991 black
households located in the northern section of Cotton County. Those
households in which interviews were completed included a total of 10,835
individuals. Additional health interviews were administered to 730 of
these households. 1In most (but not all) cases, respondents were the female
heads of household. The purpose of both surveys was to determine the
nature and extent of health needs among those people who would become the
"target population' of the Eastern/Hilltown Health Center.

8The main Coop member sample in 1971 consisted of all heads of
households who were officially listed as Coop members in either 1969 or
1970 and who had also responded to both the census and the health study
four years before. There were 164 such individuals, with 145 of whom
second-wave interviews were completed, thus producing a panel attrition
rate of only 11.5 percent over four years. As a supplement to the main
member :sample, interviews were also completed with a group of 25 members
of the Coop paid staff and board of directors. Because percentages in
the text describing Coop members' attitudes and circumstances are largely
based on percentages whose base includes both components of the 1971
sample, there is undoubtedly some bias due to the somewhat higher incomes
and greater Coop involvement of the board-staff group. Interviewers were
carefully trained and monitored during their first interviews, and not
only were interviewers paid a competitive wage, but respondents were paid
$2.00 for their time as well. Explicit endorsement of the survey was
granted by the Coop's board of directors, and permission was received (on
the condition of confidentiality) from all respondents to match their 197]
responses with those they gave in 1967. No doubt for these reasons, as
well as because of previous contact by the senior author with the Coop,
rapport with staff and with interviewers was generally excellent.

9This longitudinal design has provided data for an ongoing analysis
of a) conditions of voluntary participation among the poor, and b) the
relationship between immediate benefit-participation in the cooperative
and the longer-term impact of such participation. Some of the questions
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asked in 1971 were included at the request of the second Coop director
in exchange for assurance of access by the authors to the Cooperative.

lOThese situations included meetings of both the Coop and the Health
Center boards of directors, monitoring of interviews in a few respondents'
homes, focused interviews and numerous conversations with Coop members
and staff and with Health Center staff, tours of several of the local
health "contact centers," several parties and evening ''socials," dinner
conversations in local restaurants, and visits to the Coop's fields and
grounds.

llFrom the Coop, these materials included board minutes and reports,
annual Coop ''progress reports," membership lists for 1968, 1969, 1970,
and 1971, membership application forms for 1970 (which contained some
household data), data on wages paid to workers for selected days in the
summer of 1970, various audits and cash-flow projections prepared for the
Coop by outside firms, as well as other miscellaneous documents. From
various people connected in one way or another with the Eastern/Hilltown
Health Center, we received such materials as Health Center grant-applica-
tions and supporting documents to OEQO, descriptive ''progress reports" of
the Health Center and Coop published in professional. journals, materials
used in executing the 1967 preliminary "census," and various other internal
memoranda. OEO made available for examination all of the materials that
that Coop had submitted to that Agency in their application for grant
~ support. These included budgetary projections, "house" progress reports,

‘and year—end reports. We also profited from examination of selected

internal and external correspondence contained in OEQ0 files. The only
other minor documents took the form, primarily, of newspaper clippings,
various state documents, such as maps and rules regarding welfare, and the
like.

As is always true of such documentary materials, caution has been
necessary in their use. Just as can be expected generally of organiza-
tional "PR" materials, the Coop's public 'progress reports' have leaned
toward excessive optimism and self-service. Furthermore, our file of
board mindites and reports is incomplete, in part because the Coop's file
is also. Other documents, as noted in the text, were of dubious quality,
such as Coop board minutes. Perhaps more important, however, was the
unavailability of certain particular documents to outsiders, such as those
describing the conditions of a large loan from the Ford Foundation, marketing .
contracts with commercial vegetable processors, the business correspondence
of the Coop's project directors, and an early unfavorable audit from a
local accounting firm (which was later superseded by a favorable audit by a
major eastern firm). Finally, some potentially valuable documents, such as
conventional year-end balance sheets and financial statements, were unavail-
able simply because the Cooperative had not yet realized the value of pro-
ducing such documents regularly for their own use. However, while these
omissions have undoubtedly handicapped the present analysis in some ways,
we are of the impression that the diversity of other data available to us
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has compensated for these omissions and at least roughly filled the gaps.

|

le popular national weekly magazine, 1969, p. 73.

l3In addition, 71 percent of the families had no running water, 25
percent were undernourished, and 31 percent of the female respondents
who were ever pregnant had had at least one child die. The "census"
also provided noteworthy evidence of regional out-migration and family
separations: only 23 percent of the total black population fell in the
middle age category of 18 to 49 years; 39.percent of the households were
headed by females; and the male/female sex ratio in the age group 21-44
was almost 2 to 3. Also, State sources showed that welfare allotments
were extremely low, amounting only to an average 1966 figure of $39 per
recipient.

14Even as late as 1971, a full 10 percent of our sample of Coop parti-
cipants indicated that they had eaten only one meal the day before they
were interviewed.

15'I‘he interview returns, completed during the fourth year of Coop
operations, in 1971, provide another form of documentation of these
benefits. For instance, 32 percent of all the respondents indicated
having gotten food in two or more years from the Coop, while another 38
percent had gotten some in one year only. For 1970, approximately 21
percent reported that nearly half (or more) of the vegetables consumed by
their families that year had come from the Coop. Also, 36 percent of the
respondents said that someone in their household had done paid work at the
Coop in at least one (or more) of the first four years of operation.

l6Although the anti-poverty mission of the Coop's founders was the
most important and obvious source of the original primary emphasis on
delivering welfare benefits to members, James Thompson's analysis of
Organizations in Action (1967) suggests that other factors may have
contributed to this orientation. Specifically, Thompson suggests that when
understanding by executives of environmental and technical cause and effect
relationships is ''low," and when both organizational goals and standards of
organizational evaluation are "ambiguous,' executives will tend to rely on
extrinsic and social standards of organizational assessment rather than upon
standards of internal "efficiency."

17See Perrow (1970) for a general discussion of the importance of
conceiving organizations in terms of multiple goals.

18As indicated by the results of the 1972 interviewing, Coop members
generally shared their leaders' dualism and ambivalence. On four different
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questions asking respondents to choose between the Coop's dual objec-

tives of members welfare and business self-gufficiency, responses were
quite equally divided. However, members were considerably more willing to
sacrifice low food prices for the sake of Cooperative growth and efficiency
than they were to sacrifice opportunities for wage employment at the Coop.

19The four "demonstration" features were to "begin commercial food
production' as a means to 'rise out of poverty'; to reduce the "incidence
of malnutrition'; to provide experience for "more viable participation
in other projects"; and to undertake a 'self help venture with economic
and developmental yield."

20Probably because the Coop was originally conceived as an emergency
project to deal with malnutrition, no preliminary formal "feasibility
study" was ever dome.

21These budget figures may somewhat exaggerate the decline in the
amount of momney -earned by field laborers, for as shown in the second
column of Table 6, the total acreage devoted to hand-harvested crops
increased substantially between 1968 and 1972. This ambiguity provides
another reason for emphasizing that the displacement of Coop ''welfare"
goals has been only partial and incomplete.

22One advantage of using annual budgets prepared according to OEO
specifications is that the Coop's usual bookkeeping does not distinguish
between salaries and wages. It should be noted, also, that the salary for
the specialist who took special charge of managing the acreage devoted to
vegetable production for members was paid by the Health Center and is not
included in Table 5. If it had been, the conclusions would not require any
but trivial modification.

23Because pay slips from an earlier year were not available, quanti-
tative documentation could not be provided to show the progressive
concentration of wage benefits in these two towns (and to outsiders) at
the expense of the other ten. However, both comments by Coop staff and
complaints by other member-informants indicated that such a change had
occurred.

24Whereas, earlier, food was distributed in each town by means of

. a series of formally organized distribution centers or outlets operating

through the contact centers and the coop clubs, produce came later to be
distributed much more informally, through members of the Coop board and

staff.

251t is important to emphasize, even as shown in Tables 5 and 6, that
the Coop still provides substantial benefits to its members and other poor
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local residents. In addition to some (albeit .reduced) amount of produce,
salaries, and wages, the Coop continues t& distribute clothing, serves

as an important locus of community organizing acitivities, is a source

of much pride in the black community, and will, if it succeeds economically,
unquestionably make an important contribution to the development of a viable
economic base for further progress of the Black community in the area.

26The use of both these factors has increased as the Cooperative
geared its production increasingly for sale to large commercial buyers.

27In 1968, the Coop paid approximately three dollars in cash and
~ five dollars in scrip, producing a total of eight dollars a day. Even
though this amount was more than could typically be earned for field labor .
on plantations, pressure from both workers and from OEO forced the Coop to
pay the minimum wage of at least $10.40 per day in 1969.

28These losses have also been attributed to quarrels among the Coop
staff which would normally have been resolved by the project director who
was, at the time (June and July), on a study-tour of Israel.

29Providing transportation to members, most of whom had no car of
their own, was a persistent problem. For reasons that are not clear to
us, the Coop never tried to make regular use of the bus system that had been
set up to link the Health Center and the local HA's. All that would have
been required to tie the Coop in was a shuttle service between the Center

and the Coop two miles away.

30One of these refused to sign the crew-leader contract; another
worked ‘as crew leader for awhile, but soon became too pregnant to continue;
a third sold his bus and therefore could no longer transport workers,

31This solution would also have placed responsibility for labor recruit-
ment squarely on the shoulders of the individual coop clubs, and therefore
would hopefully have alleviated that problem tdo.

32Only three other clubs were described as still '"very active" by
one—third or more of the board and staff respondents.

33This extensive employment of nonmembers was justified, perhaps
rightly, on the grounds that Coop benefits should go to those in need,
and that it was of only secondary importance whether or not such people were

also members.

34Several of the coop clubs stopped using the HA contact centers out of
resentment over being asked to pay rent to the Health Council for their use.
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35From the beginning of its operation the frozen food locker was
plagued by problems of poor preparation and packaging of foods and by
low demand resulting, in part at least, from its inconvenient location in
a town on the edge of the target area. These problems were never overcome,
and by the end of 1970 it was clear that the locker was not supporting itself
financially. On total meat and vegetable sales of $42,000, the locker had
lost nearly $6,000. This, in conjunction with rumblings from local meat
retailers and pressure from OEO, persuaded the Cooperative to close the
locker in the spring of 1971.

36The adoption of a more sociological approach does not signify any
basic disagreement with the principles often advanced for sound cooperative
business procedure, although some of these principles (such as never to start
an enterprise without adequate initial capital and member support) beg the
question of just how cooperative projects are to be initiated among those
needing them most. It goes without saying that business success requires
operational respect for principles of sound business procedure. Perhaps it
should be noted, however, that some experts in the area of development
administration have questioned whether, in fact, currently accepted principles
of management and administration really are the best (LaPalombara, 1967:20,
and V. Thompson, 1970:517-518).

37A list of these would include, among many others, K. Marx (1963),
Kerr and Siegel (1954), Lipset, et al. (1956), Lipset (1959), Olson (1965),
G. Marx (1967), as well as much of the recent literature on the development
of "class consciousness."

38The importance of such "common bond" has long been recognized in the
credit union movement, where it is usually (though not always) based on
common residence or place of work.

39Those present in some degree would include sharing of common values
and culture, some isolation from assimilative influences (although outward
geographical mobility has reduced this isolation), and interactive sharing
of common deprivations in some work settings, such as the plantations.

40Such as fishermen, miners, and loggers (Kerr and Siegel, 1954).

41Such intimidation and harrassment has begun to decline as poor people
“have moved off the plantations and as the general social climate of the
entire region has gradually improved.

42While "black militant" perspectives are becoming more widespread,
especially among young people, they are still embraced by only a minority
of the black population that has remained in the area.
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43As G. Marx (1967) and others have noted, however; deeply held
religious convictions have also served as an important inspiration for
many of the civil-rights movement's more active leaders.

44These negative attitudes may have been aggravated by the higher
salaries paid to some of the office staff, and possibly also by the
"ealculative" rather than “idealistic" orientations (Etzioni, 1961) we
observed on several occasions among some of the office workers (not the
project directors). Attempts were made to deal with this conflict--for
example, by having the office staff help with cotton chopping one day—-
but feelings still remain strong.

45From the 1971 interviews, supplemented by field notes.

46Other sources of hard feeling included several thefts from the
bookstore and some pilfering, allegedly by staff, of Coop office supplies.

47Cast in more general terms, this is the same mistake of which sociolo-
gists of voluntary participation have been accused by Olson (1965).

v

48See Weintraub (1970), and Weintraub and Associates (1971).
49See, for example, Kanter (1968) and Banfield (1951).

50The first project director noted that selection of leaders and officers
was often achieved through "consensus' rather than by formal voting,
because with the latter method, ''someone would lose face."

- 51 , . . . . .
> It is obviously impossible to tell the extent to which this may have
been due to our presence at these meetings; examination of other board
minutes, however, suggested that this was not a decisive factor.

52With the exception of the project directors, members of the Coop staff
had no formal educationbayond high school, -and some of the regular field
staff did not have this. None of the staff, with the exception of an
extension course taken by the bookkeeper, had any formal business training.
Furthermore, due to the novelty of vegetable production in the area, few of
them had substantial previous experience with this type of large-scale farming.

53Only 17 percent of our sample volunteered that they spoke up ' "often"
or "very often' at Coop meetings they attended.

54Miller and Jensen (1957) found that, along with shortages of capital,
member ignorance of the cooperative and poor record keeping were also
frequently cited as causes of failure among the coops they studied.
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55March and Simon (1958). Regarding the problem of retaining
executive talent Thompson has noted (1967:109) that the frustrations of be-
ing blocked in earlyvcelllng positions or occupations ". . .generate
strong pressures on individuals to break out of these occupations into new
ones with higher and later ceilings."

56Although few poor peoples' cooperatives appear to have tried it,
some amount of capital might also be raised by the sale of shares to.
sympathetic outside individuals and organizations.

57It should be noted that a common problem in some low-income coopera-
tives is not one of achieving adequate local integration, but rather, of
preserving organizational autonomy in the face of excessive involvement
and interference by local sponsors and activists. Had the farm originally
been designed as merely a nutrition 'project' of the Health Council, this

could possibly have been a serious problem for the Coop as well.

58Participation by our respondents in the food stamp program had risen
from 27 percent in 1967 to 63 percent in 1971. In addition, of the 40
percent who said they had gotten welfare or social security in both of these
years, the number reporting that they were getting more in 1971 (37 percent)
was about twelve times the number (3 percent) who said they were getting less.

59The Coop's last vestiges of outside institutional support include its
loan from the Ford Foundation, membership in the Federation of Southern
Cooperatives, and its remaining contacts with the Eastern/Hilltown Health
Center. However, the Ford Foundation has recently expressed its desire for
faster and more certain repayment of its loan; membership in FSC is only a
nominal benefit, for the Federation has many other member cooperatives to
attend to, has been able to provide only very limited aid (a very small loan
and some consulting), and has recently suffered a decline in OEQO support
itself; and finally, support from the Health Center pertains only to culti-
vation and management of the remaining 20 acres being devoted to vegetable

production for members.

60See the studies by Fals Borda (1971) and the Advisory Committee on
Overseas Cooperative Development (1971).

61U.S.lBureau of the Census (1964, 1969).

62Cited by Lundberg, 1969:94.

'63These encumbrances include (1) a shortage of operating capital and
capital investment (land, machinery, etc.) which is greater than would
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otherwise have been the case if the Coop had not invested in projects that
had to be closed down; (2) a continued ambivalent orientation toward the
Coop's dual goals~-member welfare and marketplace’ efficiency; (3) reliance
on a democratic but relatively inefficient policy-making structure; and (4)
continued reliance on an unstable selution to its past problems of labor
supply. As Blau has pointed out (1956), the difficulties af eombining
economic efficiency and member control is an "encumbrance" suffered by many
democratic organizations.

64A partial list of these "students' would include J. Thompson (1967),
Thompson and McEwen (1958), Yuchtman and Seashore (1967), Galbraith (1967),
Evan (1966), Katz and Kahn (1966); Perrow (1970:Ch. 4); and Olson. (1965).

65Analytic summaries of much of this earlier work may be found in March
and Simon (1958) and in Gouldmer (1959).

66See, for example, Selznick's seminal case study of the TVA (1966). .

67Sills (1958); Gusfield (1955); and Messinger (1955). As noted by
Warner and Havens (1968), goal succession is the process by which ".
goals are achieved and are followed by new ones. . .," goal diversion is
the process by which "original objectives are supplemented by alternative
ones," and goal displacement involves the ". . .meglect of claimed goals
in favor of the means as ends in themselves' (p. 541). In these terms, the
developments described involved an inextricable combination of goal diversion
and goal displacement.

680'f these three authors, Michels and Thompson do also recognize
that environmental factors play a significant role in organizational goal
displacement, although this is not the major thrust of their arguments.

69These changes included the withdrawal of the Health Council from
active organizing for the Coop, the progressive increases of welfare and
emergency food between 1967 and 1971, and OEO termination.

7OWe found little evidence of such tendencies in the Coop.

7lIt is entirely possible, as Warner and Havens suggest (1968), that
the displacement of the Coop's goals was facilitated by their "intangibility."

It was never entirely clear how best to operationalize commitment te "improving

the welfare of the members."

72 . . g R
Obviously, significant variations are found from one coop to the next.
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731‘th judgment about the preferahility of loan~funding to grant-funding
is based partly on a conyersation with Alex Sprudz, head of the Canadian
Cooperative Services Qffice, Department of Indian Affairs. In part for the
reasons cited in the text, the Canadian Government relies primarily upon
loan-funding of most of its "low income" Coops, apparently with excellent
results, according to Sprudz. '

74Yet another problem about which Coop leaders complained was an OEO
restriction against transferring funds from one budget category to another
as the needs to do so became apparent during the year. Particularly irksome
in this regard was the general OEO prohibition against using their funds for
land purchases or mortgage payments. However, given the inadequate amount of
technical consulting supplied to the Coop, we are reluctant to conclude that
this was a bad rule in the Coop's case, although in general principle it
would seem to be so.

,75Judging from the third "Interim Report" by ABT Associates (1972),
which is currently completing an evaluation for OEO of 18 rural, OEO-funded
cooperatives, most rural coops funded by OEO are pursuing such general

‘welfare and service—oriented goals. These include (p. 11) reducing "out-

migration from the community," developing 'member skills and abilities,"
and improving both "services available to members and community' and "member-
ship group role in (the) overall community."

76Welfare support for organizations is nothing new, of course, but it
seems, unjustly, to be reserved for those who need it least, such as the
price supports which are of greatest benefit to the largest farms, and the
natural resource 'depletion' allowances which benefit some of the nation's
largest industrial corporations.

77It would be a sad and unfortunate mistake if, in the face of what might
be perceived as a "double failure," the federal government were to stop (as
unfortunately may now be the trend) its funding of poor peoples' cooperatives.
Although the contributions of any one enterprise to the elimination of
poverty in a particular area are bound, from the broader perspective, to be
very small, we believe that Marshall and Godwin (1971) are again correct in
suggesting that such coops can make at least a modest contribution, especially
by means of providing employment to the rising number of unemployed and under-
employed rural nonfarm poor. Such a contribution could, of course, be quite
substantial if the scale of the cooperative development program were greatly
enlarged. It is interesting, incidentally, that provision of such employment

"is also urged as 'a primary objective of cooperative programs in developing

nations (Advisory Committee on Overseas Cooperative Development, 1971; and
Dandekar, :1971).
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78Examples of sociological .studies of this process include Lipset's
study (1959) of the Cooperative Commonwealth Federation in Canada, the
study by Lipset, Trow, and Coleman (1956) of the Interhational Typographical
Union, and the study by Weintraub (1971) and his Associates of the Moshav
movement in Israel.

791n addition to contributing to building up the economic infrastructure
of communities and thereby creatinig employment (the more so if labor-
-intensive enterprises are emphasized), such an approach probably has the
‘advantage of cultivating the pride and self-respect that are necessary for
effective self-~help efforts, of contributing to the development of badly
needed participation skills, and of providing a basis for interest-group
representation of the poor in a polity where, according to American political
values, every interest should have an effective voice.
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TABLES

~Year

Farms ©1949° 019540 ¢ '1959: 101964 T 1969
Number 9436 6739 2593 1657 1070
Average Acreage 52 68 181 - 290 460

lSource: U.S. Bureau of the Census, U.S. Census of Agriculture,
Vol. 1, Part 33, 1954, 1959, 1964, and 1969.

TABLE 2

Grants from OEO to Cotton County Cooperative Farm}

-

Beginning 2
Date of Grant Duration Size of Grant
March, 1968 12 months $152,000

. March, 1969 12 months - 166,200
June, 1969 123 months 55,200
May, 1970 18 months 215,252
Total Grants $588,652

lSource: OEO Grant documents.

2Includes 8 percent overhead to Eastern University as the administering
agency.

3This grant was initially for the planning and designing of a cannery.
About one half was spent on consultants before the decision was made not to
build a cannery. The grant was extended for one year and used for the
construction of a packing shed.
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"TABLE .3

Acreéage and Usés of Cotton County Codpérative Farm ‘Lands, ‘Decémber; 1071%

‘Crop ‘Land

Irrigated or - :
Tract Size Value Trrigable " 'Nonirrigable Total
Jones 305 acres $161,0002 258 acres 30 acres 288 acres
Andrews 40 16,000 o 39 39
Roberts 200 lOO,OOO3 75 75 150
TOTAL 545 acres $§277,000 333 acres 144 acres 477 acres

lSource: Checchi and Co., Financial Report to Cotton County Coopera-
tive Farm, 1971.

2The Cooperative has a Southern Regional Conference (Ford Foundation)
loan for the entire amount.

3The Cooperative does not own this land, but has an option to'purchase..

TABLE 4

Fixed Assets of the Cotton County Cooperative Farm, December, 1971l

Lype Amount
Land $177,000
Buildings 35,000
Equipment 64,000
Well 16,000
TOTAL $292,000

lSources: Checchi and Co., Financial Report to Cotton County Coopera-
tive Farm, 1971, and Cooperative documents.
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TABLE. 5
personneél Budgetd of Cotton County Cooperative Farm,~1968<1972

Food Locker &

Year Danyabqr2 Salary3 | 6f££§é4 Other Projects™ - Totél

1968 $23,000 $11,420 $28,800 $34,630 $97,850

1969 35,000 17,300 23,700 14,200 90,200

1970—716

Average~ 25,170 29,290 16,850 10,328 81,638

1972 19,000 30,110 10,000 0 59,110
1

These are budget estimates from Cooperative and OEQ documents.

N

Hourly wages and piece rates to temporary field workers.

w

Includes farm manager, bookkeeper, equipment operators, etc.

4 . . . X
Includes project director, clerks, secretaries, and cooperative
education worker. :

5Includes seasonal work for food locker, and local food distribution
points and year-round work of food locker manager, butcher, bookstore
manager, and sandwich shop manager.

6For each year.
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"~ TABLE 6
Crop Acreages in Production f£or Local and Member Distribution and

for Qutside Cdmmérical'BQyérsl

' . Logal. gy,
Year - Distribution Vegetables™ - 'Field Crops " Total
1968 106 0 0 106
1969 100 55 : 195 350
1970 85 95 176 356
1971 20 180 280 480
1972 20 180 280 480

1 . . . . .
Sources: Cooperative documents and interviews with Cooperative staff.

2Initially food was given free to needy members, pickedbby-members
- for their own use;and sold to members and the community. At present,
vegetables are either given away or picked, but no food is sold.

3These include cucumbers, sold to a local Heinz plant, and squash
and peppers for a Tennessee marketing cooperative. These crops are
hand-harvested. .

‘ V.4Field crops have been cotton, soybeans, and peas. All are machine
‘harvested.
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- TABLE 7
‘Mésihership Size and Turdover; Cotton County Cooperdtive Farm; 1968<1971

Percent of Current Percent of Current

Number of -Members- -Rejoining- Members Rejoining
Year Mémbers "~ the Subsequent Year " from Preceding Year
1968 698 18% ——
1969 536 36 237%
1970 909 32 22
1971 571 ' o 54

lCompiled from Coop membership lists. Members must rejoin each year.
The local coop clubs conduct membership drives in the spring of each year.
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