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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Study Objective 

The following study of Philippine Earner organimt,.n's was prepared
under contract (AID No. 492-748) for the United States Agency for
International Development, Philippine Mission, by Mark A. Van 
Stenmk, consultant for Philippine agricultural development. 

The general objective for which this study was undertaken was to
develop guidare which would be used for the plaming, organization
and development of farmer orgarizations within the context of 
agrarian reform. More spe cifirilly this study seeks to: 

1) kssess 	the potential 3f farmer organizations for providing
leadership in the formation of agricultural policy; 

2) 	 Provide needed background information regarding the purposes.,
structures and operations of selected farmer organimtions; 

3) 	 Provide relevant inter-organizational comparative analysis
through an assimilation process of the pertinent as&pct* of 
such background information; 

4) 	 Examine the various relationships and roles that both 
governmental and private institutions have displayed in 
terms of their promotion, establishment and support of 
farmer organizations; 

5) 	 Assess the potential of farmer organizations as effective 
conduits for the delivery of basic support services to 
agrarian communities; 

6) Determine the effect that farmer organizations may have 
upon such areas as agricultural production, credit repayment,
capital formation, and the adoption of new farm 
technologies; and 

7) 	 Assess the degree to which farmer organiations may or may 
not function as effective pressure groups on behalf of 
farmers. 



L.2 Study Rationale 

Thor* ire numerous farm organzAtwns promoted and created by 
vauriow Pilippiys government agencies and private institutions which 
directly influence the current agrarian reform program. In order to 
mare effectively design and plan the role that these organizations will 
play an terms of ararian r'eform efforts, it is rwcessary, indeed 
imperatie. to have as thorough an undertanding of their basic pur­
poeee, structures, interactions and relationships as possible. 

This study of farner organizations is intended solely to provide 
baseline ifarmation and guidance for the pohcymaker, planer, 
analyst and other intejested parties; as such it does not go to the 
obvious rxt step of setting forth specific recommendations, but 
rather lays the foundation upon wl*h such recommendations msy 
later be freely developed. 

1.3 Organization Selection Criteria 

The eight farmer organizations discussed in detail wi'hin this study 
were selected on the basis of their known association with agri­
cultural communities and their sutaequent potential for influencing 
agrarian reform efforts. Havy emphdasis was given to pilot 
organizational efforts underway within the Province of Nueva Ecija. 
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2.0 STUDYAPPROACH 

2.1 Description of Study Flow 

The following study of Philippine farmer organintions has beendivided into two major sectionb. The first of these, section 3. 0,
"An Introduction to Farmer Organizations", conerns itself with a
detailed analysis of various individual farmer organizations. Thissection begins with a short historical background sketch, including
organizational history, rationale, geographic distrhU tion and crrent
status, and continues with a detailed discussion of organinstional 
purpose, supporting agency, structure, impact and relationship withother groups for each of the eight separate farmer organizatiowg
examined within this study. 

The last sub-section 3. 9 of section 3. 0 gives brief mention to three
federations of farmer organizations. Because of the question as totheir viability these organizatione do not merit the irnepth analysis
characteristic of other farmer groups dealt with in this study. They
do, however, deserve brief discussion; hence, the reason for their 
presence. 

The second section of this study, section 4.0, "Comparative Relation­
ships of Farmer Organizations", confronts the various comparative
relationships of those organi rations examined in section 3.0. Thefocus of this section seeks to define many of the similarities and
differences existing between different farmer orgammations and also compares how government agencies and private institutions relate tovarious farm groups. Topics for comparison include related purposes,
basic structures, membership patterns, and support services. 

Section 5.0 consists of a summarization of the prior two sections,
3.0 and 4.0. This su*mmary highlights in a cac.e nuana the key
aspects of the study. 

2.2 For the Reader's Guidance 

The following study may be used by the reader for a variety of purposes.
It may serve as simply an introduction to farmer orgmizitiaw; as a 
resource document for reference purposes; as a basis for c¢ndting 
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a deeper analysis into individual organizational structures; as a 
foundation for indepth inter-organizational comparative analysis; or, 
as a guide for detwiuning future policy decisions, plAn and/or 
actions. 

Readers who are now to the study of Philippine farmer organizations 
are encouraged to review the sub-sections having to do with the 
historical background of various farm giroupe before proceeding to the 
other analytical or comparative sub-sections. This will add continuity 
and provide a more meaningful basis for further detailed study. 

Figures, estimates, and time references stated within this study, if 
not qualified are reflective of the date of publication. 



3.0 AN INTRODUCTION TO FARMER ORGANIZATIONS 

3.1 SAMAHANG NAYON (SN) 

3. 1. 1 listorical Background of Samahang Nayon (SN) 

3.1.1.1 Organizational History 

Following the creation of the Bureau of Cooperative. 
Development in November of 1972 Presidmnt Marcos on 
April 14, 1973 signed Prewidential Decree 175 entitlad 
"Strengthening the Cooperative Movement' which 
provided to the Bureau of Cooperati-e Development 
authority for the development of a new Cooperative 
system which would embody the formation of barrio 
level farmer associations. Efforts within Nueva 
F cija by NELRIDP, tiow IDP/NE, provided perhaps the 
single most important influence upon the developnent 
of this new program (see following section 3. 1.1.2, 
Rationale Behind the Creation of Samahang Nayo). 

Three months after the signing of P. D. * 175, in 
July, the President signed the implementing order for 
the actual strengthening of the cooperative movement. 
Letter of Implementation# 23 promulgated the 
regulations governing the organization, administration 
and supervision of Samahang Nayon (barri,) associations) 
and Kilusang Bayan (cooperatives). 

3.1.1.2 Rationale Behind the Creation of Samahang Nayon 

With numerous efforts aimed at developing a viable 
municipal based FaCoMa (Farmers Cooperative
Marketing Associations) cooperative wogram resulting 
in repeated disappointment (of the 652 FaCoMas 
organized in the Philippines only 250 were existing as 
of June 30. 1969 and les than 30 a" still active today) 
the NELRIDP in Nueva Ecija in early 1972 susted 
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that cooperative efforts should be shifted in two 
directions, upward to the multi-nuuicipal level to 
achieve economics of scale and downwards to the 
barrio level to develop a localizd representation with 
a "e of participation and belonging for the farmer 
mn.hbe. 
 This proposal laid the basis for the establish­
ment of Farmers Barrio Cooperatives (FBC) (see
section 3.2.1.1) whicli served as the initial model. The 
FBC approach was later modified and applied nationwide 
as Samahang Nayon. 

The Nueva Ecija pilot attempts servod as a basis for 
what President Marcos later termed inreference to 
the Sawahang Nayon as "a string social and economic 
organization" which would"ensure chat they (the farmers) 
will enjoy on a lasting basis the benefits of agrarian
reform.", Herein one of the principal reasons for the 
formation of Samahang Nayon is manifeuted, namely,
the creation of an organization which will serve as a 
conduit through which agrarian reform for the Filipino 
farmer may be succesesfdly ef ected. 

3.1. L 3 Geographic Distribution of Samahang Nayon 

Samahang Nayon are barrio-based organiztions formed 
usually within the geographical confines of one or in 
some cases more than one barrio. 

As of November 30, 1974 Samahang Nayon had either 
been organized, or were in the process of being
organimd in 22, 108 barrios, representing 71 provinces 
and sub-provinces and a of the eleven existing 
regions within the country. 

3.LI.4 Past Performances and Current Status 

Initially the prpramconcentb ated its efforts on a 
pilot basis in six priority provinces, on of which was 
Nuev Ecij, but later eoffort ware made to expand 
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the oprOar catrywide. (Today Nueva Ecija
clwrly reflects the results of this early concantra­
tion with over 487 SN currently organi ed within the 
provnce having a combined total general funds of 
2, 117, 172).l 

The Samahang Nayon program in ienral has had an 
enthusiastic and very impwessive growth pattern inits relatively short history. For the period eodiag
November 30, 1974 which marks the program@@ Lint 
19 months of operation, 15,451 SN were organized (an
average of slightly over 813 SN per month) repesenting
95.7% of the 16, 000 SN target -with 663, 489 aner 
members or 6.3%of the , 000, 00 member target.Registration of the SN organitions and their 
membership for this same period stood in relation­
ship to the targets at 72. 1 and 52.4% respectively. 

Samahang Nayon ha(' for this period saved VS. 9 milion
in Geral Funk, V6.3 million in Bario Savings Funds,
and .7. 0 million in Barrio Guarantee Funds for a total 
fund of 722.2 million. This amounted to an Average
contribution of ]AV. 49 per member and an ayerage
coUction per Samahang Nayon of Y, 931. 01. 

Jn addition to this imprnive perfowmance some 
9, 077 Samahang Nayon have imsted JS%, 834 in the

ewW CooWative Insurance System of the Philippine
(CISP). 

3.L 2 Basic Purpoes of the Samahaug Nayon (Barrio Association) 

The organixation of farmers into Samahang Nayon or Barrio
Association, is an integral aspect of the Department of Local 

1Figures re~p ent period ending Decomber 31, 1974. 
2"Sn p Nayon: Report to the President - No. 20"; DLGCD, Manila;

NovembCr 30, 1974. 
3F*." reopeset period ending October 31, 1974. 



Goverm ent an Community Development's new cooper t 
progam. The. organizations are intended to serve as the 
foundation ior the entire cooperative system. 4 

In broad terms the objective of the barrio-based organination
is to improve the quality of life for barrio people both socially
and economically by encouraging them to work togethe in an 
atmosphere of joint cooperation. More specifically the Samahav 
Nayon 	seeks to. 

1) 	 Serve as a means of facilitating land transfer under the 
Land Reform Program; 

2) 	 Serve as a channel for essential services provided to 
farmers; 

3) 	 Serve as a means of capital build-up and savings (see
preceding section 3.1. ,. 4, Past Perfozrmances and Current 
Status 	of SN); 

4) 	 Serve as a means of undertaking effective and continuous 
cooperative education among its members; 

5) 	 Serve as a training in formal organization ar self­
government; and 

6) 	 Serve as a transition step towards a more formal 
economic institution. 

3.1.3 	 Agencies Responsible for Establishing and Supporting 
Samahang Nayon 

Primary responsibility for the establishment and suppor
Samahang Nayon organizations falls upon the Department of

of 

Local Government and Community Development (DLGCD) under 
its 	Bureau of Cooperaems Development. 

40Cooperative Development Strategy for Rural Developiment"'; DLGCD,
Ma@I1&a 1973 



9 

Tie nature of this support iclds exteive leadership and 
membership trainz organzatina assist&=*e, registration,and technical extension assistance both in cooperative manbp­
ment and in agricultural development. 

Other agencies and institutions such as the Depatment of
Agrarian Reform (DAR), Agricultural Credit and Cooperatives
Institute (ACCI), Philippine Rural Reconstruction Movement 
(PRRM), National Food and Agriculture Council (NFAC), and the
Integrated Development Program for Nueva Ecija (IDP/NE) arealso supporting the development of Samahang Nayon by offering
technical assistance in suc+ areas as training, training and 
management evaluation, research and extension. 

3.1.4 Organization Structure of Samahang Nayon 

Samahang Nayon are non-stock associations registered as pre­
cooperatives with the DLGCD's Bureau of Cooperatives
Development. As such they are not allowed to engage in any
business ventures other than small ir.ome-produciag projects
on a pilot basis. 5 They may however serve as delivery and 
assembly points for the supply of invit and marketing services
along with providing other services .asociated with objectives
mentioned specifically earlier in bection 3.1.2. 

3.1. 4.1 Samahang Nayon Leadership 

1) Board of Directors 

A) Manner of Selection - Five directors m 
elected by the General Assembly to 
serve on the Board fcr a period of two 
years. This number may be increased 
according to ned. Pussons elected to 
governmont positions or those engaged
in any business conmected with agri­
cultural produ.ts or persons who own but 
do not actualy till their land ame dis­
qualified from serving on the Board. 

Sid.: "Cooperative Developmnt Strategy for Rural Developmnt". 

http:produ.ts
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B) 	 Functions - The Samahan Nayon Board of 
Directors is responsible for for.ulating 
all policie and determining the manner of 
operations for the association. Directme also 
approve proposed projects, act upon 
applications for membership, and actively 
engage in the initial phase of membership 
training and development. 

2) Offoirs and Committees 

A) 	 Manner of Seltction - Samahang Nayan 
have five officers, nanwly- President;
Vice-President; Business Manager; 
Secretary-Treasurer; and Auditor, aloag 
with three committees: the Educstion 
and Training Committee; the Finance and 
Developnent Committee; and the Audit 
and Inventory Committee. Officers are 
elected from and by the Board of Directors 
with the Vice-President, Business Manager,
and Auditor serving as respective chairmen 
of the committeefs mentioned. 

B) 	 Functions - Officers and committees of 
Samahang Nayon follow those functions and 
duties as prescribed under normal cooper­
ative principles and practi-.es (for additional 
information consult "Cooperative Develop­
ment Strategy for Rural Developmente;
DLGCD; 1973). In addition to their normal 
duties, the president accompanied oc­
casionally by the secretary-treasurer 
attends monthly neetis of the Sanahz 
Nayon Municipal Council of which he is a 
member. Here presidents from variou SN 
within a given municipality meet to discuss 
problems or topics of intest to all. The
SN Municipal Council further pvvRwes a 
means by which activities , d the variou 
stages of SN development may be centrally 
coordinated anm controlled. 

http:practi-.es
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3) Auricutuaj Counciu 

The Board of Directors may also aoppyint Ari­cultural Councilors. (barrio extension apes)
from among the organiztion's membehp.These individuals generally undergo extensive
training and development prior to assumingtheir r-:os of offaring agricu turaI extension
assistance to fellow members. 

3. L 4.2 Samahang Nayon Membership 

1) Comuitio, of Membership 

At least 25 but not more than 200 barrio peoph,primarily farmers, may Join together to form a Samahang Nayon (studies within Nueva Ecijadated December 31, 1974 showed the average
Samah.ang Nayon in that province to have an average of 66.2 nembrs64 compaed with.
Nitima average of 42.9 members as ofNovember 30, 1974 ). In the case of farmer
members, they must be the actual tillers oftheir land whether full ownrs, amortizng 
owners, or lessees. Farmer rehnbers mustalso be at least fifteen years of age or theheads of households residing and/or farmingwithin the geographic boundaries of the barrio
for which the Sanahang Nayon is organizd. 

2) G*eorah Relationship ofMmbers 

Most often Samahang Nayon are orgimd 
around the boundarie" of one barrio, however,on occasion the organmtion may include two or 

6Study taken fiwn "Cumulative Report on Samahang Nayon for Nueva Ecdja";DLGCD, Nueva Ecija; December 31, 1974. 

7op. cit.: "Samn Nayxtr Report to the President - No. 20" 



12 

mom barrios depending on the sim and farming 
capahilities of the areas under consideration. 

Membership within the Samahang Nayon, as 
mentioned earlier, is geograp hically limited to 
those people either residing and/or farming 
within the area bmundaries, usually one barrio, of 
the Sanahang Nayon. 

3) Membership Obligations and Benefits 

Members of Samahang Nayon are obligated to pay 
a one-I.nw membership fee of PI0. 00 and an 
a ,ual fee of IPS. )0which is kept in the SN 
General Fund and used for the association's 
operational expenses. Since SN are non-stock 
organizations, members do not purchase stock 
within their respective acsociations. They are, 
however, obligated to comply with two separate 
savings funds. The first of these funds is 
called the Barrio Savings Fund (BSF). This 
fund receives from the lending institution (e.g. 
cmer bank, Philippine National Bank) 5 percent 
of any production loan approved for a SN member. 
Non-borrowing SN members contributc ? 5.00 
monthly to this fund. Accumulated funds from 
the BSF are deposited in a special account in the 
nearest bank in the name of the Samahang Nayon. 
The Barrio Savings Fwd is intended to be used 
by the SN to purchase shares in an existing 
rural ba or to be pooled with BSF funds of 
other SN to organze cooperative banks. 

The second fuMknown as the Barrio Guarantee 
Fund (BGF), requires farmer members to 
contribute on cavan of palay for each hectare 
cultivated or its equivalent in cash (for non­
fCrmsr members a minimum of at least one 
cavan or cash equivalent), per year to the SN. 
Funds collected from the BGF are also deposited, 
in-Ww-ma ner, in an account for the Sawahang 

http:one-I.nw
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Nayon. The Barrio Guarantee Fund is used to. 
(a) guarantee land amortization payments of
members; (b) pay premiums for group life
insurance coverage for each member; (c) capitalin
a Kilusang Bayan (full-fledged cooperative);
(d) capitalize a Cooperative Rural Bank; (e) advanwe
operating expenses for cultivation of farms whosemanagement has been taken over by the SN; and(f) suit any other purpose authorizd by DLGCD.8 

In addition to these obligations members of

Samahang Nayon must further pledge 
to attend 
membership meetings (usuaUy held monthly), adopt
improved farming practices and undergo an intensivemembership training course (see section 3.1.4.3)
Training and Development Program for SN). 

As the Samahang Nayon program develope members
will gain valuable social and economic benefits from 
their efforts. Perhaps one of the greatest single
benefits originating from the program is that ofthe individual identity anal support given the farmwr

member in the attempts -:o bring about a just and
fair rural agrarian reform. 
 The Samahang Nayon
substituting for services once rendered through
landlordism provides the farmer member with apackage of support services and benefits including
training and continued education and technical
assistance from the Cooperative Education and
Training Fund (CETF) and other agencies, a group
life insurance coverage program for each memberfrom the Cooperative Insurance System of the 
Philippines (CIP), production credit assistncefrom either private rural banks, PNB, ACA, or theCooperative Rural Bank, greater economic 
independence through funds generated by theBarrio Savings Fund and the Barrio Guarantee Fud, 

'A. F. Gamble: "The New Cooperative System in the Philippines, "; USAID,
Mamala; January 1974. 
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and a potntal for ecoomy of scale avier
advantages through improved infut supply and 
marketing systems. These as wall as other
services and benefit, offor the SN m-tmber the 
potential for a well rounded and complete
agrarian reform (for fwther discussion of 
benefits consult "The New Cooperatives System
in the Philippines": A. F. Gamble; 1-10-74). 

3.1.4.3 Trairg and Development Programs for Samahang 
Nayon 

The organizational stage of Samahang Nay)n, referred 
to a Phase I of the Wpogram, inchded an expensive
training program in which the DLGCD selected and trained
trainors who then returned to their respective provinces
to i.i turn train DLGCD feild workers each of whom wereto be responsible for organiing 10 Sarahang Nayon andtraining 5 volunteer barrio workers (school teachers).
This multiplier approach effecting some 200 trainers,
2, 500 ield worker, and 12, 000 volunteer barrio 
workers was caaried out according to a prec*sly
scheduled tim*,table over a period of 10 weeks beginning
in March of 1973. Pre-membership training was givenby DLGCD fhld workers and volunteer barrio worker, toprospective SN members in 8 lessons covering topics ofland refarm .nture of Samahang Nayor. and cooperativo
philosophy and principles. 

Phase 1 of the program, known as the Development Stageof Sarwang Nayca. compris, a 55 week schedule of
maegelment, technical apicultural, and technical co­operative training for officers and members. Following
the organiation of the SN the Board of Directors or
oth-r progressivo farmer members are given an intensive
20 leson couse ranging from technical agriculture tomanaement and accottntng. They in turn are responsibil
for caiuctng 8 to 12 technical training lesson. for the
geueral membershi. In addition to theeo lessons time 
are grgivd to listen to radio educational bradcasts 



is 

held daily natiogei. 9 

A newly organimd Samahang Nayon has a Class
C grading. This rating is replaced by Class B
after the SN has successfully completed all of
the Phase activities and later graduates toClass A after faithl compliace with the 
Barrio Guarantee Fund and the Barrio SavingsFund requirements. For this reason duriig the55 week training purled heavy emphasis isplaced 
upon the importance of these two funds, foronly Class A SN are allowed to utilim these 
funds and to organim Vto Kilusang Bayan (full 
fledged cooperatives) 

3. L5 Impact and Changes Seen as a Result of Samahang Nayo. 

The significance or impact of the $amahang Nayon program ts as yet still largely concealed within the future potentials ofits memberehip. Although undoubtedly there have been importantsocial changes through SN efforts, as demonstrated attitudimay
in terms of increased cooperation and a sprit of "workirg'togetherness among farmer members, it has been difficult to measure the 1 t of this change. For example, members ofSN organitions in Nueva £cija tend to be more responsive inte rms of meeting their credit oblbgations than thev were before
the SN organinations existed, however, the extent of their
changed attitude in this area is not yet fully known. 

Economic change resultusn from the Samahang Nayowi, althougha bit premature to measure at this point, shows a great
potential for futwe nmaniestation when one considers thetremendous achievement, so far realiid in the are of f rcedsavings (refer to section 3.1.1.4 Past Performances and 
Current Status of SN). 

OFor Further Refeznce See "Phase U - Developmenc of Samahang NayomManatement Trahinn Mamal"; DLGCD, Mana; May 1973. 
10op. cit.: "The New Cooperatives System in the Philines". 
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Perhaps the greatest and moot obvious impact of the SamahaN 
Nayon has been the growth of individual farmer mambers' 
personal sense of identity as he seeks to relate to and address 
the issues which influence his existence. The Savahang Nayon 
has provided the necessary link which has tied the services of 
cooperative structure for the first time to the farmer, the 
intended recipient of such efforts. 

Although it is as yet premature to measure, the Samahang Nayoa 
is l&ely to play an instrumental role in the future phases of 
effective land transitions from the land owning oligarchy to the 
tenanted farming populace. (To date, however, Samah&ng Nayon 
membership has only ac.'ounted for a relatively small percentage 
of the more than 189, 000 Certificates of Land Transfer issulfd 
by the Department of Agrarian Reform for Filipino farmers ). 

3.1.6 	 The Relationship of Samahang Nayon with Other Farmer 
Organizations 

The Samahang Nayon being the largest barrio-based farmers 
organization within the Philippines affords an excellent 
foundation point from which communication, coordination, 
integration, and support can be channeled to all other existing 
farmers organizations. Already SN have acted to collect 
irrigation fees, organized farmers into joint production and 
liability groups, served as nuclei for the organization of barrio­
based farmer training programs, and become conduits for 
supply of agricultural production inputs and marketing of agri­
cultural products for farmers. But the potentiality for 
inter-relationships between Samahang Nayon and other farmer 
organizations has not as yet been fully realized as little energy 
has been devoted to exploring or to more accurately defining 
the parameters of such relationships. 

It would appear that the Samahang Nayon organization possesses 
the necessary credentials and abilities needed to hold the 
umbrella undezt.ich other farmers organizations may find a 
solid foothold, however, first thes other organizations must 
decide, rhethr or not they wish to share the same umbrella. 

UC.L.T. figue represents that given in the "Progress Report on Operation 
Land Transfix"; DAR, Manila; December 1974. 



3.2 FARMERS BARRIO COOPERATIVES (FBC) 

3.2.1 Historical Background of Farmers Barrio Cooperatives IFDC) 

3.2.1.1 	 Organizational History 

In May of 1971 the Nueva Ecija Land Reform Integrated
Development Program (NELRIDP) began an Agricultural
Credit and Cooperatives Program in the Province of
Nueva Ecija which sought to develop and test new 
institutional support serviceb for leasehold and small 
owner operator farmers. Emphasis in this new program
centered on production credit. Efforts to provide suchcredit through existing FaCoMas proved highly dis­
appointing the first year and NELRIDP decided to 
develop a new system in order to attain its objective. 

In April of 1972 an interagency task force was formed 
to devise a pilot cooperatives program which was to show 
solutions to many of the inherent problems and bottle­
necks existing in the old FaCoMa program. Four
municipalities in Southern Nueva Ecija, to be known asArea I, were picked as the target area where Farmers 
Barrio Cooperatives (FBC) were to be organized as basic
units through which farmers would receive extension 
assistance, production credit, and input supply and 
marketing services. Credit assistance was to be
provided to the project by ACA (Agricultural Credit
Administrati on) with 5% of the saving from each 
production loan being retained as equity capital for the
FBC (much of this money was to be used later in the
establishment of a Farmers Cooperatime Bank).
Initially U FBCs were organized in Area I becoming the 
first cooperatives to register with the then new Bureau 
of Cooperatives Development. 12 

12A. F. Gamble: "Status Report - Agricultural Credit and Cooperatives

Program of NELRIDPM; USAID, Manila; June 1973.
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3.2.1.2 	 Rationale Behind the Creation of Farmers Barrio 
Cooperetives 

With inequities arising rom the FaCoMa program in 
late 1971 it became exceedingly clear that this structure 
was not providing farmers with the proper reprusentation, 
identity, and support characteristic of efficient co­
operative organizations. The necessary support systems 
to the Agrarian Reforn program had not at this time 
effectively reached the rural farming communities 
through existing institutional channels. It was with these 
needs in mind that NEI RIDP saggested that cooperative 
efforts should be shifted both upward to the multi­
municipal level to achieve economies of scale and dowrward 
to the barrio level to develop a localized representation 
for farmers. This downward focus led to the develop­
ment of Farmers Barrio Cooperatives in Southern Nueva 
Ecija which later served as a model for the development 
of the national Samahang Nayon Program (see sections 

.1. 1. 1 and 3.1.1.2, Historical Background of Samahang 
Nayon). 

3.2.1.3 	 Geogr iphic Divtribution of Farmers Barrio 
Cooperativei 

Farmers Barrio Cooperatives are barrio-based farmer 
orgadztions formed usually within the geographic 
confines 	of one or two barrios, however, in the case of 
small barrios, three or more may be included in one FBC. 
As of January 1975, 28 Farmers Barrio Cooperatives had 
been organized in the four Southern Nueva Ecija munici­
palities (Gapan, San Isidro, Cabiao and Penaranda) 
comprising Area I. 

3.2.1.4 	 Past Performances and Current Status 

Th U FBCs originally organimd in April 1972 demonstrated 
an impressive ability to meet production credit obli­
gations, an area which had formerly been a major bottle­
neck to ACA's FaCoMa credit lending system (for the 
1971-72 and 1972-73 loaning yars ACA retrieved only 



13A. F. Gamble: 

USAID, Manila; 
14 A. F. Gambla 

USArD, Manila; 
15A. F. Gamble: 

October 1974. 
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22.9%and 33.4%, respectivel 7 of its production credit 
loaned through FaCoMas in Nueva Ecija), with 8 out of 
11 FBCs attaining virtual 100% loan repayments on their
first cropping. A total of P. 43 million was released 
to 530 FBC members for this first 1972-73 wet season 
crop production as compared to a total o.f P 1. 83 million 
to 1, 295 FBC members for the 1974-75 wet season crop
production. During their first year FBCs were able to 
generate sore IP32, 000 in savings thrc.,gh the 5% 
retention program. 

As of June 30, 1973, 19 FB3Cs had been organized with 
1,429 members with a total paid up capital of P 29, 400. 
Barely six months Lter, on December 31, 1973, the 
number of FBCs had gron to 21 with 2,215 members 
and P 46, 315 in paid up capital. 13 Currently (as of 
January 1975) 28 FBCs have been crganized and are
operational with a combired membership of 3, 004 and 
a total capitalization of r 78, 000.14 

On April 12, 1973, 15 FBCs fcderated to formally
organize the Area I (South) Area Marketing Cooperative 
(AMC registered on May 18, 1973. This service 
cooperative offers production input supply as well as
rice milling and marketing -ervices for its Fac member­
ship. For the six month period ending June 30, 1974 the
South AMC shawed a ret savings of P 135, 000 on a 
business volume of P 2. 3 mLhior. (for further information 
regarding the AMC development approach in Nueva 
Eci , consult the paper "Agricultural Credit and 
Cooperative Developmert in Nueva Ecija"; NELRIDP; 
April 1972, or A. F. Gamble: "Status Report: Agri­
cultural Credit & Coop. Program of thw NELRIDP"; 
USAID, Manila; July 1973). IT 

"Year End Report - Nueva Ecija Pilot Program and GRAMACOP"; 
December 1973; p. 4. 

" Yow End Remnrt - Nueva Ecija Pilot Program and GRAMACOP'; 
January 1975. 

"Progress Report - Nueva Ecija Pilot Program and Gk .MACOP"; 
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3.2.2 	 Basic Purposes of Farmers Barrio Cooperatives 

TM 	 basic purposes upon which Farmers Barrio Cooperatives 
(FBCs) have been founded are: 

1) 	 To encourage increased agricultural proe ction and thereby 
stabilia. former tenant farmers in thr x new status as 
lessees, amortizing owners and eventually as owner­
cultivators; 

2) 	 To serve as a channel for the dissemination of essential 
services such as agricultural ewtension and farm credit, 
and also serve as a center for inpit supply distribution 
and crop assembly in preparation to marketing; 

3) 	 To encourage savings and generate capital so as to en­
courage barrio residents to place greater reliance upn 
their own pooled resources in meeting their con,.munity 
needs; and 

4) 	 To serve as a forum for airing and resolving problems 
which affect the barrio. 

In broad terms these purposes may be summed up to reflect 
FBCs as socio-economic organizations which seek to offer 
farmer members the necessary support systems and services 
needed to effectively achieve successful agrarian reform. 

3.2.3 	 Agencies Responsible for Establishing and Supporting Farnwe 
Barrio Cooperatives 

Farmers Barrio Cooperatives receive joint inter-agency 
support through the Integrated Development Program for 
Nueva 	Ecija (IDP/NE), formerly NELRIDP, which was responsi­
ble for the establishment of the program (refer to preceding 
sections 3.2.1.1 and 3.2.1.2. Historical Background of FBC). 

Primary supporting agencies of FBCs through IDP/NE and their 
respective roles include: the Department of Local Government 
and Community Development (DLGCD) which offers technical 



assistance in the form of trarniig organation aM
registration of FBCs; the Department of Agrarian Reform
(DAR) which offers technical field assistance in are" of 
extension, credit and land reform; the Agricultural Credit
Administration (ACA) which provides production credit
a'sistance to FBCs; and USAID which offers technical advisory 
services to the program. 

3.2.4 Organizmtional Structure of Farmers Barrio Cooperatives 

Farmers B4,rrio Cooperatives are barrio-based stock co­
operatives rviistered as such with the DLGCD's Bureau of
Cooperatives Devclopment. As stock cooperatives FBCs may 
engage in business vvntures unlike the Samahang Nayon. Busi­
ness operations of F13Cs revolve mainly around three areas;supply distribution, a credit forced savings program, and
marketing collection activities. 16 

FBCs have an authorized capitalization of P 25, 000 and must 
have a minimum paid up capital of V1, 000 along with 50 
members inorder to be registered. i 

3.2.4.1 Farmers Barrio Cooperative Leadership 

1) Board of Directors 

A) Manner of Selection - In most cass either 
five or seven directors are elected (usually 
one director is elected for every fifteen 
members of the FBC) by the General 
Assembly. Directors must not be engaged
in any businesses which seek to compete 
with those of the cooperative. 

"APriculturalCredit and Cooperative 0 rogram for Nueva Ecija"; NEML DP;
 
1972; pp. 12-16.
 

17 0. J. Sacrq "Organizing the Barrio Cooperative"; Agr. Executives, Inc.,

Mmalm 1972; p. 35.
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B) 	 Funtions - In addition to formulating 
cooperative policy and acting on now 
member applications, FBC directors are 
actively engaged in policying rice col­
lections, supervising credit releases, and 
seeking extension support in behalf of 
members when needed. 

2) Officers and Committees 

A) 	 Manner of Selection - Four officers; 
president, vice-president, svcretary­
trelsurer, and manager are selected by
the Board of Directors of the FBC and 
three committees d-.signated; the Credit 
and Collection Committee, the Audit and 
Inventory Committee, and the Education 
and Development Committee. The manager, 
an elected committee member, and the 
presidant serve as respective chairmen 
of these committees. 

B) 	 Functions - Functions of officers and 
committees follow the prescribed co­
operative pattern. Additional efforts are 
given to dirtribution of inputs, collection 
of outputs, and supervising credit efforts 
(for additional information consult 0. J. 
Sacay: "Organizing the Barrio Cooperative"
Agr. Executives, Inc., Manila; March 
1972; vp. 8-12). 

3.2.4.2 Farmers Barrio Cooperativ Membership 

Comp ition of Membership 

A minimum of at least SO bot ideally not over 
200 farmer heads of households who are natural 
born 	Filipino citiwrs aad the actual tillers of 
their land, eithei lsees, amortizing or ful 
owner may form a Farmers Barrio Cooperative 
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(as of Jarary 1, 197S the average FBC inNueva Ecija had an average of 107.3 members -
se section 3.2.L 4, Historical Bakground of 
FBCs). 

2) Geographic Relationsh p of Members 

Membership within a FBC is restricted to thoes
people either residing and/or farming within thearea bourdaries,usualy One or more barrios, of 
the organization. 

3) Member Obligations and Benefits 

Members of FBCs are obligated to pay an initial
membership fee and subsequent annual dues. Inaddition to this members are required to purchase
two shares of stock, at ? 10 per share, for an 
initial paid-up capital of P 20 each and also pledgeto purchase a total of ton shares for a total
individual subscribed capital of JP 100. 

FBC members must further comply with theBarrio Guaranete Fund (UGF) and the Barrio 
Savings Fund (BSF)as outlined in detail in 
section 3.1. 4.2 (3) of Samahang Nayon. IS 

In addition to these requirements FBC members 
must attend pre-membership training courses 
prescribed by the cooperative (see section
3.2.4.3, Training and Development Programs
for FBCs), attend regularly held membership
meeting (usually one or two meetings per month),
pledge to use improved farm technology, enter 
into a marketing and pledged procurement 

Prior to the formation of the SN Program FBCs had a fund of their ownsimilar in nature to the BsF. This fund, .Owever, was renamed "BarrioSavings Fund' following the introductioni of Samahang Nayan. 
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agrononwt for farm inputs and output*, and 
reinvest within the cooperative interest on 
shares as well as patronage dividends for a 
period of at least five years or until all sub­
scribed shares a.e fully paid whichever is soonr. 

Menbers of Farmers Barrio Cooperatives are 
receiving valuable social and economic bnefits 
from their organizations much the same as 
those being enjoyed by Samahang Nayon nmbers. 
In addition to time savings they are generating 
from controlling the supply of input3 and 
marketing channels through their federated 
cooperative efforts, FBC members Pre 
accumulating substantial economic savings 
through both the Barrio Guarantee Fund and 
the Barrio Savings Fund. As of December 31, 
1974 this savings (representing 23 FBCs) 
amounted to !lU7, 499 and JP.09, 426 for the
BGF and the BSF respectively. 23 FBC members 
have further benefited in a social sense from 
the individualized representation now afforded 
them by their organization including a host of 
services such as technical training and continued 
education, technical extension assistance, 
production credit assistance, and life insurance 
benefits from the newly organized CSP program. 

3.2.4.3 Training and Development Programs for FBCs 

Before a Farmers Barrio Cooperative is to be organized,
potential members must undergo a pre-membership
training which lasts for nine days and outlines basic 
cooperative concepts such as: background and rationale 

op. cit.: "Organizing the Barrio Cooperative"; p.7. 
20 op.cit.: A. F. Gambe: "Year End Report - Nueva Ecija Pilot Program and
 

GRAMACOP"; USAID, Manilr; January 1975; Appendix I.
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for the 	cooperative movement; benefits of joining
cooperatives; cooperative pr'inciples; and duties and 
rights 	of members. This training also includ s a 
section 	ofhthe organization and general operations of 
the FBC.1 

Following the pre-membership training potential 
officers and committee members receive leadership
training along with continued courses on general
cooperative operations, credit and coUcction systems,
farm supply distribution systems, marketing systems, 
cooperative education anr9evelopment, and auditing 
and inventory procedures. 

Following FBC organization the Education and Develop­
ment Committee takes the responsibility for continued 
education in such areas as cooperative education among
members and non-members, land reform, agricultural
production, and credit services and obligations. 

3.2.5 	 Impact and Changes Seen as a Result of Farmers Barrio 
Cooperatives 

The impact of Farmers Barrio Cooperatives has not as yet fully
manifested i 'elf, although, there have been significant results 
to date. Says Alton F. Gamble, USAID Cooperative Systems
Advisor, in his May 1974 progress report or. rarmers Barrio
Cooperatives in Southern Nueva Ecija, "After two years of 
operation, the Area I pilot program has clearly demonstrated the
crucial role of the barrio level organization in carrying out a
viable production credit program. The generally high degree of
responsible performance by FBC members in utilization of loan 
proceeds and loan repayment is convincing evidence that effective 
leadership is being developed at the barrio level." 

FBCs in Nueva Ecija are currently offering farmer-memoers 
a package of support services which were never realized under 

21 & 22 op.cit.: "Organizing the Barrio Cooperative"; Annex A. 
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Fevi stitutionul cooperative structures. The FBC has 
become a strong economic and social rural force as well as a 
viable mechanism for effecting land transfer under the wvern­
ment's current Agrarian Reform program. The future 
significance of this farmers organization will most certainly be 
reflected in the continued socio-economic development of those 
whom it currently seeks to serve. 

3.2.6 	 The Relationship of FBCs with Other Farmers 
Organizations 

Farmers Barrio Cooperatives are much the same-as 
Samahang Nayon, being large barrio-based farmer organizations 
they provide a foundation upon which smaller organizations may 
channel a host of support services to farmer members. Although 
many of the potential relationships between FBCs and these 
other organizations have not at this time been adequately 
explored, it does appear highly probable that eventually such 
groups as Seldas, Compact Farms, and Irrigator Groups may 
well be esthlished as permanent subtructures within existing
FBC organizations. However, such a complementary effort 
will require intensive discussions, planning and coordination 
on the part of all t) "e supporting agencies concerned. 

Farmers Barrio Cooperatives also, as do Samahang Nayon, 
serve the functions of farmers' cooperatives as outlined in 
Presidential Decree No. 27 (refer tc%bibliography no. 51), 
dealing 	with the emancipation of tenants under the current 
Philippine agrarian reform program. 
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3.3 COMPACT FARMS (CF) 

3.3.1 Historical Background of Compact Farms (CF) 

3.3.1.1 Organizational History 

The first attempts to organize Compact Farms began 
in Cotabato in 1964 with the direction of the Agri­
cultural Credit Ach-nistration (ACA) in its efforts to 
help blunt the threat of insurgency and bring dissident 
farmers back to the government fold. 23 ACA branch 
managers who observed the first pilot attempts in 
Cotabato later in 1965 applied the new concept in other 
areas such as Iloilo and Pangasinan Provinces. The 
Compact Farms (CF) organize, in these areas sought 
to strengthen the existing base of the Faimers' 
Cooperative Marketing Associati ns (FaCoMas) and 
also to improve production credit collections from 
among farmers. 

In 1969 Compact Farms were introduced to Camarines 
Sur by, firstlytho ACA vw@ focus was primarily 
production oriented and, secondly, by the Archdiocesan 
Secretariat for Social Action (ASSA) whose principal 
stress was social solidarity. Although these two 
programs, known as ACA Compact Farms and ASSA 
(later Rural Ba:nk) Compact Farms, were complementary 
to each other there were basic differences in their 
respective organizational structures (refer to "Aable1, 
Comparison of ACA & RB Formulas for the Compact 
Farm Organization). 24 

Early in 1972 Compact Farming was further introduced 
to Nueva Ecija by the Knights of Columbus (KC) who 
maintained the central theme of social action as held 
earlier in Camarines Sur by the ASSA. Shortly after 

23 & 24 
J. V. Barrameda, Jr.: "Compact Farming in Camarines Sur";
 
SRU; January 1974.
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the KC had organizd its first Conmpact Farm within 
Nueva Ecija the ACA also began establishing CF 
organizations, again with a production emphasis, on a 
pilot scale within the province. 

3.3. L 2 Rationale Behind the Creation of Compact Farms 

As briefly h;hlighted in the previous section the reasons 
for which Compac'. Farms have been orginized vary 
according to specific organizational and geographical 
needs. Initially the ACA sought to use CFs as instruments 
to blunt insurgency and maintain status quo among 
farmers. Later the groups were envisioned as tools 
for strengthening the FaCoMas and enforcing credit col­
lection through joint liability and contiguiy require­
ments. Organizations such as the Camarines Sur 
Archdiocesan Secretariat for Sociel Action and the 
Nueva Ecija Knights of Columbus saw Compact Farms 
as vehicles for the promotion of social developnwnt 
within the rural areas. 

This consortium of needs eom .ned with others more 
recently added has provided the basis upon which the 
concept of Compact Farm Organizations has over the 
past eleven years evolved within the Philippines. 

3.3.1.3 Geographic Distribution of Compact F;.rms 

Although there is no cumulative u.:, which reflects 
numerically or geographically the scol t? of the Compact 
Farming program within the coutitry i: is known that 
the organization has up to this time been generally 
limited to , relatively few areas throughout the country. 
Pangasinan, Nueva Ecija, Camarines Sur, and Iloilo 
Provinces continue to be the area3 having the highest 
concentration Lf Compact Farms. As of September 
1972 there were 240 Compact Farm, organized within 
Camarines Sur and, is of March 19*3, 11 CF organizations 
existed within Nueva Ecija. Compact Farms are also 
being established in several resett-ment areas such as 
thos. in Palawan and Lanao del Sur. 
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3.3.1.4 Past Performances and Current Status 

During the past eleven years hundreds of what can be 
termed "Compact Farms" have been organized in 
sevcral provinces of the country by a host of supporting 
agseries and organizations for a rather widespread 
variety of reasons. As such there has not been at any
timc a commonly agreed upon definition of what a 
Compact Farm either is o.- is not but, rather, there has 
been a gradual evolutionary process which has produced
today a farmers organization which, although still far 
from being commonly defined, most knowledgeable would 
agree has some basic characteristics of its own. Compact
Farms are today generally seen as production units, much 
snaller in nature than either the Samahang Nayon or the 
Farmers Barrio Cooperatives (although larger than 
Seldas or Damajans), which serve as joint liability groups 
for production credit as weli as units for rural socio­
economic development. 

Currently the concept of Compact Farming is rapidly
expanding within the Philippines. The ACA has plans for 
an accelerated CF program during 1975 including expanded 
efforts in both Iloilo and Nueva Ecija as well as other 
target areas. 

The Bicol River Basin Council (BRBC) expects to organize 
350 pilot Compact Farms which will combine the best 
features of the old ACA and RB forms of CFs in the 
area during 1975. Already training has been completed
for some 160 government technicians and is currently
going on for 350 farm coordinators who will participate 
in the program. 23 

A newly created program of the Angat-Magat Integrated 
Agricultural Development Project (AMIADP) financed 
by a P 9.6 million joint loan from the National Irrigation
Administration (NIA) and the Asian Development Bank 
(ADB) seeks to establish many new Compact Farms 
within Central Luzon during 1975. Already AMIADP has 
astablished 42 Compact Farms in Bulacan and Isabela. 

25 "Training ManualaConsict Farn and Cooperative Development'; BRBC; 1974. 
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An increauing number of civic organizations a e also 
supporting the expansion of Compact Farms in nany new 
areas within the country. 

3.3.2 Basic Purposes of Compact Farms 

Although it is difficult to find common agreement as to the 
basic purposes of Compact Farms from among the various 
agencies re iponsible for establishing and/or supporting the 
organizations, it does appear that the new Compact Farming 
program in the Province of Camarines Sur best reflects the 
various purposes expressed by many of these other groups. 

The Bicol Program states the following three general purposes 
with carresponding specific purposes for Compact Farms: 

1) 	 To serve as farm level un-its of production:
 

a) to increase agri,-ultural production;
 

b) to make efficient use of farming technology. 

2) 	 To serve as channels for production inputs, marketing 
services, technical services, and financial assistance: 

a) to facilitate distribution of farm inputs; 

b) to facilitate collection of farm products for marketing; 

c) to support effective extension and management services; 

d) to support cffective credit assistance (as a joint­
liability group); 

e) to improve loaning capacity and attitudes of farmers; 

f) to encourage farmers to engage in other productive 
farming ventures. 
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3) To serve as social bawe for group action 

a) 	 to facilitate effective coordination of individual farm 
operations under one management; 2 6 

b) 	 to provide better opportunities for participating
agencies to coordinate efforts for services and 
assistance;
 

c) 	 to facilitate the decision-naking process within a 
rural group; 

d) 	 to improve communication systems for a more functional 
education process; 

e) to organize farmers cooperatives or pre-cooperative 
groups or function within existing cooperative structures. 

3.3.3 Agencies Responsible for Establishing and Supporting Compact 
Farms 

As has been mentioned several different organizations and 
agencies have been responsible for establishing and/or supporting
Compact Farms. Among these the Agricultural Credit Adminis­
tration (ACA), the Bicol River Basin Council (BRBC), various 
Rural Banks (RB), the Knirits of Columbus (KC), the Catholic 
Church through its Social Action Program, and more recently
joint efforts by the National Irrigation Administration (NIA)and the Asean Development Bank (ADB) have been perhaps the 
most active. Numerous other government agencies have further 
added some form of supplemental support to Compact Farms. 
The Department of Agrarian Reform for example has been quite
active in terms of supporting CF development in resettlement 
areas. 

The 	nature of support given by these various agencies and 

26 Several Compact Farm programs do not stress single management; e. g. Rural

Bank Type CF in Bicol, Knights of Columbus Type CF in Nueva Ecija.
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orgaminatiorw consists r marily of organiLational and technical 
training, rural soci;i education, and extension and credit 
production atsistance. 

3.3.4 Organizational Structure of Compact Farms 

Compact Farms are organized units of small farmers with 
contiguous farm holdings. They may or may not be organizd
according to existing irrigation systems. Although they may
often vary in size and operating details, Compact Farms have 
certain basic principles in common. They serae as joint liability 
groups for production crcdit assistance. They also control the 
movwments of production inputs r d outputs to allow for increased 
profits to producers. And, generally, they are operzted under a 
single management by one democratically elected farmer member 
(although members individually cultivate their own land). 

Compact Farms are non-stock farmer organizations which many
times serve as sub-units within other existing cooperative 
structure. An example of this is seen in the role Compact
Farms have played in the past in term of supporting the old 
FaCoMa structure and more recently as substructure within the 
Samahang Nayon organization. 

3.3.4.1 Compact i"arm Leadership 

1) Farm Coordinator or Manager 

A) 	 Manner of Selection - The Farm Coordinator 
or Manager is usually selected through a 
democratic election process by members 
within a givon Compact Farm in coordination 
with a screening process aided by a field 
technician from the agency supporting the 
organization. 

B) 	 Functions - The Farm Manager functions to: 
(a) represent the group in all business trans­
actions; (b) help CF members formulate farm 
plans and budgets; (c) coordinate with govern­
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ment or private field techniciwan in the 
management and supervision of CF 
activities; (d) initiate development projects 
within the CF; (e) initiate adoption of new 
production technologies; a (f) institute 
discipline within the group. 7 

2) Other Officers and/or Committees 

Generally speaking most Compact Farms as
sub-units of Samnhang Nayon or other cooperative 
structures do not have officers of their own 
outside of the farm manager position, however,
in some cases CF do in fact have presidents,
secretary-treasurers, and/or assistant managers 
of their own, or, committees for various subject 
areas; e.g. credit, management, etc. 

3.3.4.2 Compact Farm Membership 

1) Composition of Membership 

Compact Farms are composed primarily of small­
scale farmer/tillers either leaseholders,
amortizing owners, or owner-operators who are 
farmig lands contiguous to one another. Depend­
ing on the type of Compact Farm, farmers either 
may or may not select their fellow members. 
Generally CF members are also members of 
Same! '.. Nayon. Most often between 10 and 20 
farmer members will join together to form one 
CF (in Camarines Sur the average existing CF in 
September 1972 had U. 0 members while in Nueva 
Ecija 19.9 members composed the average sized 

27op.cit.: "Training Manual Compact Farms and Cooperative Development"; 
p.52. 
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CF as of Marcha 197328). In a report prepared 
April 2, 1973 in Nueva Ecija by the Knights of 
Columbus it was stated that "big membership of 
Compact Farms is hard to handle (and) the con­
venient number of farmers ..... should not 
exceed 20 ..... " The new Bicol CF program esti­
mates 15 members per group as an ideal size 
(actually stated 15 members or 50 hectares, 
whichever is less). 

2) Geographic Relationship of Members 

Members of Compact Farms farm contiguous 
plots of land (planted to the same crop) usually 
between 20 to 50 hectares per Cr (in Camarines 
Sur as of September 1972 the average size of a 
CF was 17.6 hectares, although, the new Bicol 
program calls for 50 h.ectare per CF. Nueva 
Ecija CFs as of March 1973 averaged 52.0 hectares 
each, although, those CF organized by the Knights 
of Columbus averaged 42.8 hectares each 29) 

Compact Farms on occasion are organized 
geographically according to existing or proposed
irrigation systems. In these situations, where 
one CF is organized for say one irrigation tur. 
out, barrio boundaries are occasionally crossed and 
sometimes membership within a given CF will be 

28 A) "Report on the Province of CAmarines Sur and the Lower Bicol River Basin"; 
Cam. Sur Interagency Survey Team; September 1972; p.1. 

B) "NELRDPStatus Report"; NELRIDP; March 1973; p. 2 . 

29A) ibid.: "Report on the Province of Camarines Sur and the Lower Bicol 
River Basin'; p.1. 

B) ibid.: "NELRDP Status Report"; p.2. 
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divided among two barrios resulting in a split
Samahang Nayon membership for the CF farmers 
concerned.
 

3) Member Obligations and B!nefits 

Generally sipeaking members of Compact Farms 
are not required to make any financial investments 
in their organizations, however, they must agree 
to certain conditions. The follo-ming conditions 
and obligations are -mong the more common: 

a) 	 Members shall be required to join a 
Samahang Nayon; 

b) 	 Members shall be required to sign a 
Compact Farming Agreement; 

c) 	 Members shall be required to sign a state­
ment oi joint and several liability for all 
production loans; 

d) 	 Members shall be required to sign a j.int 
marketing agreement; 

e) 	 Prospective members shall be required to 
undergo pre-membership and subsequent 
training course3; 

f) 	 Members shall agree to attend group meet­
ings (usually combined with Sanuiharg Nayon 
meeLings); -."L, 

g) Members must follow a uniform farm plan 
and budget and agree to obey the supervision 
and management efforts of the farm 

manfer. 

Compact Farms offer farmers a package of 
benefits including 
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a) 	 Higher agricultural swodction due to 
improved efficiencies and economies of 
scale; 

b) 	 Improved irrsiation water control and 
supply; 

c) 	 IncreAsed opportunity for technical and 
financial assistance; 

d) 	 Improved and coordinated delivery systems 
for agricultural input and outpvt flow; 
and. 

e) 	 Improved social relationships within the 
conmuuruty. 

3.3.4.3 	 Training and Development ProgramF for Compact 
Farms 

Perhaps 	the best example of a training and development 
program can be observed in the Bicol River Basin 
Council's (BRBC) new Compact Farms program. Although
this example may reflect a more controlled and ideal 
approach and therefore present a less ob)ective "aiw of 
Compact Farm trarunig and development in general, it
does improvie upon many past approaches and thereby 
merits further examination at this point. 

The BRBC's approach to training and development for the 
organization and operation of Compact Farms is both 
diversified and intensifd. Initially 160 government 
technicians were selected from six agencies - DAR,
DLGCD. 	 BAE, BPI, NIA. and BAI - and divided into four 
separate groups to undergo an intensive three-week 
traiaing seminar. These techucians studied such areas 
as: the mechanics of organizing Compact Farms; CF 
principles; leadership development; group dynamics;and a host of technical subjects addressing farm credit, 
irrigation managenent. crop and 	livestock production, 
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farm mechanization, farm management, and extension 
approaches and techniques. Following the training of 
these technicians 330 Farmer Coordinators were selected 
(many of whom were either Samaharg Nayon or barrio 
leaders) by barrio farmers in coordination with a screening 
process conducted by the newly trained technicians to 
undergo similar training, but in this case, for one week 
only. These seminars currently going on will provide the 
ruclus for the formation of 350 new Compact Farms 
during 1975. Once technicians and coordinators have 
completed their respective training programs focus then 
shifts tu pre-membership and post-membership develop­
ment after which period CF leaders again undergo a 
continued educational phase. 30 

Although a number of agencies supporting CFs over the 
past few years have proposed a variety of approaches to 
training and development, it appears that none can compar 
in terms of magnitude and scope with that which is 
offered currently by the Bicol program. 

3.3.S Impact and Changes Seen as a Result of Compact Farms 

Sta istical data has clearly shown the Compact Farm to be a 
socio-economic force for rural development. In a report prepared
by the Camarines Sur Interagency Survey Team in September 1972 
it was stated, "Significant improvements in productivity and the 
high percentage of repayment by farmers testify to the exception­
ally satisfactory performance of compact farms .o date. Palay 
yields have ....(averaged) 85 cavans for compact farins, compared
with the basin-wide average of 60 cavans per hectare for irrigated
rice lands. An average repayment rate of 90 - 95% has been 
achieved over the past three crop seasons ....,,31 In January 1974 
the Social Survey Research Unit supported the above cited report 
by finding that in Carnarines Sur members of Compact Farms had 
significantly higher yields (particularly in rainfed are") and had 

30op. cit.: '"rraining Manuk Compact Farms and Cooperative Development". 
3 1 op. cit.: "Report on the Province of Camarines Sur and the Lower Bicol 

River Basin"; p.12. 
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adopted bettexirming practices than other farmers who were 
not members. In Nueva Ecija also production credit repayments 
of Compact Farms have averaged almost a consistent 1( durin 
recent 	crping seasons. 

3.3.6 	 Tha Relatinship of Compact Farms with Other Farmer 
Organirations 

Various Compact Farm projects throughout the country ha,, in 
the past from time to time sought to coordinate or integrate 
with other existing farmers organizations. This was perhaps 
imtially observed in the support role given to FaCoMas by CFs 
during the mid-1960s. More recently CFs have continued this 
support to cooperative structure by becoming defined sub-units 
within 	newly organized Samahang Nayon. Compact Farms have 
further functioned to supply many of the services offered by 
Irrigator Groups in terms of improved water management and 
control, maintenance of dikes, and collection of irrigation fees. 

It must be noted, however, that additional iLestigation and 
research is needed in this area in order to more accurately defins 
the future of this most promising farmers organization. 

F. Lynch, S. J. : "Rice-Farm Harvests and Practices in Camarines Sur- Do 
Compact Farms, Masagana 99, and Samahang Nayon Make a Difference?4 ; SSRU, 
R. R. Series. No. 2; January 1974; pp. 28-32. 

3A. F. Gamble: "Report - Nueva Ecija Pilot Project and GRAMACOP"; USAID, 
Manila; May 1971; Appendix I. 
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TABLE 1 

COMPARISON OF THE ACA AND RB FORMULAS FOR THE 
COMPACT FARM ORGANIZATION* 

Feature ACA RB 

A. 	 Membership qualifications 
1. Contiguity of members' farms Required Not required
2. Irrigation (gravity or pump) Required Required
3. 	 Equal productivity of members'
 

farms 
 Required Not required4. Acceptability of members to aU Not required as 
others 	in group Required such (see A. 5)

S. 	 Kinship (blood or marriage) with
 
other members; residence
 
near others Not required Required

6. Premembership traini:g Required Not required
7. 	 Acceptability of program package 

esp. modern farming techniques Required Required
8. Lessee or ownership status Required Required 

B. 	 Membership size 
9. Number of members Dependent on requirements 15-20 members 

for efficient and effective 
supervision

10. Numbcr of hectares Dependent on requirements 40-50 hectares 
fo' efficient and effective 
supervision 

C. Operation 
IL 	 Members jointly and sever­

ally responsible for loans 
 Required Required
12. Supervised credit Required Required
13. 	 Farm operations Consolidated, following Individual, fol­

one overall plan lvwfrg indiviaua 
plans4. Marketing Pooled, with first Inividual, with 

proceeds used to repay individual ret y­
loans ment 	of loan 

*Taken from F. Lynch, S. J.: "Rice-Farm Harvests and Practices in Camarino giW.Do Compact Farms, Masw.- 99, and Sanm&arg Nayon Make a Difference?";

SSRU, R. R. Series, No. 2; January 1974; Table 1.
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3.4 SELDAS(S) 

3.4.1 Historical Packgrout-A of Seldas (S) 

3.4.1.1 Organi-a.ional History 

Seldas, similar organizations in many rr.biects to 
Compact Forms, were introduced officially within the 
country only in 1970. Envisioned as a new scheme to 
supervise production credit, two rural banks sought to 
establish the first of these small-scale joint liability 
groups in that year. The Rural Bank of Mexico in 
Pampanga Province and the Rural Bank of Sultan @a 
Barongis in North Cotabato Provirce simultaneously 
reinforced their supervised credit operatins undr the 
then active Agricultural Guarantee Loan kund (AGLF)
by establishing these credit-based farmer organizationh.
Later the term "Damayan" was to be associatd with 
these organizations in Luzon while in Mindanao they were 
to be known as "Sold." . Other expressions also such as
"Tulungan" and "Saranay" were later attached, all 
communicating the same theme of "helping one another." 34 

By 1971 Selda organizations were greatly expanded in the 
Province of Nueva Ecija through the efforts of the then 
newly organized Nueva Ecija Land Reform Integrated
Develcpment Program (NELRIDP), currently IDP/NE.
NELRIDP in an effort to develop viable production credit 
delivery systems promoted the organization of Seldas 
within the then prominent FaCoMas. By the end of 1971, 
1, 355 Seldas had been orga-uzed for credit functions by
the Agricultural Credit Administration (ACA) through 
existing FaCoMas within Nueva Ecija. NELRIDP also 
promoted the organization of Seldas within Nueva Ecija
zael barks. Membership within a Selda was a pre­
r"quisite to borrowing any funds from a rural bank u 

F. Salvador- "Integrated AgricultumFina cing"; Central Bank, Manila; 
October 1973; Anit 2. 
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the then newly created Special Agricultural Loan Fund 
(SALF) in October 1971. When three months later the 
SALE' was adopted nationwide under the Agricultural
Loan Fund (ALF), Selda orga-niations were introduced 
throughout the country. 

3.4. 1. 2 Rationale Behind the Creation of Seidas 

With various loaning ins.tutions experiencing V credit 
repayment during the :ate 1960's - th ACA through its
poorly organized FaCoMa credit charinels ard the Central 
Bank supported rural banks t+.-ough inept AGLF credit 
poli:ies - the .need for new z.nd improved schemes -or 
safeguarding agricultura! credit systems by reducig
risk factors was of Iararrount importance. In addition 
to the superb: sion provided by loaning institutions; there 
was a need for an internal policing system at thi f1yWT
level to supervise loan application and collection. The 
Filipino spirit of "Bayar.han" or damayan, farmners 
voluntarily helping one another, was to become the 
cornerstone of just such a system. It was felt that 
with emall groups or farmers jointly and severally liable 
for each others loans that the social pressure exerted 
by the damayan spirit would insure improved credit 
delivery and repayment systems. 

3.4.1.3 Geographic Distribuition of Seldas 

Seldas have been established in practically every Yra of 
the country where either rural banks or ACA have 
extended production credit. Unlike Compact Farms, 
Seldas are today a much more widespread farnrs 
organization having been organized in over 60%of the 
nation's rice and corn producing areas. 

3.4.1.4 Past Performances and Current Status 

In just five s'ort years the concept of Seldas has 



42 

blossomed into a viable and ongoing national-scale 
farnmers corgarnization. Formed initially to serve as 
Joint liability groups to channel institutional credit to 
the rural agricultural sector, these small-scale farmer 
organizations are cur-ntly estimated to number more 
than 40, 000 (under the Agricultural Loan Fund (AI'),
all supe-vise credit Enancing is channeled through 
Saida organiztions). 

3.4.2 Basic Purpoes of Seldas 

Seldas, tha smallest units of farmer organizations, exhibit 
close similarity in terms of purposo to Compact Farms. Seldas 
have been c.canizd to: 

4) 	 Serve as the basic production units at the farm level; 

2) 	 Act as joint liability groups for credit application and 
collection; 

3) 	 Serve as channels for facilitating distribution of farm 
inputs; 

4) Serve as collection and assembly points for agricultural 
marketing; 

5) 	 Act as rural nuclei for concentrated technical training and 
extension assistance; and, 

6) 	 Serve as sub-units for social development within the barrio 
structure.
 

3.4.3 Agencies Responsible for Establishing and SupportingSeldas 

Primary responsibility fe the establishment and suport of
SeldAS rests with the over 650 rural banks (RB) within the 
coMtry along with the efforts of the Agricultural Credit 
Administration (ACA) and, more recently, the Philippine
Natiocal Bark (PNB). Of 	thes three credit institutio:, ti 
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r=ral banks continue to play the dominant role with respect to 
Selda formation. 

While the RB, ACA and PNB are engaged in the extension of 
production credit to these farmer organizations other 
agencies are also offering their support in such areas as technical 
traiing, supervision and extension. Samahang Nayon and Farmers 
Barrio Cooperatives are also encouraging the formation of Selda 
as substructures within their own respective organizations.
Both SN and FBCs offer Selda members economy of scale advantages
in such areas as input supply and marketing as well as other 
socio-economic benefits. 

3.4.4 Organizational Structure of Seldas 

Seldas are smaU-:;cale production units formed at the barrio 
level. Anywhere from 5-10 farmers may form a Selda and within 
any given barrio a multitude of these organizations may exist. 
• aldas may or may not. be organized according to contiguous land 
holdings. Unlike Compact Farms they generally do not exceed 
30 hectares and are not operated under a single managenmnt 
system. They do, however, as do Compact Farms, serve as 
joint liability groups for production credit assistance and as 
input/output distribution and assembly points (see Chart 1). 

Seldas are non-stock farmer organization which like Compact 
Farms generally serve as sub-units within other existing co­
operative structure (e.g. Samahang Nayon, Farmers Barrio 
Cooperatives, etc.). 

3.4.4.1 Selda Leadership 

1) Group Leader 

A) Manner of Selection - One group leader 
is elected from and by the members within 
a given Selda or "Damayan". As a meanm 
of guaranteeing his performance, the 
Selda assumes the name of its leader 
(because of his oriental outlook the group 



1lador would never want the name of the 
Selda blemished as it would reflect upon 
him and his abilities). 35 

B) Funtions - The group leqder functions to 
act on behalf of the members in transactiona 
with credit institution3 and other agencigs 
or organizations as well as supervise
implementation of credit and other ongoing 
programs within the Selda. 

2) Other Officers 

A) 	 Manner of Slection - The group leader may 
optionally choose to designte a secretary.
treasurer and an information officer. 
Selection criteria are educational back­
ground and experience. 

B) 	 Functions - The secretary-treasurer 
records inputs for all members within the
Selda. He also keeps records for all 
projects receivitg financing from a credit 
institution. The information officer, in 
coordination with government field tech­
nicians, disseminate new technologies and 
farm know-how to Selda members. 

3.4.4.2 Selda Membership 

1) Composition of Membership 

Selda membership is composed prinmarily of 
small-scale farmers, lessees, amortizing 
owners, or full owner, living in close proimity 
to one another and many times related to on 
another by bonds of either blood or marriage. 

35 ibid.: Annex 2 
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Within S4&s, farmer, are free to select theWr 

fellow nmmbers. Gonerally Selda members arealso members of Sanahang Nayon. Membership
within a given Selda usually ranges between S and 
10 farmer members (of the 1,355 Seldas organied
inNueva Ecija by the ACA as of December 1971 the 
average number of members per group was 6.4 
while the Gen. Ricarte Agricultural Cooperative
(GRAC) in LLanera, N. E. averaged 5.1 nmbers 
per group. 3 6 As of September 1471, 121 Selda" 
organi-ed within 12 existing Farmers Barrio Co­
operatives (FBCs) in Southern N. E. averaged
8.0 farmers per group 3 7 ). 

2) Geographic Relationship of Members 

As a rule, members within a given Selda live within 
close proximity to one another. They may or may
not farm contiguous plots of land. in some cases 
individual farmers may be members of two or 
more Seldas within a barrio (Seldas are typical1y"single purpose" in terms of agricultural
activities. To cite an example, a farmer re­
ceiving rural bank financing for both rice and 
swine production may be required to joint two
Seldas, one organizd for rice production and 
the other for swine production GeneraUy,
Seldas do not exceed 30 hectares, in fact some 
can not even be measured in terms of land area
at all as is the case with Seldas organized 
exclusively for swine or poultry production. 

3) Member Obligations and Benefits 

As a rule members of Seldas are not obligated 

36"Semi-Armual Report: July-December 1971"; NELRIDP; December 1971;

Exhibit "H" & "I".
 

3 7 "Status of Pilot Project Implementation - Area I Gapan, N. E."; NELRIDP;
Septeml. 5 1972. 



to make any financial investments within their 
organizations. They must howevez, agree to 
certain basic conditions. Among the more common 
of these are: 

a) 	 Members shall be required to join a
 
Samahang Nayon;
 

b) 	 Members shall be required to sign a 
promissory note thereby stating joint and 
several liability for all production loans; 

c) 	 Members shall be required to sign a joint 
marketing agreement; 

d) 	 Members must follow individual farm plan
and budgets prepared by credit technicians 
and also agree to follow the supervision 
of the group leader; 

e) 	 (OPTIONAL) Members shall undergo
 
training prior to credit releases from
 
the loaning institution.
 

Seldas offer the following benefits to farmer 
membc-s: 

a) 	 Improved individual credit representation 
and assistance from agricultural loaning 
institutions; 

b) 	 Increased opportunities for technical 
assistance; 

c) 	 Improved and coordinated delivery systems 
for agricultural input and output flow; and 

d) 	 Improved social relationships within the 
conunity. 
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3.4.4.3 Training and Development Programs for Seldas 

Training and development programs for Seldas are
often optional. Occasionally rural banks will require a 
iwwly formed Selda to undergo some technical production
training inthe area of the crop or activity being financed. 
This training may or may not be intensive in nature. 

Various civic groups along with trained government tech­
nicians on occasion will conduct sominar- for groups of
Seldas engaged in the same or similar form of agricultural
production, however, for the most part training and
development activities are carried out at the barrio or
Samahang Nayon level. As the Samahang Nayon Educaticnial 
and Training Committees develop, they will most certainly
play a more active role in the continued education of 
various Selda groups. 

3.4.5 Impact and Changes Seen as a Result of Seldas 

Seldas have largely contributed to improved production credit 
collection systems within the country. To illustrate, theCentral Bank (CB) recently reported a collection rate of 72.7% 
for the first two phases of its Masagana Rice Production Proram, 

6almost all of which was channeled through Selda organizations.'
Although such a percentage may seem quite low by Western 
standards, it does represent a substantia' increase over the pre­
1970 (prior to the use of Selda liability groups) loan recovery rates.
While indeed there may be several other contributing facto to
such improved repayment patterns, many agree that Seldas have 
played a significant role. 

In a&dition to aiding improved credit repayment, Seldas have 
further shown themselves to be viable production units which 

"Tiurd Monthly Progress Report on Masagana 99 Rice Production Program -Phase I - as of July 31, 1974'; Central Bank, Manila; September 31, 1974. 
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have improved input supply distribution and also aided productionassembly for marketing. Although there is no known data whichdirectly correlates increased production at the farmer levelwith the frrmation of Selda groups, it would be logical to assume
that here too Seldas have made their contribution. 

Seldas have also increased social relationships within the ruralsetting through closer day to day contact between group members.Currently research efforts are urderwav to better examine the 
extent of this sociological change. 

3.4.6 The Relationship of Seldas with Other Farmer Organizations 

It has been mentioned that generally Seldas function as sub-urtswithin such other organizations as Samahang Nayon and FarmersBarrio Cooperatives. Being the smallest functional units withinthe barrio, Seldas offer valuable support services in areas suchas program implementation and supervision to these other larger
organizations. 

Seldas also serve many of the same or similar functions as doCompact Farms or Irrigator Groups, becoming involved with
production economies of scale and irrigation support services. 

To date there has been all too little evaluative research as tothe extent and results of such relationships. It would seem proper at this point to focus more attention in the future
towards addressing such research efforts. 
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3.5 IRRIGATOR GROUPS (IG) 

3.5.1 Historical Background of Irrigator Groups (IG) 

3.5. L I Organizational History 

Irrigator Groups may for the most part be divided 
into two categories, Communal Irrigation Associations 
and government owned and operated systems. For tho 
sake of our study on farmer organizations, we will 
focus attention primarily on the former alluding to 
the latter whenever applicable. 

Communal Irrigation Associations are perhaps the 
oldest of any of the farmer organizations dating well 
back into the 1800's when farmers out of necessity
formed themselves into loose-knit groups in order to 
develop and control water systems for their lands. 
Generally these groups were quite small servicing only 
a few farmers in a given locality. 

More recently, during the 1960's, greater emphasis 
was placed upon the formation of Communal Irrigation
Associations by both government and private institutions. 
As a result of these accelerated efforts, several 
hundred communal groups were organized throughout the 
country. These groups were generally organized at the
barrio level and served as a rule areas less than 1,000 
hectares (a recent World Bank Report made in 1973
defines all systems in the Philippines Serving less 
than 3, 000 hectares as communal systems). 9 

The National Irrigation Administration (NIA), while 
having developed an expansive set of irrigation systems 

"Water Management Team Report for the Bicol River Basin, Luzon Island,
Phfinas"; USAID, Manila; September 1973; p.19. 

39 
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of its own during this period, began actively orgazi 
Irrigator Groups in target areas during 1970 and 1971 in 
order to encourage farmers to take a more active ro]e 
in the management and supervision of NIA sponsor d 
irrigation systems. Perhaps the most significant ,f 
these attempts was the more thwn 1, 000 Irrigator 
Groups formed by NIA in Nueva Ecija during 1971. The" 
organizations, however, did little to solve the problems 
for which they were created, for generally they were 
organized on the barrio level with as many as 200 or 
more members per group and almost no regular technical 
field support or organizational trainng being supplied by 
NIA.
 

In 1974 with but a handful of the original 1,000 IGs still 
functional, NIA began a new reorganizationml effort 
(described in section 3.5.1. 4) in Nueva E cija as well as 
other target areas to coincide with other NIA supported 
infrastrctural development programs such as the Upper
Pampanga River Pro ect servicing 78, 000 hectares in 
Central Luzon. 

3.5.1.2 Rationale Behind the Creation of Irrigator Groups 

Irrigator Groups whether organized through private 
initiative or government supported efforts have sought 
since their inception to develop more just and equitable 
systems for water distribution and delivery. In such 
a scarce commodity as irrigation water, upon which 
rests the very existence of man, policy dictates a 
management system which guarantees wise and proper
water use. Upon this basic necessity the establishment 
of IrrigatorGroups has been initiated. 

3. S. L 3 Geographic Distribution of Irrigator Groups 

Irrigator Groups are organized nor according to 
poitically determined land boundari" but rather to the 
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geographic patterns that the various irrigation systems 
follow.
 

To date Commqnial Irrigation Associations have been 
established in almost all provinces within the country.
NIA sponsored programs are particularly strong in 
Isabela, Nueva Ecia, and Bulacan Provinc*-. The Barrio
Irrigators' Service Association (BISA) (discussed later) 
a new inter-alency program is actively engaged in the 
establishment of Irrigator Groups in eleven provinces 
with greatest efforts to date centered in Capiz,
Cimarines Sur, Lanao del Norte, and La Union. 
Pampanga also is the center of a well organrzd program
for IGs sponsored by the provincial government. 

3.5.1.4 Past Performances and Current Statuv 

The past performances of Irrigator Groups have been 
highlighted insection 3.5. 1. 1. Today, these various
associations are rapidly expanding throughout the country
due to the efforts of v.rious government and ron­
government programs. Two of the more significant of 
these are herein discussed in more detail. 

The National Irrigation Administration (NIA) ha a 
new program within the Leographical scope of the Upper
Pampanga River Project (UPRP) that calls for the 
establishment and reorganization over the next two 
years of more than , 500 Irrigator Groups. This program
makes significant improvements in approach over the
initial NIA attempts inthe UPRP area. The program
calls the establishment of approximately 50 hectare
IGs with 20-30 members each, formed around the 
geographical confines of one irrigation turn out.40 
Each IG is tL, be divided into near-equal parcels (e. g. 
five parcels, ten hectares each) which will receive 

40 "Working Paper on the Formiation of Irrigator Groups within a Turn-Out
Service Area of the Upper Pampanga River Project"; NIA, Nueva Ecija; 1974. 
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irrigation on a rotational basis (so Chart 2). CurrentlyNIA has 80 Water Management Technicians (with a Jun 
1975 projection of 160) to help implement this wide scale 
program, 

A recently formed inter-governnwnt agency program
known as Barrio Irrigators' Service Association (PISA)
is also promoting wide scale devuLpment of Irrigator
Groups or 'Irrigators' Service Associations (ISA)."
Supported by joint efforts from the NIA, National 
Electrification Administration (NEA), Provincial
Development Asjistance Program (PDAP), and Develop­
ment Academy of the Philippines (DAP) in coordination 
with the various local governments this program seeks 
to establish I;A groups in 155 pilot barrios within an 
initial eleven provinces coveri 16, 870 hectares and son,
13, 850 farmers (see Table 2.) Currently 90 1SAs have 
been registered with the Securities and Exchange Com­
mission (SEC) as the first phase of the prograxn
(organization and pump installation) is nearing completion.
The BISA program in addition to encouraging improved 
water management and production technology (phase U)
will engage in the extension of financial and commodity
loans to farmer members for the construction and 
improvement of irrigation systems. 42 

3.5.2 Basic Purposes of Irrigator Groups 

There has been a wide range of purposes for which Irrigator
Groups have in the past bee, organized. Several of the** having
common significance may herein be cited. Generally speaking 
most Irrigator Groups serve to: 

41 "BSA Program Progress Report, September-October"; DAP, Tagaytay
City; October 1974; p. 41, Anx "B". 

42 "BSA PROGRAM"; BISA INFO-DAP; 1974 
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1) Manage irnigation systems: 

a) rehabilitate and maintain dikes and ditches;
 

b) develop drainage systems;
 

c) cordinate and regulate water delivery systems;
 

d) clkct fees for irrigation use;
 

2) Coordinate other support systems to aid production: 

.) provide channels for credit delivery systems 
(occasionally serving as joint liability groups); 

b) coordinate production input and output delivery systems; 

c) promote now technologies for increased production; 

d) coordinate training and extension assistance; 

e) introduce business management principles to members; 

3) Promote ruril social development: 

a) improve interpersonal working relationships between 
members; 

b) provide structures for improved relationships with 
various civic and government organizatiam offering
assistance. 

3.5.3 	 Agencies Responsible for Establishing and Supporting 
Irrigator Groups 

The National Irrigation Administration (NIA) has been the 
primary agency responAible for the establishment and support 
of Irrigator Groups. The Bureau of Agricultural Extension. 
(BAE), although quite active in past years, currently offers 
supplemental support to NIA as well as other IG projects. 
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More recently other agencies have become involved with the 
formation and support of Irrigator Groupe. Under the BarriIrrigators' Service Association (BISA) program (see section3.5. L 4) several agencies including MA, the National Electrifi­
cation Administration (NEA), the Provincial Development Assist­ancw Program (PDAP). and the Development Academy of the
Philippines (DAP), are sponsoring the organization of Irrigator'
Service Associations (I;A). Various provincial governments and
civic organizations have also from time to time become invaivd 
with IG organization and support. 

Primary support given by these agencies ircludes organizational
assistance, technical training and extension support, financial
and commodity loans for irrigation equipment and construction,
and major infrastructural irrigation development to complement 
IG efforts.
 

3.5.4 Organizational Structure of Irrigator Groups 

Irrigator Groups are generally non-stock associations registered
as such with the Secrities and Exchange Commission (SEC).
They may or may not be organized according to cc-.iuous landholdings although invariably they follow the geographic boundaries 
of the actual existing irrigation systems not thosa politically 
determined. 

Irrigator Groups vary widely according to sin of area and
membership, ranging from small groups encompassing as fxw as 
15 hectares and a domn members to multi-barrio scale
organizations representing thousands of hectares and hundreds 
of numbers. 

Irrigator Groups may manage entirely their own activities 
and operations or share some of thes responsibilities with 
government technicians. 43 

43NZA's current IG program in the UPRP propoees to have Water ManagewetTechnicians (WMT) aidi IG lead rs p in irrigation managnment. "View frothe PadVi Empirical Studies of Philippne Rioe Farmivg & Tenmcy; IPC,Manila; PSR 20 (1-2) Jan-Apr 1972; p. 174, "Irrigation & 0r en/iition Research
in Progress"; E. V. Coward. Jr. 
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3. 5. 4.1 Irrigator Group Leadership 

1) Board of Directors 

Many privately organizd Communal Irrigation
Associations elect a Board of Directors 
usually ranging between five and eleven in 
number which serve anywhere from one to two 
years. However, most government sponsored
1Gs (e.g. NIA's UPRP program) do not elect 
directors but rather a single group leader. 

2) O-fficers and Committees 

Again, privataly organized associations, 
especially those covering one or more barrios 
may elect a complete set of officers and 
es,'ablish committees much the same as would 
a rg istered cooperative. More often, however, 
in s.allr IG structures, like the NIA's new 
UPRP program with generally not more than So 
hectares or 30 members per group, one chair­
man or group leader i. elected by the member­
ship to officially represent the association.
Other officers such as vice-chairman, secretary­
treasurer and/or unit leader may also be elected 
by the group to support the chairman. In these 
smaler organizations committees are generally 
not formed. 

3) Functjons of IG Leadership 

Leaders whether in large communal or small­
scale Irrigator Groups serve to represent their 
organizations in such areas as: monitoring and 
acting upon needs an' concerns expressed by
members; developing, implementing, and 
supervising water policy; and negotiating with 
various government and credit institutions for 
necessary support service. 
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3.5.4.2 IrrigatorGroup Membership 

1) Composition of Membership 

Membership within Irrigator Groups is composed 
primarily of farmers, lessees, amortizing 
owners, or owner operators, who live in relatively
close proximity to one another and farm their 
contiguous or near-contiguous lands under a single
irrigation system. Dejnding on the particular
association and supporting agency, membership
within the groun may or may not, be compulsory. 
In most cases members of various IGs are also 
members of Samahang Nayon. 

The number of members per Irrigator Group
varies widely. The NIA for example is currently 
planning for IGs established within the Upper
Pampanga River Project to have an average 
estimated 20 to 30 membership size, while the 
B5A program (section 3.5.1.4) in its initial 
155 pilot projects has averaged 89.4 4genbers 
per Irrigator's Service Association. 

2) Geographic Relationship of Members 

Out of the necessity of water service, members
within Irrigator Groups are living and/or farming 
in areas covered by a single irrigation system.
Geographically this may represent land area 
anywhere from the 50 hectare single turnout 
NIA sized IG(see Chart 2) to the 108.8 hectare 
average of the BISA program. 45 Larger private­
ly organized Communal Irrigation Associations 
may have members living and/or farming within 
an area of several hundred or thousand hectares. 

44op. cit.: "BSA Program Progress Report, Septembsr-October'; p.44, Arex "B". 
45 ibid. : p. 41, A.ax "B". 
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3) Member Oblizations and Benefits 

In the case of some large and privately orgaimed 
Communal Irrigation Associatiors members arc 
obligated to purchase shares of stock. However, 
these are exceptions to the rule as most Irrigator 
Groups are non-itock organizations. Many IG 
organizations do, however, require their 
members to pay membership fees and annal dues. 

Fees are also collected from members through 
IGs for irrigation services provided farmer 
members by either the association itself or 
other governrcnt institutions. Generally these 
fees are determined on a percentage basis of 
the members crop production (in the case of 
services provided by a government institution, 
e.g., NIA, irrigation fees collected by the 
association are remitted to that institution).4 

Depending on the IG, members either may or may 
not be required to attend group meetings or 
training seminars. 

Members of Irrigator Groups benefit in terms 
of increased production due in large part to 
improved irrigation delivery systems. To cite 
an example of this, the Pinagbayanan !xrigation 
Association, a joint UPCA and SEARCA research 
project located in Pila, Laguna, was able during 
the 1971-72 crop year to increase rice yields 7S% 
for wet season and 61% for dry season over the 
previous existing production levels prior to 

4Alt0ough NIA still charps a flat rate fee for icrrjation services rendered 
farmers (P 25 first crop, P 35 second crop) a new systent is being developed
 
which will relate to actual farm production (2 1/2 and 3 1/2 cavans or peso
 
equivalent for the first and second crops respectively).
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the association's ostablishment. 4 7 Other 
Irnrgitor Groups have as much as doubled 
production in their respective areas. 

Besides improved irrigation systems and 
subsequent increased yields, Irrigator Groups 
offer their members better representation
in terms of input supply, marketing, and credit 
services as well as social reform in terms of 
impi.oved farmer working relationships and 
developed rural cooperative attitudes. 

3.5.4.3 Training and Development Programs for Irrigator 
Groups
 

Perhaps the most significant training and development 
program for IGs currently underway is the NIA 
program for the Upper Pampanga River Project
(UPRP). Three field training areas each having some 
1,000 hectares have been designated in Nueva Ecija
with Central Luzon State University (CLSU) serving 
as training headquarters. 

Under this program five groups of NIA Water Manage­
ment Technicians (WMT) and rux al Ditch Tenders 
(DT), each group numbering 65, undergo an intensive 
one year training program covering rice (and other 
crops) production, water management, and Irrigator
Group organization. This training, currently going 
on, is scheduled to be completed in June 1975 which 
is the target date for the beginning of the organization
of over 1,500 Irrigator Groups in the UPRP area. 
Water Management Technicians with the support given 
by Ditch Tenders will be responsible for organizing 

47"Water Management in Philippine Irrigation Systens: Research & Operations";
IRA!, Los Bano; 1973; pp. 243-257, "Pinagbayanan Farmers' Assn. and its 
Operatiov9; F. A. Cruz. 
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these Irrigator Group* and subsequently offering super­
visory and management assistance to them. Under this 
approach each WMT will be responsible for 500 hectares 
or 	approxir.ately ten IGs while each DT will cover 100 
hectares or two IGs. 

3.5.5 Impact and Changes Seen as a Result of Irrigator Groups 

As 	has been mentioned, farmer members have experienced 
signifiY ant yield increases after ha.ing formed the- ilves into 
Irrigator Groups. These increases al-hough largely .we to the 
expansion and rehabilitation of existing irrigation systems 
complemented v'ith iminroved management services are also 
directly attributable to changes in member attitudes regarding 
on-farm cultural practices. Again in the Pinagbayanan pilot 
research project it was found that of eight identified improved 
farm practices not widely adopted prior to the establishment 
of 	the association significant adoption had occurred (an average 
92.6%increase) in all eight ar~ds within the first year &fterthe 
organization of the association. 4 8 

In addition to both yield increases and changed production 
practices loan repayments among members of active IGs 
appears significantly improved. 19 IGs have further brought 
about sociological developmeni. in terms of improved inter­
personal relationships among farmer members, changed 
attitudes resulting in an increased member willingness to pay 
irrigation fees, and membership demands for better services 
and continued davelopment of irrigation systems. S0 

48 
ibid.: Table S 

49 	Members of the Pinagbayanan Irrigation Association showed 100%repayment 
on all production loans granted during the research period. See - ibid.; p. 253. 

ibid., p. 270 "Making an Irrigation Association a Vehicle for Development"; 
D. 	 M. Robinson. 

soG. Wickham "Sociological Aspects of Irrigation!"; M. S. Thesis, U.P.C.A, 
Los Dana.; 1970. 
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3.5.6 The Relationship of Irrigator Groups with Other Farmer
Organizations 

Irrigator Groups while offering many valid services to farmermembers do in some instances compete with ct.aer farmerorganizations. Such is the case between Irrigator Groups andSamahang Nayon. IGs are, however, much more limited in theirscope of services thai are SN which focus on a much broaderspectrum of services or farmer members. Being a largerorganizational structure, SN also provide a somewhat betterfoundation point for the representation and coordination ofwater (.s well as other) service policy than do the smaller IGorganizations. On the other hand, SN are largely dependent*pon smaller units or substructure for effective policyapplication, supervision and manugement. It would appear thata system for the coordination of efforts between these twoorganizations could well be devised at this point if Ge were toprovide this needed role of SN substructure. This would maxnudmiexisting resources, minimize undue repetition, and complementthe efforts of both organizations. 51 In order for this arrange­ment to function, however, IGs must first be willing to widenthe base of their currently limited activities and functions.Attention must also be directed towards the problem of varyingand overlapping geographic boundaries, a problem which occurs
often between IGs and SN organization. 

Smaller Irrigator Groups such as those proposed under theNIA nowapproach are in many ways similar in organizationalstructure, size and purpose to the Compact Farm organizatiorscurrently being established in Camarines Sur. Larger communAl­style Irrigator Associations on the other hand resemble bothSamahang Nayon and Farmers Barrio Cooperatives in terms ofsize, however, they vary widely according to structure and areclearly more limited in purpose. 

51 D. Christenson "Irrigation Policy in the Agrarian Reform Cc-.text";
USAID, Manila; January 1974. 
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3.6 GEN. RICARTE AGRICULTURAL COOPERATIVF (GRAC) 

3.6.1 	 Historical Background of the Gen. Ricarte 
Agricultural Cooperative (GRAC) 

3.6.1.1 Organizational History 

In July of 1970 the State of Israel entered into a 
joint project agreement with the Republic of the 
Philippines to develop a pilot cooperative project to 
be patterned after the "MOSHAV" cooperative of 
Israel. 52 The site of the proposed project was Bo. 
Gen. Ricarte, Llanera, Nueva 	Ecija. Tre coordinating
Philippine agencies, the National Food and Agriculture 
Council (NFAC) and the Department of Agrarian Reform 
(DAR), then NLRC, were to be represented by the then 
newly created NELRIDP (currently IDP/NE) located in 
Cabanatuan City. Under this agreem.ent the Israeli 
Government promised to provide technical manpower
assistance to the project. 

During 	the last half of 1970 two Israeli technical 
cooperatives specialists were assigned to work in Bo. 
Gen. Ricarte. During this period efforts focused on
pre-organizational activities. After seven months of 
preparation, in February of 1971, the cooperative, to 
be known as the "Gen. Ricarte Multi-Purpose Co­
operative, Inc!J Iater changed to'"en. Ricarte Agri­
cultural Cooperative, Inc'.') was officia~ly organized.
Two months later on April 26 the cooperative was 
registered with the Securities and Exchange Commission 
(SEC) and affiliated with the Agricultural Credit 
Administration (ACA). 5 3 

52 For 	more information refer to: Z. Unger "On the Establishment of a Multi-
Purpose Cooperative at Bo. Ricarte, LIanera, N eva Ecija, Philippines";
 
Jerusalem; October 1970.
 

53	"Nueva Ecija Land Reform Integrated Development Program - Anual Report:
1970-1971"; NELRMDP; 1971; pp. 35-36. 
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3.6.1. 2 Rationale Behind the Creation of the Gen. 
Ricarte Agricultural Cooperative 

At the time of the creation of this special project
the existing Philippine FaCoMa cooperatives program 
was experiencing significant difficulties in servicing
its farmer clientele. As no farmer organizations were 
at that time coordinating with the FaCoMa effort, it 
was decided to develop a pilot research and experimen­
tatiorn project to examine how a barrio-based farmers 
organization might better coordinate with the co­
operatives program by offering farmer members a 
more efficient package of support services. The reed was also present to pilot test alternative approaches
for simultaneously accele-ating land tenure transition 
and agricultural productivity at the barrio level. It was
these issues that the Gen. Ricarte Agricultural Co­
operative in February cf 1971 sought to addr.ss. 

3.6. 1. 3 Geographic Distribution of the Gen. Ricarte 
Agricultural Cooperative 

The Israeli moshav project covers some 370 hectares,
298 of which are currently irrigated, located in Bo. 
Gen. Ricarte, Llanera, Nueva Ecija. Of this area the 
barrio town site encompasses 8 hectares. 

3.6.1.4 Past Performances and Current Status 

Initially the Gen. Ricarte Agricultural Cooperative
started with 90 cooperative members and a paid-up
capital of P 5, 000. Production credit was supplied
by ACA and was largely restricted to rice; however,
in later months corn, sorghum, and vegetable projects
were also introduced. Credit repayments on loans 
made to the cooperative have consistently remained 
among the highest received by ACA for any of its 
loaning operations within Nueva Ecija. 
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Today the Israeli moshav project has a total of 106members with a paid-up capital of JP 11, 084 and a total 
capitalization of P 21, 836. The cooperative also ownsits own warehouse (which is bonded) with a storage

capacity of 5, 000 cavans as well as a rice drier with
 
a 40 cavan capacity.
 

In addition to a continued rice production program the
Ricarte cooperative has currently undertaken An
expansive poultry project involving the construction of
twelve large pens to be used for broiler production.The total cost of this program, which is to be financed 
by ACA, is currently estimated at P 90, 000. 54 

The three Israeli te,.nnicians currently supporting the
Gen. Ricarte program have introduced a new cooperative
accounting system similar to the one used in Israel.

The system features a 
series of cross files containing

records of daily transactions and accounts 
for each
 
individual cooperative member along with cumulative

production, credit, and financial records for the entire
 
cooperative. 

The Gen, Ricarte Agricultural Cooperative has current 
plans for a land consolidation program which will
 
encompass tha entire Barrio of Gen. 
Ricarte. This program calls for the establishment of a new community
settlement or town site which will be government ownedand leased by the cooperative for a period of 99 years
with automatic renewal thereafter. The 30 hectare 
town site will include 2, 500 square meter homelots for 
lease to each farmer member. 

The Land Bank which shall purchase the lands for this townsitu will also purchase all other existing agricultural
lands within the barrio. These lands shall be divided
into economically sized farm lots (proposed three 

"Project Study of Broiler Units in Gen. Ricarte Agricultural Cooperative";
November 1974. 
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hectares each) and then allocated to cooperative 
members. 

The guidelines for this land consolidation project wereapproved by DAR, D5C5D, and IDP/NE on November 29,
1974.55 

3. 6. 2 Basic Purposes of tte Gen. I icate Agricultural 
Cooperative 

The Gen. Ricarte Agricultural Cooperative (GRAC) wasorganized in February of 1971 for the following general purposes: 
1) To serve as a pilot research and experimentation proiactto examine how a barrio-based farmers organization wouldintegrate and relate to larger cooperative structures; 

2) To serve as a piloc project for testing alternative approdchesfor simultaneously accelerating land teruwe transition andagricultural productivity. 

More specifically this "moshav" style cooperative seeks to: 
1) Serve as the official body representing farmer members; 

2) Handle the receipts of loans and credit, supply productionneitds, market farm produce, and manage all cooperative
bookeeping; 

3) Coordinate central services such as water supply, agri­cultural machinery, transport, etc.; and 
4) Develop new community services i-i such areas as educatio%,cultural activities, health care, road construction, andpublic water (drinking) systeme. 

SsSee "The R.P. - Israeli Project in Llanera, Nueva Ecija"; April 1974. 



3.6.3 Agencies Responsible for Ectablishing and Supporting the 
Gen. Ricarte Agricultural Cooperative 

The Gen. Ricarte Agricultural Cooperative receives jointsupport from the State of Israel and the RepubLic of thePhilippines represented by t!ie National Food and AgricultureCouncil (NFAC), the Depa.tmlnt of Agrarian Raform (DAR),
and more recently the Department of local Goornment andCommunity Development (DLGCD). These agencies are
coordinating their support efforts through the Integrated
Development Program for Nueva Ecija (IDP/NE). 56 

The nature of support offered by these agencies consists of
technical manpower assistance supplied by the Stat, of Israel,technical field support in the for-n of extension, training, andlogistics by NFAC, DAR, and DLGCD, and credit productionassistance being supplied by the Agricultural Credit Administration(ACA) with overall project coordination and representation coming 
from the IDP/NE. 

3.6.4 Organizational Structure of GRAC 

The Gen. Ricarte Agricultural Cooperative isa birrio-basedstock service cooperative located in Bo. Gen. Ricarte, Llanera,Nueva Ecija and registered with the Securities and Exchange
Commission (SEC). GRAC has an authorized capitalization ofJP100, 000 of w';ich P29, 143 has been subscribed and over P11, 000paid-up by cooperative members (see section 3. 6. 1.4, Historical 
Background of GRAC). 5 7 

The cooperative's current business operations involve inputsupply distz ibution, agricultural marketing services, watersupply, and local cottage industry. 

56 op. cit.: "Nueva Ecija Land Reform Integrated Development Program -Annual Report: 1970-1971"; p. 35. 
57 "Status Report- R.P. - Israel Project"; IDP/NE; March 1974. 
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GRAC is patterned after the Israeli "moshav" style cooperative.
As such the cooperative itself is the official governing body
within the barrio and all farmers living and/or farming therein 
are automatically considered members. 58 

3. 6.4.1 Gen. Ricarte Agricultural Cooperative Leadership 

1) Board of Directors 

A) 	 Manner of Selection - GRAC currently has 
seven directors elected by the General 
Assembly from members within the co­
operative. All potential directors of GPAC 
must pass a rigid set of criteria as a 
screening process for their position. 

B) Functions - GRAC's Board of Directors 
meet weekly to discuss proposals and make 
policy decisions for the cooperative. They 
also serve as a membership committee. 

2) Officers and Committees 

A) 	 Manner of Selection - A president, farm 
manager, secretary-treasurer, bookkeeper,
and warehouseman are selected by the 
Board of Directors along with committee 
leaders for the supply and marketing 
committee, agricultural and irrigation
committee, loan committee, livestock 
committee, and education committee. 5 9 

58op. cit.: Z. Unger: "On the Establishment of a Multi-Purpose Cooperative at 
Bo. Ricarte, Llanera, Nueva E cija, Philippines". 
"Brief on the NELRIDP with Special Emphasis on the Gen. Ricarte Multi-

Purpose Cooperative"; NELRIDP; Decamber 1971.
 

59 ibid.: "Brief on the NELRIDP with Special Emphasis on GRAC"; p. 25. 
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B) 	 Functions - Each officer follows 
prescribed cooperative duties a d responsi­
bilities respective of his or her position
while the numerous committee groups
serve to handle all cooperative related 
activities in the various related areas of 
their respective titles. 

3.6.4.2 Gen. Ricarte Agricultural Cooperative Membership 

1) Composition of Membership 

Membership within GRAC is compoced primarily
of leasehold farmers in Bo. Gen. Ricarte,
Llanera, Nueva Ecija. All farmers within
Gen. 	Ricarte are members within the cooperative 
as well as are nLany of the 35 percent non­
farmers within the barrio. The cooperative
currently has 106 members of which 98 are 
farmers and 8 are non-farmers engaged in 
agricultural support activities, e.g. marketing, 
farm labor, etc. 

There are 150 families lving within the barrio 
with 	an average family size of 5. 3 persons each. 

2) Geoeraphic Relationships of Members 

All members within the Gen. Ricarte Agricultural
Cooperative are living a1i/or farming within the 
area boundariea of Barrio Gen. Ricarte. 

3) Member Obligations and Benefits 

Members within the Gen. Ricarte cooperative 
must pay an initial membership fee of P60 each.
Each member is further required to subscribe 
to purchase 30 chares of stock at a rate of JP 10 
per share for a total investment of P300 each. 
To date members have invested an average
capital amount of P206 each within their 
cooperative. 
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In addition to these obligatior members must 
agree to let their cooperative manage all
business affairs, agricultural and otherwise,
within their barrio. Members must also attmd 
cooperative meetings and training scmTinars 
whenever held. 

Members of GRAC receive traditional economy
of scale benefits from input supply and marketing
services handled by their cooperative. In 
addition to thi. they are benefitting both socially
and economic.ily from intensified technical 
assistancc afforded by three Israeli technicians 
and other Philippine Government technicians who 
are currently working to help develop and introduce 
new and better forms of infrastructural services 
within their barrio. The cooperative is also 
offering member farmers pr'iduction credit 
assistance and representation, as loans providad
by ACA pass directly through the cooperative 
to the individual coop members. 

3.6.4.3 Training and Development Programs for GRAC 

Initial training and development for the organization
of the Gen. Ricarte Agricultural Cooperative was 
conducted by two Israeli technicians in conjunction with
DAR field personnel between July of 1970 and April of 
1971. 

Subsequent training seminars 6 r cooperative members 
have been sponsored by NFAC and DLGCD in coordination 
with Israeli technical assistance. 

3. 6.5 Impact and Changes Seen as a Result of the Gen. Ricarte
Agricultural Cooperative 

After four years of efforts in Gen. Ricarte and substantial 
financial investments by the State of Israel in terms of technical 
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manpower assistance few large scale impacts have resulted 
from the program. However, several changes can at this time 
be cited. 

Improved support systems for production credit supply and 
distribution to farmers have been developed in Gen. Ricarte 
largely due to the cfforts of GRAC. Credit repayment patterns 
are also markedly higher now than they were prior to the 
zooperative's organization in February of 1971. Fro. 1971 
through 1974 the cooperative maintained an average 79 percent
repayment pattern on all production loans received by ACA. 6 0 

The Israeli moshav project has also supplied the barrio with a 
wealth of new technology much of which having already bean 
applied has resulted in increased production and subsequent 
economic benefits for many farmer members. 

The Gen. Ricarte Agricultural Cooperative has been to a degree
successful in its attempts to establish interlinkages with larger
cooperative structures. An example of this is seen in terms of 
i.tarketin. "anenients on the part of GRAC through the 
Cabanatuan .ity FaCoMa; however, efficient in~put supply link­
ages between these two cooperative organizations has yet to be 
established. 

Furthermore, t.he Gen. Ricarte program as a piot attempt has
accomplished a great deal in terms of demonstrating the com­
parative advantages and benefits resulting from an integrated 
approach to agricultural production. 

The implications of the newly launched land consolidation project 
of GRAC ceuld well be signijicant. Efforts should be taken to 
closely monitor the development of this project so as to identify 
more thoroughly the potentials for the future application of this 
pattern in other areas. 

60op. cit.: '5tuh:7 Report: R.P. -Israel Project". 
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3.6.6 	 The Relationship of GRAC with Other Farners 
Organizations 

The marketing relationship between GRAC and Cabanatuan 
City FaCoMa, now the Central Area IMarketing Cooperative for 
Nueva E-cija, has already been aUuded to. !n addition to this 
functional relationship the Gen. Ricarte cooperative is also 
currently receiving livestock feed inputs for its new poultry
production program from the Nueva Ecija Integrated Livestock 
Cooperative Progra. (NEIL(CoP). 61 

The Gen. Ricarte cooperative is also currently using the 
"Selda" approach in organizing barrio liability groups for 
production credit financing. These groups are patterned after 
the model being used by various rural banks in the area. 

61 NEILCoP is discussed in section 3. 7 of this report. 
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3.7 NUEVA ECIJA IrnEGRATED LIVESTOCK COOPERATIVE 
PROGRAM (NEILCoP) 

3.7. 1 Historical Background of the Nueva Ecija Integrated 
Livestock Cooperative Program (NEILCoP) 

3.7.1.1 Organizational History 

The Nueva Ecija Integrated Livestock Cooperative
Program, commonly referred as NEIICoP, Inc., was 
formally organized in July of 1972 culminating an 
eighteen month development effort which began in 
January of 1971 when the Archdiocese Chairman for 
Social Action in Nueva Ecija, Msgr. Pacifico B. Araullo,
propoad the development - a provincial livestock 
cooperative program to be known as Kaunlaran, Inc. 
which would seek to solve existing production problems
for livestock produrprs within the province. Months 
later the program appeared to have bogged down because 
of certain inherent organizational weaknesses. In
December of that year a task force was created by the 
NELRIDP, now IDP for Nueva Ecija, to re-examine and 
restructure the cooperative program. Seven months 
later in July of 1972 the cooperative was organized and 
a feedmU service was uqthe following May. 62 

The cooperative has not yet received registration under 
current Philippine Cooperative Law. 

3.7.1.2 Rationale Behind the Creation of NEILCoP 

The livestock industry within the Province of Nueva 
Ecija has in recent years suffered from a rather slow 
rate of expansion due primarily to livestock raisers' 

62M. Van Stenwyk: "Current Status of NEILCoP'; August 1972 
M. Van Steenwyk. "10-Year Feasibility Study on Cooperative Feed Fixing";

January 1973.
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individual inabilities in solving basic production
bottlenecks such as low cost, accessible feed 
supplies and established channels for the efficient 
marketing of their armals. Although various small 
groups of individuals have in the past from time to
time taken action, their efforts have been for the most
plart of little significance due to their limited resource 
capabilities. 63 

In a 1971 proposal for the development of the organization 
now known as NEILCoP, Inc. it was stated that the 
primary objective and focus of the program should be 
to .... "establish a cooperative of a larger dimension
with the necessary credentials to satisfy the basic 
production needs of the livestock raiser." 

3.7.1, 3 Geographic Distribution of Members and Services 

As of January 1, 1975 NEILCoP had eighty-three (83)
members located in nine of Nueva Ecija's thirty-two
municipalities. The cooperative is currertly servicing
the members in these areas with forty-one (41) percent
of the monthly feeds production from its feedmill
operation, while fifty-nine (59) percent of the production
is being marketed to non-member organization in 
Nueva Ecija, Tarlac and Isabela. 

3.7.1.4 Past Performances and Current Status 

In its first year of operation the coope tive's feed­
mill services produced ar sold over 320 metric tons 
of livestock feed, generating P 22, 000 in net profits
with an annual return on investment of 77.1 percent, 

63M Van Stoonwyk: "Livestock Cooperative Development in the Philippines,

New Directions in an Expanding Industry'; Animal Husbandry &Agricultural

Journal; Psncor, Manila; November 1973. 
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and 	a profit no rgin of 6.65 percent. 

From the beginning of milling operations in May of 
1973 the monthly production of the feedmifl has 
increased almost fourfold from an initial 17 metric 
tons per month to a current 65 metric tons per mouth. 

NEILCoP members have currently invested P22,035 
in the form of stock within their organization. The 
cooperative owns P 2S, 500 in equipments and fixed 
assets (not including a Ford truck donated through a 
USAID-6AWS agreement) and has over 50, 000 worth 
of revolving operational capital with no outstanding 
loans or liabilities. 

3.7.2 	 Basic Purposes of the Nueva Ecij Integrated Livestock 
Cooperative Program 

The Nueva Ecija Integrated Livestock Cooperative Program 
(NEILCoP) organmd inJuly of 1972 was created to meet the 
basic production need:s of livestock producers, engaged in eithm 
swine, 	 poultry, or cattle production, within the Province of 
Nueva Ecija. Secifically, the organization seeks to offer 
its members: 6 ? 

1) A 	constant &,plyof low cost high quality animal feed; 

2) 	 More efficient systems and facilities for the marketing 
of livestock; 

3) 	 Discounts on drugs, medicines, and vitamin-mineral 
supplements; 

4) 	 Credit representation through existing credit institutions; 
and, 

5) 'Technical education and axtension services. 

"nformationAbout: NEILCoP, Inc."; NEILCoP; July 1973. 
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3.7.3 	 Agencies Responsible for Establishing and Supporting
 
NEILCoP
 

The establishment of NEILCoP was a joint venture between 
the Bureau of Animal Industry and the Nueva Ecija Archdiocese 
for Social Action. The Integrated Development Program for 
Nueva Ecija (DP/NE) was responsible ior coordinating the 
efforts of these two agencies in the pre-organizational phase. 

Currently, the Msgr. Pacifico B. Araullo, Social Action 
Chairman for the province, is serving as the cooperative's
president. The Bureau of Animal Industry contiuues to support
NEILCoP by offering tochnical extension assistance to the 
cooperative and its membership while at the same time promoting 
the organization throughout Nueva Ecija. 

3.7.4 	 Organizational Structure of NEILCoP 

NEILCoP has been organized as a stock cooperztive with an
authorized capitalization of P 125, 000. The association is 
currently seeking registration as d'pre-cooperative" with the
Bureau of Coopea tives Development in an effort t., align its 
activities more closely with those of the government's current 
cooperative efforts. 

3.7.4.1 NEILoP Leadership 

1) 	 Board of Directors 

A) Manner of Selectio - NEILCoP currently 
has seven directors who are ejected by 
the general assembly to serve in their 
positions for a period of two consecutive 
years. They must be actively engaged 
in tha prcess of raisi.- livestock, but 
they cannot be involved with any business 
which seeks to compete with those services 
offered by the cooperative itself. 
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B) 	 Functions - NEILCoP's Board of 
Directors formulate cooperative policy, 
act on member applications, and approve 
project proposals of the organization. 

2) Officers 

A) 	 Manner of Selection - NELLCoP has cur­
rently four officer positions: President;
Vice-President; Secretary-Treasurer; and 
Business Manager. The president and vice­
president are elected fren and by the Board 
of Directors, while the secretary-treasurer
and business manager are appointed by the 
Board of Directors. 

B) 	 Functions - The cooperative's officers 
follow those functions ard duties as 
prescribed under rormal cooperative 
principles and practices. 

3.7.4.2 NE'ELCoP Membership 

1) Composition of Membership 

Membership within NEILCoP is composed of
farmers producing livestock both on a backyar!
and a seni-commercial scale of production. 
The former group for the most part are farmers 
who raise rice as their principal incom, on 
tenated rice land, while the latter group for 
the most part is composed of landowners of
small to medium sied tenanted and non-tenanted 
estates (usually from five to twenty-four 
hectares in sin) or persons in private business 
engaging in livestock production as a form of 
secondary income. The current 83 member body
of NEIL~oP reflects about an equal mixture of 
each of these two categoies, although according 
to Mr. Ricardo S. Santos, the cooperative's 



Business Manager, the ultimate objective of the 
organization is to reach the backyard-scale
farmer located in the barrios. In order to more
effectively achieve this objective, NEILCoP is 
now trying to servi:e barrio farmers through
existing farmers organizations such as Samahag 
Nayon. 

2) Geographic Relationship of Members 

NEILCoP members ai urrently distributed over 
nine of Nueva Ecija's tt" ;y-two municipalities 
with the highest concentration of membership
in the Cabanatuan City area (sixty-two percent).
About one half of the memb-_;:ship, those farme 
living in rural barrio settings, are concurrently 
members of Samahang Nayon. 

3) Member Obligations and Benefits 

Members of the cooperative are obligated to pay 
a membership fee of ?2. 00, an annual fee of 
P 2.00, and purchase at least one but not more 
than five hundred shares of stcc!' at a fixed 
price per share of Y 10. 00. In addition to this, 
members must also attend at least one members 
meeting per yerr. 

Members are entitled to purch-se livestock fee&' 
and drugs at a coorerati..,cly reduced price as well 
as attend per-.cz,.ly sc*oduied educational 
seminars hosted by the cooperative. Patronag re­
funds are also annually distri!utcd to members 
from profits generated irorr. t., cooperatives 
feedznifl. 

3.7.5 Impact and Changes Seen as a Result of NZLLCoP 

One of the moat obvious unpacts of the NEILCoP program,
financially speaking, has been the cooperative's ability to retain 
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and recycle agricultural production capital within the Province
of Nueva Ecija, and, more specifically, within 	the livestock
industry. In the first eighteen months of its mil operation
the organization was able to generate over JP U7, 000 in total
membership savin,s while at the same time providing its
members with a substantially higher quality product than they
had previously received. 

Comparative attitudes between member and non-nmber 
producers towards the future of their .nimnal operations alsosuggests a higher degree of certainly among cooperative member­
ship than non-membership as exhibited by significar.t expansionefforts on the part of many members as opposed to either
maintenance or reduction in size of many livestock enterrriss 
owned by non-sumbers. 

Furthermore, improved management practices observed among
farr er members over the past 2 years tends to substantiate
the contention that cooperative education and extensin efforts
have, in fact, affected arrnr development. 

3.7.6 	 The Relationship of NEILCoP with Other Farmer 
Organizations 

Although NEILCoP is not an organization representative of one
limited geographic area, it is an organization which seeks tomeet marketing and input production needs of small scale
farmers in general. As previously mentiored NEILCoP is
currently trying. and would prefer, to offer those services tofarmers through existing organizations such as Samahang Nayon
and Selda joint liability groups financed by local rural banks.However, at this time, efforts have been restricted to pilot
attempts as no effective system for a wide scale inter­
organizational linkup has yet been defined. 

NELCoP is currently supplying poultry feeds to the 	Gen.
Ricarte Agricultural Cooperative's (GRAC) new poultry
production project in Llaiera, Nueva Ecija. 
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3.8 FEDERATION OF FREE FARMERS (FFF) 

3.8.1 Historical Background of the Federation of Free 
Farmers (FFF) 

3.8.1.1 Organizational History 

The Federation of Free Farmers (FFF) was formally 
organimd in October 1973 by a group of Catholic laymen 
following the break up of the communist-led revolutionary 
movement in the Philippines. The FFF was to have 
reorganized the old communistic led peasant bass into an 
organization "with a truly Christian and democratic 
leadership'. 65 The fresh reminders of the communistic 
inspired program, however, led many people to become 
apprehensive towards organizing future organiations, 
viewing them as structures ultimately leading to violent 
revolution and not peaceful reform. Because of these 
prevailing attitudes the FFF met only marginal success 
in terms of expansion and gowth during the late 1950'9 
and early 1960's. By the mid-1960's attitudes began to 
change in support of utilizing farmer organizations 
towards affecting agrarian reform. And with this change
support for the Federation of Free Farmers began to 
increase allowing the organization to greatly expand.
In the early 1970's, however, communist infiltration 
threatened the aganization. 

Following the declaration of martial law in 1972 these 
elements were removed costing the FFF over 30%of its 
membership. The organization rebounded well, however, 
from this experience and is today the largest non­
government mass base famers organization in the 
country. 66 

nThe Federation of Free Farmers.' History and Present Status"; FFF,
 
Manila; May 1974; p.S.
 

66For 
a more thorouh discussion of FFF organizational history please consult:
 
Huimr, G. 
 T.: "Historical Background of Peasnt Organizations in the
 
Philippines"; NLRC, Quozon City; 1971; pp. 4-16.
 



3.8.1.2 Rationale Behind the Creation of FFF 

Governnent structures in themselves have time and 
again demonstrated their inabilities and limitations in 
providing solutions to basic problems affecting national 
development. Land reform efforts in the Philippines 
attests to this fact. With the land problem taking 
precedence over all other issues today as it did in 1953 
the need for strong farmer based pressure proups to 
initiate agrarian reform efforts is ever present. 
Although the Federation of Free Farmers has 
demonstrated over the past twesry years only 
limited success in this area, it is an organization which 
was founded upon the principle of self-help generated 
through self-organization. 

3.8.1.3 Geographic Distribution of FFF 

The Federation of ree Farmers currently has branches 
or footholds in 606F provinces and sub-provinces and has 
made preliminary contact in all others except for Batanes. 
This compares with a 4368 province coverage in 1972 and 
a 3769 province coverage for 1970. 

3.8.1.4 Past Pedormane.d and Current Status 

Membership within FFF has dramaticaUy increased 
from the 1970 level of 77, 754 members (14,179 of which 
are due-paying) and tie 1972 membership of 162, 612 
to a recent 200, 000 (approimate) level in 1974. In 
1972 alone FFF collections from farmer members (not 

67 op. cit.: "The Federation of Free Farmers: History and Present Stature; p. 6. 

68 "FFF Progress Report - 1972"; FFF, Manila; January 1973; p. S. 
69 "Progress Report of the FFF Movement - 1970"; FFF, Manila; December 

1970; p. 3 . 
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counting contributions from foundations and other 
organizations) amounted to P 331, 540, up significantly 
from the 1970 figure of P 47. 425.70 

The FFF currently devotes heavy emphasis to the 
education and organization of farmers through its national 
and regional training centers (discussed in section 
3.8.4.3), placing priorities on leadership development. 

The principal service offered by FFF remains in the 
area of legal action. As of December 1972, 1, 639 
reported court case were handled by thirty lawyers
then servicing FFF farmer members. This compares
with the 1971 figure of 1 202 cases, approxinawtly a 
33% increase. Of the 1972 figure one h&U, 618 cases,or 
were agrarian in nature. Curruntly thirty-four lawyers, 
12 of whom are assigned in the national office, are 
serving FFF. 7 1 

Another activity in which FFF concerns itself is the 
area of socio-political action. Between 1970 and 1972 
over 40 demonstrations were held by FFF members 
around the country. Folowing the declaration of 
martial law in late 1972, however, the FFF cooperated
with the government in setting up liaison offices to 
voice farmer grievances and problems. 

The FFF places major emphasis on the moral foundation 
of its leaders. Because of this the FFF has always
maintained close affinity to religious organizations and 
efforts, sponsoring from time to time various special
retrtats and spiritual exercises for farmer members. 
This nioral emphasis has in large manner enhanced 
membership faith in and support for the FFF and hu 
contributed to the rapid development of the organi­
zation as a whole in recent years. 

7 0 ibid.: p.3. 
op. G : "FFF Progress Report - 1972"; p.8 & 10. 

71 ibid.: p.12. 
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Social development and understandiig continues to be 
a prime foce for the FFF. In 1972 alone 49 social awareness seminars were held for some 3, 500 attendes 
most of whom wre DAR personnel who were assigedpwto rural areas. 

The Federation of Free Farmers in July 1966 organized
the "Free Farei. Cooperative, Inc." (FFCI), under a 
separate juridical personality, to improve the economic
position of farmer members. This organization withapproximately 13, 000 members located in 35 different 
provinces has the majority of its capitalization invested
in agricultural machineries and equipments which are
being used in the various economic development activities
of the cooperative; some of which are: irrigation
projects, heavy tractor projects, fertilizer Wrojects,
rice mill project, hollow block projects, etc. 

Other areas in which the Federation of Free Farmers are currently engaged in are: youth participation,
under the Junior Free Farmers; relief and reha.litation;
social welfare; international relations; woment sactivities; and research and planning. 

3.8.2 Basic Purpose of the Federation of Free Farmers 

The Federation of Frae Farmers (FFF) was organized to
"promote the material and moral welfare of the farmers andto strengthen the cause of freedom, peace and prosperity inthe Philippines." 74 More specifically tha FFF seeks to correctsocial injustice to farmers primarily in the area of physical
maldistribution of lands by offering farmers an organized 
representation which. 

72 ibid.: p.20.
 
73 "The Free Farmers Cooperative, Inc."; FFF, Manila; 
 May 1974. 
74 op. cia'.: "The Federation of Free Farmers: History and Present Stature";p. 5. 



as 

1) Promotes the organization of cooperative structure; 

2) Provides legal services and promotes socio-political action; 

3) Supplies continued education and training activities; 

4) Sponsors cultural development and understanding; 

5) Develops rural economics: 

6) Encourages youth participation; 

7) Supports social welfare; 

8) Promotes religious activities; and, 

9) Conducts research and planning. 

3.8.3 	 Agencies Responsible for Establishing and Supporting the 
Federation of Free Farmers 

The Federation of Free Farmers was organized independently 
in October 1953 by wivic and religious leaders as a farmers mass
 
base organization. Toddy, primary support for this self-help
organization comes frorm within the FFF itself. Although from 
time to time government agencies offer technical manpower
extcnsion assistance to various FFF chapters, more often than 
not it is the rFF who aids government institutions by providing
them with pertinent information regarding farmer attitudes
and grievances along with various training seminars on such topics 
as rural social awareness. 

The Catholic Church and etvic organizations such as the Asian 
Foundation support the FFF through financial gifts and 
contributions. Parish priests further aid in the promotion of 
religious as well as socil ideals. They provide significant
participation in such areas as chapter organization along with 
membership recruitment and education. Parish priests also 
serve as go betweens in helping settle land disputes between 
tenant 	farmers and landowners. 75 

7Sop. cit.: Huizer, G. J. :"Historical Background of Peas t-(rgemtim

St Philippines"; pp. 5 10, U.
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3.8.4 	 Organizational Structure of FFF 

The Federation of Free Farmers, the largest non-government 
farmers organization, within the country is an independent 
and private, lay, non-political organization duly registered 
with the Department of Labor. The structure of the FFF 
starts firtt at the smallest organizational unit known as a 
Barrio Local (chapter). Three Barrio Locals may then 
federate to form a Municipal Chapter which in turn federate 
to form Prcvincial Associations. Various provincial associ­
ations compose the National Executive Office. 

3. S.4.: FFF Leadership 7 6 

1) 	 Barrio Policy Board (BPB) and Barrio 
Executive Office (BEXO) - The Barrio Policy 
Board (BPB) is elected by the £eneral membership 
of the 	respective Barrio Local. The BPB serves 
to determine policy within the local chapter and 
also elects from among its own members those 

who will conpose the Barrio Executive Office 
(BEXO). The BEXO consists of a president, 
vice-president, secretary and treasurer. 

2) 	 Municipal Policy Board (MPB) and Municipal 
Executive Office (MEXO) - The Municipal 
Policy Board (MPB) is composed of one 
reprosantative from each of the Barrio Locals 
within 	the municipality. Its functions are the 
same as the Barrio Policy board, only focusing 
on the level of the Municipal Chapter. The 
MPB also elects from among its own members 
a Municipal Executive Office (MEXO) with 

corresponding officers. 

7' 
op. cit.: "The Federabon of Free Farmers: History and Present Stature"; 
pp. 10-11. 
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3) 	 Provincial Policy Board (PPB) and Provincia-
Executive Office (PEXO) - The Provumial Policy
Board (PPB) is formed from representatives frcwi 
the Municipal Ciapter and seeks to determine FFF 
policy 	for the Provincial Association. A Provincial
Executive Office (PEXO) is formed by the PPB
and has corresponding officers. 

4) 	 Nationdl PoicY Beard (NPB) and National 
Executive Qf-fice (NEXO) - Delegates frorn all
accredited Ptovincial Associations meet at the 
Annual National Convention to elect the members 
of the National Policy Board (NPB) which is the 
highest policy-making body of the FFF. The NPD
is composed of thirty-seven (37) members, of 
which two-thirds by policy arr Earmers. 

The NPB members elect from among themselves 
the officers and members cf the National 
Executive Office (NEXO), including president,
executive vice-president, five other vice­
presidents, secretary, traiasurer, and five
relabes (total of 14 persons). The NPB has
also created sixteen administrative departments 
to assist the NEXO in program implementation 
(see Chart 3). 

3.8.4.2 FFF Membership 

1) Composition of Membership 

The mnbership of FFF is composed of three 
general groups: agricultural tenants or share­
croppers (including lessees), farm workers on a 
wage basis, and agricultural settlers and small
landowners. 7 A minimum of at least fifteen 

"Constitution of the Federation of Free Fazzaes"; FFF, Manila; Mimeogr.,
March 1970. 
Small landowners in this case refer to those who are actually tilling the land
and generally owning less than seven hectares. 



such individuals are required in order to 
form one Barrio Local. 

2) Geographic Relationship of Members 

Members within a given Barrio Local are 6efinsd 
as those people residing within the geographic 
boundaries of the barrio for which the chapter 
haa been created to serve. FFF members are 
many times also members of Samahang Nayon 
which are organized geogaphicaUy much the 
same as FFF Barrio Locals covering at timcs 
the same area. 

3) Member Oblizations and Benefits 

Memnbern are obligated to pay annual dues to 
their respective Barrio Local (only about 20 
are actuaUy doing this, however) and attend 
group meetings and training seminars when held. 
Members are also required to purchase member­

ship card- within their respective organizatinns. 
Furthermore, FFF members are encouraged to 
make contributions, both financial as well as 
donated time and energy, to their chapters 
whenever possible. 

Basic membership benefits are derived from 
improved farmer representation combined with 
other benefits resulting from the various 
services provided members by the FFF. Such 
benefits include: rural education, legal and 
socio-poitic&a representation, cultural and 
religious advarcement, youth development, and 
economic upliftment (see section 3.8.1.4). 

3.8.4.3 Training and Development Programs for FFF 

The Federation of Free Ea rnrs has taken an active 
role in mnmbership education and developimet. 
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Currently the FFF has a national training cenba 
located in Cab""ao, Laguna and two regional training 
centers, ono in Tagun, Davao del Norte and the othe 
in C -laps Oriental Mindoro. 

Among the move significant courses held in these 
various training centers are: the Leadership Formation 
Course, a five-week course designed to instut and 
train farmers who have evidenced leadership potental; 
the Administrative Course, a two-week course designed 
to develop FFF leaders and officers in areas of 
administration; and the Basic Organiational Seminar, a 
two to throoe-day smin (conducted at the traig 
conts or in the fi@l) designed to orient potential 
candidates fer nembership while at the same tiam 

onmregi nrnmbezchip quality impeovenwnt. Otr 
various sminars and courses have from tin to time 
been held for svecialized t7eC~Ial &riningwhern the 
neede for such have arisen. 

3.8.5 Imit and ChangesSeen as a Result of the FFF 

The Federation of Free Farmnrs has over the past twenty-plus 
years demonwstrated its potential role as a dynamic frce for 
soio-eco lc reform. Specific examples could be cited to 
ltate the dinmions and variety of such refoim efforts, 
howver, suffice it to say that the FFF has either directly or 
inirectly been responsible for substantial portions of lIs&­
lative enactments in both agrarian reEnm from ths Agri­
cultural Tenancy Act (R. A. No. 1199),enmcted in 1954, to the 
amedd Code of Agrarian Reforms (R. A. No. 69), enected 
in 1971 as well as other constittional provsimo for socd.­
oconondc mnwent. 

In addtion to these effective lobbying eff= eiparnive rural 
eucatiom together with rural lega assistance hav been two ad 

78 op.€ct.: 'The Foderatio of Free Famers History and Present SttW'; 
W. 6-7. 



the foremost FFF sponsored activities which have propted 
sgificant advancement in terms of realized aVarian devlop­
ment fm the Fiipno farmer. 

3.8.6 	 The Relationship of the FFF with Other Farmer 
OrganigatiCAn 

The Federation of Free Farmers has in recent months been 
active in assisting the Department of Local Gobcurwmnt and 

Connutity Develoiment (DLGCD) ia cooperabve oducation and 

training while at the same time involving itself in the promotion 
and suport of Samahang Nayon. ThL relationship is particularly 
noteworthy as FFF and DLGCD have not been supportive of one 
another in past years. 

Being the largest no.N-ovenment sponsored farmers organi-
Nation within the country (with almost 200, 000 members) the 
FFF has the potential to become a voice for sounding off venos 

ee and problem of many smaller farmer oranzatims 
whih in themselves, lack the mmseary size and/or cap&­
lilitles for being effective heard. To date, however, this 
potential has been restricted to only a handful of isolated 
cases. Although ttw FFF suggests its interest in such 
repreentatiOn, history has shown the organization to be at 
tieo 	highly skeptical and nowupportive of many other fmMeM 
group. Greeter inter-orgawnitlonal coordination and support 
is inded needed if the PFF is . eCOM the t::Aiy effOmtiV 
vaice that it envisions itself in reopeenting the needs and 
attitudes of the EM farmer. 
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a 

OTHER FARMR ORGANEZATIONS (Government ani Non-Goverimwnt) 

3.9.1 	 Filipino Agrarian Reform Movement (FARM) and the 
Federation of Land Reform Farmers' Associations (FLRF) 

The Filipino Agrarian Reform Movemcnt (FARM) and the 
Fede-ation of Land Reform Farmers' Associations (FLRF) 
are herein discusd together for in several respects they are 
inseparable om one another. 

FARM a a movement dates back to 1959 when a group of 
intellectuals, nswspapermen, and Pofesionals banded together 
through their com interest of land reform to serve s a 
press group in favor of that cause. 

In jamary of 1969 FARM began to expand as an umbrella 
federation of various farmer cooperatives and organiztions 
witdn 	the country. 79 Basically a n-governument, apolitical 
ane private organization. FARM follws simtilar purpoes and 
orgmitionul framework as does the Federation of Free 
Farmrs (FFF) discussed in section 3.8. 

A yew 	 and a half following the expansion of FARM effc-ts 
FLRF was created in May 1970 to assist FARM development. 
FLRF which is similar in purpose to both FARM and FFF is 
a federation of "smalia" and sonmewhat more localiwd farnmer 
orgaeniztions (many of which are located in Pampauisa Pr)vinm) 
not oiginally included in the membership of FARM. FLRF in 
turn later became a federated member of FARM. 

The sipifi ance of thes, two closely linked mass base. 
oqsegaationa is far from what one miht expect &am such a 
seemi*y mpreesive strvcttze. The leadership for both 
FARM and FLRF are one in the same. In actuality mither of 
these propants have due-payg embership. 8 In fact, 

fctuelity FARM membership has boen limited to Central and Soutimr Luzo. 

80 Aftbouh FLRF does claim that those asociated to it hoM -m-lbrpcards. 
I 
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several of the various organizational members composig both 
FARM and FLRF are defunct and no loner in existence today. 
The only operating funds that either FARM or FLRF have are 
generated through contributions from sources other than 
membership, and these appear to be me"r. Because of this 
neither organization has logistical field supporL to implement 
its respective program activities. 

Unlike the Federation of Fi':* Farmers the Filipino Agrarian 
Reform Movement and the Federation of Land Reform 
Farm ' Associatlon@ remain for the most part "paper" 
orgeaizati. s, their names being used from time to time to 
supp t thb activities of various individuals and special intereet 
groups. 

3.9.2 Philipne Federation of Farmers Associations (PFFA) 

The Philippine Federation of Farmers Associations (PFFA) 
is a federation organized by the Agricultural Pi odictivity 
Counmesioc (APC). now the Bureau of Agricutbral Extension 
(SAE), during the 1960's when the APC was engaged inthe 
active training establishment and support of thousands of 
farmers cooperative associations thro4ghout the country. 
Thes verious farmers associations organized by the APC 
were either single or multiple purpose in service avid stock 
or non-stock in structurp. They (aesociations) were obligated 
to pay annual dues of JP 10 to PFFA for the right to belong to 
the federation. 

In late 1972 the mandate for cooperative development was 
taken away from the APC and given to the now Bureau of 
Cooperatives Development(BCD). Subsequent decrees in 
1973 provided for all farmers associations rganiemd by the 
APC to be placed undr the provisional status as "pe­
cooprative" (proiding that thee associations nkfiviubfy 
requested such status) until they wer able to align their 
various orgeniMtional structures with the structure of the 
government's ZWw cooperative propra . 



Today over 3, 000 of these farmer associations ar, recordedwith the Bureau of Agricultural Extension. Large numbersof these organizations arm either inactive or defunct, however,many others registered as pre-cooperatives with the Bureauof Cooperatives Development are indeed still very active.In September 1974 detailed implementing guidelines wereworked out between BE and BCD allowing for these mgoingassociatiocs to eveot3!ally merge with the Sanmahang Na vaand Kilusang Eayan organizations. It is likely that if thiseffort to mere the two progams proves effective time willbegin to mark the gadual disappearance of the alreadyweakening Phlippine Federation of Farmers Associations. 



4.0 THE COMPARATIVE REIATIONSHlPS OF FARMER ORGANIZATIONS 

4.1 RELATED PURPOSES 

It is true that there is some variance according to purpose among
various farmer organiations. However, this should not be falsely
interpreted as an inherent sign of weakness inexisting organizational
structures but rather viewed as a situational relationship which is
both healthy and complementary. There appears to be little if any
conflict among the various farmer organizations according to their 
respective purposes, inde, many have either the same or similar 
objectives. 

All .rganizations exhibit common similarities of purpose interms 
of womoting effective agrarian reform through social and economic 
rusral development for the small-scale Filipio farnmr. Moreover, 
each organization tends to focus its primary attention on one or 
more specific areas necessary in bringing about this change. The
Irrigator Groups for example stress water dovelopment and manage­
ment, the Seldas credit delivery systems. Compact Farms encourap
production management, the FFF social reform, while the Samahang 
Nayon conbines a number of these. 

Occasionally different farmer organizations operating inthe sam 
geographical area may erlap each other in terms of purposes anW 
or services. This generally does not cause conflicts, however, as 
long as the activities of the organizations concerned are well 
cocwdated and attitudes of support rather than competition prevail 

4.2 BASICSTRUCTURES 

Farmer organizatione exhibit a wide range of similarities and 
differences in relation to their respective orgenizational structures.
FBC's, GRAC and NEIoP have for example been organized as stock 
cooperatives while other organinstions discussed within this study
maintain the structure of non-stock associations. In accordance 
with goverment policy SN and FBCs are registerwd with the Depart­
ment of Local Government and Comnutdty Developmeftl, while JG's 

1 NEILMCoP also will soon be restered with DLGCD. 



and GRAC register with the Securities and Exchange Commission 
and the FFF with the Department of Labor. Selda and CF orrani­
rations as loose-knit production and liability groups generally are 
not required to formally register with any government agency. however, 
they may be affiliated with one or more government or non-governmmt 
institutions. 

In terms of geographical coverage SN, FBCs, GRAC, and the FFF all 
orglma groups on the barrio or multi-barrio level. CF., XGs and 
Sel&s on the other hand are organizd for the most part as sub-barrio 
statures. 82 NEILCoP vaties from these two patterns by operating 
on a provincial basis (however, some NEELCoP members are either 
barrio or sub-barrio associations or groups). 

FBCs, GRAC, NEILCoP, and the FFF through its Free Farmers 
Cooperative, I.c. are allowed to engage in profit making enterprises 
and btminess activities associated with agricultural development and 
uplltent. Other organizatios, although technically not allowed to 
engage in business, may generate economic returns for their respective 
membership@ through economy of scale saving or from other small­
scale projects, such as local cottage industry, as long as the primary 
focua of such projects it not profit oriented. 

Another topic arc which deserves some discussion relating to the 
comparisons of basic organizational structure is the area of leadership. 
Virtually all farmer organizations have systems of leadership, however, 
their structures and respective funtions often times vary. SN and 
FBCs for example edbit well defined leadership networks with the 
responsibility for various organizational functions divided among 
several leadership positionA. Soldas, CFs and many times IGs do not 
show this degree of leadership diversificatin, often preferring to 
delegate all respmsibilities to a single group leader. While it may be 
true that in some cases smaller farmer organizations, because of 
limited functiom, do not require the leadership structure character­
istic of larger institutlom, it may also be true that their impact 
and effmctivens as organimtios nmiht in some cases be reduced &ue 

SHoWever, some Communual Irrigation Associations may be organized an the 
malti-brio level. 
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to unrealistic expectations in work load capacities placed upon their 
respective individual leadeks. 

Generally where there is adequate leadership structure to handle the 
various activities and responsibilities of a farmer organization, 
progressive group development has resulted. For example in Nueva 
Ecija where efforts have been concentrated in the area of leadership 
development, Santahang Nayon have made significant progreas in terms 
of membership growth and capital savings. In both these areas Nueva 
Ecija Samahang Nayon dramatically lead the national averages. While 
other factors are sure to have contributed to this progressiveness LA 
laadership has played a dominant role. 

Farme. organizational structures also exhibit diversity in their styles 
of farm management. While most organizations allow farmer members 
to manage their own respective farmplots, at least two do not. 
Various Compact Farms require that all farm activities be managed 
jointly under a single management system. The manager may decide 
such issues as the crops to be planted, the technologies to be followed, 
the inputs to be used, and the times for planting, harvesting and 
marketing. Another example may be seen in the case of the Gen. 
Ricarte Agricultural Cooperative. While allowing its farmer members 
some degree of individual management freedom, GRAC does require them 
to rely upon the cooperative for the supply of all agricultural support 
services such as input supply, marketing, credit and extension assistance. 
The cooperative itself manages these services and officially represents 
the farmer members in all other matters. 

While centralized management may do much to systematize agricultural
activities and bring about a Zesired uniformity in production the 
limitation of such an approach should be clearly recognizedfor if 
abused such a management style may subvert the very purposes for which 
the organization was originally created. Extreme care should be 
taken in such efforts to insure that dem---rgt-c chamos exist whomby 
members are guaranteed their freedom of expression and rights of 
individual representation. 

Variations in the structure of farmer organizations are not as a rule 
causes in themselves for inter-group conflict. Well developed systems 
for communication and support can and do exist between various 
institutions exhibiting different orgaizatiml structures. Functionl 
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inter-group relationships in terms of support systems have for 
example been evidenced in many parts of the country where two or 
more farmer organizations may coexist. Often times, however, 
these all iriportant relationships are not given proper emphasis and 
in many instances left to mere chance. When this occurs communi­
cation breakdown and resulting conflict is inevitable. To cite a case 
in point let us examine the relationship of Irrigator Groups with 
Samuhang Nayon in terms of geographic boundaries and functions. 
Because IGs are organized geographically according to the irrigational 
lay of the land while SN follow politically determined demarcations, 
many times autonomous relationships develop wherein one or both of 
the organizations refuse to either recognize or support one another. 
Such situations may be further compounded when for example 
Samahang Nayon would insist upon setting up tfeir own systems for 
irrigation control and supervision independent of other existing systems 
in the area being implemented by Irrigator Groups. When events such 
as these transpire both organizations may suffer irreparable damage. 

The relationship of the Federation of Free Farmers with Samahang 
Nayon is but another example. Due to the absence of well defined 
channels of communication between the FFF and the DLGCD a lack of 
trust and confidence exhibited by the two organizations toward one 
another has resulted. This situation has significantly hindred the 
development of supportive SN-FFF relationships at the rural level. 
Although recent measures have been initiated to establish harmonious 
relationships between these organizations the air of competition rather 
than cooperation still exists in many areas of the country today. 

Conflicts such as the ones herein outlined may indeed arise when 
sufficient emphasis has not been placed upon well developed inter­
organizational communication and support systems. However, this 
need not be the case. There is always room for institutions of similar 
purpose, despite variations in organizational structure, to share a 
productive and harmonious coexistence providing they respect and 
honor their responsibilities to one another. 



4.3 MEMBERSIP FAT'iR? 

Farmer organiMtions without wxeption seek to 6rve as their 
primary taxget small-scale farmeZ ') non-farming families of low 
income lving in agricultural areas. Most often thee members are 
classified either as lessees, amortizing owners, or ownsr operators 
of the lands upon which thsy live and/or till. 

Since various farmer orgauimtions serve primarily the same peoe 
it is logical to assume that often tines membership overlap may
result. The nature of this cross-membership may take several forms. 
The most common perhaps is in the case of geographically overlapping
oreidutions. In this situation a particular person may be a member of 
several di-farent groups. An example of this is seen where either a 
Samahang Nayo or Farmers Barrio Cooperative mer-bar also becomes 
a member of either a Compact Farm, Irrigator Group, or Selda which 
may be organed and functioning within the same geographic area. 
Such a member may also .41ong to an FFF chapter if present. Another 
situation illustating membership overlap may be sen when a person is 
a Member of more than one of the same type of organization within the 
same geographic area. To cite a case, a farmer who may join one Selda 
6W a feedgrain production loan may also becomeamwmber of another 
Selda with dfferent members organized for the purpose of financing 
a livestock project. This particular type of overlap usually occurs 
only in Selda organiations. One other form of cross-membership 
should at this point be mentioned which combines aspects of the two 
examples already described. A farmer who is a member of one or 
more orgAniuations located in a particular geographic area may also 
be a member of a diffsreut or similar organization located in another 
gogaphic area. To illustrate, a farmer living in one barrio ano 
faming in another may belong to a Samahang Nay n in the first barrio 
a at the same time be required to join an Irrigator Group located 

in the second. He may even be listed as a member also of the Samahang
Nayon located in the second barrio. 

The 4Xamples given hae are Just that, examples. Although they may 
or may not reflect accurately the totality of such relationships, they 
ar Included here to give the reader a better undrstdingof the 
various forms that membership overlap may take. Membership
overlap doe not " a rule detract from the efforts of the various 
farmer orga zlations except in examples wherein an individual may 
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belong to, say, two Sanahang Nayon at the same time thereby causing 

unnecessary repetition in accounting procedures and unjust duplication 

of benefits. More often such overlap serves to strengthen farmer 

organizations by encouraging integration and cooperation rather than 

spawning dissension and competition. 

com-Another aspect of membership patterns which warrants some 


parative examination is in the area of member obligations and benefits.
 

Of the farmer organizations listed within this study, SN, FBCs, GRAC,
 

and FFF all require their members to make financial invest-NEILCoP, 
ments in the form of membership fees and/or annual aues to their 

respective organizations. In addition, FBCs, GRAC, and NEILCoP 

require their respective memberships to purchase shares of stock, 
while SN and FBC members must contribute to two special funds, the 

IGs :n the otherBarrio Guarantee Fund and the Barrio Savings Fund. 

hand may or may not require financial investments from their members,
 

while CFs and Seldas generally do not,require such obligations.
 

In addition to financial investments all farmer organizations except
 

for Seldas and Irrigator Groups require their members to undergo
 

some form of membership training and attend group meetings. CFs
 

and Seldas bothrequke members to sign joint liability agreements for
 

agricultural loans. Both of these memberships in combination with
 

FBC members are also required to sign marketing agreements.
 
Members of GRAC and certain CFs must agree further to let their
 

respective organizations manage their agricultural activities.
 

Members in areas serviced by more than one farmer organization
 

many times complain that their combined obligations to these various
 

groups often becomes excessive. If allowed to go unchecked these
 

problems may undermine the success and very purpose for which the
 

respective organizations were originally created. Care should be taken
 

in such cases to maintain a proper coordination of efforts between
 
various farmer organizations in order to reduce unfair expectations
 
and financial burdens unintentionally brought upon farmer members.
 

In relation to benefits all farmer organizations offer valuable social
 

and/or economic contributions to their memberships. The degree
 

of such benefits may vary from one organization to another, however,
 
all organizations appear to be providing farmer members with a unique
 

form of individualized representation not present in the absence of
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such structure. This representation has allowed members of various 
farmer organizations to benefit both socially and economically from 
a host of improved support services including credit delivery, extension 
support, input supply, marketing systems and rural education. These 
services have increased the financial returns of members through 
improved yiels and economy of scale savings as well as enhanced social 
awareness and communication in the rural areas. 

More specifically, FBCs and SN offer members additional benefits 
in the form of retained savings from the Barrio Guarantee Fund and 
the Barrio Savings Fund as well as paid life insurance premiums. 
GRAC, NEILCoP and FBCs are also offering nemberv patronage 
dividends on funds geneated from cooperative profits. FFF activities 
have resulted in significant rural social advancement, while CF, IG 
and Selda groups have in many cases strengthened the overall 
performance of the larger SN and FBC organizations by providing 
them with a necessary and effective substructure which in intself has 
resulted in increased membership benefits due to improved eff iciency 
and coordination. 

4.4 SUPPORT SERVICES (Governmental, Institutional, and Internal) 

4.4.1 Production Inputs 

Virtually all of the farmers organizations, with the-lons 
exception perhaps being the FFF8 3 , have developed some 
system for the supply and distribution of agricultural production 
inputs to their respective memberships. While some organi­
zations such as the Farmers Barrio Cooperatives have developed 
elaborate cooperative structures to procure and funnel these 
input supplies to farmer members other organizations like 
Seldas maintain only a loose-knit distribution channel for ouch 
supplies relying heavily on outside sources, either rural banks 

8 3The FFF while supporting economic rural development places heavy emphasis 

upon social reform, not agricultural production. The FFF does, however, 
support the agricultural production activities of its sister organization, the 
Free Farmers Cooperative, Inc. 
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or private dealers, for input procurement. This has upon 
occasion caused a conflict of interests where members of 
Seldas or Compact Farms located as sub-organizations 
within FBCs or Samahang Nayon have been required by a credit 
source (e. g. rural bank) to purchase production inputs from a 
source other thaa that provided by the larger organizatioral 
structure as a pro-condition to credit assistance. It becomes 
imperative that in order to avoid such conflicts credit institutions 
such as rural banks must not only coordinate closely with Selds 
but become closely attached to the production needs and services 
of larger organizations such as Samahang Nayon which may also 
exist in a given area. 

Where effective and complementary systems for input supply
and distribution have been established between various farmer 
organizations occupying the same or overlapping areas, greater
economic benefits and stronger organizational structures have 
resulted. Where such systems have not been established middle­
men and inter-organizational strife and competition continue to 
weaken farmer groups both in terms of membership confidence 
as well a* the potential for economic growth and expansion. 

4.4.2 Marketing Services 

In terms of marketing services, again most farmer organi­
zations have devised some system for support to marketing
activities. Exceptions to this, however, are Irrigator Groups 
which normally focus solely on water delivery systems, the 
Nueva Ecija Integrated Livestock Cooperative Program which 
has focused up to now on input supply and not yet implemented 
its marketing scheme, and the Federation of Free Farmers 
which again focuses on social reform rather than agricultural 
production. 

The degree to which a farmer organization may become involved 
with marketing activities varies. Farmers Barrio Cooperatives 
in Nueva Ecija for example, process and rm rket substantial 
portions of membership crop produce through their jointly
federated Area Marketing Cooperative. This is also a similar 
system to that of Samahang Nayon which are begiming to develop 
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their own federated grain processing and marketing facilities 
(Kilusang Bayan) in limited target areas within the country.
However, smaller farnter organizations such as Seldas and 
Compact Farms generally serve only an assembiy or collection
points for marketing. Actual marketing may be done either 
through othei larrr ganizatioal structures such as FBCs 
or SN when they are pretent, or through private marketing 
channaib. 

As in the case of production inputsi credit sources such as 
rural banks may require farmers to market their produce
through either their own channels or other designatid outlets 
such as the National Grains Authority or private buyers.
Again, this may weaken an organization which seeks to offer 
its members economy of scale marketing advantages. Every
effort should be made to design better systems for improved
coordination between credit institutions and farmer organi­
zations engaged in agricultural marketing in order to insure 
greater economic returns for the farmer member while at the 
same time minimizing unnecessary duplication of efforts and
unwarranted competition in service. 

4.4.3 Production Credit 

Currently member within farmer organizations are receiving
institutional prcduction UP= from three basic sources, rural
banks, the Agricultural Credit Administration (ACA), and the 
Philippine National Bank (PNB). 

Practically all outside financial assistance to members of
Farmers Barrio Cooperatives is coming from the ACA while 
rural banks are lending some support. The Gen. Ricarte
Agricultural Cooperative receives exclusive credit support­
from ACA, while on the other hand, Samahang Nayon and Selda 
membership is financed primarily by rural it" and by PNB 
in areas where feedgrains are being grown. Compact Farms 

8 4 The PNB under its current supervised agricultural credit program is 
financivg only feedgrain production. 
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may receive financial assistance from either rural banks ox 
ACA depending on their location and supporting institution. 

In many cases these va.iouj loaning institutions are trying to 
coordinate their credit efforts with the activities of farmer 
organizations. ACA for example is utilizing the Gen. Ricarte 
Agricultural Cooperative and to some degree Farmers Barrio 
Cooperatives for screening loan applicants and supervising credit 
application and collection. Many Compact Farms function as 
joint liability groups for ACA loaning operations. The Develop­
ment Bank of the Philippines (DBP) along with some rural banks 
are channeling long term credit assistance for the purchase of 
irrigation pumps and motors through organized Irrigator Groups. 
And, rural banks utilize Seldas as joint liability groups for 
supervising production credit asaistance to farmers. 

In variou3 sections of tlHs study it has been noted that when 
efforts have been made to utilize farmer organizations as 
mechanisms for supervising and safei-garding credit assistance, 
generally, repayment patterns have been improved (e.g. FBCs, 
GRAC, CFs, and Seldas). This would indicate the need as 
earlier cited in the case of inputs supply and marketing services 
for financial institutions to coordinate more closely their 
loaning and collection procedures with the existing farmer 
organizational structure. 

In at least one significant case little attempt has been made to 
develop such coordination. Rural banks the primary production 
credit source for Samahang Nayon membership have not to date 
tried to utilize the organizational -tructure of Samahang Najon 
to increase the efficiency of their credit delivery systems. 5 
This case is particularly noteworthy for 85% of the production 
credit currently available for Filipino farmers from institutional 
sources is coming from the more than 650 rural banks within the 
country. By the same token two-thirds of the over 1, 000, 000 

5 This statement refers to rural banks in general although it should be noted 

that a few progressive banks have made attempts to develop such coordination. 
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farmers currently targeted under the agrarian reform program, 
most of which depend on some form of financial production 
assistance, are members of Samahang Nayon. While there has 
been little if any research done which would indicate a direct 
correlation linking the lack of rural bank-SN coordination with 
poorer repayment patterns (although such a correlation seems 
indeed logical, available repayment data is partially skewed due 
to the fact that credit repayments have been high in some areas 
where Samahang Nayon have not been organized but where well 
organized Selda groups have previously existed) it can be said 
that credit systems most certainly have not benefited from 
the lack of any such exchange. This situation initself has in 
part given rise to the establishment of the new Cooperative 
Rural Bank in Nueva Ecija which will seek to provide production 
credit assistance for Samahang Nayon (and FBC) membership 
by utilizing the SN organization itself as a vehicle for the 
selection md screening of potential loan recipients as well as a 
mechanism for supez ising actual credit releases, applications 
and collections. 

Many members of farmer organizations receive credit from 
sources other than those institutional in nature. Private 
money lenders and users continue to provide substantial portions 
of the credit requirements of farmers belonging to various 
farm organizations. However, increasing evidence suggests
that farmers who are members of particular farm organizations 
are less likely to become dependent on private, non-ins ttutioaal 
credit sources than are farmers who are not members of such 
organizations. Moreover, members of farmer organizations 
rind to utilize credit from institutional sources more often and 
to greater degrees than do non-member farmers.86 

I"Sna Farmer Credit Summary Papers"; USAID Spring Review, Volume XX; 
June 1973. 
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4.4.4 Extension Assistance 

Almost all farmer organizations receive some extension 
assistance from external sources. The nature and degree of 
this support may often vary and in some cases may not 
adequately meet the specific neecs of the organization. To 
cite two examples, Farmers Barrio Cooperatives in the 
southern part of Nueva Ecija were for several months receiving 
government technical extension assistance from Department 
of Agrarian Reform technicians. While these technicians were 
well schooled in land reform policy they grossly lacked education 
and experience having to do with the technical production aspects 
of agriculture and consequently their extension services in the 
area pioved almost totally ineffective. Irrigator Groups have 
also experienced this problem. While the National Irrigation 
Administration (NIA) has assigned technicians to assist IG 
members in agricultural extension, these technicians often 
exhiWt only minimal knowledge of agricultural production in 
areas outside of their water management backgrounds. 
Fortunately NIA has identified this problems and is currently 
subjecting all water management technicians in pilot areas 
to intensive agricultural training. However, not all agencies 
are as concerned with nwtddng the prcper extension skills with 
the particular needs of farmer organizations as is NIA. Indeed, 
many agencies do not coordinate tjeir nteinsion efforts with 
farmer organizations at all but rather with credit institutions. 
As mentioned earlier these institutions may or may not 
coordinate with farmer activities on the organizational level, 
leaving to chance in many cases proper extension and credit 
assistance to farmers in a particular organization. 

Ties with government agencies offering extension assistance 
are many times distant and undependable. Although such 
assistance is importaut and should not be discouraged, many 
times farmer organizations may find it more advantageous 
to organie their own extension services to aid that which is 
already being supplied by either government or private 
organizations. Samahaug Nayon, Farmers Barrio Cooperatives, 
and many Compact Farms have plans for such internal extension 
support. While members and committees within some of these 
organizations have already been designated to perform this role 
much time and energy in the way of educational development 
appears still to be needed before these intra-organizational 
exte, ion agents become functional medums for change and 
development. 
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organized with govern- BASIC COMPARISONS OF VARIOUS absolute in nature; meant for 
ment support FARMER ORGANIZATIONS observational comparison only 

CF S IG GRAC NEILCOP FFF# CATEGORY 	 SN FBC 

40,000* 2-3,000* 1 1 -I 	 Total No. of Organizations 15,451 28 3-500* 

2 	 Total No. of Members 663,489 3D04 5-8,000* 300,000* 5-125000t 106 83 200,000 

Average Mem- 1 National 42.9 - 10-20 5-10 20-80
 
bership per * Nueva
 106 83Organization Ecija 66.2 107.3 19.9 Same 20-30 

4 	 First Groups Organized 1973 1972 1964 1970 Mid-1960s 1971 1972 1953
 

Primary Supporting IDP/N ALA.IKB; RBACA NIA, ot lsrae Rel' ious
 
AgeRB,KC 	 NFAC,.A ChAc'h & Civic

5 	 Agencies DLGCD Church Or I DLGCDI Org. Org. 

6 Primary Credit Source RB ACA 	 ACA or RB RB RB ACA RB or DBP
 
Non- toc Non-OCW No -toc Non-Stoc
Structure 	 Non-Stock Stock 

Assn. Assn. sn. IStock Stock Assn. 
7 	 Classification Assn. COOP- Pred=Unit Prod.Unit (Prod. Unit Coop. Coop. 

or 	Multi- Bari PrvnilSBrNationalSub-Barrio Sub-Barrio u- Barrio ProvincialAve. Geographical Barrio Barrio 

8 Level of Organization Level Level Level Level 3arrio Leve Leve 1 Level Level
 

-1.836
9 	 Total Capicalization (P) 22,200,0(A 78,000 96,000 -

System of Individual X X X X X X 

X (Sometime, (Sometime) X10 	 Management Central 
,Vay or Ma Not Not Not 

Contiguity of Members' Not Not Not Be 
11 Farms Rer uired Required Required Required Required Required Required Requirect 

Equal Member Productivity 
12 Considered Usuall, ometines Sometime Usually 
13 Stock Purchase Required X " X X 

14 Membership Fee Required X X X X X 

Is Annual Dues Required x X X X 

16 Pre-Membership Training Req. X X X Optional Optional X X Optional 

17 Joint Liability Function ._X X _ 

18 Input Distribution Function X X X X X X X 
19 Marketing Assembly Function X X X X X X 



5.0 SUMMARY 

The wide-scale development of farmer organizations within the Philippure 

has only recently become a reality. "Xhilaindeed the philosophy and need 
most ongoing organizatioasfor their establishment have been ever present, 


in eastence today are products only of the present decade.
 

Farmer organiatione have been established in practically every province, 
Whil, some are reflective of

mwicipality and barrio within the country. 


only pilot or localimed efforts others display a broader scope functioning
 

as national farmer orgizat~is. 

The organizations reviewed within this study exhibit close similarity to 

one another both in terms of the purposes 	for which they were established, 

varying only slightly in areas of emphasis 	and focus, and in relation to the 

namely, small-scale farmers orprincipal targets that they wish to srve, 
non-farming Lamiliso of low income living and working in agricultural areas. 

%I. diemonstrating similarity in both purposes and target recipients, farmer 

often exhibit diversity in terms cf their respective orgazi­institution 
organizations mayastional structures. In situations where two or more 

there may or may not be inter­geographically overlap one another, 
on the degree of cooperation and supportorganizational conflicts depending 

that the respective farmer groups show towards one another. The various 

governmnt agencies and private institutions respo-sible for srtablishing 

and supporting farmer organizations can play an important role at this 

point in promoting inter-group unity. Too often, however, they do not 

,pear to place significant value on the importanc of cultivating such inter­

ormonixationa; relationships. 

Faner organizations have become effective mediums for supplying a hoet 

of necessary support services to rural agrarian communits. Systems 
for input supply, marketing channis, credit delivery, cooperative etension 

and rural education have been sigificantlyimproved through organinational 
effort. Sone faer orgaiztions have also dom much to develop 

7The Phi4pins Govermnent's cuzrent agrPnran reb'm program is almost
 

entirely .o .d i thnee agricultural areas.
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integrated aproacdws to agricultural production while others have shwn 
themselovs to be viable mediums for publicly voicing member grievances and 

CDcnBrno. 

Increasing evidence suggests that farmer organiwz.tions h;ve effected sub­
stantial sociological and attitudinal change among farmer members in such 
areas as increased credit repayment patterns and in tha adcption of improved 
farming technologies. Similarly, many farmer organi at'on - have contributed 
signficantly to increased agricultural production ana f£unztioed effectively 
as mechanisms for capital formation and retention. 

The rapid developnent and expansicn of farmer orga.-izAtions today in te 
Pbilippizs assures the reality of increascd inter-group cantact and the 
subsequent potential for future tensions, conflicts an-d niundrstandings. 
Whether or not these organizations will be able to avoid sur±CA problematic 
relationships by effectively coordinating, integrating an' cooperating with 
each other during the difficult morths ahead remains a av:e "-ion of r-Aramont 
importance. It would appear that in order for such a q-:est.:on to be answered 
in a positive sense policy decisions need first be made and nubsequnnt programs 
revised and implemented which will assure th.e utmost ;ntgration and support 
between these various organizations. But such actions immsdiately pose Mew 
questios: Who will initiate such efforts; which organiza6-ions wil be under 
consideration ; what types of information will be used in raakir.g policy 
decisions; how will organizations of different structure relate to ore another; 
what roles will government and private institutions play; .nd what criteria 
will be used to measure the success or failure o suc;h attemp':--? It is these 
aM other questions which must first be addressd :. far.r crgniz tions 
are to continue providinlg the rural Filipino with the sccizo-econo.,-c reform 
characteristic of their past endeavors. Hopefuiiy ts -t'.tdy has laid the 
fondation fr-n which to begin. 
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