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entire field !itaff of PresUmos Cim~~~inos Clc("c:'1?"nied the evalua­
tors and f~rn-lt:!~l int~. "~e\<"E:rs to ;':H;ilitJ.:.~ t:leir ,"ctivities 
in the rural corr .. nunitie5 iilt:lllc!(;d in the ir.lr-~r.t sur~j'. 

It is import.:lnt to emphasize that Lil !~crced st.! :f, arter presentin<j 
us to rur""l household::; and olhcr i:-,.dl. 'licl!als bt.'~:'Jie""ed, .l.cft us 
in ccrnplete liberty to clsk .:!L:estions and th':'!r·~by JS!it.:.rcd the abso­
lute confidenciality of the survcy. 

'-lNe also wish to thank Roberto Leon c,~ Vi\·t.:!';~ ''!',~ad of the Division 
of De '~lopment, Plannir.g, .:lnd r'li1 1 t.:.:l tion 0 r U:,\ :D/Eoli via, for his 
interest in, and support givcn, to this c 1la!.t.:,1tion. T.le for;n.::!r ACDI 
Resident Advisor, Mr. Ste\~ Hiles, W(~3 extn .. "1·:-1: helpful in orient­
irq the e:valmtors and makirg amil.3blc to t!·.r.!;\ !.71[.ort.Jnt ')cunenta­
tion of project performance. Hr. Rob2rt Flier. c~:. ,\CDI/Wrl!':: "1 ton 
was most caopp.rath'C in discuBsi-:)n~ to frolme lhf~ overall i'! ,luation 
methodolO')y. 

Finally, we express our deepest grl!tituje to tr.c 251 rural housf.'holds 
vis ited--all man bers 0 f L.l Ncrcec-- .... ~.,,) donclteG lheir time ::10 p.,tiently 
to the field Gur'Jey. We arc confident their r.\~ny rccOrtm~ndlltiOnD nnd 
opinionc will be read with int~rc~t by ntaff Q( La Merced, and that 
these contributiono will evcntt.:.llly tr.:ln!Jl·lte in':.o impro·.~d and OX­

panded Cooperative serviceo. 
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CHAPTER r. 
INTRODUCTION AND 

A, PROJECT IMRJ!E}I 

• 

SUN 11 A R Y 

This report describes ~r.d evalt:attts 4 project sp:lnGorc. cJ by USAID/2011vla 
entitled "ACCI/La Morc.d OPG 1-:0. 511-0533. 51qned Auqust 30, 1979, the 
project wn~ budgeted at US$49o,C~ and scheduled for a period ot three 
year :: . ThiG Operational PtOC;rarn Gt"!nt hrad tllO b.lcic objQctivea. The first 
was to strengthen ant! oxpand tt". ~mal1 Farm!!r Credit Program of La Merced, 
the larqeut cooperative: 1n eolivh, which oparates throughout the tropi­
cal lo ... ·lantlo departrr.!rnt of Sant:. Cruz. The ancand objectivo ot the CPa. 
was to strengthen the A·Jminiatrotlve capacitr of La v'ercad, thereby help­

. 1ng it to r:leot the mora corr.plllx dcc:icion"makJ.I'Ig rOG,uirer..'Jnt& ot large 
cooporath'o ins t ituti:r.s. 

Tho donation flnancod a full-tl~. , ACCI Ro.ldent Advisor stationed In 
Santa Cru: for I period of 32 montha. It alao wal to . finance at l.aat 
three vieits by a short .. terr.1 .rr.allcg"Qr:cnt consultant, alsiwtanct from lo­
cal Bolivian consultants, and pI)r1odic luperv1cory v1alto by ACDI,I\\aahing­
ton stat:. Thl.1 and rvlated technical lasictanco actlvlUel wera budgeted 
at U5$320,OOO. The qr.nt olao provided a direct donation of U5$176,OOO to 
IBsht with thn capitel!:otion 0: the S~dl Farmar CroeHt Program. For 
ita part, La ~erced W.11 to cc.mtribute tho equivalont of. US$138,000 in 
•• Iutlng loan fund c.pl tAllz.tlon pluo an additional US~102,640 by the 
end ot tho project. It was also to oubaldi:e t ho Progrtlu's acSminht:rn .. 
ttve costa, and W&I to eltablilh threa hrrr. lupply .tores for project 
beneflclarl •• wl~~ oporotlnq CAplt.l and othor contribution. totaling 
US$525,ooo. 

Th. OPO project Wa. amenc!od on four oco •• lona, but the c:~ .lnge. dId not 
.It.r It. ba.ie objective. or overall budget. All txternrl r •• oure •• 
to tho project war. provld.d by ACCI end USAID a. orlqinnlly plannld. 
Th. terminAtion dete of tho threo-yoar project ha. ba.n •• t.ndod through 
June 1983 to permit the u.e of unopent funding (aproxlmately US$14,0001 
In financing an IxperlQontal progrAm for mobilizing rur.l D.vlngl • 

. . . " .. . , , 

\ 
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B. PURfOSE Cf Tl1E PRESENT E'I,~LUATIrn 

The present r.c1,:"=ort ':"ontains the findings of a final eva luaUon of OPG 
No. 511-0533. 3uch an cvalua I:.fon was programed and bUG ;eted wi ~.h.in thl! 
original gr,Jn:: cJg."p.enent. The methodolo')y of the evalua-:ion it~~clf '''as 
developed l~l t~:t1 Co.1sultants in close discussion with .t.C'!JI and 5enior 
statf of L" "~,ced. 

The pur!=O~e 0': this un(~~rtak!ng was to conduct iln E!·/3~.u~~ion of tht:! 
OPG in t~/O (lj.i:2~tions: (rom the top-down and frem the t:<:ltton-L!~J. ~'he 

top-dmm apprrJch, or ~institutional evaluation", was i~tend~d ~o Jocu­
mcnt and appr:,\l3e the performance of La ~h!rced'::; Small t'a::ner Credit 
?rogram, .1::; \h' i.l as tht! Cooper a tive' s aemin!::: tra t i'!1? r00:- pni:<1 ':ion 
and str"'::gth~ntng. Careful attention Wa!] to be paid to ':.h~ ccgre'.! of' 
compliar:c0 L:' i.:h~ project \..'!th it::: planned objcc!:i'le!: ~d cJc<:idty 
target:;, as ~:~:,~cJ.:·ied in the OPG's "lDgic.1l Fr.:1;~(~hcrk". 

The bottom-up ap~roach, or "im?z,ct evaluation", lias i::':·:r,j·::J tc :',"L:~\Jre 

the socio-econo~ic impDct of the OPG ?roject at the l~v~: of i~~iuicudl 
farm houscholJ~. For this purpo::;c a simplc far:;,er :;ur':'::j' ,,~s to ht.! con­
duct~d--uslng other f~:mcrs ~~ dat~-collectQ~s. 

A Decondary p~ :pose of thc CVillu.Jtion was to re\'icw a;' ~ ("~H'~ .:l~~=op­

riate) ir.co:poC.1tc the coop~rati'Je evaluation !iyst~1l1 t,v~r1t.ly :;~ .:r~!ied 
by D~velop~ent AS!iociJt~s, Inc. 

C. SCtErul£l PARTICIPA"TSJ AID EVALUAT ~;:, .{TIVIT!ES 
Field d.lta Ct'll~ction for this eIlJ1u.:'It{on bCSdn in Bo1 llda on Sp.p':~~bcr 

20, 1902 and ,.;ontlm.:ed for two months t,ntil r:C\!e:r.b~r l-;t~:. ny thi3 l:\St 
date,. t, :'J ·;,~p,Ha te preliminary rl~i:-orts-- in Sr.;:n i!lh--· ... f! rc ,::-:'''?let'!.1, one 
for the ir.5tLtution~l e'Jalllation, the other f0r trot) i:"'[.Ir:: :':.lluJtion. 
FiMl ,In<11Y5i5, editing, and prcpcJration of the of~l~b~ ",:;r)ft--in 
Engl!sh--wils completed in Hew 'lork over the [-oriod D(·r:'.'~~.I.r :8-3(), 1992. 
TrllMlation of the finoll r~I=-Ort into Sp.lnbh ~/')~ cor.d~r:t,\,] durir,g the 
first two ~/(~eka of Jolnu,uy 1983. 

'I1le reaponnibility (or cl.lta colloction and In:'.lysi~ .~ ~~~,~ in!ltitlltional 
evaluation WJS cntru~tcc.l to Dr. "!"jldlcs L,1nl!o Florc!;' I r"ruvLln ci:.L:cn 
with joint univIH:!!ty dcgrecG in Economic~ L,n:1 I\ccoun·. i r.'] , (,:-,t.! cl <.:r,,;pcra­
tive tlpeCiolli5t with over 20 yCLlf!; experience in rur,,! C!~"·\lor~,,·nt pro­
joctlJ. In <1c]cHtlon, Or. Lan.1o coonlinatcd 1I11 (i'?ld""ork for both tho in­
st! tut!oncll tlnd !mpclCt- evaluation!:. flo l!l~o ,.,:;r.iotcd in U,~ training of 
all Bolivi.~n start employed to implement the Carmer r..'.lr\'·~r. In the p(!r-
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formance of his duties, Dr. Lanao made two separate visits to La Merced. 
The fir~t, from S~?t~~be[ 13-~O, was devoted to finalizing the evalua­
tion methcdolo~', r~cruitin9 and tr~ining Bolivian field staff, and 
making .3. :1 neces:J~!"y ':on-tacts to get data collection activities scheduled 
and init ia ted. Dr. L4na~ls second visit lasted nearly four weeks, from 
Octobe r :s to t:o\'<:It.!:~[ 17, 1982. During this period he conducted and 
completed the in~t!;utional evaluation, assisted with the analys Is of 
the (athle ! st.:n.'er, .!r.d conducted a general debt feting of evaluation 
findinS3 \; tth SE:I~~ C '; s~a rf of La Merced. 

Overall ' • . ..ondbill ~. ::. for carry Ing out th e impact evaluation was entrust­
ed to JQ., . 'i ictor :'1..'1 ille s, a Dollv!an sociologist who contributed 60 days 
of worr. t,,, t he a!,f,i:; r,i:.!! nt and remained on location in Santa Cruz. He was 
t5ssist (;,c bj' ;.q ui lir.~ :"uco Vera, a Bolivitm technician .ipecialized in 
rural cor, .... ;,):'!.! tr C\!·:c.l jPlJcn:' , \/ho was "lso contracted for two months . 
Both of then'! pr() f ~::dcnals participated in the design of the survey 
qucstior-,aire, he1 t-!l j ~o train the farm- ··-interviewers "'ho were to 
apply t :, · in!lt[t.:; :, ~ I: :, !l':?~rvised the !iu::'Je}' ,",ct.ivities, assisted with 
inter v! ~:, inc; \.'he :~ /',,: !...u:i !i!.r:t', end tabul.3.t'!d the data. Horales prepared 
a comprc ; "~Miv') :' :: l:l.i.r.:~nn 'y report of sunray findings which contains a 
det.J.ilcf.! :; u:t'.r:'IAry '='~ P ll.dl of the four regions visited plus a sWT'.mary of 
the ag9ru~a:'ad da:.~ Cor. the ~n:.ire survey. The survey itself covered 251 
rural hOl::Jeholds !ror, 53 Sep.lrilte rural cOII"Jllunitics. 

At the far::o.-1e\·e!, the principal interviewers W(lre thc~~ elves small far­
mers trc:n the Sant ii Cr';;: region. Thare were three of tht=m, as follow~ 
(1) Tirr,o~~ ;) Flore::: :' i ,", aranc!a, age 29, a reside nt of f1aranjal (Yapacan! 
Colon i-;,,aion ), !chil~ Provincc~ (2) Aurelio Garc!a Olivera, age 34, 8 
resident of ~a lle H~~~~ao , Ichilo Province: ar.d (3) Sabino Arrayaza Al­
mendras, .lc;e 33, 1!:1r.J :l rct:ic!unt of Valle tiert;\')so. All three are colon­
ists who Col:.'.\! to t.h;- tan :~ Cruz ragion in t.he mid-1960'!j. They aro 
typical ~:~all her:.; " 'I all cultivating no Ir.ore than thc..: :J hectares of 
land plar.ted to tr l'r:1ti~nAl c ~ 0l's such as Lice, corn, p ~"l nuts, and cit­
rica. 'l'h c.:' alse rei';1! s~all cattle hc:rds, a fe t-! pigs, an1 chickens. 
None of thtSI: farr.'lt:r:l hao !:'Ore than fi ve yeilrs of forTMl schooling, yet 
they prc.oved th -:rr 5,!.l\',:~ cap!blo of accuratvlY adrdnistrl:.';ing the survey 
queBtion~a 1 rQ and a130 assisted with data tabulation . 

A list of all per sen? contacted by the consultant~ durin<J the evaluation 
ia prescnted in An rl t!:< h. The complete list of com:nunitic:J and respondents 
inter\.'iot.·ed during t.~c farm 6urvey is contained in the di..ta summaries 
...... Resumen de Anal!s ir--!..~terpt·eJ:!..ct6n de t'~.E.E.--copies ,)f' \-thieh have 
boon lJubll',it'tad to ACOI and La Morced as cOI~pi.\nion docur:w .:t:s 1:0 this re­
port. A 1 Jt of all docurnbnto roviewed by the consultant~ in the course 
ot this ovaluation io presentod in Annex B. 

'lOt t" ,.,,, .. n<·.~lD Doc,,~me:nt ,.,es ll." .... ' .. :.u.... , 
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D, SlMIP,RY Cf PRINCIPAL FItUm3S Cf TI-E I NSTll1JTIO~L EVAWATION 

STREl~iM 
~. PROJECT PLANNn.~: The project's logical Framework was 'ICry 

well prepared ulth rl!gard to c .:~ cu:l::· specified objectives, activities, 
programmed r~~ources, end the resp~ctive targ~ts (or these cc rr.ponents. 
The Logical F~~mework was up-dated ~!~ ~ r proj ect initiation, ~crved as 
a continuing guide throughout the orG perioe, !~d was or great help in 
structuring the final evaluation. 

2. L01Ul PORTFI; r.IO EXPA1:SI (.1!i : Th'3: first indicator of successful 
achievement of project objective-- t o ~:.ci:':tnd c',:e I!. !oan IY.Irt!'ol!o to 
$b 9 . 5 milUon--was not only achie'l~d but sur :;: J.5:oed by 16 pr.lrcent, to 
$b 11.0 million. 'the resource cor.m:!.l::;':cn t pl'!.!.,; ... ·J b:l La Mfl:ccd W3S ex­
ceeded by 68 percent . Furth!rmore, the nUDbcr n ~ ~rod~ctiG~ loans per 
year made by the Small Farr:ler Crc;! t ?rogral:\ ~:q!"H'\d ed by 33 percent, . 
from 400. to S!)J borroHcrs. 

3. nTCREASE IN AVEAAGE: LCAt: ',1.\: :.1E: Tho:: ~':erol9'e Lil!lall fatmer 
loan increaoed by 297 perc'!nt, tro~ r.~ s,aso b, S.?3 ,:HO. 'the targeted 
increase (second Guccess indicJ.tot.') \.\\ 5 only 1 3~ p~ rccnt , Although this 
result must be qualified by the drol~ ti .: e e"ol!l:.:. ':.~) n of 2olivil\n currency 
which occurred during the project ,; 'n!cd, the tl.t" t·c explms! iJn \o.'as nono­
theless achieved without credit ra:.il~ning and ,dU'o an incr r:.l.nd number 
of total loans ..... a cons ','Jerolble olCr. !" ': ~~(:nt cc r.sJ :! 'H ing P:olivi.l'. uns table 
aconomic envir~nment. 

4. l-fw.:e:::RSHIP I t\C:\:'\SES i\.~Ol;Ci r.i-A.ALL l' :\I''':~;;:\G I The t.l,:get ot a 
annual 10 percent expandon of r lJrnl ~ ! h'berB ·,.(;I~ .~ot q'Jite j ,lt t, result­
ing in a qain of 710 net arlditioni!l ! ',( l : I!)o'H'S r ,'ltt-,·}C than t~, o planned 
1,066 members. However, corl:.;iderinc; l':'II:al poUt!"'::!l end fJf;o.-:crn ic !.Inrest 
during the project period, ~/1l consb~et' the actl 11 I'lchLe'/cmcnt ot now 
members to be a great 8UCCO~!3. Fut':~ t!r :ro ce, th,~ ;, roject lirat purqed 
ita membership roll ot all inactive 1t(:'l b~r8, r!j(.':inq mote ~;'oln 119 at 
them, which meanS ~t the base agains; which t~c t~'9~t wa ~ calcul~ted 
was over-inflated to begin with. 

5. INCRE1\SED RUML SAVINGS t Th·~ project ~uqet Wl\!II <': l) 4.5 million 
1n total rutal savings b~l the end of t b~ orc pf)riod. Actulll rurel oavings 
nached $b 9.5, exceeding tho tarq"t t.j' lJ3 pArc·Jllt. The nQ~ absolute 
increase in savings (compared to the b.:ol ", year) U!B 223 porct!nt. This 
result retlacts a high level ot sr::all !arl'ler t ru st in La Merced. 

http:polit!-.al
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6.REDUCTION OF LC;, :~ D£L!NQUF.NC!: At the outset of the project 
the number of l!t'linqOll!nt 1" ;'" 5 as & p t· ':~n tage of total loans had 
reached 70 per ·; .: :~T: . The ?c(' ject prorl):, :!d to reduce this delinquency 
b~' 60 pPo rcent O':::C three y~ ~ ~S. In r>r.)c':.ice, delinqll'lncy WAS reduced 
by 90 per cent, .'ln t.! in 198:: enl:.' 7 pe r~" n : of outstan :!ing loans W;!re 
ovcrcl.t..:c. The p:oj~ct eb:: c- r.: lr.!ged : " r'~cc"c r 162 10.::.n5 that had been 
pre \'!ou:;!y decla r ed "unr~;~ \' 1."' rabll!" ""it:h a total va !.ue ot Sb 420,861. 

7 . At»'.I t';;:S'!F'.ATIV2 -:'- . Z~'GTH:':-: ! .· .·; OF THE CREDIT PROGRAM: The ACDr 
Res ir.~ n t Adv!se :' pro'/ idee · .. ·: :r e H ec:::! 'I !! ar.3 is tance in es tabl1shing new 
cred i t regulati o:',r., edr.in!:!~r!t i'.' ':! .:'"r:tro!s, new lOl!!ln documentation 
forms, periodiC re~urtin; •. ,f:1 a C00:' . \h~ :i3ive syste~ of statistics 
and in(ormation .:c~lcctitJa . H~ pr<:l'J!d!::! ,."ne-on-oni' training to all Cre­
dit frograrr. s ta!!, .lnd t::: ..... '..i !;hed .e. r. .! :cained a Central Credit ColiV!lit­
tee. 

8. FAR,.':rR ':'iV'·lNI::,,;: ;.1 thou<;h -::"<! over"ll trdning and technical 
assistb:'1Ce acti\'!ti{!:t f'e ll f:..r 61'.C.:t c :: ';IHget, t~e}' were quite effec­
tive i: , the Cent(~l :on~ . ':!". l·t'! ,:or., ::;J :~i :i '.s recei ved as rr.any as 18-21 
chlJr1 a!' ,,:ve r tiln:e yea rs co':~:' ln9 erep t l!l:hniC\uer., anil:'lal traction in­
novations , li\'e~tcc): :T.01n':9c o:il t , t, : ;7 1=' 1:..-: :\1n9 and administration, co": 
operlllt!dsr;I, ar.d (.':"cdit u!' ~ . '/~e Pro;: :-,):,;" :.150 spon:1cred W/'I kly radio 
progra:;.s on two (;'1:0,;:£.1 M ,I; t'. :: ,ot prc .... ~nc !ol rDdio staticl:s. It pub­
lished 13 far :n E. :: ':"r:s i or. 4= t! :: tel i~ '. ~ ~ Ccoper a t i VI! ne\.,'spape r, and pub­
l!!:h'!d c! nc! d!:;.:: U:'J :'I!~ t hre,: e! its ~ ' ... i. pn":::plots. 

9. ADM!I: I$!P.,,'\'!'IV ~ S :· .~. E:~~'rHr:~·! : '~ cr LA MERCED: As a result of 
th!! Ccope rath'c'a cwo O!!O! l':: ~n~ shor~·tC!o':n consultliints (ACDI end Bo­
livien prctessio~"h ) t La f~¢ =ced di d cr -: .1:a ~ dupa.r t :r.9 ntaUzed organi­
zation, an Execut!vc Cor..~i'::.: ~~ to e01:O t ~ . ~ deci:lion-miiking burden ot 
tho Exe cutive D .. ,'!.:~o r, a cl~F;\:"':.~l)r. u:!';!!d l'ccoun\;lng and budgeting sye­
tern, and prepare~ ne .... or tJ P- ~~iJted ad .r, !n~o t:at!.ve, accounting, and per­
lIonn ~ 1 manuals. 

10. SU~POR~ 01:0 SUPE~"' :: IOI: HY ACD I II'ASflINCTON. The project wa. 
pariod!c. .:.lly vh f.t:ee ~wlca e.l~1i YU.lr bi' "'Cu:'l\~nshinc;ton aterE. Some 58 
day:: of field supr,r'"ioion ... ·e ='t p:!)vld~d rl '.! ring six Depar4 ~' 1 visits. 
Whe r. r-olitical unrcct cut short the pa=~!c ipat1on of ACe! short-term 
c:ono l.: ~ t ants, ACDr .3rranqed fo r "rice ~:.:':erhouse of t!olivh. to fill the 
gaps. Eventually 108 days or chort-terr.. cCJn!Jultants wore proYidod ta 
Merced under the project. All conaultar.ta ',..ero qU01Ufied profossional., 
and their etforts contribute~ signi!icantly to tho adminiotretive strength­
enIng of La .tercl!d. 

Best ",,,..,...~la"l'" Doc" ""-" &1. v ~c. ~. .. . .A,. 'Y.. .... J. ... ' • • 
'f , 

• 

http:depa.rt.antal.ed
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1. C[J;JrtSNCY o z::,\U::. :'IO~J A~D r..CCl\L rnFf..ATI01\: During the pro­
ject period,~:~~ Doli':bn PQ50 was !irst cevZlh:ated CoJ 25 percent in 
1979 (from $b::O to $025), t!:~n by 7(. ::,~rcent in ~arly 1982 (from Sb25 
to Sb4'IJ, and .:;ince tl:en t1:,~ unuf::,iciut CXclHI:-,:;e rate ha!I reached .19 

high ,,5 $b21JO ~)cr US dolh~. P.:(>Jn .... h!.:.~, dome::;tic inflltion h~5 r'nged 
from 40-60 p~,'I:ent per';·" ~r:r loc,,!:y produced .1rticles and mut:h 
higher for i:".:,)ftcd ce' ':':!i':ies, Sl~:::~ 15 Jgrcc/:,,:-icals. This combina­
tion of cL:r~-~r.':j' de'''lh·~~:.CJ~ and rJo, '::Ic :'~fLltiv:1 h.Js dr"5t!ca11y 
shrunk the ~~I. purch.-.:.>i: r-~, .... er of ... ject resc:'.::cps and ~!illuted 
many projer.t : :;iefit:;--p~';:';lllClrl:r (~; ror':fo!':'j "~P':ln~ion, (2) in­
crccJsed loan VJ~i.le, (J) ::::::r,:,:,:.,c1 r·Jr.J~ ~;""1.ng<;, Jl\d (4) La :-lerccd's 
eff,nt to open f,J:~ s..:?~'.~· s~nr.~s. 

2.LI:-:!T.·.T:C~1 0:; :·.::r-:L·:·!-:~;:.\I :.::-::;'::;; The ~:~~',:,~t of lil:1i:i:1g 
m~ciu::l-term lc)~.-; to ~"]-J:" :- :- ~'~"l:- :::. I'C: ,,~>;. ':'10: the p::>j0ct 
p~riorJ, such lOdn5 to,:'!l :~: : ;5, or ~5,·.'''r t.:u.J~t. j:")'"t~ver, r:he in­
tellt of t~c rcst::ctio:-,. ''::S ! .. :::~o:~,~, '.':,.~!~ to':.]l r,;';,:.urces d~'loted 
~eJium-term lO.:ln:; r.ot ,:,;·:.~"~ci:;CJ ~:, ~'::-cent c~ l~e entire p0rtfolio. 

tern loans gr,1r.tcd, t~c ~=' "-~·~.Jnt:- '::::, .J~t,~:-.!~: 
rr.cnt plJns for u:-'.l:! nin.:, r.~' '::;.: ,,-::: : :;.nJ. 

USE: On· of t!lC l:-?ort'!;'It ::~~:-;~d .:l:;ti·.<·:~:r, ~:-,>:- .:i~ pro:.:,:'t \:<15 to 
introd~ce i;rpr0·:n.c tec:':-.s':,::;,:' ~o lO'\il p.::-:~ :~r.t~. '.'.:':'~r, f!:foets to 
expos~ to:ro'..Ie:rs to nc·.,· ".: ',:; - ~:c;;' .... '(: .... .':11.:. ~,!:::-,!: tr 1 ~ning .lc~ivi­
ties onl:! rCilC!jr.C one cc::--·,. r <:l:l (.:' '.'; _ ::' !'cc:. ~-:::: ~.hecr.Y:'r~, cnly 
one of the th:':!,.! :;lr"\l~n,:,j ~".-;. :;:Fl~' ·;t ::-":; ~::lS r::.~·b~ :s!l~d, li:1iting 
borrower t1CCI)SS to ii,?"O·' .... ,:··.·, :~ an·:.! ,~::\:.::-.,.'C'!(:,~l:-:. -:t C ..... !:l ... herc 
both tcu id r.g J~l! inF>' _:; ',,';:-. 

effort to ;.;e<ls~rc :es'Jl>;ir:: :·i·.·~~ ~~..! ',t, :~.':;:';:: .:-"Or::1L'lr..:-' :'inally, 
no cocio-ecor.Oi:1lc b<lfoeli:-, .. , ".!: 1 ... of r,Q~·':1::i.11 :-:- .::"'J.1l ~o:. ::. WlSS 
conducted .Jt the out.;ct 0: . .', .. :ojr'c".,,-:-.k:1 t::""J ';. ~'at1j' j, .!r~t1. 
subsequent efforts to c!ocu;"',·,~·; ?:oj~ct i·'" .C'~ en ~·:-.,!:1 f.Hr.1.~r ,,:c:duc­
tivi ty. 

5. SEOr.TF,iLL 2r !-,,\?..'! ::'':!'lPLY S';(',:;;-;-: OnI J' 8:-.! o~ th,·.' ... :.r.e plcln­
nQd farm four-pI:! ~;tore5 W.,"- .'~' !bli!:be(', :r. :-1drl!:',I. I'\~; cl re~;u;t, only 
12 percant of rue.::l borrc ... ~:·,· r:-':ght i:l:,:J'.~ frol1 ~ .. 1 '.!!"c.-c..l; '-'!I.! nnlj' 
a smelll fr.:lction of the r'~' ~cr':f~ cor· ... :· t-·:: _ Ot !;;';~~S:5,OCO p!'!\~'J.!d b:! 
La Hcrced to lhc!;e Gtor,~:; '",', '~'l~r sF"I)' .. t:'!·/erth,:j,.·~, in t~~~':"~511 to 
the projv:'t it must be 5.Ji.! ll:"t the .\:,li~·':lr1,1 ~;t.crc p:'Ylcd to /::.,! .:s 
grc<lt succ~!j!.i. It .... <l!.l ufi(:d h:' J out of ''',r·c:! " bor.:i.·· .... '!:::!: in th(' :-!,lirclnll 
Zona .,nd generated dVl!ral)C ::":-/l'_~ly profit!; of V5$l,2')O over thl~ project 
period. 
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WFAKNESSES (Con tlnued) 

6. SMALL PAA/lEI\ TAAININC PROGRAM,' Only 109 of the 200 planned 
ch.rl •• were .chl.v.d. Of th •••• ov.r half w.r. llmlt.d to only tbr •• 
communities in the Central ZOne. Mare plraonnel nUlt be devoted to 
this program tor It to achieve bro.d loport.nc. tor borrowera at l.rge. 
The consultants recommend the tr.lnlng of t.rmer-p.r.techn!clans ' •• rn­
lng modest honorarlumJ) to extend charla covlrage. 

7. OECENTAALIZED DECISION-MAKING, L. Kerced h •• greatly de.ontral­
iz.d ita operating structure and accountLng/budg.ting Iystem, but tho 
cle.r del·/4tlon ot decision-making authority to department heada remains 
ambiguous. EXcessLve centralization of authority in tho hand, of the £x.cu­
tlvo Director remains a problem. Finally, although a departmentalized 
informfttion system hal be.n established, tho data generated are atill not 
being routln.ly used tor monthly de.ls lon-m.klng purpo •••• 

Eo m¥.RY a= PRINCIPAL FUIDINGS a= THE nlPACT EVAWATIOO 
SIWlGIHS 

1. BENEFICIARY ~PULATION' Tho Small Farmer Credit Program !. 
Inde.d l.ndlng predomln.ntly to .mell torm.r •• SOme 74 percont ot all 
borrower. claim agriculture 18 their primary occupation, while two-third. 
ot th~ balance consider agriculture their .econdary occupation. Of total 
rural borrowerl, 90 percent cultivate lelc than ten hectar •• of land, and 
60 per.ent lell tho .. flv, hectoro •• 

2. USE AND BENUI1'S OF P~OOUCTION C~EDIT' Iobout 74 percent of all 
loanl wore ucad for agricultural or live.tock activities. Howovor, the 
Program very wl.ely IUO'" about 30 percant ot It, rural lending port- . 
tollo to be Inveated In ·other" productive ootlvltlo •• thoreby holpl .. g 
tho torm hous.hold to capt"r. ott-firm Inco~4 opportunltlo •• The princi­
pal benetit froQ loana (ftltI"l'.' ioned by one ot, overy ~wo unpon'dontl) itS 
tJllt tho credit aUow,d thom to conduct tormlng octlv!tl •• on I tiD.ly 
bo.i., which relultod In Improved yl.ld, and Incom •• 

3. LOIoN DISDURSEMEt~ EFFICIENCY, Soma 65 p.r •• nt ot all borrowero 
.old they .xperl,nced no probl.m whltoolver !n obtaln!ng credit trom La 
Horced. Tho typical lOIn toko. l.s. than a we.k to pro ••• s. and both tho 
pr.p.rotlon ot lOin documontatlon "' woll •• cr,dlt dl.burl.monto of tan 
occur It tho local lovol. By tar. LI Horcod !. tho protarrad land In; 
loureD Cor Imall tar~otl in tho Santa Cruz cooion, 
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4. rlllU!ER 'rnIIINING liND nx:NNICilL IISSISTAI!CB. Le .. tban one­
quarter of La Mercld cural borrowers roceived training or technlc~l 
aBai.tlne., and even fewI' on I replat or routine basil, but whn~e 
thb .ervice ~ mad. IveUablo it WI. very .... 11 recotved by la cr'ers. 
ot 59 ro.pondonto who recoivod training, 51 said thoy had not eX­
porioncod any problem with It. Among tho most l"¥Ortant bon.flts ot 
training mentioned by respondents, 52 percent citod n~w crop prb~t ices, 
42 percent cited ntW livestock practic •• , and ~o percent were qrate!ul 
tor tachnlcal phamplot. on crop and llve.tock mothod •• 

5. INCRJ:ASm FARK I~'COH&. OVer 60 percent ot 011 ~.olllohol~1 
with Igricultural occupation. clDi~.d their Lncoco !rem this lo~rcu 
had lncral.ld si9nifIcantly during tho l.lt yoar. Inco~~ !=~ o~h~: 
lOurc •• --l.lv •• tock, bUILn ••• , or prot •• aions--likewhe ", .. re \'i (>\lo!d as 
hIving incr.sud by 60-72 percent "t hous~h"!lld:l clo1::d,nq these "''Z'J rCI)!I. 
Income growth II • percentage at total incQ~o incre l1l1 ed t:r on !;·:o r .!CJo 
55 percent tor Igriculture, 16 percent for ItvQltock. 2S Fercon~ !or 
bUlln'8~ activitie., ond 19 peccant tor p:ol.:. ionDI inco~e. 

6, UX:REASED SAvn-CSa O'iorall, 97 percent ot ... 41 hounhnld. 
interviewed had 11c;niflcant livings in'/uat,d in LI :~e rc ed, with t l!fI 
IverGge l.vLngll valuo ulchinq Sb 10,697 or 46 plrcant: ('If thfll ~'J.,r"'J ft 
vtlllut ot l~an., Ovar . ll, L. 'It reed :aPPO,U!I to ';t ~lat)t:d n9 al.ol' t ~ 2 
percent of total I.vlnq. ot hon.tlclary hou •• hol~ •• 

7, INCREASED c-tPLCYlIENTI Forty-t!v, PlJt c 'I)r. '! o! .:.11 tflap"r .. :' .. nta 
cI.tltod an inceeaco In remunoratod err.plo~·II',.r.t dl.ldnc; o; i1o hat 'Je ol:. :~ ic 
~.netit hal alia rOI:hed non-b.nltici A:io~--I~n~l~u, l '~ore~, ~r.~ ~h~ 
m!qr.tory rural poore-through !ncrono cd l.s~r dot:..3nd : .) "J ltlnq !r .~~ in:­
provod yleldl. 

B. I~'VESTM&~"I'S III PROD(.; rlVE CAPIT1.L, Soo., 8·\ (>" ,cen: o~ AU 
r • • pondlnt. lndlc.tld thoy had purch •• ed productive •••• •• durl , : .. ~" 
llit yeor, with tho o'/cug, volue rOlchlnq Sb 29,236 . In ordor of k ­
pottlnel, the principal purchlaoa WQrl tooll, ,,"lma:'. , lAnd, I r.J r,..l\.:h­
Intry. Tho data lndlcate thtt • very high po:t Ion o! [\' ral ,,,·In.)" . ro 
b.lnq uaod lor tnVtDt~ 'nt rlthor than canau~ptlon pUt~c r. ,., 

9. NOH! IHPROVDlENTS. Two ot ovory tlve ror ,¢r.~ .r. t ... l~ 'hoy 
conducted nt" home con.truction or improver.t ntl dut ! n? '!ho lant ¥'I r . 
,Hty-tour porcont ot ta~lll .. Intorviewod purch .. od new furnltu:·) or 
dom..tlc appliancol during tho • • mo plrlod. ~/or.ll, 5 ~ rt rcont o~ . 11 
benoClclarlo. onjoy potoble w.tor lnltoll.tlonl, 47 po,c.nt havu ,l.c­
trlclty, ond 39 porcont havo lltrlnol. 
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10. IIIPROVED NUTRITION AND HEALTH, 11Ilrty-ono percent of .11 taml­
lie •• urveyed .ald tbelr l.v.l ot food con.umptlon bad Improved during 
the lalt year. Tb,a. improvements vere credited to tnereaoed consumption 
ot meat (90 parcant ot .11 c •••• I. vegetable. (78 perc.ntl. and milk (63 
percentl. Some 29 perc.nt ot ra.pondente claimad Improved tamll~ health 
during the la.t year. The principal r.a.on. for Improved health. In order 
ot importance, were better nutrition, better medical car., Ind a move 
from the countryside into the nlatest town. 

11. EDUCATION. CLOTHING. AND RECREATION I~'VESn1£NTS' AlmaGt throe­
fourthe ot all temilio. Intorvle~ed had continu.d to koop ono or mar. of 
their .chool-ege chlldren In ochool. Nlnety-ai' percent had ..... d. purct ..... 
of new clothing and/or aho •• during the laat year, with the average annual 
expenditure r.achlng Sb 25.520. About 29 percent of all ro.pondont •• ald 
their t ,:> lll •• had enjoyed Increa •• d portlclpatlon In recraotlona! actl­
vitle. ovor tha last 12 month •• 

12. LOCIIL PARTICIPATION AND CIVIC RF.5POIISIDILI'l'Y, Tw oC overy 
five familiel {ntoEvie"·od h-:":'D a household rr.omber who lorv., In a com:r.unlty 
l.ader.hlp po.ltlon. About 92 percent ot all raapondent •• al~ they had 
contributed voluntory labor to community project ••• nd oC th •• e jUlt under 
one-halt h.d don. ted mara than tlvo d.y. ot work. Some 86 porcont .ald 
thoy had attonded community meat In?" during tho la.t year. end oC tha.e 
two-third. "ttende~ mo:e ttlAn ten r..oetlngc. Finally, over ona-qulchr 
of all ulpondenta providod 00r.1., forr3 or alttllstancl (labor or caah) to 
project. benefitting I neighbor In? communlty or to • multl-corna-unlty 
undertaking. 

I. CO-SIGNtRS A~~ ~IEn GUARANTEES, Only on.-thlrd of III re.pond­
ent. round .ny doflcloncy In the production crodlt p.ogr.m. and ot the •• 
61 porcont complalnod ot ,"co .. lvoly .trlngont roqulrounto Involvl..g 
co-Ilqnor. (g~rantl'). Rlqardinq reeommondatlonc tor i~~rovod •• rvlea, 
the moRt-common one (montlonod 95 tlm •• 1 ~I. tho neod Lo Incr •••• loan 
Mountl. 

2. I~DEOUATE p~~ SUPPLY SERVICES, D.roly one borr~or In ten 
WII ebl. to purcho.e firm luppll.1 Crom L. M.rced. Relpondlnt. In Mllr.na 
urged tho Cooperltlvo to •• pand the quantlty and v.rl.ty of input ... odo 
IVllllble. whllo houllhold. Crom other lone. u.ged tho cooperatlv. to 
In.tlll CarD .upply Ito,a. ln their oro ••• 

3. INADEQUATE 'A~ER TAAIUI~a ~IID TECIINICAL ADSIDTMIC!, Only one 
bo,rowor In Cour ,acllvod trolnlng or technlcol 1111.tlnc. undor tho 
proj.ct. Th. domand for thl. lervici lmong .~oll rarmor. I ••• tr.m.ly 
high. Ev.n In c~unltle. r ••• lvlng r.p •• tod cho,II •• r •• pondont. roqu.lt 
.oro frlqu.nt vi, It, by tho agronomllt. additional tralnlng ln crop toch-
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Il!AKNESSES (Continued) 

nique., and more training In cooperatlvlas. 

4. IJICK OF IICEQUATE HIlI\SURDlEN'I' OF FARM-LEVEL CIIANGES IN I~COM~ 
AND WELL-BEI~G, The Impoct evolultlon conducted to. this ,epo.t p,ovlde. 
eloquent test .irony ot a d[Or:lAtic lraprov.ment !n tho income .sr-d vollAre 
ot p.oject benetlciarle •• Tho NthodolO9Y Int,oduced 1»' tho con.ultln~ 
nov provide. 1.4 ~tarc.d with. prlcedent tor conducting tarD level lur­
veys !! verx ~ £2!.!. %r.d •• d, bee.utl. ot thh low COlt, L4 Herald C3n 
atford to conduct Guah lurvey. 9.!l !!l annual t u is. It 11 truly a .hl r,,,, 
that u farm-Iove1 lurvey wo. not corAucttd at. the out.lt ot th. project 
to •• tabliah a boa.l1ne. Out it 1: nover too lote to begin. t~d pc.oent 
impact evaluation, conducted In 1982, cln now Gorv. al a ~~'~lln. tor 
follow-up IUt''1ay. In tho tuturo. 

SlIDKiTHS 
For tho preecnt evaluation, tho con,uttont. found 83 at th~ 143 IU9-
~ .. t.d .tud\' 'Iutltlon. In tho CAl Iyot •• to b. , .levont. !': •• dcllly 
ill quoltions :u9ardlnq (1) Projoct Input., (2' lntuvont!", roo:ro te\i:/ . 
(31 In.tltutlorol ,..po .... (4) al noUclory ,.,"" .... Ind m I> ,oj.c, 
Cool. wert Cound to be uI.tul .1 woll all l",portlnt. W. tunt'l." conal"I" 
tho DAr aYlt"rD to Int'9toU vo11 with tho 1.o91c.1 FUr.'!lworlc ". chodoloar 
-lor'l1n9 pl.lnr,o r. 01 Much 4.11 Clvlluatare'. 

lfft~lESSES 

The ao-c.llid "Indlo.to,"" ot ,h. D~l .y.t.~ 0" not Indlc.tor •• t .11 
but elrlly l1lt. ot vari4bl •• , h.cou., th.y totAlly lack nor~~ or cri­
tori. to. dlltlngul.hlng b.tw.on Ideqult. Ind In.doqultt p,ojoct P"­
eo'~.nco. Thh Ib •• nce ot porto .... nco crlt .. h 9,utly dUu t .. tho CAl 
'~I.t.CI·' ulotutn ••• to plannul .nc! ov~lu.tou. ~aftll.r1y, 0/\1 h •• ~C:Ii' 
no .teo,t to p,lorltlze It •• tudy ~u •• tlon •• which I •• v •• too much dl e­
crotl. " to tho u ••• to pick .nd OhcCJI . A fu,th . , dlUe ttnc:y Involvlc 
Inldequot. 9uldonc. on how to colloct dlfe •• ent ~ Indl of dAr. ~'OD 41!­
t •• ont 10U'C." by only 111,109 tyro, ot 10u.e.l . OAt 9ul~. n _ In thl • 
.... b.com .. ~.rtly trlvill. ,I ... lly. w. boU.vo thl CAl .yet.",·. blg-
91.t wOlknll1 I. th.t • •• pt ••• ntly w,ltten. It Ippal.1 to t. d.p.ndlnt 
on U.D. p.ot.ll lonill .nd 1110 flnlnolng. Th. IYlt.a I •• I~ply too "pcn­
.Iv. fo •• utonomo ••• pplle.tlon by mo.t ov.r •••• coope •• tlv. p,oj.ot. 
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using their own resources. In summary, the content of DAI's system 
E!!!! (particularly the study questions) makes considerable sense, 
but DAl'R,guidance tor system implementation does not. 

With due allowance for its many shortcomings, the primary strength of 
the cooperative evaluation strategy used by the consultants with'La ' 
Merced precisely compens~tes.the greatest weakness of the DAl system. 
We have conducted the field portion of this evaluation entirely with­
~u~ the participation of U.S. professionals. The very large farmer 
s 1. ~ey was carried out entirely by Bolivians, and the primary farm­
level interviewers were themsJlves small farmers. ~1e strongly urge 
that this kind of inexpens~ve, locally-controlled, farmer-implemented 
methodology be given serious consideration for future cooperative 
project planning and evaluation efforts. 



-12-

CHAPTER II. 
INSTITUTIONAL EVALUATION 

In this chapter we evaluate the performance of the ACDI/La Merced OPe 
from the "top-down". It covers project objectives, activities, and re­
source investments--the sum total of effort by Cooperative personnel 
and extern~l advisors--intended to create a large and positive impact 
at t~e lev~l of individual small far~~ throughout the Santa Cruz re­
gion. In Chapter III we will describe the project from the "bottom-up·, 
documen ting its impact on rural households both individually and collec­
tively. 

The present chapter is di\ided into five sections. Fir~t, we provide 
a brief background on the C':-',Iperativa Multiactiva La Merced Ltd., re­
viewing its history, services, staffing, and its financial statements 

. for the period 1978-1981. Next is pr~sented additional background on 
the Small Farmer Credit Program, which began in 1974 or live years be­
fore the oro itself. The third s,1ction is devoted to a summary of the 
components of Jl.CDI/La Herced OPG '10. 511-0533; it Is based on the pro­
ject's excellent WLog,f.cal Frarnewol'k" and describes the OPG's principal 
targets and performance indicdtors. 

The remaining two-thirds of the chapter are devoted to a detailed per­
formance evaluation of the two central objectives of the project: (1) 
strengthening the Small Farmer Credit Program, and (2) Fortifying t, 
Merced'3 Administrative Capacity. 
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AI BACKGROJND (lr THE COOF£MTIVE 

La Merced was founded on October 22, 19f1 with 63 original members and 
capital of $b 6,000 (US$S·OO). It was initially chartered as a savings 
and loan institution with the name "Cooperativa de Aborro y Credito Nues­
tra Senora de la Merced, Ltd." Almost nine years after its founding, La 
Merced modified its bi-1aws to become a multiple-services institution, 
changing its name to "Cooperativa Multiactiva La Merced, Ltd." In July 
1973 the Coo?erative again changed its by-laws to eliminate the distri~u­
tion of net earnings to members, instead depositing such surpluses to a 
capitalization fund. 

1. Services 

After 21 years of operations, La Merced currently has some 42,500 members 
and total member~hip share capital contributions exceeding $b 34.8 million 
(US$791,OOO), making it the largest cooperative in Bolivia. La Merced 
offers its membership seven basic services: (1) Savings and Loan~, (2) 
Small Farmer Credit, (3) Home Construction and Financing, (4) Consu~sr 

Stores, (5) Fatmacies, (6) Health Services, and (7) Education. 

Headquartered in the city of Santa Cruz, the Cooperative's main office 
is located at 363 Calle Jun!n. Also located in Santa Cruz are eight 
branch offices offering savings and loans services as well as four con­
sumer stores. Outsiue Santa Cruz, La Merced operates in six provincia~ 
locations. These include (1) savings and loans, plus small Carmer credit 
services, in a rented office in Montero; (2) small farmer credit services 
in a temporary office in Villa Busch Y'apacan!; (3) small farmer credi t, . 
farm inputs, farmacy, and a consumer store in Mairana, all located in a 
building owned by La Merced; (4) small farmer credit in a borrowed office 
in Chan~-Independencia; (5) a mobile service of small farmer credit and 
rural savings in San Juan Y'apacan!; and (6) a savings and loan office in 
Mon teverde. 

2. Staffing 

To attend this service network, La Merced has a program,etaff of 60 and 
an adm1.nistrative staff of 23 employees. By service departments, the pro­
gram otaff is distributed as follows: Savings and Loans--22, Small Farmer 
Credit--8, Uome Construction and Financing--6, Consumer Stores--ll, Far-
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maeies--6, Health Services--4, and Education--J •. La Merced's employees 
are supplemented by the services ot 13 professionals who work for the 
Cooperative ~n an honorarium basis. These include the Executive Dire~­
tor, Internal Auditor, Legal Advisor, and ten physicians of different 
specialties. 

It is necessary to highlight the exceptional dedication of Dr. Adalberto 
Terceros B., who serves as the Executive Director of La Merced and Presi­
dent of its Administrative Council~ He has provided the essential thread 
of continuous and strong leadership of " the Cooperative since its"incep­
tion; the growth and service expansion of La Merced--its exceptional 
social consciousness--is inseparably linked with the vision and energy 
of Dr. Terceros. His active and continuing involvement in all aspects of 
the Cooperative's operations has been erroneously described by other ob­
servers as excessive paternalism. But in the opinion of the consultants, 
Dr. Terceros has demonstrated a willingness to decentralize responsibility 
whenever his subalterns have proven willing and capable to assume decision­
making functions. Indeed, under the OPG significant progress was made in 
the reorganization and decentralization of La Merced's administrative 
structure. 

3. Financial Statements 

It was not the purpose of this evaluation to conduct a comprehensive 
analysis of the financial status of La Merced, nor the effectiveness 
of its services as a whole, but rather to focus on the Small Farmer 
Credit Program and other activities supported under the OPG. Even so, 
the consultants reviewed the Cooperative's financial statements for the 
four year period 1978-1981. A suw~ary--in comparative format--is present­
ed in Annex C. From these figures a number of very broad indicators of 
the Cooperative's economic perf~rmance can be measured. Collectively 
they paint a picture of overall strength accompanied by several negative 
trends and growing weaknesses. 

TOTAL ASSETS: Between 1978 and 1981 La Merced's total assets grew by 
38 percent, from Sb 94.8 million to 130.6 million. Despite a~ absolute 
decline in 1980, the average annual growth in assets has been 12 percent, 
including a 21 percent increase since the beginning of the OPG. 

MEMBER SHARE CAPITAL: Ov~r the four-year period member share capital 
grew from $b 26.1 million to 29.3 million pesos, an increase of 12 per­
cent (or 3 percent per year) despite a net ab50~ute decline in 1979. 
Since the beginning of the OPG there was a 17 percent growth in mem­
ber share capital. 
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NET OPERATING INCOME: For three out of the four years ot the 1978-1981 
period, La Merced ran operating deficits. These grew from $b 4.4 million 
In 1979 to $b 6.5 million in 19B1. However, with previous surpluses and 
other income the Cooperative was able to cover these losses through 1981. 

INDEBTEDNESS: Short,-term indebt.edness grew by 45 percent over the four­
year period, reaching $b 39.4 million in 1981, or about Sb 90U (US$36) 
per member (based on a membership of 42,000). However, long-term debt 
grew by 216 percent during the same period, reaching $b 34.0 million 
in 1981, or:'ab()ut $0 800 (USS32j per member. In terms of relative 
shares of'the debt burden, long-term debt grew from ~9 to 47 percent 
of total indebtedness.'Ordinarily, such a shift wculd indicate that the 
cooperative had, gained some breathing room and greater flexibility with 
regard to its obI igations. HO\o,'ever, there are two factors which would 
discourage optimism on this ,score. The first is that the total debt bur­
den of La Merced increas~d by $b 36.1 million (US$1.4 million), a 95 per­
cent increase in only four years. This means th.lt indebtecness is grow­
ing twice as fast as total assets and almost eight times iaster than the 
average annual growth of member share capital. Secondly, considering that 
much of the long-term debt must be repaid in dollars--while most income 
and share capital contributions are received in devaluation-prone loeal 
currency--La Merced's financial status at the end ~f 1981 could be deF­
cribed as alr~ady highly vulnerable. 

INDEX OF SOLVENCY: This indic~tor measures currr.nt assets as a percentage 
of current Ii ·bi! i ties. The index was' 1.45 in 1978 and declined slightly 
to 1.3~ in IS81. Tna: the decline w~s not much larger is due to La Mer­
ced's restructuring of its oebt burden toward lo~g-term obligations. 

DEBT CAPACITY: A buninesn can mca5ure its cap~city for further borrowing 
by calcula ting i t:i total debt as a percentage of total assets, wi th 75 
percent considered a reason~blc limit. From 1978 through 1901, ~a Mer­
ced's total debt grew from 40 to 57 percent of nssets, indicating a nega­
tive trend but one which i5 r.till within safe limits. 

FINANCIAL AUTONOMY: The consultants consider this indicator to be the 
-acid test" of il cooperative' n financitll nnd inGti tutional Gttcngth. 
Financial autonomy is me~5ured by calculating rr.embcr chare cnpital as a 
per~entage of totnl as!jcts. Over the four-year ~eriod La Merced'o finan­
cial autonomy declined from 20 to 22 percent. This rr.can~ that by the end 
of l~l8l olightly rr.ore than one-filth or the Cooperative's annets were 
owned by its members versus four-fiflhs by itn creditors. As savingo and 
loan cl.'Qpcrc1tivcs go, fiMncial l'\utonomy below 25 porc('nt in conddered 
quite 101', but when compared with the norm f~r ngriculturlll cooperatlvcll 
the figure it: on the high siue oirr,ply bccau!le most co-opo cerving tho 
rural D~tor in the Third ~orld fail to cmphaoize or mobilize large 
amounto of memb~: odvings. 
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B. MCKGR(lJNI) ON THE S'1ALL FAAJlER Cf£)IT PRCGRAM 

The Small Farmer Credit Pr09,am (~Programa de Prestamos Campesinos·) 
was begun by La Merced in 1974. In addition to its own capital contri­
butions to this program, the Cooperative received two US$IO,OOO loans 
--at six percent annual interest--from the Mennonite Economic Develop­
ment Association. These MEDA loans were eventually repaid in full. At 
the outset of the OPG, the Small Farmer Credit Program had a loan port­
folio of $b 2.9 million (USS1l6,OOO) and 502 borrowers. The average 
loan value was $b 5,850 (U5S234). However, loan delinquency had risen 
to 70 percent. By 1979 the Program WuS stumbling badly. It lacked a 
rational administrative structu~e, clearly-defined procedures, loan 
enforcement discipline, adequat~ farm-level fol~ow-up and extension 
education. Operating income covered only a fraction of Program costs. 

During the Program's first YC<lr, far~r loans were made through the nor­
mal lending divifiion of the Cooperative (Seccion de Presta~os Corricn-· 
tes) and utilized the same loan documentation as the rest of La Merced'. 
borrowers. Dut in 1975 the Cooperative established Small Farmer Credit 
as Q separate division. However, due to the instability of its direc­
tors, Prestamos Campesinos never managed to become a truly autonomous 
operation, and field staff frequently reported directly to Dr. Adal­
berto Terceros. The first director was Sr. Oscar Antonio Subirana, who 
held th~ post for less than a year. He waG rf=~laced by Ing. Pedro Jus­
tiniano, who occupied the position in 1976-1977. The third director was 
Roger Saucedo Urquidi (1978), the fourth was Ing. Wilde Urquidi (1979-
1900). It was only in late 1981 that a otrong and effective leader for 
the division was finally namcd--Sr. Luis Soria--who had first joined 
the Program as a field agent in 1975 (with responfiibility for the zone 
of Yapactln!). 

In addition to problems in maintaining the continuity of its senior 
staff, the Small Farmer Credit Prog:am experienced considerable dittl­
culty in keeping permanent field and administrative staff. Many were 
trained and tried for bri ef period~ of time I 'AlCrcdo Darba, Arminda de 
Kimm (Central Office), Lu!n Leiton (Pue~to Fernandez), Duleardo Arteaga, 
Urbano Patino (M.:sirllna), Lrnilio Montero (~Iontl!ro), Alberto Luna (Chan.!), 
and Fumlko '{llll\.)~oto (Pir.)!). At pre5~nt there rem"in savl'n st<lCf mem­
bora with on-the-job continuity rancJinq (rom four YC<lr5 tn 18 months. 
They are lIildcberto Dadn (4 yearn), W.,ltor Arteaqcl (3 year:.), Tho 
Villca (3 Y04ru), Criaustomo ~"ntiv4ncz (18 months), Justina Mond.1 
(18 montho), clnd Aida Mendoza (10 months). 
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Deaplte its many problems, La Merced's Small Farmer Credit Pzogram was 
considered to have high potential as an efficient channel for moving 
p~uction credit into the hands of the region's low-income rural pro­
ducers. For example, in 1979 almost one-tenth of the Cooperative's 
membership were categodzed as sll1all or mediut.l-sized farmers, and of 
these lcss than 15 percent were receiving production credit from La 
Merced. Furtherrore, considering the smdl-!armer popillation of the 
Santa Cruz region as a whole, the potential demand for production 
credit was virtually unlimited since less than five percent of these 
growers had access to farm.loans from the Bolivian Agricultural'Bank 
or other institutionalized lenders • 

• In early 1979, Hr. Robert Flick of AceI conducted an analysis of the 
Prestamos Campesinos Program and provided recommendations for strength­
ening and expanding its operations. ~~st of the suggestions contained 
in this very useful report were later to be incorporated into the sc~ 
sequent OPG proposal. On July 1, 1979, a technical assistance agree­
ment was signed between AceI and La Merced which authorized ACOI to 
help the Cooperative prepare a project to improve its srrall farmer 
lending activities. Late that same month. consultants Robert Flick' 
and Dr. Hector Ace~edo completed an "Institutional and Financial Analy­
sis of the Cooperativa Multiactiva La Merced, Ltd." In mid-August ACOI 
and La Merced sutmitted to USAID/Bolivia a proposal for an "Operational 
Program Grant: La Merced Small Farmer Credit Project." 

The proposal waR approved August 29 by AID/W~shington. It WRS denomina­
ted OPG ~o. 511-0533. The 9rant w~s budgeted at USS496,OOO, which in­
cluded USS176,OOO to be given to La Merced to expand the loan capital 
of the Small Farmer Credit Program. The orG agreement also specified 
local contributions to the project by La Merced valued at US$632,702, 
including $b 2.5 million (USS128,300) to be also invested in expanding 
the Program's loan portfolio. 

In October 1979, Mr. Steve Wiles began work in Dolivia as the Resident 
Advisor of the OPG project. He was to provide 32 months of work, end­
ing in ~.ay 1982. He was accompanied on different occasions by short­
term ACOI advisors, and by Bolivian consultants from Pricc Waterhouse. 

The OPG agree~ent was amended four times. The first amendment (August 
1979) authorized funds budgeted for 1981 expenditure to be transfered 
to fi~cal year 1982. The second amendment (AUgu9t 1981) rerormulat~d 
the original budget (without chilnging the total amount); it also changed 
the project's very detailed ~Logical Fr~m~work", altering ~everal per­
formance indicatoro and targets to make them more realistic. The third 
amendment (November 1981) authorized the dinburner.:ant of the final 
US$91,OOO owed under the original grant agreement. The final amendment 
extended the project termination date through June 1983: it also author­
ized unspent balanceD under the grant to finance a campaign to mobilize 
nral oftvings. 
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C. CQ'flQ'lENTS a= TIE 0, P ,G • 

The ACDI/La r~erced OPG No. 511-0533 is comprehensively and effectively 
summarized in the project's "Logical Framework"--a planning/evaluation 
matrix which is usually required of most AID-sponsored development pro­
ject proposals~ The matrix requires project planners to clearly specify 
the overall purpose, specific objectives, required activities, and re­
sources necessary for successful implementation ot their proposed under­
taking. T.1( matrix further requires specification of performance indi­
cators, targets, and how they are to be measured. In the opinion of the 
consultants, the logical framework methodology is one of the most useful 
tools currently available to development practitioners. Unfortunately, 
the methodology is s~ldom taken veri' seriously. All too frequently, 
logical frameworks are completed under duress, or as an afterthought by 
project plann~rs, and are usually forgotten once disbursements begin. 

Fortunately,OPG 511-0533 is an exception to the rule. Its logical fra/ne­
work was completed with gre3t care. It is extre~ely detailed and inter­
nally consistent. It was revised and up-dated one year into the project. 
Continuing attention was paid to monitoring its indicators throughout 
the duration of the project. In our opinion, we have never evaluated a 
rural development undertaking t-rt\ich contained a more effective logical 
framework. In fact, the careful design of this framework, and reasonable 
co~pliance with it, can be considered one of the central strengths of 
the project it~elf. 

In this section we will briefly review the project's components as they 
were specified in its logical framework. For reasons of clarity and pro­
fessional preference, we have altered sligntly some of the original ter­
minology and rearranged some of the framework's content. 

1. Project rurpose 

The ultimate goal of OPG 511-033 was to increase the income and standard 
of living of small farmers who are members of the Cooperativa Hultiactiva 
La Merced, Ltd. 

This was the weakest part of the matrix. No specification ot a quantitiable 
target tor increased incom~ was ?iven. Nor was any definition established 
as to what would constitute an acceptable or successful improvement in 
living standards. The framework mentions only one a~biguous indicatora 
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that a net increase in income or assets (haber ~ aumentado) will be 
observable among farmer-members who take out loans on a regular basis. 
Tbis and other farm-level benefits ot the Small Farmer. Credit Program 
were to be documented by opinions gathered from loan users, and obser­
vations by cre~it supervisors and other employees of La Merced. 

No doubt, the vagueness which character hes . the measurement of the 
project purpose was, partl,~' oue to a belief that farm-level benefits 
would be difficult to quantify--particular1y within the brief span of 
the OPG itself. Nevertheless, as will be documented in considerable 
detail in Chapter III of this report, the income and welfare impact of 
the project is already quite measureable and dramatically positive. 

2. Specific Project Objectives 

~ achieve increased income and well-being among farmer-members, the 
OPG specified two concrete objectives. The first was to strengthen 
and expand the Small Farmer Cred i t Program of La ~Ierced via the pro­
vision of short- and medium-term loans, sale of farm supplies, and 
provision of technical assistance. The second objective was to fortify 
the administrative capacity of La Merced, preparing it for the more 
complex decision-making and administration required by such a large 
cooperative. 

STRENGTHENING THE SMALL FARMER CREDIT PROGRAM 

The achievement of this objective was to be measured by the following 
indicators and targets: (1) achieve ~ loan portfolio of $b 9.5 million 
(OS$380,000); !2) increase the value of the average loan by 135 percentl 
(3) limit medium-term loans to a maximum of 20-30 per year, or 80 over 
three years: (4) achieve that the majority of loan users employ improved" 
technology and equipment: (5) increase the number of hectares under cul­
tivation by 25 percent among mediu~-term loan users: (6) increase by 10 
percent per year the number of farm~r-members: (7) achieve an increase 
in rural savings ot 15 percent per year: and (8) reduce the loan delin­
quency rate by 25 percent the first year, 20 percent the second year, 
and 10 percent the third year. 

FORTIFYING LA MERCED ADMINISTRATIVE CAPACITY 

The achievement of this objective WAS to be measured by four performance 
indicators, as follows: (1) creation of a departmentalized organization, 
with decision-making responsibility delegatej to each department chief, 
12) creation of a budgeting and accounting system by departments, allow-
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lng each to measure its own operating profit or loss; (3) prepare amd 
place in use manuals for administration, accounting, and personnel, and 
(4) achieve that the Board of Directors undertake~ong-range planning, 
setting targets and objectives tor the Cooperative. 

3. Activities to Meet Objectives 

SMALL FARMER CREDIT PROGRAM: Tb achieve the first project objective, 
six activities were identified, as follows: (1) specification of farmer 
lending procedures via the creation of an official set ot rural credit 
regulations (Regla~ento de Prestamos Campesinos); (2) train employees 
of the Small Farmer Credit Division--including the division chief, an 
administrative assistant and secretary for the Centra! Office, a part­
time assistant in Mairana, ar.d credit a~p.nts in Villa Busch, Chane, Mon­
tero, and Yapacan!; (3) estdbl ish, train, and tr.ake .. operational a Central 
Credit Committee; (4) establish, equip, supply, and place in operation 
rural farm supply stores opecating in r'l irana, Villa Busch, and Chane~ 
(5) implement ... training program for small farmers cover Lng the subjects 

of animal traction, crop techniques, equipment maintenence, farm planning 
and administration, livestock practices, cooperative theory, credit rega­
lations, and others; and (6) closely coordinate project activities with 
public and private sector institutions serving the rural sector in the 
Santa Cruz region. 

LA MERCED ADHINISTRATIVE CAPACITY: Tb achieve the second project objective, 
again six activities were identi!f.ed, as follows: (1) reach an accord 
on new administrative and organizational procedures, formalizing them 
in a Procedures Manual; (2) establish a plan of accounts.and Accounting 
M3nual; (3) establish a procedures manual for internal audit: (4) estab­
lish a Personnel t~nual which describes all posts, responsibilities, 
and clearly delineates delegation of authority; (5) establish depart­
mental budgets and periodic budget reports by each department, (6) con­
duct a training seminar for Cooperative officers covering delegation of 
authority, decision-making responsibility, budgeting theory, cooperative 
principles, etc. • 

For most of the activities listed above, the logical framework specified 
target deadlines for their achievement, thereby converting the activities 
list into an implementation plan. 
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4. Resources 

to achieve the separate sets of activities cited above, the project's 
logical framework divided resource contributions into two categories: 
AID/ACDI and La Merced. As originally budgeted, AID/ACDI contributions 
came to US$496,000. The ~ Merced contributior was originally budgeted 
at U5$632,/02 but subsequently was reduced to USSS96,8S0 under the 
third project amendment. 

AID~CDI RESOURCE CONTRIBUTIONS 

External resource contributions were to include (1) 32 months of an 
ACDI Resident Advisor, from October 1979 to May 1982, .(2) a training 
program for farmer-members cover ing 200 meetings (charlas), 5 field 
days, 3 weekly radio program, and 3 phamplets; (3) an ACDI Management 
Consultant (Asesor de Alta Gerencia) who was to visit the project on 
three occasions; (4) visi ts by ACDI,lWashington staff; (S) visits by 
local Bolivian consultants; (6.) dona tion to capitalize' the Small Farmer 
Credit Program loan portfolio valued at USS176,OOO; and (7) funds to 
finance a tinal evaluation of the project. 

LA MERCED RESOURCE CONTRIBUTIONS 

.For its part, La Merced was to contribute (1) Sb 2,760,000 (US$l38,OOO) 
in existing 'capitalization of the rural loan portfolio, (2) an additional 
$b 2,566,000 (US$102, 640) by the end of the project; (3) a total of three­
years administrative costs of the Prestamos Campesinos Program valued at 
U5$306,189; (4) contribute USS175,OO0 in sularie~, equipment, and opera­
ting capital to each of Lbe three farm supply ztore~ to be established 
in Hairana, Villa Busch, and Chane (total: USSS25,OOO); (5) provide the 
ACDI Resident Advisor with an office; (6) provide the rural credit pro­
gram with a vehicle; (7) pay the salaries of five Prestamos Campesinos 
employees--the Director, an agronomist, a secretary, an administrative 
assistant, and another assistant: and (8) provide ,~torcycles to the 
program's field staff operating out of l-lairana, Chane, Villa Busc;h, San 
Juan Yapacan!, and the Central Office. 
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D. S'1Au. FARrfR CRED IT: CCMPLIANCE WITH P8fO~ TARG:.1S 

In this section we will first review project compliance with the eight 
indicators Gpecified to measure successful achievement ot the objective 
to strengthen the Small Farmer Credit Program. We will ten review the 
six activities that were to be implemented to achieve that objective, 
and then determine if all resource contributions were contributed as 
planned. 

INDICATORS OF SUCCESSFUL ACHIEVEMENT OF THE PROJEX:T OBJECTIVE 

1. Achievement of a Rural Loan Portfolio of Sb 9.5 Million 

The target was to incred5e the Joan p)rtfolio from Sb 2,936,656 (the 
amount existing dS of S~ptember 1, 1979, before ore activities began) 
to $b 9,500,000, for a np.t·increa~c of ~b 6,563,3H in new capitdiza­
tion. The target W.:lS sirrply dc::errained by adding the planned contribu­
tion of AID--~quivalcnt to $~ 4,267,600 or 65 percent of the new capi­
tal to be raised--and La I~~rced I s planned contr ibution of $b 2,303,250 
or 35 percent of the new resources. 

The $b 9.5 million target was not only achieved but actually surpassed 
by 16 percent. As of August 30, 1982, the Program's total rural loan 
portfolio stood at $b 11,062,252. This represents a 68 percent expan­
sion in the resource co~~itment pleuged by La Merced. This result is 
especially meritorious con~idering that the a,.Jitional resources were 
contributed during a period of ~everc political unrest and economic 
distress in Dol ivi.:l. nv~n too, it Ci,mc at a time of severe contraction 
of credit resources being m"de aVclilc~b1e to the rurltl sector by pubUc 
and private sector leneing institutions. 

Even so, the achievement was not an unqualified OUCCOGS. Aa shown below, 
while the pe~o value of the portfolio increased by 277 percent, the num­
ber of 10cln~ only incrt:!il!j'!C by 33 perccnt--Crom 400 (1979-80) to 598 
(1981-82). Furth~rrroL'c, &>livi.,n currency :JuHercd a 2S percent dovalua­
tion in late 1979 (from Sb20 to 25 per US$l) and ~gain a 76 percent do­
valuation in Fcbrullry 1'?B2 (from $b25 to 44 per USn), with unofficial 
dollar exchan~c ratc5 so~ring far beyond 100 pe509. Dut even it only 
calculated ~t the offici~l rate, the dollar valuo ot the loan portfolio 
only increoned by 71 p~rcent. Domestic pcicoD in Dolivia are 9cnerally 
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very auch in line w'ith changes in the dollar excbange rate. Even under 
norm~l circumstances, domestic inflation in Bolivia is usually estimated 
at not less than 50 percent per year. In real terms, then, the very im­
pressive 277 percent expansion of the peso value ot the Small F~rmer 
Credit Pr09ram's loan portfolio has been wi?ed out by drastic currency 
devaluations and domestic inflation. Even so, considering the nation's 
unstable political and economic environment, merely maintaining the 
portfolio's real value constitutes a remarkable achievement. 

Period Loans Por tfolio Value 
Hade PI::SOS DOLLARS 

'/1/79 2,936,656 146,833 
1979-80 400 3,922,611 156,904 
1980-81 566 6,484,015 259,361 
1981-82 598 11 ,062,252 251,415 

The above figures would clearly suggest that any increasp. in the num-
ber of loans made will resul t in a Io\.'cring of ~verage loan value and/or 
a credit rationing situation. Program rr.anage~ent already anticipates the 
inevitability of credit r~tioning ~nd e5tim~tes that it will cause delays 
of up to one month in servicing credit applic~tions. 

In passing, it bears mentioning th~t outside con~ultantD have reco~~nded 
the Program rndke loans exclusi~ely for agricultur~l and livestock purposes. 
After considerable internal detatl!, La Mercec elected to allocate 70 per­
cent of its rural loan portfolio to crop ~nJ livestock production credit 
and 30 percent for other uses. We \.Jholeheartcdly endorse tho poUcy cho­
sen by the Cooperative. The impact l"J.)luation (~ee Chapter III) 5hoW3 
that non-~gricultural inve5tments ar~ very inportant to rural households. 
Even though 76 percent of all familie5 interviewed li~t agriculture an 
th~ir primary occupation, no Ics5 than 42 percent list "corr~ercial ac­
tivities" (negocion) ~5 ~ tn."ljor 50lJrCe of inc')r;1c. These bu!>ine~s oper",­
tionn include small ~tore~ or kio~k~, tractor driving, tranr.port Gcrvi­
ces, carpentry, tailodn!), r:1a90nry, broom-making, nlaughter houllcG, hid~ 
tanning, and many other!]. Loann for non-agr iculturlll U9c:n lI110w hrm fami­
Ues to cxploit many income opportlloitie5 currently available in rural 
areas. And thanks to La ~erced'n l:~ ~nd 1:3 ratio~ of Gavingn to loan 
valuca, greater flexibility in lonn usc ohould create IIdditional incen­
tives for rural Davinqll. 

In the Cinal anlllY5in, L~ Merccd'3 rural mr.mhcrc are not (armern E!! !!' 
lather, they are farm hou~choldG--r~milieG with mUltiple ncoda, talentG, 
and renourccn whlch face nnny allp.rnativen Cor g~inful orrploymont that 
tranncend agricultural or liver-tock enl,!rpriGco. The Coopcrlltlve' n Cirat 
and (orerront renponnibillty in nt>rvinrJ the n~l'dtl of ito mcmoorn, ~ 
generating incrc.ued food nUl"pl Utll'r. for url>.'!n conOllmorn. We v low La Mar­
ceders 70/30 10lln porttolio dintrilllltion lit; not only corrf:ct, but worthy 
of emul~tlon by othor rural lending inntitlltionc. 
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2. Incre.l. of 135 Percent ' 1n 'Average tol" ·Valu • . 
• 

Obvlou.ly, thlo IndiCAtor t. cl0.ely linked with tho 'xplnoion of tho 
lOAn portfolio valu •• At the out.ot of the OPO p.oject, tho av •• ag. lo.n 
•• lue Itood at $b 5,850. Afto' one YOI. (1979-801 It hid g.own to .b &,717, 
• "",dOlt 15 p •• cont Incre .... nowev •• , .fter two y .... (1980-811 tho fig­
u.e lelped 66 pe.cont to $b 11,179, .nd Itt •• th ••• y •••• (1981-821 It 
100 •• d lnothe. 108 p •• cent to Sb 23,240. The ov ••• ll Inc ••••• betw •• n 
September 1979 .nd September 1982 w •• 279 pe.cont. In oth •• wo.d., tho ' 
p.rtor~.nc. target w •• exc •• ded by 144 percent. Of COUt.l, In dollar 
equivalents, the increa •• w •• considerablY 1 ••• lpectacul.r, 9roving tr08 
U5$292 to U5$528 for I glln of 81 pe.c.nt. Thl •••• ult i. not only below 
tho tl.get' but el.o fill.d to k.op piC' vlth tho .ot. of dooe.tlc Intl.­
tlon. In !!!l t,,=I. the be.t we cln .IY I. th.t the proj.ct v •••• llOnablr 
IUCClllful 1n .u.tllnlng the pu.ch •• lng powe. at ito ••••• go f ••• 10.n. 

l. Limit Medium-Teta toana to 20-30 fir Ye.r 

Tho P.og.om d.tlno. I medlum-tor. lOin •• on. Which I •• "",.tll.d vlthln 
• period oxcoeding 1~ month •• Th. to.g.t 11.ltltlon fa •• uch 10lna v •• 
not =It. In the tlr.t Y.I. (1979-801 th ••• W •• I 32 .Idium-.iled loano, 
In tho .ocond y,". $0 lOin., Ind In tho thi.d y"". 63 10.n •• Th. tot.l 
fa. tho th •• e-yelr p •• lod I. 145 10'no, which •• p •••• nt •• n .x .... at 
55 10.n. over tar9lt. 

,Th. consul tent. conduct.d .n .n.ly.l. at .11 loon ... d. be w •• n 8ept.~. 
1, 1981 .rA Augu.t 30. 1982. ot th •• o 63 lolno, 38 (80 p" clntl we,. 1 ••• 
th.n fb 50.000, thor. w .... noth •• 16 101M (U pe.c.ntl betw •• n ,I> 50,000 
Ind $b 100,000, .nd , (14 pe.centl 0'" .b 1 ,000. In oth •• wo.d., Whil. 
tho numb •• of aedlum-sl:.d 10lno ws •• ,cl •• l"--lt lel.t •• l.ti •• to tho 
plonned t.'9It--th. vllu. of the •• 10.n. WI' k.pt vlthln •••• on.bl. llalto 
I •••• belov 2~ pe.c.nt of the totll loon portfolio. 

Two obo •• v.tlon •• r. In o.d ••• Th. 20-30 10.n ll.lt.tlon I. lto.lt , ~ 
t,cto o •• dlt .Itlonlng .y.t •• , d •• 19ntd to ks.p 1", ••• nd 10 ••• fflu.nt 
f.r .. ,-.embo.s f.aa Id.orblng I dl.p.opo.tlon.t •• hl •• of thl tot.l 1.,11-
.bl. loon 'IIOU.C". On tho other hind, llno. loon OIIOunto ar. tltd to 
•• ch ... ber·. lo.o1 ot lI.lng •• nd tho n~. of loon. h. hi. ,oplld. ,ny 
11.1t.tlon on .. dlu~-t.rm lo.n. will t.nd to dlecou.Igl fu.th., .hl •• 
c.pltol In ••• tr..nt. by the Cooper.tl.I'1 1.'91.t IIVlr •• Fa. thll ,,"Ion. 
we b.ll ... r.. Herc.d h .. acttd couooUy In "cHding the oro to.glt .nd 
th.t It would be unwl.1 to •• t .n •• blt •• ry 11.It on the nuaber or aldl .. -
tlrM 101nl. r •• "",r. Lmport.nt i. to ."t • 11.It--I.y 2' ptrc.nt--on tho 
.Ilu! of .tdlu.-tor. loano II I p •• c.ntogo or tho tot.l loan portfol£o. 
Which 11 whit tho Cocpeutl.o h •• dona. 

• 
• 

. 1 
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Nevertheless, our review of medium-term loans leads us to the conclusion 
that their documentation has been deficient. The major~ .y of the loans 
made in 1982 were not accompanied by a consistent farm plan capable of 
justifying the amount o~ the loan itself. This wan especially true of 
loans exceeding $b 100,000. Undoubtedly, rnos: of these loans went to 
farmer-members with an excellent repayment record for previous borrow­
ings and who are producers of ohviouz solvency. still, the operating 
rule should be that all loans, large and small, be documentcd by an ade·· 
quate investment pla~And precisely because they involve l.uger amounts 
of money, for longer periods of time, ani ~ie-cp resources at a time of 
soaring credit demand, me<HwlI-tp.rm loans Jranted by L", Merced should be 
the best documented of all it~ portfolio, nut the worzt. Indeed, under 
conditions of credit :ationing, one of the best criteria for selecting 
loan recipients is the quallty and consistency of the credit use plan. 

4. Increase Fi'rmer-M~mbers b~' 10 Percent Per 'fear 

At the outset of the OPG, the number of La Merced's f~rrner-members was 
estimated at 3,222. To meet the target specified in the indicator, mem­
bership increazes of 322, 354, and 390 during the first three years of 
the project Were requi red, whicil would bring the total number of rural 
members to 4,288. 

The target waz not reached. As of August 30, 1982 the total rural mem­
bership was measured at 3,932. ~le growth rat~ wa~ eight percent in 1979-
80, four percent in 19&0-81, and seven pp.rcent in 1981-82. T:lis resulted 
in an absolute shortfall of 156 or eight percent t~low the desired tar­
get of 4,2~8 rural members. Considering the political and e~onomic in­
stability which characterized the three-year period, the result must be 
considered zUcccssfu1 even though the target W~~ not reached; for under 
such condition~ the targct itz~lf wn5 unrealistic. 

'1'0 their cr~d it, both La Merced and the ACOr Res ident 1\dvi50; refused" 
to playa membership "numbern game". Our ing the f i::nt year of the OPG 
they elected to Dcreen rural mcmberchip records and select out all in­
active memuers. In 1979-80, 119 in3ctive membt.:rr. were removed. It would 
appear that thi5 ~crccning proceDe continued into the following two 
yellrn alno, bccdu~e in 1900-01 mem~rr.hip withdrilwlll!l rcached 279 and 
in 1981-82 Ulcy were followed by ilnather 114. Unfortunately, the con­
SUltants were unable to find any written docufn'!nt:ltion certifying the 
total number of inactive member II Gel ected ou t eilch year. 

Tho growth of rural mcmbc[ohip is detililed ~low. Li~ted lJy yellr lire 
new rDC!mbcrt::, total mombc[ohip, member wi thdr"w.,lr., .,nd ilet .~ctivo mcm­
bern. It will be noted th"t with rcg.ud to new mel:1bero, tho tcl[gct 
growth rato waD lIIet or ourpllDllcd all thrca y,!,ur.. 
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Period . 'New ,:Total .. 'Member" --'Members Members 'Wi thdraV" 
• 

9/1/79 3,222 ... 
1979-80 409 3,631 13 123 
1980-81 4::!3 3,931 12 279 
1981-82 394 4,046 10 114 

5. Increas~ Rural Savings by 15 Percent Per Year 

'Total 
Acttve 

3,508 8 
3,652 4 
3,932 7 

At the outset of the OPG, the accumulated total of rural savings was 
$b 2,944,000. Based on a 15 percent growth rate, the targeted level 
of savings should have been $b 4.5 million by the end of the third 
year. This target was exceeded by 113 p~rcent. As of August 30, 1982, 
aggregate rural savings totaled $9,522,823. Compared to the 1979 base 
level, the total increase in savings \-Ias a remarkable 223 percent. This 
result also compares very well with the absolute expansion of the peso 
value of the loan portfolio. OVer the three-year period, the loan port­
folio increased by $b 8.1 million (see p.23 ), while at the same time 
Lutal rural savings increased by $b 6.6 million. 

This exc~l!~nt recore o~ rur~l savings mobilization must be considerod 
one of the central strengths of the OPG project. In a time of unprece­
dented economic and political disorder, both the level and growth rate 
of rural savings are indicators of high farmer trust in La Merced. This 
conclu5ion is confirmed in the impact evaluation. Of 251 ru=al house­
holds interviewed, 243 (97 percent) had significant savings in the Co­
operative, with the average being $b 10,697 (USS107). 

6. Reduce Lo~n Delinquenc~ 

The leHel of loan delinquency was 70 percent at the outset ot the ope. 
The target wa5 to reduc~ this delinquency by 25 percent the first year, 
20 percpnt the second y~ar, and 10 percent the third. The 70 percent de­
linquency figure is bused on number of overdue loanti as a p!rcentage ot 
total loans. By this mea~ure delinquency dropped to 23 percent after one 
ye~r of the project (1979-80),to 9 percent after the second year (1980-
81), and to 7 percent after the third year (1981-82). By this measure 
the target w~s greatly exceeded. 

When loan delinquency if; ctllculated in terms of the value ot overdue' 
loans tln a percentage of the total loan portfoiio, the decline is also 
imprc5Give. In September 1979, delinquency (including unrecoverable 
loana) Gtoou ~t 29 percent of the portfolio. Thi8 was reduced to 22 pe~­
cent l!fter the firnt ye~r, to 22 perr.ent after the second, and to 13 
percent after the third. h~en loans classitied as unrecoverable are 
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removed from the calculation, the delinquency level drops from 22 per­
cent (in 1979l to 11 percent (August, 1982). At the time.of the evalua­
tion, delinquency had been reduced even further to nine percent (Octo­
ber 1982). 

In addition to the above achievements, the Small Farmer Credit Program 
was also able to recover--during the OPG period--a total of 162 loans 
that had been declared unrecoverable for a total value of $b 420,861 
(US$16,834 at the 25:1 exchange rate). 

Overall, delinquency reduction is one of the most successful aspects 
of the proje~t. Overdue accounts are very closely watched--classified 
by 1-6, 6-12, and over 12 months; also by the number of overdue install­
ments. Up-to-date statistics on delinquency are kept by regional field 
office, and any abnormal increase is followed up immediately. Perhaps 
of greatest importance, the same field credit agents have the double 
responsibility of both helping to prepare loan requests and making loan 
collections. And finally, loan collections are progra~~ed during or im­
mediately following the harvest-marketing period for the crop financed, 
thereby forestalling opportunities for borrowers to spend harvest income 
on other items before having repaid loan obligations. 

7. Use of Imoroved Technology by Loan Recipients 

As will he uocurnented presently, the project 'made serious efforts to 
educate small farmers in the use of improved farming techniques and 
equipment. However, this effort was directed at farmers in general-­
members as well as non-members--and ultimately the coverage of the 
training program was too narrow and too superficial to achieve sig­
nificant results. Of 251 households intervie~ed during the impact 
ev~luation, over 75 percent stated they had received no training or 
technical assistance from the Prog:am. Of the 59 farm families that 
did receive training, 33 came from the Central ZOne and 19 from the 
Mairana-Pampa Grande Zone. 

The impact evaluation itself failed to ask respondents to comment on 
the extent to which they are employing improved technology learned 
from the Small Farmer Credit Program. What was asked was the extent 
to which they had purchased farm supplies f~ the Cooperative. Out 
of 251 ~espondents, only 30 (12 percent) said they had done so. This 
also reflects the poor outreach of the Progr~m's input :,upply activi­
ties, for reasons to be described presently. This failure was made 
more critical by the fact that both currency devaluation and rapid 
price inflation made it nearly impossible for small farmers to pur­
chase significant amountn of fertilizer, insecticides, and other im­
ported farm supplies. In many inGtan~es these proJuctG were not even 
available for purchase, assuming a farmer hac the cash to buy them. 
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On the other hand, farmers interviewed stated that one of the principal 
benefits of the Small Farmer Credit Program was that it was agile and 
rapid in its loan disbursements. This allowed them to purchase farm sup­
plies and to plant or harvest their crops opportunely. 

From these considerations it may be concluded that if modernized farm­
ir.g practices were adopted, this occurred mostly because farmers got 
their loans on time, which allowed them to purchase technology they 
already knew how to use. However, it is even more likely that the farm 
supplies purchased and the farming practices employed were mostly of 
the traditional variety and did not, in the majority of cases, involve 
innovations introduced or popularizp.d by the Program. In itself, ~his 
does not constitute a Program failure. "Modern- technology is by no 
means synonymous with appropriate technology. High-yield farming methods 
often jeopardi±e small farmers -(by ihcreasing their costs and risks) 
more than they help them (by increasing income). This tends to be p.spe­
.cially true when yield-increasing technology is promoted in the absence 
of a marketing program that assures small farmers will capture the in­
come their higher productivity has made possible. 

La Merced does not have such a marketing program. Its extension educa­
tion effort has been weak. Its farm supply network is very limited. 
But the Cc.operative has performed its most im?ortant job extremely 
well. It gets production credit to small farmers quickly and efficient­
ly. This is the greatest service a campesino household can receive. 

8. Increase the Number of Hectares Under Cultivation 

As amended, this indicator applies only to medium-term loan users. The 
target \<I'as a 25 percent expansion in area planted. The consultants are 
unaware of any statistics gathered by the Small Farmer Credit Program 
that would permit easy measurement of area cultivated by credit users, 
whether they be short-term or medium-term. No baseline study of area 
cultivated was made at the outset of the OPG. 

The impact evaluation provided a baseline for all credit users. The 
land holdings and area cultivated vary significantly among the four 
production zones surveyed. Overall, 50 percent of all credit users con­
trol farm holdings totalling less than 20 hectares, and 20 percent 
have less than five hectares. HO\<l'ever, the large majority of farmers 
cultivate 3-4 hectares only because of limited family labor and capi­
tal. resources. Potenti~lly, given an adequate and 9rowin9 supply of 
farm crp.dit, rural members of La Merced would probably be able--on the 
average--to ~t least double and perhaps triple the area they currently 
cultivate. However, given presently available loan portfolio resource., 
such an expansion of cultivated land is clearly impossible. 
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ACTIVITIES TO ACHIEVE PROJECT OBJECTIVE 

1. Establish Credit Regulations and Procedures 

One of the principal functions of the ACDr Resident Advisor was to assist 
Prestamos Campesinos in the preparation of credit procedures, policies, 
and design of forms for small farmer lending. The credit regulations were 
completed.June 11, 1980 in strict compliance with an OPG deadline. The 
document was prepared colaboratively between Steve Wiles, the Resident Ad­
visor, and Ing. Wilde Urquidi, the forrr~r Director of Prestamos Campesinos. 
The regulations contain I. chapters and 66 articles. Since its completion . 
the document has suffered a number of revisions which allow it to better 
fit the difficult economic envlron~ent of Bolivia. Given the serious in­
flation and currency devaluation, loan interest rates have been continuous­
ly increased from 18 percent per yp.ar in September 1979 to 36 percent in 
July 1982. 

Prestamos Campesinos has also developed a variety of useful forms that 
have greatly enhanced the timely collection, sharing, and use of data 
regrading loan activities. These forms include: (1) Prestamos Campesinos 
Monthly Report, (2) Notification to Borrower of Repayment Due Date, (3) 
Loan Request Form, (4) Loan Control Card, (5) rap-Up Filc·on Loans Due, 
(6) Monthly Work Planning Schedule, (7) Daily Control of Field Offices, 
(8) Technical Assistance Report on Medium-Term Loans, and (9) Investment 
Plan for Agricultural Loans. All of these forms are currently in active 
use. 

The activity indicator, then, was successfully met. 

Nonetheless, the consultants believe there is one area of loan use docu~ 
mentation which needs to be strengthened. The deficiency arises precisely 
becaur.e training of loan users in farm planning and administration has 
been w~ak. We strongly urgc the Program to require that every borrower 
keep a simple Jaily journal or summary sheet describing the actual costs 
of production, labor and input use, yields, and net income of each crop 
enterprise financed. Such a form would (1) teach credit users rudimentary 
farm record-keeping Gkillfj, (2) allow Users (and t:he Program) to compare 
planned with actual farming performance, and (3) permit the Program to 
evalu~te the economic impact of its loans (at the f~rm-level) from ono 
year to tho next. 
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In Annex 0 we ~resent a very simple format for measuring the petfo~ance 
of a single crop enterprise. It bas a visual side, which allows it to ~e 
completed even hy illiterate farmers, as well as a quantitative side 
that can be completed by anyone with 3-4 years of primary schooling. This 
format has been succe$sfully field-tested by the consultants In over a 
dozen rural cG~~unities (130 farm h~useholds) throughout Bolivia. We 
have alzo dem0nstrated that the system can be supervlsed--at very low 
cost--by former-paratechnicians. In sum, we believe such a record-keeping 
system could b~ easily, economically, and effectively incorporated into 
the routine p:ocedures o~ the Small Farmer Credit Program, resulting in 
important benefits for both the Program and its farmer-borrowers. 

2. T:ain Employees of the program 

Prestamos Campesinos has five full-time and four part-time employees, 
as follows: 

SR. LUIS SORIA ~~LGAR, age 45, is the Director of the Small Farmer Credit 
Program. For~~rly a radio and television reporte:, he joined the Program 
as a field .:lSt~nt in 1975. He was subsequently named as a special assistant 
to the Executive Director of La Herced and finally appointed as chief of 
Prestamos Ca~~sinos in ~arch 1981. Sr. Soria has a deserved reputation 
for dedicaticn ~nd getting things done. As a participant in the Central 
Loan Co~~ict~e, he was instrumental in streamlining the review and ap­
proval P[OCL~u:es for (~rmer lOdn requests. He frequently contributes 
evenings and ~eekcnds to his job. 

SRTA. AIDA MS~TIOZA CABRERA, age 22, is the Executive Secretary and also 
assist~ with loan reVleW. She has work experience as a typist and secre­
tary. ~he jo~r.~d the Program in July 1981. 

TITO VILLCA SOLETO, age 27, serves as the Program's Agricultural and 
Livestock Specialist. He also has field agent coverage responsibility 
for ZOne 4 D, Cf.!ntr.J1 ZOne, wi th seven ruraI com1Tluni ties. Sr. Villca 
joined La !-1t'rced in August 1980, after previous employment experiencQ 
with a cr~dit cooperative in Mineros, the National Rice Growers Coopera­
tive Fcder.:ltion, .Jnd the Tropical Agriculture Research Center eClAT). 

WALTER ,\RT::j\G/\, aCJc 24, joined the Program in October 1979. He had pre­
vious emploYlTlent experience in a 9il50line station .md a trilvel agency. 
He zerven a5 dn Office Ansictant at Program headquilrtern in Santa Cruz, 
~nd he alno work5 ao a field agent wIth responsibility for two program 
arcolo--7,one ·J-A with 13 [urnl contnunitics, and sunday visits to the 
Chane-Pira! Coloniz.ltion ZOno--where he co11octs savings and disburses 
loans to farmer-borrowers. 
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CRISOSTOMO SANTIVANEZ, age 20, began work for the Progr~ in July 1981. 
In addition to serving as a loan field agent. for the Zone of Villa Busch 
Yapacan! he 1s Ilso in charge of the farm supplies store established by 
the Program in that colonization. However, the store has had no supplies 
to sell since mid-1982. 

BILDEBERTO BAZAN 5., Ige.32, is a rural school teacher. He works three 
days a week as a profpssor of mathematics, whIle. the rest of the week 
he serves ~s the loan agent for the Mairana--Pampa Grande Zone. He also 
runs the farm supplies store located in M~irana. 

SRA. BETTY HERRERA DE BAZAN, age 30, assists part-time at the f~·m sup­
plies store in Mairana. She also works as a school teacher. Mr. and Mrs. 
Baz~n joined the Program in June 1980. 

SRA. JUSTINA MENDEZ, age 25, attends rural savings and loans out of an 
office located at the Colegio Fe y Alegr!~ in Montero, where she also 
serves as a librarian. She hbs worked for the Program since August 1981. 

SRTA. KUMIKO SASAMOTO, age 24, attends rural savings and loans every 
Wednesday for the Zone of San Juan Yapacan!. The rest of her time she 
works as a secretary in the colonization's secondary school during the 
mornings, and in the afternoon teaches primary school. 

Host of the training received by these and other employees during the 
OPe was provided by ACDI Rcsident Advisor Stevc Wiles, and mostly pro­
vided on an informal, onc-on-one bas is. Among the sk ills Hiles taugh t 
Program staff arc thc following: (1) loan classification, by level of 
risk, (2) delinqucncy controls, (3) principles of credit supcrvision, 
C.c) credit planning and repayment calendars, (5) administration by 
objectives, (6) farm planning, (7) how to conduct farm visits, (8) in­
vestment plans for r;hort- and mc-oi urn-term loans, (9) loan guarantecs, 
(10) estimating asset value, (11) farm credit policy, (12) changing 
repayment Gchedule!i, (13) offi..;e adminis tra tion, (14) cash flow an3ly­
sis, and (15) how to collect unrecoverable loan~. In addition, Wiles 
provided assistance to Program st~[! in the preparation of phnmplets 
and other extension materials Cor small C3rmer usc. He alno provided 
training in farming technique~. 

The available evidence suggcsts that offorts to train Program statf 
during the OPe wore quite intensive and fairly succcssful. 
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3. Establish a Central Credit Committee 
, 4 , '0 4, •• , , 

The Resident Advisor devoted considerable attention to the formation. 
o! credit committees, botn at the central and regional level. The imple­
mentation plan of the OPG actually specified the creation ot six regional 
credit committees--Zour by mid-1980 and two more oy mid-19Bl. These com­
mittees were to consist of members ~ho were small farmer credit users 
and respected local leaders, persons familiar with the needs and credit 
worthiness of their rural neighbors. 

The zonal committee idea was tested for six months in both Mairana and 
Chane. The results proved disappoir.~ing. Few farmers were encountered 
who were willing to give acequate time to corrmittee responsibilities, 
and committee attendance ~dS poor. Furthermore, the committees actually 
resulted in a slo~ing-do~n of the loan approval process. Finally, there 
was a tendenr.y for comreittee members to show favoritism toward relatives 
and friends. The initiative was therefore abandoned. 

In contL·ast, the Central Credit Committee was established and proved 
itself to be an effective organizatian. Wiles gave continuing training 
and supervision to cOmr.littee members,. attending most of the once-a­
week (Friday) sessions. A~ong the individuals who participated (and 
received tr~ining) in this co~~ittee were Wilde Urquidi, Victor ~ttega 
(Chief of La Merced's Orcinary Loans Department), LuIs Soria, Alfredo 
Montero (Chief of the Collections Department), and Jose Rivero (Account­
ing Department). 

4. Establish Zonal Farm Supply Stores 

During the OPG two farm supply stores were established, one in Mairana 
and the other in Villa Busch. The third store planned in the OPG for 
location in Chane was not attempted. The Villa Busch store failed to 
receive enough supplies or conduct enough business to justify its exist­
ence. The only reasonably successful store was in Mairana. In addition 
to farm pr9ducts, it o!f~rs consumer staples, farmaceutical products, 
and educational supplies. or 88 households interviewed in ~~e Mairana­
Pampa Grande Zone, 67 (76 percent) said they utilized this store. Of 
these users, 82 percent had received benefits from the farmacy and 90 
percent from the consump.r products section. Two-thirds of all respond­
ents cited th~ ~tores low prices as its principal benefit. The Mairana 
store began to turn a net profit beginning in August 1981. In recent 
months profits have been running close to US$l,OOO per month. 
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s. 'Small rar~ef .. :raJ.~J.rs. }'r99r~. 

During the OPG period, farmer'training efforts by the.~ll Farmer Credit 
Program were advanced with a variety of mediums: newspaper articles, ra­
dio proqrams, phamplets, field days, and rural meetings. La Merced pub­
lishes a newspaper called wAlborada", and over the three-year project 
period it carried 13 articles on subjects dealing with f~rm extension 
education. In Santa Cruz, the Cooperative sponsored weekly radio pro­
grams on two stations: RCooperativisrno en Marcha" on Radio Grigota, 
and "Sobrernesa Musical" on Radio Espectador. Additionally, weekly radio 
programs ~ntitled ~Cooperativism 'y Agricultura" were sponsored by the 
Small Farmer Credit Program on the three regional radio stations of 
Mairana, Ichilo ~f Vill~ Busch, and Montero. In the area of pharnplets, 
the Program published and distributed three of its own publication--
on La Merced, on Rural Credit, and on Cooperativism. An indeterminate 
number of pharnplets by other institutions such ao the Ministry of Agri­
cultural and the Center for Tropical Research (CIAT) were also made 
available to rural families. 

~he OPG specified a target of 200 rural meetings ("charlas") for dis­
seminatior. of extension education. OVer the three-year period of the 
OPG, 'the Program managed to conduct 109 meetings. Seven charlas'were 
conducted in 1980, 43 in 1981, and 2q in 1982. A total of 1,205 far­
mers attenaed these meetings, resulting in an average attendance of 
11 persons. The conSUltants elected to investigate this area of the 
project in considerable detail, first to examine the intensity of train­
ing activities by community, and second to determine subjects covered. 

The breakdown of rural meetings by community and by year is given below. 
The listing--based on payment receipts to field staff--giveo a total of 
21 communities. Of the 109 charlas, 57 (52 percent) were restricted to 
only three communities. Furthermore, at least seven communities and 77 
charlas (71 percent) took place in the Central Zone to which the Pro­
gram agtonomist, Tito Villca, was assigned loan coverage responsibility. 
'l'his reHul t is confirmed by the data collected in the impact' evaluation, 
where 33 of 45 farm households interviewed ( 73 percent) said they had 
received technical assistance or extension education from the Program. 

Most of the meetingf were held at night, When it was easier for small 
farmers to attend without interrupting their farming responsibilities. 
The meetings did not restrict theroselves to loan users or even Coopera­
tive mem~rs; rather, the invitation was generalized to members as well 
as non-mellbers. Before and after such meetings, the visiting Program 
technician would att~mpt to conduct Program busincss--for example, de­
liver loan installments, collect amortizations, or gather savings de­
posits. 
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ANALYS~S OF FARMER TRAINING ACTIVITIES 

Communl~ 1 9 8 0 1 9 8 1 "i 9 8 2 'Total 
Char. Part. Char. Part. Char. Part. Char. Part. 

San Luis* 1 10 11 112 6 64 18 186 
Taruma* 1 9 12 124 8 112 21 245 
Jorochito* 1 8 1 8 
Pampa Grarlde 1 11 1 11 
Antofagasta 1 10 2 16 3 26 
Litora1 1 Ii 1 12" 2 26 
Colonia Pira! 1 10 2 32 3 42 
San Franil1a 5 76 1 8 6 84 
San Jose· 5 61 3 33 8 94 
Limoncito* 14 143 4 47 18 190 
Las Gamas* 2 22 1 6 3 28 
Los Tabijos* 7 66 1 15 8 81 
Villa Barrientos 2 17 2 17 
Quebrada Estancia 1 7 1 7 
San Lorenzo 2 19 2 18 4 37 
Hardeman 1 30 1 20 2 50 
Todos Santos 2 28 1 9 3 37 
Siringa1 1 3 1 3 
UrubO 2 14 2 14 
Okinawa 1 9 1 9 
Valle Abajo 1 10 1 10 - - -7 72 43 791 29 347 109 1,205 

* Communities in the Central ZOne 

The content of the char1as and field days was distributed somewhat as 
follows: 

ANI~mL TRACTION: There were nine demonstrations in Mairana, one in Suru­
tu, and one in Villa Busch. These were conducted in conjunction with 
the Mennonites and attempted to introduce new animal-drawn plowing im­
plements. After a year of testing the initiative was abandoned for 
reasons of excessive cost and unsuitability of local draft animals. 

CULTIVATION TECHNIQUES: The Program agronomist as well as the Resident 
Advisor gave talks covering the following crop techniques. Soil analysis 
(11), soil conservation (5), tomato cultivation (2), potatoes (4), pine­
apple (8), sugarcane (7), rice (2), corn (8), beans (2), soya (5), weed 
control (8), associated crops (1), moth control in grain storage (2), 
general agricultural training (8), raising swine (2), raising cattle 
(10), and livestock health practices (11). 
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FARM fLANNING AND ADMINISTRATION; This subject was only taught to users 
of medium-term loans. Of a total o( 145 medium~term loans In three years, 
farm planning was apparently utilized in only nine cases~ The farm plan­
ning torm designed by the Resident Advisor is not being used; instead, 
a simpler format has been introduced which contains a few planning as­
pects. 

The existing forms need to be improved, but their use too is currently 
inadequate. The completed farm plan--either the original or a copy-­
should always remain in the custody of the credit user so he can use it 
~s a tool to monitor his performance and improve farm decision-making. 
!b file this plan exclusively at the Program office, as part of the loan 
documentation, virtually defeats half its purpose. 

COOPERATIVE THEORY: 111 three years, only eight charlas were given on this 
subject, which must be considered totally inadequate considering that 
there are at least 60 rural communities where the Program is operating. 
The consultants recommend that the Program design a comprehensive member 
training program on the subject of coopera tivism, based on study groups, 
using a highly participatory methodology, and using local leaders to 
conduct follow-up. 

CREDIT REGULATIONS: Only five charlas were given on the Program's credit 
regulations, again very inadequate coverage. We believe that all farmer 
borrowers should receive a 30-45 minute briefing Ot lecture on credit 
rcgulations, ~linquency sanctions, and cooperativism before receiving 
their loans--Whether they be first-time or repeat credit users. 

In summary, farmer training under the OPG was deficient, whether measured 
against the targets established in the project plan, or when evaluated in 
terms of loan user coverage and failure to establish routinc and continu­
ous training contacts. For farmer training efforts to succeed in the fu­
ture, more than a comprehensive training plan is needed. So important is, 
this area that it merits,' at'the very least,' a full-time staff member 
to coordinate and implement training activities. Even then, one person 
cannot get the job done by himself. The consultants recommend that the 
lrogram give serious consideration to a program for training rural farmer­
leaders to train other farmers. Such rural paratechnicians might work on 
a part-time basls~-say five days per month, one charla per ~eok--in their 
own and neighboring communities. Such services would be reimbursed with 
a modest honor~rium of perhaps US$2S-S0 per month. ~nd in addition to 
training tunctions, the paratechnician could be utilized to supervise 
cledit. plans and farm record-keeping activities. The impact evaluation 
for chis report was conducted at the farm level preciacly by tarmer-para­
technicians such as those recommended above. 
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6. Coordination with'Other Institutions' 

The final activity specified in the project implementation plan was for 
the Program to establish close colaborative relationships with other in­
stitutions. During this evaluation the consultants found evidence that 
Prestamos Campesinos, at one time or another, made contact or c~nducted 
joint activities with the following rural sector organizations: (l) Ag­
ronomy faculty of Gabriel Rer.e Moreno University; (2) Consortium ior In­
ternational Development (CID); (3) British Mission in Santa Cruz; (4) 
Center for Tropical Research (CIAT); (5) AgricuJ.tural Cooperative -El 
Progreso del Torno", (6) Integral Cooperative of Montero: (7) Center f(lr 
Labor Training (FaMO); (8) Criollo Cattle Project of the Saavedra Exppri­
ment Station; (9) ARAnO, a national federation of peasant farmers; (lJ) 
DESEC, a private-s~ctor rural development organization; (11) Bolivian 
Agricultural Bank (BAB); and (12) Integral Cooperative of San Juan de 
Yapacan!. 

AID/ACDI RESOURCE CONTRIBUTIONS 

1. ACDr Resident Acvisor 

The project OPG called for 32 months of an ACDr Resident Advisor to su­
pervise and implement project activities. His assigned responsibilities 
were specified an follows: (I) assist Program staff to restructure and 
expand the Small Farmer Credit Program; (2) prepare a set of credit pro­
cedures, forms, and regulations; (3) assist in selecting and training 
credit field agents and supply store managers; (4) assist in preparing 
work descriptions for Program staff; (5) organize, train, and supervise 
local credit committees and a central credit committee; (6) supervise 
farmer loans and the activities of loan agents; (7) supervise the opera­
tions of the rural loan offices and sLpply stores; (8) assist and orient 
the collection of data and statistics for periodic project evaluation as 
well as the final evaluation; (9) organize and supervise the farmer ex­
tension education program: (10) coordinate project activities with other 
institutions serving the rural Dector; (11) develop investll''}nt plans for 
different crops and inve5tments by small farmers; (12) .contract for the 
preparation of ol new Accounting Manual; (13) prepare reports on project 
progress ("PIP reports") every four months; (lot) prepare a baseline re­
port on Program status at the out5et of the OPG; and ('5) comply with any 
additional functions to be assigned by ACDI/Washington. 

The Resident Advisor'5 compliolnce with many of these responsibilities 
has already been alluded to previously in this report. Dased on our re­
view of available documentation, combined with interviews with exiatiQ9 
Program staff, We believe that that the level of compliance of Stevo 
Wiles with the very ambitious scopo-of-work described above waa gen~rally 
excellent. 
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2. Traininq Program tor Small Farmers 

SOme U5$14,Ooo wa. budgotsd In the original OPe budget for local train­
ing. Ibis su~ va. not completely spent, and as a result . the extension 
education component of the project did not achiove its performance tar­
gets. Unspent balances from this account and others of the OPG are to 
be invested in a Rural Savings Mobilization Proqram. These balance a 
total U5$14,286. The obj.ctlvo of the campaign I. to mobilize $b 8.0 
million pe.o. by October 15, 19B3. 

3. 05$176,000 Donation to Capitalize Loan Program 

The full U5$176,OOO of AID fund. to oxpind the Program·. loan capital 
was received by La Merced as tollows: 

D'isbursement Date U5$ Sb Pesos Exchange 
!!ill. 

October 24, 1979 25,000 509,500 20.28 
December 14, 1979 25,000 612,750 24.51 
March 24, 1980 30,000 . 747,751 24.92 
June 16, 1980 55,000 1,373,825 24.97 
September 29, 1981 24,000 599,400 24.97 
December 9, 1981 17£000 424,11!.. 24.97 

Total 176,000 4,267,601 

4. Fund. to Finance Pinal Evaluation 

The OPG budgeted US$7,~ for the final evaluation . 10 financ. a more 
comprehensive evaluation effort--including the tield-level impact IUr­
vey and a telting ot a coop.rative eva!uation ~Athodology prfpar~d by 
Development A •• ociat .. --ACDI ha. contributed an additional UI)$10,5oo . 
frOM other lourC,I. 

1.\ MERCED RESOURCE COIITRIBUTIONS 

1. Loan fund Capital11ation 

La Merced not only complied with It. capitalization commltmont. tot.ling 
$b5.3 .illion but actually exc •• d them by $b 1.6 million or 16 plrcent. 

2. Adminiltrativ. COltl of Sma!! Farm.r Cr.dit Program 

Thl OPG .peclfle. a co.mltment by La H.rcod of edmlnlltratlve COlt con­
tribution. totaling US$306,209 ovor thr.e ~·.ar •• Unfortunately, thl con­
.ultantl wer. unable to detormine tho Cooplratlvo" compllan •• with thl. 
budglt . wo r.qu •• ted thl. inCormatlon from ta Hlrcld'. Accounting O.part-
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ment two weeks prior to our·dep~rture on November 17th. On November 16th 
the Chief of the Accounting Dep~rtmcnt, Jorge E1!~5 T~bor9~, informed us 
that administrative cost contributions tor rrest~mo5 CJmpcsinon could 
not be calculated bec.,u~e (1) durinl} 197CJ-OO depart.r.lent.,li:ed accounts 
had not yet been in5tituted; (~) J~p~rtment~l!!cd accounts for 1900-81 
are only parti~l; and ()) ex~nd i turer. by d"p~rtment h.we been kept 
nince September 1981, but ther!' .... dS no timt.' to total thet:l (or 1901-82 
prior to our dep,Hturc. The' la~t excuse W,Hi a special dis,'ppointlT1ent, 
particularly ill light of the cor<;td('rable I'((ort that h~d been inve~tcd 
by ACDr in ope r~t lOll.' li:d ng a d"PM tM(·nt.~ 1 L::~d accounting sy~tem (sec E, 
Fortifying ,\dmini5tr.Hivc CJpacicyl. We :T'U~t conclude tl,.H thi:; sy:Jtcru-­
if indeed oper"tion.Jl--b gent..'r",:ln(] d.H.} th"t drc not bern!) used tor 
management deci:.iion-mdking on ., :1()rlthly b..l~i5. -

However, there i!l indirt.'ct t~Vid,·nc,.' to :;U(J'lt'~lt th<1t L., ~erced die.! not 
have to 5ub~idi:e th~ aJmini9tr~~iv~ co~t~ of the ~M.,ll F4rmer Credit 
Program to the extent origin~lly rl~nl1~(I. Th~ Resident Advisor reported 
that <l:i of July lCJlJl thf.' Pror;r,t:-.' ~i '1f"~r.,tir.(J costs b(~gnn to be cXc{"eded 
by it:J incc::-:e, .lnd tll.H thi::; !;lJrp~l;~ .... ,,:: no\.i ,w"il",ble to br.!)in cov~rin9 
part of L" ~erCt!u'!l ,H!:-.ini!;trH~'!~ ·~uL!;i(!i'. It is ., :shnrre the d.'t~ is 
not avaUJblo to pro\',: tId:. .,~:;,·rt le'rl, (or it would COn!ltitute .., vory 
imper t.1n t Prog r .,m .'1ch i (:'ler."~ n t . 

Under the orc, L., ~~,-·rcl·d .... ,':l to C(-Jt:tr ibutt: l'~;~17S,OOO in ~"hrit::2, equip­
ment, and oper.Hir.t) c,'r:it.,l to I' ,('II of thre'- (.UM ::upply ~tol'e:s to be oa­
tllbli:Jhed in 11.,ir.,n", Vill., [Ju~:~~j-,~'n<! Ch,"In,~. Only.., !:r.'.,ll (c.'\t,;tIon ot 
thifl cOIT.mit::-nnt ..... ,:. :-:'f.'t. The on1,' ~.H!i e'UIP!i' :1tore to be e:st.,hliuhed 
on II pt:rI:1M:~nt b"H;!!l \.i., '1 in ~l,'dr,'r.l. 1l:c! "'i1L, IIIH;ch 5tore Wo.'la berJun 
In Oc:to/;er 1')01 .... ith -'11 i.niti-,l ,-,!<1t.,l or L'~~2~,oo:), l.ut with ne<Jo.'ltivo 
rl!Dultr. (rotbr.'q·, lO~1 :;.111.':1 ... ol,;~,') tll,n C,'l~·.~.J it:. ~i:;continu.'tion. 
The !JtO[(' in Ch.lIl1~ ..... ,:; r;'''Jt:r ,H"'·"p::,:d. ':11,' ~l"lr"'H' Iltorl.' proved to bo 
quito :,ucc~~!if\Jl, l)(·r:,·r,1tir.rl I~t·~ ~1":'1"~ lot.11linC) o.'llmo~t U!;~'D,OOO 1n 
thrco yt:(H~, which .1','<'[.1';":'1 .,r.)\l~ !::;~l, ~(l:) fr!C ~onth. r:ven /lO, Invontorv 
v4lluo (or thr, litorr ..... , •. quit,- l:~I'r-d, (.u hdew the C'HHir.Hrd ~17~,oOO 
lnvo:Jtrr"~nt ori(] ir..ll Ii' j,l.~rH1Ud. T!.". (ljl'H.1t tp) r"rforr.o..,ncc: or rho ~t"ir4na 
n to r eo i:, p r ,~ ~: ,- n t.: d tw 1 c .... : 

PM r i od r Iw.-nt,>r',' V.,l"., y!':,-cJ LUo ~_} ~.~.9~ ---.-- .- .. --~-- , .... ~.w~ _ ,,,,,,_,,_ 

/'t: :;O!; {'" )/.t.AH!i 1":$O!j 00 t.l.A na 
YOM 1 (O/)O/UO) 2:.!~,')O~ 1il,nG 317,/1) 12, 701) 
Yo"" 2 (U/JO/01) ~~.a, lOll 1(J,172 H t1, '..x:>2 16,702 
You 1 (0/JO/02) _!;Q}~l_~_ .1.1J~~ _5?5 f ~91 t1.J2!l 

l,079,O~:! O,7f,G Llll,'21 42,952 

/ 
/ 
~I ~~ 

.. i 

• 
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4. QJfice f?r, ACDr ~~sf?~n~ ~~¥~i~?f 

'!'his ccmroi tme:lt was met. 

5. Vehicle for Small Farm~r Credit ,program 

La Merced acquired a 4-wheel drive 1979 FOLd jeep. It was stolen in June 
1980, a loss paid by the insurance company. The Cooperative did n~t buy 
another vehicle f0r the Program, however. Instead, it provides transport 
from its own motor pool whenever Program employees request it. No trans­
portation problem~ were ob$crved during the OPG period. 

6. Salarie~ ~nd Motorcycles for Program Staff 

La Merced compl ied success fully wi th this corroni tment. The names of 
current employees have been presented previously. There are also five 
motorc~cles for the use of ?rogr~m field staff. 
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E, FffiTIPfING ArnINISTAATIVE CAPACITY:', COi1JLIANCE ~fITH F£RF~ 
TARGETS 

As described in Sp.ction C, the OPG's second objective was to fortify 
the administrative capacity of La Merced, preparing it for the speciali­
zed and complex decision-making requirements of large cooperative institu­
tions. Achievement· of this objecti'le was to be measured by four indica­
tors. Six basic activities were to be undertaken. The resource commitment 
listed in the OPG was mainly external--consisting of technical assistance 
by ACDI short-term consultants. Each of these components will be reviewed 
in turn. 

INDICATORS OF SUCCESSFUL ACHIEV'='J1ENT OF THE PROJECT OBJECTIVE 

1. Creation of a Departrne~t~lized Organizatio, with Decentralized 
Delegation of Authority 

In 1979 the Cooperative was orqanically structured in six separate levels, 
with the lines of authority running from the C~neral Assembly to the Vi­
gilance Council, from ther~ to the Administrative Council, trom there to 
the Executive Director. Below the Executive Director were located two 
Supervisor!i--placed as advir.ory positions outside the direct chain of' 
authority--which ran from the Executh.' Dirt:ctor to the Department of 
Savings and Loans and 18 separate s8ctions (see Annex E, Exhibit 1). In 
this structure all operational subdivisions were located at the same 
level an advisory .lnd administrative support cor..ponents. 

From the outset of their contactn with Lel ~1erced, ACOI consultants who 
came to Santa Cruz have urged the d~p~rtmentalization of the Cooperative 
into eight units, as follows: (1) 5,"';ing5 and Loan, (2) Farmer Credit, 
(3) COn!lumer--~dth sub-5r-ctions of (a) Alm.-lccn, (b) Supermarket, and (c) 
Agencien--(4) FarfTlacy, (5) Housing, (6) Social'Services, (7) EducJtion, 
and (8) Administration. !n addition, they urged the creation of a Spe­
cial Assist.lnt for the Executive Dir~ctor as well as an Executivo 
f.lanclgcment Committee, both intencJecJ to alleviate the Director's excessive 
decision-making burdens. (See Annex E, Exhibi t 2~) 
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During our evaluatlon we were shown La Herced' s, "Organigrama Funcional" 
lor 1982 (Annex E, Exhibi tJ) I This structure incorporates the recorn-­
mendations of an Executive Management Committee, Special Assistant (called 
the Principal Supervisor}, and a dec~ntralization based on ten operation­
al departments. However, this revised organizational structure is not 
yet completely integrated into La Merced's daily operations. For one 
thing, the print-outs of the Coopera:ive's computerized accounting system 
--installed and programmed over a per iod of 18 mnths {1979-l9Sl)--'does 
not yet reflect the 1982 Organigrama Funcional. For another, the Coopera­
tive's Si-laws have not yet been amended to permit the Executive Commitee~ 

In the op!nion of the consultants, the 1982 Organigrama Funcional could 
be further improved with the following suggestions. First, to avoid the 
existing incompatibility with Article 21 of the Bi-Laws, the Executive 
Committee can be designated as an "advisory committee" (comit~ de asesor­
amiento) compo~ed of the Cooperative's Vice President, Treasurer, and 
Secretary. Such a committee can be aut~orized by the Administrative 
Council without necessity of a bi-Iaw revision. Second, it would be ap­
propriate to make a coherent distincticn between the Cooperative's oper­
ational departments and its support departments. He therefore suggest 
the organizational structure presented in Annex E, Exhibit 4. This pro­
posal establishes an Administrative D~partment responsible for nine 
sections: (1) Accounting, (2) Computer, (3) Eudget, (4) Fixed Assets, 
(5) Caja, (6) Agencias, (7) Personne:!., (8) Cafeteria, anc (9) Collect-
ions. The remaining departm~nts would all be operating units, each one 
able to generate profits or loss. 

It is evident that the organizational structure of the Cooperative is 
still evolving, but significant progress has been nace. The consultants 
bel ieve that decis ion-making authority has been effectively decentrali­
zed in the case of Farmer Credit. ~e ~~re unable to appraise the extent 
of progress made in delegating authori:y to the hends of other depart­
ments. Overall, we would say that La N~rced has demonstrated modest but' 
solid success in departmentalizing and decentralizing its operations. 

2. Creation of a Budgeting ~nd Accounting System by Departments 

La Merced had demonstrated its cc.ncern for impro'Jed accounting procedures 
even before the OPG was approved. In 1978, with it!] 0 .... '11 funds, the Co­
operative contracted Price Waterhouse and Ccmpany to prepare a catalogue 
of coded accounts for purposes of introducillg a system of computerized 
accounting. In April 1979, La Merced signed a contract with Ing. Carlos 
Glogau, the local representative of ~';<lng Computers, to rent a complete 
computer system to the Cooperative, provide all necessary programming 
design assistance, and to teach CODOL to La Merc~d perzonnel. After 18 
months of effert (197~-198l), the departmentalized ~ccounting system 
be<:ame operational. Print-outs now cover (1) fixed assets, (2) payroll, 
(3) general financial statements, (4) Consumer Dept., (S) Farmacy, (6) 
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Housing, (7} Savings and Loans, and t81· Small Parmer Credit. The program­
ing of Small Farmer Credit data was completed by La Merced employees. 
With training by ACDr short-term. consultant Hector Acevedo ...... wflose assist­
ance was cut short by political problems in Bolivia and the war in the 
Galapagos rslands--some progress was made by La Merced in departmental 
budgeting and financial analysis. Under the supervision of Sr. Victor 
Santander of Price Waterhouse, personnel of La Merced prepared their 
first depart~entalized annual budget for the year 1982. What is perhaps 
most impressive about their effort is that it was accomplished by staff 
without formal training in accounting or economics; theirs has been the 
"university of life"--the day-to-day learning on the job. 

It can be concluded that the budgeting and accounting system by depart­
ments is now a reality. The indicator of performance success, as speci­
fied in the OPG, ha~ been broadly achieved. What is still lagging some­
what is the timely ~ of d~t~ for budget analysis and decision-making 
on a monthly basis. 

3. Preparation of Administration, Accounting, and Personnel 
!-fanuals 

The::;e documents were cOi7'.pl~ted and in use. ~le found the Hanual of Or­
ganization and Functions, prepared by Lie. Roger Ortiz, to be complete 
and of highest quality. It conforms with the Functional Organigrama of 
1982. Ho .... ·ever, of five chiefs of departments interviewed, three did 
not have their own cOPi' of this r"anual. We believe it would justify 
the cost to have the manual xeroxed so that each department has its 
own copy. 

4. Long-Range Planning by Board of Directors 

The evaluation enccun~ered no evidence that the Board of Directors of 
the Cooperative is now sufficiently trained, or has engaged in any 
activity, to conduct long-range planning. Therefore, we consider this 
performance indicator to show non-compliance by the project. 
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ACTIVITIES TO ACHIEVE PROJECT OBJECTIVE 

1. Reach an Accord on Administrative and Organizational Proce­
dures 

Compliance with this performance indicator was described in the previous 
section. An "Organigrama Funcional" for 1982 was established which re­
flects recommendations made by ACDI consultants. A Manual of Organizatton 
and Functions reflects these new changes in 'he structure of La Merced. 

2. Establish a Plan of Accounts and Accounting Manual 

This performance indicator was also described previously. The Plan of 
Accounts and Manual was completed by Price Haterhouse and COl1l'any under 
• contract signed before the OPG began. ACDI inputs in this area were 
minimal. 

3. Establish a Procedures Manual for Internal Audit 

La Merced's Internal Auditor, Alfredo Bdr~a Vel&squez, did not show the 
consultan ts any procedures r.'.anu<ll fer inter nal auc it. Mr. BC\rba' s func­
tions have been established in a letter from the Administrative Council, 
dated January 31, 1979. He says he has had conversations with ACDr con­
Bultant H~etor Acevedo, but he did not participate in any training acti­
"ity. Hr. Barb,l's job currently ent<lils the review of all sales proceeds 
from the departments of Consumer, Filrr.Ic.Cj', and the Mairana store, pre­
paring a daily report to Accounting ane to the Executive Director. He al-
10 reviews checkbook reconciliations. 

In some, we are 0 naware of any manual which formalizes internal audit 
procedures. This activity of the OPG was evidently overlooked. 

4. Establish a Perr,onnel Manual 

This manual was prepared, and corresponds to the 1982 organizational 
structure. Staff positions ilnd functions ,He adequately specified. How­
ever, in our opinion the rp~l chain of command ~nd decentralization ot 
decision-making authority within La Merced i5 Gtill evolving. 

5. Est.!lbli5h D~pLHtmenta1- nud9l"!t!i 

This waG finally achieved by La Merced in 1902. The information nyatom 
allowing departmentalized budget formul~tion .!Ind incom~-expcnditure re­
porto on 4 monthly bas io curren tly cxi!> t~. MlAt ia not yet clear in 
the extent to which thiG in!ormlltion is UDCI! opportunely (or routine 
docision-making and budget control actions. 
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6. Conduct a Training Seminat for Cooperative Staff and Director$ 
COVering Delegation Of At;+-hority. BUCggting Theory, et-c. 

ACDI short·term consultants provided considerable training to La Merced 
personnel on both a formal and informal basis. Dr. Hector Acevedo made 
two trips to La Merced. The ·first was for a month. (January~February,' 
1981), dur ing ~ihich time Dr. Ac('vedo taugh t a course on delegation of 
authority. Hi~ second visit (July-August 1981) was cut short by political 
disturbances. He had pl~nned to give a comprehensive course on budgeting, 
financial analysis, and cash flow. Although this training was interupted, 
Dr. Acevedo did manuge to organize a "Budget Committee". He also left de­
tailed instructions concerning "Organization and Installation of a Budget 
System", "Preparation of Departmental and Consolidated Budgets", "Budget 
Controls", and "Questions Regarding Basic Factors to Be Considered in 
Preparing a Budget". 

Dr. Acevedo wus to ha'l~ returned in ('.ctober 1981. to teach a course on 
cash flow for La Hcrced ~er.ior staff and directors. When this was pre­
vented by continuing political inst3bility in Eolivia, Acevedo was re­
placed by Sr. Victor Santa~der of Price ~aterhouse, who visited the pro­
ject in January, March, and May'1982. The first of these' visits resulted 
in the establishment of a work plan for each depart~ent, specification 
of dates for controls, streamlining of infor.miltion flow, and up-dating 
of r,~cords thr~iJ9h r:ece~L'!, 31 to conuuct an evaluation of actual with 
programmed performance. The March visit resulted in the budget control 
for 1981, training in tuJset for~ulation, and the creation of a 1982-83 
budget. The May visit resulted in tr~ining for monthly budget controls 
and deter~ination of shoet-term cash budgets. In June, Price Waterhouse 
completed information flow procedures for Alr.~cen, Accounting, and the 
Computer Center. They al!io cOrTiplet( ,1 a set of procedures for short-term 
cash budgeting. 

Several.employees of La M~rced mentioned that they had Jlso received 
valuable training one-o~-one with Acor consultants Percy Avran, who 
visited the Cooperative for 30 days in June-July 1980; and from Juan 
Alvarez, who conducted a t".-o-week ~id-term evaluation in Uovp.mber 1980 
Avran and Alvarez's v is i ts produced 11 .lnd 27 recommendation~; respec­
tively, mostly applicable to the SIr.llll Farmer Credit program- rather 
than L.l Merced Jl.dministrJt!ve Fortification. Throughout the duration 
of the OPG, Robert Flick of Jl.CDI~·~r,hin(Jton made nix supervisory visits 
to the project totalling 58 days. Flick's p.lrticiplltion wan generally 
reg,udcd as very pesi tivc by La t-lt.:Ll.:en personnel. 

l,e believe the evidence tndic.!\te5 til.,': (,dmini!Jlr.,tivo trllining Activi­
ties during the OPG were ~., irly .!\ctive--in !orrMl tJcminartJ, informal 
ocsaiona, and one-on-onc contacto. 
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RESOURCE CONTRIBUTIO~S 

1. Visits by Short-Term Consultants 

During the OPG period there werp. 108 days of short~term consultants, 
which were distributed as follol.'s: 

Dates Person 'Days 

June 3--July 3, 1980 Percy Avran 30 
NoveMber 17-19, 1980 Juan Alvarez 13 
Jan.26-Feb.21, 1981 Hector Acevedo 27 
July 26-August 8, 1981 H~ctor Aceveco 14 
January 1962 Victor Santander 6 
Ml',rch 1982 Victor Santander 5 
Hay 1982 Victor Santander 3 
November 1982 (pending) Victor Santander 10 -Total 108 

During the OPG period there were 56 days of ACDI~ashin9ton staff 
supervision, distributed as follows: 

AEproximate Date 

January 1980 
September 1980 
February 1981 
July 1991 
February 1982 
November 1982 

Total 

8 
7 

21 
7 

10 
5 -58 

The consultants arc of the opinio~ that ACDr provided La Merced with 
short-term technical assistance using qualified professionals, and that 
these individuals contributed ~ignificantly to the institutional forti­
fication of La Merced. 
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CHAPTER I I !'. 
rMPACT EVALUATION 

In this chapter we present the t(!~ ul ts of the farm-level evaluation of 
project impact. The data was gathered by means of a fairly simple ques­
tionnaire which was applied to 251 rural households from 58 different 
communities drawn from the four service coverage areas attended by La 
Merced within the Department of Santa Cruz. This sample represents 52 
percent of the beneficiaries of the Small Farmer Credit Program. 

The questionnaire instrument consisted of two parts. The first part, 
known as Form A, was designed to detect the characteristics and opinions 
of rural households who had recei'led production credi t, farm supp'.ies, 
technical assistance, training, or other services from the Small Farmer 
Credit Program. The second part, kno~n as Form B, sought to detect posi­
tive changes in family income and well-being during the last twelve 
months. It covers changes in incc~e, savingr., employment, purchases of 
productive assets, credit access, housing improvements, purchases ot 
furniture or appliances, domestic services, health status, nutrition, 
education, clothing, recreation, and fami~y involvement in the communi­
ty. Forms A and B are presented in Annex F. 

The methodology used to conduct the impact evaluation was rather unique. 
This was so not because of the survey questionnaire employed but because 
the data collectors were themselves s~all farmers: campesinos interview­
ing other cameesinos. 

Furthermore, the design of the questionnaire, selection of the sample, 
field supervision of interviews, data tabulation, analysis, and report­
ing of the £indings--al1 was conducted in Bolivia, by Bolivians, with 
out the participation of a single U.s. profess lonal. The entire survey 
process from beginning to end W')5 corr.pleted in less than 60 days at a 
total cost of under US$S,OOO. We are ehtremeiy proud of this achieve­
ment. This is the secoll~ time in 1982 that this same type of locally­
controlled methodology h.,s been attempted and proven successful in Bo­
livia. We believo it demonstrates., highly promising approach to lew­
cost evaluation of rur~l development projects, and one which enhances 
maximum local participation in th~ ~valuation process. 
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1. Beneficiaries Intervieweq 

A total of 251 rural households were interviewed. Of the respondents, 
203 wereJ"en and 48 were women. The respondents represented 55 rural 
corranunities, which t'ere distributed over. the four coverage zones of the 
Program as follows: U) Matrana-Pampa Grande--20 communities, 88 fami­
lies; (2) Chan~-Pira{-12 communities, 66 families; (3) Central ZOne 
(4A and 4BJ--9 communities, 45 tamilies; and (4) Villa Busch-San Juan 
de Yapacan!--14 communities, 52 households. 

Of the families interviewed, l29 (51 percent).had been members of La 
Merced for at least five years, while 51 (20 percent) had been members 
for less than two years. Such data reflect considerable membership con­
tinuity Z:'i .... ell as continuing emphasis to attracting ne .... members. The 
areas showing greatest incidence of old members were Mairana-Pampa Grande 
(65 percent) and Chan~-Pira! (Se percent). 

Of the 251 families interviewed, 1~3 (57 perc~nc) had only one person 
enrolled as a member of La Merced. In the Central Zone, however, as 
many as 71 percent of all families had two or more members enrolled in 
the Cooperative. 

2. Membership Characteristics 

Of total respondents, lB5 (74 percent) stated their principal occupation 
was farming and only 7 (3 percent) were ranchers. Of the 59 who claimed 
other occupations--principally school teaching, commerce, and drivers 
or mechanics--two-thirds claimed agriculture or ranching asa secondary 
occupation. Of the 124 respondents who claimed secondary' occupations 
other than farming or ranching, 34 (27 percent) were merchants, 19 (15 
percent were drivers), and 18 (14 percent) were carpenter. "Other" oc­
cupations included teachers, tailors, secretaries, plumers, broom-makers, 
health promoters, musicians, and radio repairmen. This occupational di­
versity derronstrates that there exi~;ts a wide variety of income and em­
ployment opportunities facing rural residents in addition to farming. 
Bence, a credit program "for farmors only" is lil~ely to be of less 
value to rural households in general than one which 6upports rur~l pro­
ductive l1ctivities in general. Happily, La Merced recO<,Jnizes and applies 
this principle of flexibility. 
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witb regard to land holdings, 218 families (87 percent) own their own 
land. Of these, 43 (20 percent}. have less than five hectares (average 
2.7 has}, 33 (15 percent) between five and ten hectares CAverage 8.3 
bas.l, another 33 bet~een 11-20 hectares {average 17.3 has.l, and 109 
(50 percent) with more than 20 hectares. However, this overall profile 
ot land holdings varies considerably from one zone to another. For ex-
ample, in the Chane-Pira! and Villa Busch zones, only 4 and 5 perceat 
respectively of all respondents own less than five hectares, in con­
trast, 41 percent of all respondents in Mairana-Paropa Grande have less 
than 5 hectares and anothp.r 19 percent have no land at all. 

When only area cultivated is considered, farm sizes plummet throughout 
the sa~ple. In this case, 60 percent of all respondents cultivate less 
than 5 hectares (average 2.9 has.', another 29 percent cultivate between 
5 and 10 hectares, and only 24 growers out of 218 (11 percent) cultivate 
more ~han ten hectares. hben asked how they would describe themselves, 
168 out of 251 respondent~ (67 peccent) said they were ~smallR farmer.s 
while another 62 (25 perc~nt) called themselves "middle-sized" produ­
cers. Only one respondent considered himself a "large" farmer. These 
data suggest that the Small Farmer Credit Program is indeed targeted 
fairly effe-ctively or. small producers. 

With regard to livestock holdings, although only 7 out of 251 respond­
ents consicer themselves to be primarily ranchers, livestock raising 
remains a very important :arm enterprise. Some 50 percent of all res­
pondents raise cattle (average is 14 animals), 53 percent raise pigs 
(average is 9 animals), and 68 percent raise chickens (average is 31 
fowl). A minority of respondents r~ise horses and burros (17 percent), 
ducks (9 percent), and sheep (8 percent). 

3. Production Credit 

Of the 251 families interviewed, 232 (92 percent) said they had received 
a production loan from La ~~rced. Of these, 208 (90 percent) said th~ 
had received the loan within the last year, 1981-1982. For all respond­
ents receiving loans, the average loan value was $b 25,272 (US$574 at 
the 44:1 exchange rate). h~en asked how the loan proceeds were used, 
the most cortm'On reply Wdr; "agricultural activities" (62 percent at all 
uses mentio~ed), followed by "livestock activities" (12 percent). The 
th ird most common use .... as for "horr.e improvements" (8 per,::ent), followed 
by "cornmerc ial activ i ties" and "food purchases" (both 5 percent)," in­
vestments in ~achinery ~~cl tools" (4 percent), "purchase of furniture 
or appliances" (2 percent), "debt payments" (1 percent) and "medical 
expenses" (1 p~rcent). The above distribution of credit uses reflects 
very preci~cly the policy of the Srnall Farmer Credit Program to lend 
approxima tely 70 percent 0 fits por tfollo (or agricultural and live­
stock USCG, while devoting 30 percent to other rural uses. 
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4. Benefits Receiyed from Loan us~ 

Eighteen separate benefits were mentioned by respondents with regard 
to loans received from the Small Farmer Credit Program. By far the 
most commonly-mentioned benefit (39 percent frequency) was that the 
loans allowed farmers to conduct their agricultural activities at the 
most opportune time, thereby resulting in increased yieldS. Another 
18 percent considered tlmely disburs~ment of loans as the principal 
benefit. The third most-important benefit was that it allowed borrow­
ers to improve their. homes L7 percent). Further benefits included the 
purchase of food (5 percent), lov interest r~tes relative to local 
loan sharks (5 percent], livestocK improvements (5 percent), purchase 
of land (4 percent], the' initiation or expansion of commercial activi­
ties (4 percent), poultry improvements (3 percent), equipment or tool 
purchases (l.S percent). convenient repayment installments (1.5 per­
cent), and loan disbursements made in the community (1 percent). The 
remaining benefits included lack of red tape, the ability to purchase 
medicine qui~kly, improved education of children, repayment of old 
debts, better prices due to on-farm storage, and an improved standard 
of living. 

S. Problems Regarding Loan Use 

Out of 232 respondents who received loans, a surprising lSI (65 percent) 
said they had experienced no problem whatsoever in oetaining credit 
from La Merced. When pressed for possicle deficiencies, 64 respondents 
mentioned a'yarietY'of nine diff~rent ~roblems. Of these, 39 were concern­
~d ~iththe Program's requirement of guarantees and co-signers (garantes). 
Eight mentioned poor harvests which resulted in repayment problems. 
Others included loan disbursement delay du~ to lack of sufficient loan 
funds, i11nes& that delayed loan repay~~nt, loan'denial for reasons of 
insufficient savings, lack of land documentation, and incomplete loan 
request paperwork. 

When asked about problems relating to celayed loan repayment, 215 res­
pondents h~d a reply. Of these, 93 (43 percent) said they always pay 
on time while another 53 (25 percent) said they pay before the loan is 
due. Of the remaining 68 respondents who h~d had some kind of repayment 
problem, 50 blamed poor harvests, 10 blamed sickness, 6 blamed inade­
quate knowledge of loan requirement5, ~nd two said they did not wish to 
sell their harvest (to repay the loan) becauGe market prices had fallen 
too low. 



5. Recommendations for !mproving Credit Services, 

When asked to roake recommendations for improving loan services, 28 of 
the resl)Qndents al percentl said that the Cooperative's.credit sys­
tero was good the way it is and should not be changed. There were an 
additional 323 responses covering J6 separate recommendations. The 
most important (mentioned 60 times) was that loan amounts were inade­
quate and needed to De increased. A related suggestion ~entioned 37 
times) was that loans be authori"zed on a ratio of 1:4 or 1:5 savings 
to credit. The next most-important recommendation (mentioned 35 times) 
was for the Cooperative to extend loan repayment dates when harvests 
are bad. Twenty-two respondents suggested that priority credit service 
be given to the oldest or most trustworthy members. A lowering of in­
terest rates was suggesL~d by 18 respondents. A 24-month repayment 
period for larger loan: .as recommended by 15 respondents. Au equal 
number of farmers recolTh .. ~nded more intensive training and technical 
assistance for ·loan recipients. Twelve farmers requested that only 
a single garante be required, while 11 respondents requested that the 
Cooperative accept land title documentation as the loan gu~rantee. The 
remaining recommendations were supported by fewer than ten respondents. 

6. farm Sungl v Service 

Out of 251 households interviewed, only 30 (12 percent) stated they 
had purchased farm supplies from La Merced. Of these, the majority 
purchased these supplies in 1981 rather than 1982. Among 66 responses 
to the kinds of supplies purchased, 24 bought fungicides, 18 bought 
insecticides, 12 bought fertilizers, and six each bought herbicides 
and seed. The principal benefits resulting from input use were the 
ability to fumigate crops in time (mentioned 18 times), improvement in 
harvested yields (mentioned 12 times), and lower supply prices (men­
tioned 8 times. Other benefits included the acquisition of good to­
mato seed (4 cases), learning to use agrochemicals more effectively 
(3 cases), obtention of unspecified hybrid seed (2 cases), and the 
delivery of inputs in the community (case of Pira!, mentioned twice). 
Seen from the viewpoint of the SI~ll Farmer Credit Program as a whole • 

• the data reveals a major shortfall.in service coverage. However, in 
those instances were farm supplies were made available by the Coopera­
tive, the results of this service were seen quite positively by its 
users. 

There were 34 respon~~s to the question of whether the respondent ex­
perienced any problem in the purchase and usc.of inputs. Of these, 28 
said they had no problem whatsop.ver. Of the ce~aining six who experienced 
problems, two said the herbicide they bought had no effect on weeds, two 
claimed they lacked inr.ufficient instruction in input use, one fanner 
claimed the ~ herbicide made his cows sick, and one claimed he bougbt 
bad seed that never germinated. 
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EleVln different. tecotllDlndations. t97 responal.) V.ere nade by rural 
hou.,bold. to improve the tarm supplies service. Tbe ~8t ~portant 
(by residents in M41ranaJ wall to eJCpand the quantity and variety ot 
inputa oftered for aa1. , ·Claentioned 29 tiro.sl. Eighteen respondents 
requested that farm supply atores be opened in their zone. Pourteen 
tarmera sugge.ted • lovering 1n input prices and another 13 requested 
more tecbnical guidance In input us. by the Program agronomist. Ad­
ditional recommendations included input sales on credit, more conaiat­
ent input lupply to the Mattana store, sales of. vaccinea tor 11v.stoc~, 
acquisition of more improved seed, exclusive tnput sales to Coopera­
tive members, and continuatton of the input delivery service (Ptra!). 

1. larmer Training And TecnnicDl As~ LBtance 

OUt of 251 familius interviewed, only 59 said they received any train­
ing or technical assistance from La Merced. This coverage rate of ont 
far"r~member out of every four is clearly inadequate from a total pro­
gram perspective, and represents a serious ahortfall trom the programmed 
training ta'gets specifi.d in tho project plan. 

, But where training and technical assistance wa. available, it wa. we11-
received by farmerl and covered a ,.ir varie~of lubjecta. Of the sr 
respondents who received training, 47 (eo percent) aaid it w •• techni­
cal .... latlnc. whUe 12 (20 percent' learned about cooperativ1lm. The 
moat commonly ~Antioned topic. of training were crop cultivation prac­
ticel (27 c.aes), cattle raiaing and dis.o.e control (25 calea), veteri­
nary training in general (21 cas.s" instruction in the use or in.eoti­
eidel, herbicide., and fungicide. (18 cas,s), loil preparation and manage­
.. nt (15 cala.), ani~1 traction and new tool. (13 ca ••• ), cooperatlvi •• 
and credit operation (12 cale.), and diverse phamplets about agriculture 
and livestock raising (23 cal •• ). 

Among the benefit. of training and technical aa.istlnee, 31 re_pondentl 
.aid they learned hov to improve their crop., 2S learned how to u.e 
new inputs, 20 learned hoy to detect and curt di.I •• e. in their cattle , 
12 learned how their cooperative functions, .nd 11 l.arned how to u •• 
neY farming equipment. Other benefit. included improved pinelpple 
production (6 CIS"" ta.ter loan paperwork preparltion (3 cl.e.', im­
proved corn yieldl (2 c •••• " and improved eh.ll1nq method. for poa-
nut •• Of the S9 rt.pondents who .aid they ' received trlining, 51 .aid 
th.y h.d no p,obl.m in obtaining it. the other eight bad no r.ply to tho 
que.Uon. 

Thl .oat importlnt recommendation for imptov.d technicil I •• l.tlnc. wa. 
Iddltionel training in orop technlqu •• (m.ntlon.d 23 tim'.), olo •• ly 
followtO by • ,equ •• t for continued cl ••••• In llv •• tock ,"i.ing (21 
al.'.,. TbUlt.en flrmerl requeated mort training In ccoperltlvl •• , and 
13 r.coamtnd,d mort fr.qulnt vi. it. by the ProqrlN '9rono~ltt. Ntn • 
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respondents requested ~ore tr~in1ng 1n the use ot inputs to treat crop 
d18e4ses, and an equal nu~ber sU9gested more intense gonoral promotion 
by the Cooper~tiye. Other reco~~end~tion~ included nere training in 
chicken~rai5ing (7 c~~e~l, more aliles o! f4rm 1nput~ 0 cAses), the 
assignment of a per~~ncnt ~gronomiat to P~irAn4 and the Centr~1 Zone 
(4), continued delivery ot pll.mplets (J), and ne\( der.nnstrations ot 
anLma1 tr~ction (31. 

Whon asked it th.'y h.ld recI·bed ·oth .. r" 5crvice:: troM the CooperAtive, 
94 ot 251 rf!:Jpond.!nts (37 pt.·rccntl <'In!;\Jt~red a!!irr.-.. ,tivdy. Use of the 
Co-op rh.Hr.1.lCi' ".'~I UII' Ino~t i:--portl~nt or these service~ (l':'entioned 75 
time~), !ollo\J(~<1 clo!:dy by til .. Co-op Cun~u~er Storr (mentioned 72 
time:.). 'l'Wcnty-t1nec r~~;r<)ndt'nt:; ment lonL·(1 reccivinc; heAlt.~ scr'Jfces 
from L" Mt'rced, thre.! rt~cld'J!·d ll!(].'ll ... ~~l!lt.'lr.ce • .'Inl! one receivel! 
educ.l~ior. .... l hdp. TIw rro~t i1":{~rt.lnt benc!fit :\s~oci.,ted w1th sucb 
acrvicc!J \J,,!; th,H of lO\Jer price:.i (r. .• ·nt1oned 19 tir.l·!l), Cansiderate 
.::rcat:r.ent of 5?~~:::1.~:in~ d~()r:F"r~ Ilt tl'~ "'.tit.'n .... ~tore \I.U Clentioned 
17 ti:nc~. Ot.'ll~r Ll·m~fitr. 1ncludt'd in\·)(pl..'ndve '!octor con:lult.Hionl . 
(15 c.lSt'n), h'~;11t..h irrprov .. rwnt (7 c .... :;e~), 4vail.'lbll1ty or productl 
not encountrreJ in oth~r 5torr.~ (5 c3~eH), 

Sixty cight of t~w 94 re:;[lon'!'!nt~ \o'ho rc:ceived otlllH ncrviceo :l41d 
·l1cy h.Jd exper i.-re",' no pro!>l '·m. or th~ t\Jentj' \0'1".0 ~entioned problema, 
12 cOMpl.lined or Id']hly (I1!ctl!,1tin<) price~ in the: tM':.'lCY Mid consumer 
9torc, three COl"rL'lr.t·,! or ",)(cr.~.:sivl"ly hl<)/i prfcttn, ",rd (our c0l:1p131no~ 
they lived too (.H ,1\J.,Y tt) u:. .. thClII1 ::'t""!CC'5 conv,.niently. 

The r.-.o:1 t co r.rr.,Jn ! '1- r,' n t ! 011 C'd r "cOl"':"::e n.!., t 1 () n (0 r :; e n' icc: 1 r: p r ove~(' nt W411 

to cxp.u.l! th,' nu~.L.·r ot food rro(!uct~ ~;(11,j at tt>r: t~.'Ilr"'n~ :ltora (56 
C4::1e5). Th1!; WI~ (ollowt'(l b'I' .1 ~UIJ'Jf)::t lOll th"t rh.,r~-'cy prices be low­
ered (22 c.,tlc:.). Ctht:r cr.col:~.I·I;(I"t1on5 ir.clu.'ed the prov1:fon of • 
phY!licilln "tttHlc!!r.'1 M .. dr.,r.., .u:J othtH rllr.,l "'re4~ (1) CAUlS), otJblll­
zin~ pricer. 1n H.11roH~~ (13), the of'K'nin fl ot A COr.:HJ:":'er Horo AnJ phar­
mACy in I!"r(!(·~.'n. 'Jill ... IIIHICh, l'UtHito r,.rn:ande:, And f'Ar.:pa Cunde 
(12 c.'~'~:J), m()r~ CIJlIll'l":S ",/)out coopec"'tlvLem (9), !!'Oro (r.,quont tltChnl­

CAl a~6int4nce hy th~ "?r~noMI~t (~l, And trAini~9 in crop rotAtion 
(S cueol • 
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B. ~r£S IN FA'fILY IOCCt-£ MID WEll-PElr-x; 

1. Annual Income of the Rural Household 
---------~~~----~~~--~------

Of t~e 251 rural families interviewed, 227 of them (90 percent) earn 
income trem agriculture, with the average earnings from this source 
alone calculated at $b 125,219. One h~usehold in four earns income 
from livestock, the yearly average amounting to $b 107,235. About 105 
~ami1ies (42 percent) earn income from "business R (~egocioD), with 
avenge earnings of $b 67,841. F:nally, there are 67 respondent fami­
lies (27 percent) who earn income from professional occupations, like 
school teaching, with the average e~rnings reaching $b 126,295. Given 
these reference points, it is probably safe to estimate the total peso 
income of the average project beneficiary at between $b 150,000 and 
$b 175,000. These figures cover the 12 months prior to the survey. 

While the peso estimate may be fairly accurate, it is almost fruitless 
to place a reliable US dollar equivalent to the above a~unts. This is 
because during 1982, Bolivian currency was officially devaluated by 
76 percent (from $b25 to $1>44 per dollar), but unoffic 1a11y the ex­
change ratc has soared well beyond $blOO per dollar, and possibly even 
twice tha t much. 

It is also import~nt to emphasize that the composition of total rurt' 
household income is also quite variable from one program coverage zone 
to another. For example, in the Chane-Pira! ZOne, the agricultural 
earnings of the re' • .>Ondents interviewed averaged $b 230,487, while in 
the Central Zone income from agricul ture only averaged $b 68,788. 

2. lncreas~ in Incom~ 

The absence of an income ba6eline prior to this Btudy makes the measure­
IIWtnt of changeD in rural houtlehold income extremely difficult and quite 
subjective. The survey therefore attempted to ascertain whether rural 
respondentn believed their incomes had increased over the last twelve 
monlh~. Of the 227 who Gaid they earned agricultural income, 137 (60 
percent) caid their c~rningG from this source increaced cignificantly, 
and almost exactly half estimated the increane to have exceeded $b 
50,000. Rcgard~nq livcntock income, of 62 families listing earnings 
from thla sourco, 41 (66 percent) declared significant increasos in 
income, and almost 40 percent ectimnted the increases be exceed $b 
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50,000. Similarly, of the 105 households declaring ·business· iNooae, 
63 of them (60 percent) cIa imed significant income increases, whUe ., 
48 of 67 households listing professional income (72 percent) also ex­
perienced major growth of income. In general, estimated income 1n­
creases as a percentage of total income from each source recordP-d 
growth of 55 percent in agriculture, 16 percent in livestock raising l 

25 percent in business activities, and 19 percent in professional in­
come. 

Once again, given rampant currency devaluation and domesti~ inflatioa, 
the importance of these changes--in terms of ~ improvements in 
family purchasing power--can not be reliably calculated. Nor can the 
income increases mentioned above be narrowly attributed to the Small 
Farmer Credit Program as a direct result of production loans disburse! 
to project beneficiaries. However, given the fact of rapid· price in­
creases for traditional crops of the Santa Cruz region--particularly 
rice, tobacco, corn, and sugarcane--and given the strong testimonials 
from project beneficiarie~ that farm loans from La Merced allowed them 
to plant on time and increase yields, it can definitely be assumed that 
the Cooperative made it possible for many small farmers to capture 
significant income benefits during 1982--from agriculture as well as 
non-farm enterprises. 

3. Savings 

Of the 251 rural families surveyed, 243 (97 percent) listed savings 
in La Merced. The average value of savings for these respondents came 
to Sb 10,697. Of these same respondents, 169 (67 percent) also claimed 
to h~ve other cash savings , ~ith an average value ot Sb 37,596. These 
combined estimated savings within and outside the Cooperative total 
Sb 48,293,. which represents between one-quarter and one-third of the. 
average household income suggested previously. 

The composition of savings by production zone varies greatly, as do 
the levels of tot~l savings. Fbr example, the average savings invest-
ment in La M 1 by residents of Villa Busch came to $b16,221, which 
is about twiL much as the level of savings contributed by the 
average member from Mairana or the Central Zone. Furthermore, 34 per­
cent of total available savings of Villa Busch rogid~nts are invested 
in La Merced, an compared to 18-20 percent for the other three coverage 
zeneo. This superior perform~nce by Villa Dusch in purchasing Coopera­
tive share capital in al~o rp.flected in its pattern of borrowing, for 
it i~ the zone with the larq~st average value of 10an9. This result'also 
coincides with the f~ct that Villa Dusch i9 th~ zone with the largest 
percentil~le of new m~mbera in La Merced. The overall picture 10 one of 
9re~t truat of Villa Dusch re9identa in their Cooperative. And as one 
ACOI advisor commented in a trip report, Villa Dusch is the busie.t 
field office ot the Small Farm~r Credit Program. 
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4. Emp10ymen t 

Of the 251 rural households interviewed, 114 (45 percent) stated that 
their family had experienced an increase in remunerated employment. 
One bundred of these respondents (88 percent) experienced this increase 
in the area of agricultural activity, two (2 percent) in livestock 
raising, and 13 (11 per-cent) in "other" (off-farm) activities. In nine 
cases out of ten it was the male head-of-household who participated 
in the additional employment. Increased work for wives and children 
came mainly in off-farm activities. The incidence of new employment 
opportunities was highest in the Central Zone (67 percent of all res­
pondents had more work) and was lowest in the Zone of Villa Busch 
(38 percent). 

The generation of employment benefits, then, is quite clear. What is 
less evident is the extent to which production loans from La Merced 
contributed directly or indirectly to an expansion of employment. Based 
on the opinions of borrowers (A-4, above), 38 percent credited the prin­
ciple loan benefit as an increase in yields resulting from the timely 
conduct of loan activitip.s. Such increased productivity would auto-, ' 
matically cause an increased nemand for farm labor, particularly at 
the harvest. We believe it is therefore probable that the Small Farmer 
Credit Program played a major role in generating the increased employ­
Dlent benefit. 

5. Investments in Productive Capital 

No less than 212 of all rural families interviewed (84 percent) indica­
ted they had made some purchase of productive assets during the last 
twelve months. The average value of these investments came to $b 29,'336, 
which represents about 76 percent of the tot~l estimated savings of 
beneficiary households ( $b 37,596). This result suggests that among 
the rural members of La Merced, what they do not invest in Cooperative 
share capital is being used for the purchase of productive assets. Of 
the 212 households investing in productive assets, the most important 
category of ar.sets was tools (30 percent), then animals (23 percent), 
then land (20 percent), machinery (16 percent), and ·other" (11 per­
cent). In terms of the largest percentage-of'all respondents making 
investments in productive assets, Mairana was in first place in the 
categories of machinery, animals, and land/houscs. Villa Dusch was 
highest in the purchase of farmina tool~. 
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6. Other Sources of Credit 

Other than La Merced, the sources of financing available to project 
benp.ficiaries are quite limited. The single largest source is that 
of private loans received from relatives, friends, or local money­
lenders. Sixty tive of all respondents (26 percent) utilized this 
source. Fifteen families (6 percent) received credit from another 
cooperative institution, 14 (6 percent) trom the Bolivian Agricul­
tural Bank, and 15 (6 percent) from other sources. These data demon­
strate that three out of every four rural members of La Merced are 
exclusively dependent on the Cooperative as their only source of pro­
duction credit. This, combined with the f~ct that La Merced is general­
ly viewed as a fast and efficient credit supplier, ~kes the Coopera­
tive the preferred small farmer lending institution in the Santa Cruz 
region. 

7. Home Improvementa . 

Of all respondents, 99 households (39 percent) said they engaged in 
home construction or improvements during the last twelve months. A 
surprising 68 families (over two-thirds) engaged in the construction 
of a new home. while 27 families improved an existing home and four 
families only bought construction materials. The average value of 
investments in new home construction came to $b 58,280. The value 
of the average improvement to an existing home was $b 16,642. The 
incidence of home improvements was highest in the Central ZOne (53 
percent of all respondents) and lowest in the Zone of Villa BUSch 
(27 percent). The home improvements indicator is usually an excellent. 
indirect measure of the existence of increased family income. 

8. Furniture aDd Appliances 

Of all families interviewed, 135 of them (54 percent) laid they ha~' 
purchased new furniture or a domestic appliance during the last 12 
months. Of these, there were 64 furniture investments with an averagt 
value of $b 8,286, and 71 appliance purchased with an average value 
of $b 14,607. Once again, this indicator indirectly contir~ the 
generation of increased income among' rural households participating 
in the Small Farmer Credit Program. 

9. Domestic Seryices, 

Among all respondents, 135 families (54 percent) have installation. 
of potable water, 119 (47 percent) enjoy electricity, and 97 (39 per­
cent) have latrines. Water instalations are highest in Hairana and 
the Contral Zone (77 percent dnd 66 percent respectiVely), and lowe.t 
in Villa Busch and Chane-Pira! (33 and 30 percent respectively). A 
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aimilar pattern exists with regard to electricity, while the pattern 
of latrine use is fairly uniform in all coverage zones. The impact 
aurvey failed to establish whether or not existing domestic services 
bad been installed during the last year or over the th_ee-year period 
of the OPG. Nonetheless, this indicator shows that considerable gains 
in the provision of domestic services have occurred among project par­
ticipants, Relative to the scarcity of potable water and electricity 
prevailing in most rural areas of the Third World, the Santa Cruz re­
gion appears to be a striking exception. Both local ~ommunity action 
and semi-public service promotion agencies appear to be responsible 
for this achievement. 

10. Food Consumption 

Among all respondents, 79 families (31 percent) said that their level 
of food consumption had improved during the last y~ar.. Of. these house­
holds, 71 (90 percent) cited increased meat consUJT.ption, 62 (78 percent 
mentioned increas~d consumption of vegetables, and 50 (63 percent) 
were drinking more milk. Other items that were listeJ as more abundant 
in many family diets were fruit (30 cases), eggs (15 cases) and fish 
(9 cases). The highest incidence of improved food consumption came 
in Mairana and Villa Busch (both 42 percent of all respondents), whil~ 
the area of least perceived nutritional benefit was the Central ZOne 
(11 percent). 

11. Health 

Of all households interviewed, 72 (2~ percent) replied that general 
family health had irr.proved during the last year. The area of highest 
perceived improve~ent in health wa~ in Villa BUGch (55 percent), and 
the area of least irr.provement wa~ in tho Central Zone (15 percent). 
Among the reasons given for health improvements, the mo~t-common was 
improved nutrition (24 cases), followed by improved medical attention 
(15 cases), moving from the country into town (10 casco), lack ot 
epidemics during the last year (B casco), travel to Cochabamba and 
SUcre for operations (7 caGes), better family higiene (6 caaes), im­
proved family health-care knowledge (5 cases), and improved income 
with which to purchaso medicines (5) caseD. 

In their order or importance, tlle principal illncs~ec suffered by res­
pondents during th~ last year were fever~ (23 caseD), pneumonia (21 
caseD), liVer ailments (19 cacc~), diarrhcaD (10 caeeD), rheumatiDm 
(14 caoe~), stomachaches (14 cnnca), heart proble~ (13 ca~QG), tu-
b~rculosis (12 caeen), and anemia (11 caeea). 
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Among all respondents, 166 families (66 percent) claimed'to have re­
ceived professional medical attention during the last year. Of these, 
141 (85 percent) were attended by a private physician, eight (5 per­
cent) by a doctor provided by La Merced, and 17 (7 percent) from other 
health practitioners. 

12. Education and Traininq 

Of all rural families interviewed, 177 (i~ percent) had children who 
continued in school during the last year. "~en the number of children 
studying was measured, 46 families (26 percent) had kept one child in 
school, 49 (28 percent) had kept two children, 40 (23 percent) had kept 
three children, and 42 (24 percent) had kept more than three children 
in school. These data derronstrate a very high priority placed by rural 
households on keeping their children in school as long as possible, 
a strategy obviously calculated to expand the family's future income 
and employment opportunitiez. This observation is confirmed by the 
fact that the incidence of families ~u~~orting the continued education 
of their children is rather uniform throughout all four coverage areas 
of the project (ranging from 68-75 percent), despite the fact that 
some zones (Villa Busch, Chane-Pirat) are less conveniently located 
with regard to secondary school facilities than others. 

Wi th regard to adult education, only 69 resporlients (27 percent) said 
they had received some kind of training during .he last year. Of these, 
40 had received training from the Coopcr~tive, 23 f.rom other sources, 
and 6 from both La Merced and others. Overall, the distribution of 
adult education opportunities was very uneven from one zone to another. 
No less than 73 percent of all respond~nt~ in the Central ZOne had 
received training. This contrasts with only 23 percent in Chane-Pira!, 
16 percent in Mairana, and only 13 percent in Vill~ Busch. 

13. Clothing 

In 241 of the 251 households interviewed (96 percent), purchases of new 
clothing and or ahoos wero m~de during the last 12 months. The average 
,~ombined expendituro wan Sb 25,520, of which Sb 18,021 (71 percent) 
was for clothing and $b 7,455 (29 percent) was for shoes. 

14 • .Recr~j)tiQn 

Seventy-tour houlleholds out of all surv~yf!d (29 percent) said that their 
families had incrc~~ed thoir p~rticip~tion in recroational activit!e. 
durin9 tho 14st y~4r. 'Ille mont common [.!r.r".,tion41 I\ctivlty wars go1n9 
to the movian (43 CADes), followed by t~ipG to town (36 caGon), vi.it­
Ing ono'o community of birth on ito DAint'n day (20 C4Geo), ochoal 
picnico (16 caDon), attondin9 r.occer ?tm~a (10 cADon), and family 
fleataa (8 carset). 
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15. Community l~adership 

Of all rural households interviewed, 96 of them (38 percent) contained a 
family member who serves as a community leader. All but 14 leaders were 
male heads-of-householc. The leadership positions filled by these indi­
viduals, in order of importance, were local cooperative organizations 
(18 cases), parent-teacher associations (16), agrarian syndicates (15 
eases), municipal posts s~ch dS mayor or corrcgidor (12 cases), public 
works committees (11 cases) and ad hoc committees for community develop­
ment projects (14 cases). Other organizations included mothers clubs 
(4 cases), sports clubs (3 cases)', and religious organizations (3 cases). 
The incid~nce of local leadership participation among respondents was 
highest in Villa Busch (52 percent) and lowest in Mairana (24 percent). 

16. Voluntary Labor Contributioos 

Respondents were asked if they or any member of their family had contribu­
ted any voluntary labor to community development activities during the 
last year. Of 251 households interviewed, 232 (92 percent) said they 
had contributed some amount of volunt~ry labor. Among the contributors, 
217 were male household h€:,)ds, 18 were female household heads, and one 
was a child. Of the 232 contributors of voluntary labor, 103 (44 percent) 
gave n~re than five days of labor. Voluntary labor contributions were 
highest in Chane-Pira!, wtere 81 percent of interviewed households gave 
more than five days of wo~k on community projects. Labor contributions 
were lowest in Mairana, where only 28 percent of households gave over 
five days of labor. Overall, voluntary labor was most frequently donated 
to road construction and maintenance (14S cases), followed by school con­
struction or maintenance (127 CAses), collecting cash contributions for 
community projects (32 casQs), construction of health facilities (23 
eases), construction of p~rks and streets (23 cases), bridge repairs 
(22 cases), other public works (19 cn~es), church work (17 cases), water 
supply syote~s (14 cases), dnc repairs to soccer fields (11 cases) 

Of 251 respondent!>, 216 (86 p~rcent) s<'lid they attended community meet­
Ings. ot these, 62 percent ~ttcndcd more than ten meetingn during tho 
last year. The principal t:/r)(!3 or meetings were cH:.cua:donro of! community 
business (119 caGes), school ~!f<'lir~ (SG cases), cooperAtive bUGine5G 
(51 casco), public utilitie~ (44 c<'lGes), agrarian cyndicAte buoiness 
(30 caeen), potable W<'lter committee buninccr. (lG cancs), meetings ot 
tho Farmero and Ranchero Asr.oci~tion (12 cacoo), and mectingD by mothors 
clubs (11 cnnea). 
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18. Contributions to Other Comm'doities 

Sixty-seven households (27 percent) provided assistance to neighboring 
communities or to projects benefiting several communities at the same 
time. The most common of such projects involved the construction or re­
pair of roads and bridges nJ cases), followed by voluntary cash contri­
butions (12 cases), school improvements (10 cases), and hospital work 
(9 cases). 



THE 
C,H APT E R I V. 

COOPERATIVE 
PROPOSED 

EVALUATION 
B Y D. A. I. 

SYSTEM 

As • secondary objective of this evaluation of the ACDI/La ~terced OPG, 
the consultants were asked to review and, where appropriate, incorpor­
ate the cooperative evaluation system proposed by Development Associates, 
Inc.· We did not use this system as carefully as we might have: its 
utility for the present evaluation was more as an ~ post check-out of 
findings against relevant study questions, not as a guide in developing 
our evaluation methodology. 

~e following chapter is divided into seven sections. The first six 
contain brief answers to 86 of 143 suggest~d study questions which we 
found to be relevant in the DAl system. These sections cover (A) Project 
Inputs--7 questions; (B) Intervention Strategy--l9 questions: (C) Spe­
cific Cont~nt Areas--23 questions: (D) Institutional Purposes--ll ques­
tions 1 .CE) Beneficiary Purposes--ll questions; and (F) Project Goals-­
IS questions. More detailed answers to these questions can be obtained 
in Chapter II--Institutional Evaluation, and Chapter IlI--Impact EValua­
tion. 

We conclude the chapter with a section containing our general comments 
on the DAl cooperative evaluation system, reviewing what we believe are 
its principal strengths as well as its deficiencies. 

• Development AssocJateo, Inc., Evaluating Cooperative Development Pro­
jectsl A System tor Plannero, Project Staff, and Evaluators, May 14, 
1982, 78 pages. 
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. .,. . . . 
A. STUDY btJESTrQ'~S RElATING TO INPUTS 

PRELIMIWRY PUUlNINCi 

1. Was the project plan sufficiently complete to guide project 
implementation? 

Very much so. The OPG document--and particularly it5 Logical Framework-­
clearly and in great detail specifies (1) personnel requirementsJ (2) 
budget--both external and local contributionsl (3) project activities 
--with deadlines; and (4) evaluation schedule. 

2. How detailed was the needs asse~sment? 

Very detailed. In fact, there were two assessments: the first by Flick 
and Acevedo, "An Institutional and Financial Analysis of Cooperativa 
Multiactiva La Merced, Ltc. (July 31, 1979); the second by Resident 
Advisor Steve t,il~s, deter~ining status of Farmer Credit Program at 
the outset of the OPe. HoW~"C::, both documents emphasized institutional 
aspects of La Merced and therefore program or procedural needs to 
strengthen services to small far~ers; neither presented a survey ot 
small farm hous~hold_needs. The rural demand and need for credit was 
taken as a given. 

3. Were the r~porting requirements clearly defined? 

YQS. The Resident Advisor was required to prepare quarterly reports 
following a format established by ACDr covering (1) Long-Term Techni­
cal Assis~nce, (2) Short-'rer:n 1'echnical Assistance, (3) Small Farmer 
Training, (4) Staff Training, lS) Loan ~o ... ement, (6) Institutional 
Development, (7) Proqrcs5 .. award Objectives, (9) Delays or P,oblema, 
with Recommended Solution!i, (9) Activities Planned for Hut Period, 
and (10) Financinl In!ormat[on on the Cooperative. The conSUltants 
verified five quarterly reports. 

4. Were thcr~ any unanticip~ted ev~nts or conditions which had a 
major influence on project implementation or result.? 

Yea. Currency devaluation on a draatic Bcale wiped out most ot the ex­
pansion in the v"lue or th~ f.U/T,N loan port(ol1o. Pol! tical disturbance. 
caused interruption ot: trainin'j viait by ahort-term advisor (Management 
Specialist) • 
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.' 

1. Was the number'ot project personnel adequate, and vere they well-
qualified? 

Yes, particularly in· the case of ACOI Resident Advisor and short-term 
consultants. All ·external staff commitments were met or exceeded. Inter­
nal to La Merced, the Small Farmer Credit Program failed· to commit ade­
quate human resources to the activity of farmer training. This was an 
error of implementation as well as planning. 

2. Were project funds, equipment, and supplies providec at the level 
and schedule planned, and were they adequate? 

In general, yes. The OPG was completed without amendment of the final sum 
budgeted. However, given the drastic currency devaluation of 1982, the 
AID donation of US$176,000 to capitalize the rural lending fund proved 
to-be inadequate. 

3. Was the organizational and technical support adequate from the 
Mission, the host country govern~ent, host country cooperative 
organization? . 

In general, yes. The Resident Anvisor, in his final report, acknowledges 
the support and faith of the USAIO Mission. The field visit of USAIO 
officer Howard Handler is also noted. USAIO cooperated in subsequent 
amendments to OPG after one year of experience with project. No explicit 
support from Bolivian Government was planned for the project. La Merced 
provided most or the resources to which it was committed by the OPG, 
and most importantly it surpassed its financial conmitment. It did not, 
however, contribute the planned level of capitalization for farm supply 
stores. 

B. SlUDY llJESfICfiS RELATING TO INTERv'ENfION STMTEGIES Mill THEIR 
DIREif I{SULTS 

TRAINING 

1. How were the need9 for trainir.g assossed? 

In the cace Ol farmer training, by typc5 of crops actually grown on 
small farm9: also, by statf perceptions of what rur~l households might 
need to know in order to properly u~e agricultural credit from La Merced. 
Training needs of La Mercod alA!f (Cor ~dministrAtive fortification) were 
determined via per80nal int~rvicw8 and needs aSOCGoment by extornal con­
sultants. 
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2. How ~as the training program organized? 

Training o~ small farmers was'carried out by a variety of medlums~ 
radio programs, phamplets, field days, and particularly meetings or 
"charlas" held in rural communities in the evenings. Scheduling was 
concentrated In only a few communities for the charlas due to manpower 
constraints. Training of Credit Progr~m staff mainly conducted via one­
on-one informal contacts between Resident Advisor and employees. Adminis­
trative training conducted by a combination of formal seminars and in­
for.lal on-the-job training. In general, staff training was fairly in­
tensive and quite effective: nowever, farmer training was inadequate 
in coverage and ineffective in results. 

3. What were the qualifications of the trainers? 

Resident Advisor and short-term ACDI consultants were highly qualified 
professionals. Acevedo and Alvarez, as well as Price Waterhouse con­
sultants, were all native Spanish ~peakers. Wiles and Flick were fluent 
in Sp~nish. Wiles' experience in rural credit was outstanding. 

4. Who received the training? 

Farmer training--some 1,200 persons in three years. Credit Program-­
some seven err.ployees. La Merced--aprox. ten senior staCf, 20 junior 
staff. Note: Farmer-trainees included members and non-members, which 
served to dissipate training benefit. 

5. To what extent did training reflect participant needs? 

Although coverage was limit~d, with very little follow-up except in 3-4 
communities, content was of high interest to (armen. Content areas re­
flect crops they grow, training m~thodology practical. 

6. To what extent ~cre in(ormation and/or skills learned? 

Unknown. Follow-up evalu~tion of training effectivenesG not conducted. 
However, ihipact evaluation shows strong interest on the part of small 
farmers for more intensive training and technical assistance. 

7. Did trainees utilize what they learned? 

In case of ~mall farmers, unknown. rn case of Farmer Credit Program, mo.t 
ot the training content eventually (ound its way into daily use and was 
formal! zed in regul4tioll5 .snd procedures. To a lesser extent, same 18 
true roqarding La Merceu e~ployceD trained in administrative fortifica­
tion. 
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8. ~ere the~e multiplier effects from training? 

Very few. The small farmer training program ~id not develop a training­
by-trainees approach. Use ot farmer-para technicians for this activity 
b reconmended. 

'l'E£HNICAL ASSISTANCE 

1. How were the needs tor technical assistance assessed? 

These were. determined by a general institutional and financial analysis 
of La Merced. The Cooperative, previous to the project, had already ini­
tiated a pracess,ot administrative reform anc reorganization. ACDI was 
formally invited by La Merced to diagnose deficiencies and recommend 
solutions. 

2. How were the providers of technical assiztance identificdi 

Unknown. We assume ACDI has a resu~e file and directory of professionals 
qualified to be consultants. 

3. How many persons received assistance? 

Exact number unknown due to abundance of informal training contacts. 
We estimate 24 individualS, including senior st~ff and Cooperative 
directors. 

4. Was technical assistance appropriate to recipient needs? 

Very much BO. Review of reports by short-term consultants reveals many 
useful and important reco~end~tions. Some of these have been adoptod 
by La Merced, many are still pending, and on others a compromise has bee~ 
worked out. 

5. What changes in operations have resulted from the assistanco? 

Small Farmer Credit Program has expnnded cover~9n, loan portfolio, loan 
she, slashed delinquency, recovered over U~~16 / 000 in unrecoverable 
debts. In area of admini&trativc consolidation, Cooperative han been de­
partmentalized, decentralized budgeting and ~ccounting now operational, 
modest progress made in decontralization or decision-making authority. 
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CAPITaL aSSISTANce 

1. What and1yses ~~re performed to identity needA tor cipLtal 
aas 1s tancc? 

Financial ana1y5i~ conducted by Aceved01 Als~ projections ot rural cre­
dit demand based on cxistin9 porttolio, growth in savings and membership. 

2. In what w~y~ W~5 c~pltal a55ist~nco intended to i~rove co­
operati.ve operat ions and/or tadl i tate services to IT.cmbers1 

Resource:> were inter1 r!.!d to (1) increase nU:~lber ot members receiving 
loans, (2) inCre.'l5.~ lo.,n :d:e to meet ~cmber 1-.oduction needs, (J) allow 
users to Incrl!.'Ise ir.come VLl productive investments. 

3. How \la~ .,1l0c.'Ition o( funds r:.,de to meet v.Hiou~ needs? 

No mUltiple .,llocHion by net'll~. Inste.,J, there Was a 5in910 n~cd--capi­
tal1:atior. of 10.,n !lJnJs--\o'hlch \lMl increased by U5$l76,OOO, to be dis­
bursed over a three-year period. 

Y.I. 

Yel. 

4. Was th~ capital 4~5!5tancc provided when needed? 

5. Was the cdpital uaed (or tho intended purpose? 

6. In what '011\'1':1 did the capi toll et!ect the operation. or the 
coopcrat1vtl7 

Loan portfolio, nur-:b.tr ot 10land, and avctr.:l90 104n value all increaaed. 
Howevor, r~.·d 'la1n~ \I.~rt! r.-odlut due to drastic dov4Ilu4tion ot nolivian 
curroncy H.J hil)h 1,)Ctd intlation, \lhich ectrved to neutullze benetlt.a 
or reAourcr CXplan5{on. 
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C.- STUDY WESTlOOs FOR S~CIFIC CONltNT APfPS 

ELECTRIFICATION/ENERGY 

Not applicable to this evaluation. 

HOUSING 

Not applicable to this evaluation. 

AGRICULTURAL ttARKETING 

The OPG project did not have a marketing component. However, in the 
opinion of the consultants, the project should have had a marketing 
component. We believe it is a disservice to provide small farmers 
with credit for yield-incre~sing inputs without also making arrange­
:nents for assisting farmers to market their higher levels of product­
ion. Th~ long history of agricultural credit programs is generally a 
negative one. It has been 'ikencd to playing "Russian Roulette" with 
small farmers. This is pE," ·.sely because marketing components are left 
out of most rural credit programs. 

Tb ita credit, La Merced did not tie credit u~e to the obligatory appli­
cation of yield-increasing modern inputs. ~!odern input use was left 
optional to the borrower. Again, in the absence of marketing services,. 
such flexibility is appropriate. 

Nonetheless, for the future we believe that if La Merced truly r.eek~ 
to provide small farmers with services that are vital to their inco~~ 
and wl~ll-bcing, then the Cooperative must study the possibility of 
croating a marketing program. This could offer many potential benefitsr 
(1) a new source of income for Ll1 Merced; (:~) an addi Hond form of 
rural loan recovery, (3) entabliohing a functional linkage between 
rural co-op ~e~berD who grow food, ~nd urban co-op members who consume 
lood, (4) up-grade Mairana and other rural stores into produce collect­
ion, atorage, and grading centero; (5) aosure two-way loado for co-op 
tranoport--carry ing conaumer r;;oodo and Dllpplies to rurn1 otores, and 
carrying return loads of producel and (6) introducing crop diversifica­
tion and programmed plantinglharveoting to facilitate high prices to 
produceru •. 

w. recommend La Morced request 4coistance Crom ACOI to study tho foasi­
bllitr o( a marketing pr09rllm, and if dClOOnD trnted promioing, to prepare 
an OPe to .uppor~ a mllrketin9 initiativo. 
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AGRICULTURAL SL7PLX 

1. How vas demand tor joint purchase determined? 

Unknown. We are unaware that a formal demand. study or survey was under­
taken by ACOI consultants. Instead, tarm supply stores were assumed to 
be a valuable service to tarmers. rt was decided to begin one store each 
year in a new area, allowing the. proje,:t to learn trom its own experience 
and correct its mistakes as the project advanced. 

2. How and what resources were mobilized to provide farmers with 
needed inputs? 

Under the OPG, La Me:ceu commited itself to provide US$175,000 in opera­
ting capital, equipment, and salaries to each store. Purchase of supplies 
was to be strictly on a cash basis. Currency devaluation resulted in 
foreign exchange shortages which virtually eliminated possibilities of 
bulk procurement of imported farm supplies. As a result, the rural store 
concept gradually abandoned farm supply sales in favor of consumer goods, 
educational supplies, ar.d farmaceutical products--items also of vital 
interest to rural households. 

3. How were so~rcp.s of goods, services, and equipment identitied? 

Unknown. 

4. How timely and cost-effective was the supply process? 

Onder its revised formulation as a rural store for consumer goods, the 
Mairana operation proved dramatically profitable, earning average net in­
come in excess of US$l,OOO per ~~nth. ot those households interviewed 
who used the store, large majority identitied its low prices and its 
convenience ns itD principal benefits. "flla Busch store was not cost­
effective. Chane !Otore Wa5 never begun, 

S. What were terms of payment, repayment, and delin~uency rates? 

No credit for conllumcr gooo!l--a ca!jh .,\r,;! .~arry operation. For overall 
agricultural credit, over ~s p~rcenl or. 411 loans on short-term baais, 
repayable within 12 m(mths at interest rates that gre\/ trom 18 to 32 per­
cent over project period. Loan delinquency rate droppod trom 72 to 8 
percent (by numbt~r of loami), and from 32 to 11 percent by value. 

6. Were the nupplien uned ar intended? 

Unknown. It is a59umcd that borrowers uned credit to purchase luppli •• 
that they alroady knew how to uno, uoing traditional technique •• Project'. 
tarmer training insufficient to cauoe important impact in tmput u ••• 
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ACRICYL'lllRAt CREDIT 

1. Wa. the" need tor credit recogni%ed by" appropriate groups? 

Yes. Project was specifically tocusedon credit for small farmers-­
growers who do not quality for loans from principal institutional lend­
ers. 

2. Were reliable and adequate sources of credit identified? 

Yes. Sources were AID and La Merced. AID d"isbursements made in full, 
La Merced commitment was exceeded by 16 percent. Thus, both were re­
liable. However, increase in loan portfolio turned out to be inadequate 
due to drastic local currency devaluation, resulting ultimately in the 
need for credit rationing. 

J. Was the management of credit resources competent and honest? 

A strong yes on both coun~. OVer project period the performance of 
the Small Farmer Credit Program improved remarkably. Program procedures 
have now been institutionalized (procedures ~anual), pla~ed on a routine 

"basis. 

4. What were the lending policies and financial conditions? 

Interest rates increased from '.8 to 36 percent due to currency devalua­
tion and local inflation. Over 75 percent of loans short-term, 70 per­
cent tor agricultural and livestock investment, 30 percent for other 
rural productive investment. Collection proc~dures very tight, including 
classification of overdues and farm-level pschological intimidation of 
delinquents with known repayment capacity. 

5. Who received credit and in what amounts? 

Of total rural borrowers, 24% with arca cultivated of 1-2 hectares, 36 
percent with 3-5 hectares, 29 percent percent with 5-10 has., and 11 per­
cent with over 10 hectares. Regarding loan amount, 64 percent of all 
borrowers receiveJ between 5,000 and 30,000 pesos (USS200-l,200), 17 
percent received more than 30,000 pe~os, and 19 percent received less 
than 5,000 pasoo. 

6. What effccto did credit have on farm finance? 

primary effect appearo to be equity increasea. Lack of a previous baae­
line study prevents analysis of changeD in equity, land ownership, land 
rental. 
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7. Are subsidiea, if any, clearly uetined as to purpose and 
method of use? 

A declining administrative subsidy by La Herced to the SlIlall Farmer 
Credit Program has been observed. No separate accounttng ·tor subsidy 
capital, or formal application for subsidy, is practiced. Exact amount 
of subsidy is not. known. Sources ara mainly salaries, transportation, 
and otfice space provided by La Merced. 

8. Are appropriate concepts of credit built into the credit. 
program? 

Yes. Positive concepts include (1) loan amount linked to member savings 
and number ot previous loans repaid-in-full, (2) repayttent scheduling 
to coincide with harvest p~~!od, (3) credit dishursement to coincide 
with crop schedule, ( cr~.it prepa~er and collectcr are same indi­
vidual. 

AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION 

1. To what extent did a clearly profitable production technology 
exist? 

Credit Program researched and established profitable farm plans for 
tomatoes, potatoes, rice, corn, beans, soya, and several livestock enter­
prises. These model budgets guided loan preparation by credit aqents. It 
is not clear the ext~nt to which model budgets wele annually revised to 
account for inflation and 'currency devaluation (which effected use of 
imported inputs). 

2. To what extent was the technology adaptable to local condi­
tions? 

Credit Proqram allowed borrowers to e~ploy tested traditional farming 
methods. Keynote of the Prcgram was flexibility--permitting complete 
production decision-making autono~y to farmer-borrowers--combined with 
very disciplined loan collection and supervision. 

J. To what extent could farmers benefit from the new technology? 

Unknown. Also unknown is the extent to which new technology was actual­
ly available to farmers. No ba~clinc or follow-up not income summarie. 
conducted to establi9h coat-bennElt. 

4. What io the level of aworor.csa of now technology among t.rmel'l? 

Unknown. It is dC8umed that aw~reneas of technology introduced by the 
projeot is low, becauao education and ext~nsion eftort wa. limited to • 
amall traction ot total rural communities and tarmer-member •• 
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5. To.what extent did farmers need new kno~edg8 and skills to 
iMplemenc new technology? 

Unknown. However, use ot moderriized tarmirl9 practices' generally higher 
in the Santa Cruz region than elsewhere in Bolivia. 

6. How was such knowledge or skills imparted to farmers? 

Main communication vehicle was group lecture (charla), sometimes accompanied 
with field. demonstration methods. 

7. Tb what extent did tarmers accept the new technology? 

Unknown. See questions 3 and 4, above. 

8. What were the effects of the technology on production levels? 

Unknown. No pre-project baseline was established. Important economic 
and social benefits have been documented among farmers who received loans 
from the Program, but it is impossible to d'etermine at this juncture 
whether income gains were generated by imp~ved or traditional technology. 

9. Tb what extent was there a change in the nature of crops 
raised? 

No signifJ 'ot changes detected. 

NON-AGRICULTURAL CREDIT 

Approximately 30 percent of Dl~ Small Farmer Credit Program loan port­
folio went to non-agricultural rural loans. However, these were not 
specifically studied or evaluated separately from Agricultural loans. 
For this retlGon we will not addrea!l the questions listed· b" "IAI for 
this Bcction. 

HANDICRAFTS AND SHALT .. INDUSTRY 

Not specifically relovant to this evaluation. 



-72-

D. snmy QEfIONS RElATING TO INSTrruTlOML FURPCSES 

DEVELOP NF..W COOPERATIVES 

Not relevant to this project 

STBENCTHEN EXISTING COOPERATIVE (S) 

/ 1. Was there a continuing need tor the cooperative organization? 

Yes, particularly in the rural sector. One out ot every ten co-op mem­
bers is a farmer or depends on agriculture as a secondaLY occupation. 
Amonq these producers, less than tive percent have acceSD to institu­
tional sources ot agricultural credit such as the Agricultural Bank of 
Bolivia. 

2. Were there appropriate resources tor continuing operations? 

Definitely. La Merc~d i9 the largest cooperative in Bolivia. It has a 
statt of 83 employees, Deven CaDic services, member ahare capital ot 
$b 29.3 million pesos (U5$666,000), and enjoys reasonable solvency. 

J. Did the organization tunction according to cooperative 
principles? 

Yes, on all accounts or indicators suggested by DAI. 

4. Bo~ many members ~ere there? What was the economic condition 
of members? 

La Merced has about 42,500 members, ot ~ich just about 4,000 are far­
mers. This evaluation made no attempt to establish a profile ot income 
or aocial charactoristics for membership in general, only tarmer-r,m­
bera. We estimate the income ot the average farm family at U5$1,6OO 
or about USS275 per capita, ot which to percont is trom non-agricultural 
lources. The avpragc family has US$107 in co-op savings. About 40 per­
c'lnt conducted a houdng illtprovemont in the last year, and 2~'-28 per­
cent purchased furniture or appliances :or their home during that time. 
Reqardin9 services, 54 percent have potable water, 47 percent have elec­
tricity, and 39 percent have latrines. ~me 59 percent claimed Icce •• 
ta the services of a physician during the last year, 32 percent olli. 
recent improvements in tamily health, and 31 Itlt. thec. hive be.n 1.­
provemonts in family nutrition in the lant 12 month •• 
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5. Was the cooperative. ~egally consUtuted? 

Yes. 

6. How were member administrative groups involved? 

Cooperative suffered trom over-centralized decision-makinq structure 
vhich resulted in excessive control by Executive Director, underutill­
zation ot senior stat! and directors 

7. How actively did members participate in the cooperative? 
• 

this was not addressed by the evaluation. More active member participa­
tion was not a concern ot the project. 

8. How were cooperative employees involved? 

At project outset, minimal decision-making by department heads. All but 
routine decisionn referred to Executive Director. Administrative bottle­
neck had been created by over-dependence on Executive Director and under­
dependence on cenior stat!. 

9. What wan the volume of cooperative activity? 

Not addresoed by this evaluation, except tor Small Farmer Credit Program. 
The latter had a loan portfolio or $b 2.9 million (U5$ll6,OOO), 502 bor­
rowers, and delinquency of 70 percent. 

10. What was the economic viability of the cooperative organiza-
10n7 

Strong, but with growing wcakno~aes. It jioplaycd ~olid growth of member 
lavings and rcanonably good financial autonomy--i.e., member oav1ngs wore 
28 percent or total aSficto. However, debt burden o( coop~rative was grow­
Ing twice as tant aD aODeta, but utill within naCc limits. 

11. Old the cooperative incro.lr.c the lovel of community noH-ro­
liAnce rather than dependence on govorr.rnent inntitutions to 
meet ncoda? 

Unqueationably. LA Mercl'd morc than doubled itD own contributiontl to the 
anall Farmer Credi t PrOCJram Ime! ultimately rroro th"n rr .. ,tched dollar-to£'­
dollar the contribution by AID. OVl'C tho project period, 10c31 currency 
lncroanoD in rural naviogD r(,3chl'd 223 ~rc(!nt. 1.4 Morced ~ccorr.pl1nhod 
thin teat at a time whon the Bolivian economy WIII1 in a ntAta o( nnar­
eollapac and wl.oo govornmcnt proqrtlmn (Huettd at th@ rural toctor had 
b •• n draatlcally r~duc.d. 



HELP CREATE C90PgATlYE POLIcy 

This vas not among the objectives ot the project, 

E. STIJDY (JIST IONS RElATING TO PENEFIC IARY PURFUSES 

RESOURCES, SERVICES, OR TEC~~LOGIES PROVIDED TO BENEFICIARIES 

1. What specific benefits were expected to acrue to beneficiaries 
b~sed on membershIp or cont~ct with the local cooperative? 

The project only mentions an incre~se in the incomo level and standard 
ot living of far=cr-member9 ~f the cooperative. Types of benefits or 
income growth targets were not Gpecified. 

2. Wero potential beneficiaries involved in determining the 
nature of the resources, Gervices, or technologies provided? 

Yes and no. The project was designed to improve an on-going program, th. 
Small Farmer Credit Program. There is no evidenc0 that beneficiaries 
were consulted about how this improvement was to be impl~mQnted. However, 
insotar as co-.>p members had to originally approve the rrogr~m in the 
tirst place--in Ceneral Assembly--it can be said that the benoficiaries 
were at leallt minimally involved in its establishmont. 

J. Were tho rOfiources, services, or technologi"G to be provided 
compatible wi th tho socio-cultural environment? 

Yes. Flexibility in implementation, leaving considerable loan-us. dis­
cretion to tho borrower, assured this compatibility. The Program belt 
suits the oc(,dn of porlMnontly-cettlcd t<lrmers. Many potenthl small 
tarmor banal lc1.H iell have boon o)(clu·led trom the Program cecauII8 they 
are highly no~IIl!1C colonl!1ts. 

4. Were tho potential beno!iciariea informed ot the reliourcls, 
nervlccfl, or tQchnoloqiers which Aro to be provided? 

Yes, but not llJ~quately. The Proqram h~n used loc~l rAdio proqramo, the 
cooperative no .... op"pftr, phAmplotn, ,md ·charlu· to intorm thQ nomb.rahlp 
ot tho lInticlpIlted b"no!1ta. lIo .... evor, tho Proqrilt:l did not iMtitutet an 
obliQatory oduclltion Activity prior to each t~rro .... or recftivin~ th.ir 
loan. Althou9h thll mi9ht not bo prac·tcal AnYWAY, the t.ct remain. that 
education ot co-op borroworl was 10 •• than .doquate. 
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5. ~at vere the nature and ~unts of resource., lervice., or tech­
nology made availabl. to beneficiaries? 

In fara credit, the average beneficiary received two or more loans dur­
ing the project period, based on a ratio at about l:~ or 1:3 on the 
level at his savings. The average loan value increased from Sb 5,850 
to $b 23,240 over the project period. One tarmer~borrower out at every 
ten bought inputs trom his Cooperative. One farmer-borrower at every 
three purchased consumer 'or pharmacy products from a Cooperative store. 
One tarmer-borrower out at every four received a "charla" or some kind 
of technical assistance from the P~-,ram over the life of the OPG. 

RESOURCES, SERVICES, TECHNOLOGY USED BY BENEfICIARIES 

1. What were the nature and amounts of resources, services, 
or technology uoed by beneficiaries? 

Of 251 rural hou~eholds interviewed (all La Merced members), 232(92 per­
cent) had received at least one loan during the project period. For in­
puts, consumer goods, and technical aSGistance services, sec 5 above. 

2. What waa the nature of the beneficiary group receiving re­
sources, services, or technology? Were the poor and women 
included? 

YOI. Over 7S percent of borrowers were small (armero, ~ith leas than 20 
b.ctares in total holdings. Gome 60 percent of all I:.orrowers cultivated 
leas than five hectares, It is unknown how many of the borrowers were 
women. Approximately ono out of every throe borrowers held a lead~rship 
position in hi!:/her respective community. Averago incomo ot lorrowing . 
family is US$l,600. 

3. Which cooperativo services woro conoidered moot uaoful by 
the ~ncficiariea? 

Farm credit. fiome 62 porc~nt or nll oocroworn indicfttf'd that loan dia­
bul~ent Wan a~Jlc and helped th~m to conduct r~rming tasko opportunoly. 
'!'he aecond fi\Q!;t u5erul ncrvice W.1r. tho conr.umQ[ utoro, hflJhly rcq.Hdod 
for ita conv~nL~nco and lo~ priceD. For d~ta1ls, cce Imp~ct uvaluation. 

4. To ,11I\t olClcnt were coo~rl,tivc-provicJc(} £le[vlce~, rcnourcon, 
or l~chroloqfer. used (or thoir inlen\!IHl purporlc7 

Unknown. It hi ftC.um~d, howt}vor, tll~t appropriate ur.o von hl!)h bc!cauao 
of high ropayment ratel, hi9h incidenc~ or declared benolitr. (rom loan 
WI •• 
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5. To· what degree were cooperatlve-ftovided teaoutcea used to 
expand buaineaa opportun1tiea. 

Roughly 30 percent of total rural loan portfolio was allocated to non­
agricultural investments. In addition to those, about 5 percent of bor­
rowers also invested in ~commercial activities~, and the impact evalua­
tion shows that no less than 42 percent of all borrowers list commercial 
activities or ~ncgocios~ as a major source of family income. An exact 
count of such busines~e~, by'. type , was not conducted. 

6. What were the results ot unintended uses ot resources, ser­
vices, or technologies? 

None have become apparent to this evaluation. 

F. STIIDY bUESJIONS RflATING TO GrnLS 

BeNEfICIARY SOCIAL IMPACTS 

1. Did benefici~ries increase their level of political partici­
p~tion in their society? 

For lack of baseline study, measurement of increased participation was 
not possible. f~wever, it was documented in the impact evaluation that 
38 percent of all borrowers hold a corr.rr,unity leadership responllibHity 
Also, 92 percent of families interviewed participated in community volun­
tary ~~rk during the last year, with more than 80 percent of them giving 
more than a week of voluntary labor. Some 86 percent of all respondents 
attended community rreetings during the last year, halt of them altend-
1n9 more than 10 m~eting9. 

2. Did beneficiaries of the project gain personal/nocial skill.? 

It cln ~ as!Sumt"d that about 25 percent of project oonofic b/iea--thoso 
reached by ·charlas· or technical a~siGtanco--improved thoir lovel of 
.kUla. In tho impact cvnluation, rural hOUGoholdo expresGod ... atron9 do­
aire (or more !rr.quent technical Ml/:istallco. 

3. Did b~nn(iciarioa ?nin additlonnl health and nanitatLon 
scrvicoa1 

Ye •• or Lmil1c5 intcrvicw~d, )2 citod improved he.,lth durin!) the hat 
year. Fifty-niM porccnt clAimcd olccotSn to 3 phY:lic1an, 54 percent hava 
potable water, and 39 pqrcent hnvo latrinon. 
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4. DId the health status of beneficiaries fJoprove? 

Yea. See 3 above, 

5. Did beneficiaries increase thoir level'ot social integration 
with the society. 

Unknown, but presumed positive. 

BENEFICIARY ECONOMIC IMPACTS 

1. How did the project influence the economic circumstances of 
beneficiaries? 

Clear causality between the project and the impact can not be demonstra~ 
ted. However, 61 percent of all families interviewed cited an increase 
In tamily income during the last year. Almost 60 percent of these house­
balds estimated the increase to exceed $b 20,000 (US$200). 

2. Did the project lead to greater personal productivity? 

yes. Some 4S percent of all respondents indicated an increase in their 
level of employment during the last year, while 64 porcent indicated 
the purchase of productive capital such as machinery, toots, or land­
Mhich we may assumo contributed to productivity enhancemont • 

. ,1 
3. Did the project lead to diversification or new types of pro-

duction? 

Unknown. 

4. Did the project lead to increased employment opportunities? 

Yel. See 2 above. 

5. W~ra their differential impacts among differont typeD of 
beneficiaries? Were tho circumntances or tho poor and of 
womon Improved? 

Since the project wan tar90tod r.peci!icnlly on nmall tarmors, it can 
be atated that thoir circum~tancon havo been i~provod and that tho 
typeD or improvcmont5 ure documented. Tb what extant womon benofittod 
relative to mon, or tho al19htly lar90r !arm~ra relativQ to tho nmallolt, 
h not known. 
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S'l'IWC'l'URAL VU'ACTS 

1. Did the project lead to a shift in income distribution tavor­
ing the poor? 

For lack of a baseline, this question can not be documented. It can be 
presumed that positive impacts generated by the project have helped to 
promote an improved income distribution among farmer-members of La Mer­
ced relative to non-members. 

2. Did the project lead to increased services to the poor as a 
group? 

Apparently not, or at least not yet. The project did lead to increased 
services for poor farmers who are members ot the Cooperative. 

J. Did the ~roject lead to cooperative organizations gaining a 
greater sharo of economic markets? 

Probably not. No marketing effort--other than consumer goods--was attempt­
ed by the proj ect • 

4. Did th~ project lead to an increased role by women in economic 
and political decision-making? 

Unknown. This question wa9 not evaluated. 

S. Were disincentives created in other sectors ~t th~ economy. 

None are apparent, even at tho level of the local c~onomy. Tb the con­
trary, it may be a9~umed that given tho Dhrink4ge of govornment agricul­
tural credit, La Merced haa become tho largest supplier of farm credit in 
the Santa Cruz area--and cortainly the lender ot proforence--tor 9mall 
farmers • 

G. GENEPAL CCMf1ITS ON l1f D,A',' I, COOF£MTIVE EVJlWATIrJl SYSTEM 

1. Strengths of the Syntem 

Ov.rall, th. aYlitcm developed by Dov.,loplnent Allodatll Inc. to evaluate 
cooporfttive ~ovelopmont project. haa many atrengtha, oven though the pr.~ 
•• nt evaluation may not havG taken advantage of thorn. It i. 4 latrly com­
prehensive guide to both tho project planner .1 well al the evaluator. It 
1. vonerll .nouvh to tit a broad Iptctrum ot cooperativo projoc~. ot ~ny 
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dlfferent types loe~ted in yer1 di(ferent .ettings, yet It is speciflc 
enough to guide, the formulation of very detailed questions about pro­
ject design or perfo,mance. Among the systeml8,~st salient strengths 
are the following; 

INTEGRATION WITH THE LOC;JCAL FRAMEWORK METHODOLOGY: The DAl system 1s 
based on the formulation of a detailed Logical Framework, which itself 
Is a powerful planning and evaluation tool. This integration allows the 
DAl system to easily fit into on-going planning/evaluatIon approaches, 
particularly those employ~d by the Agency tor International Development, 
1 ts many consultants and sponsored, institutions • 

• 
THE CO-EQUAL EMPHASIS ON PLANNING AS WELL AS EVALUATION: The DAI system 
is not just for evaluating comploted projects. Possibly its best appli­
cation is in guiding project planners to design a coherent, logical, 
and effective cooperative development strategy in the first place. And 
even before project design itself is begun, the DAI system offers a 
very complete check-list of iactors for conducting needs assessments 
and institutional analysis On Which'to hase a project initiative. 

THE STUDY QUESTIONS: With due allowance for overlap and repitition 
between see; tions, the &tudy questions suggosted by DAI are gtmerally 
very useful. Excluding the non-applicable sections (noted above), thoro 
Jere fewer than a half-dozen questions which we found did not apply to 
the OPG project evaluated in this report. Not only arc most of the quest­
ions applicable, but they are important ones as well. 

2. Deficiencies of the System 

INCOMPLETE INDICATORS: 1~e DAl system's usefulnesD is constrained by 
its so-called -indicators-. AD presented, thOle are not indicators at 
all but rather lists of variables. Tb truly ·indicato· something, tho 
indicator must establish some kind of norm or criteria that allows one 
to distinguish between adequate or inadr.quatc performance. ExprcDsed 
differently, for the variable to be converted into a true indicator it 
must be accompanied by a mt'aollrcable quantity or ro1nqe of quantiticn ~ 
that allowo the ['lannor or the evaluator to rt·.,ch a decillion an to 
-good- veroun -b.,d", "adequato" vernun ·inadequato·, -high" verBU~ 
-lov·, ·advioo1blo" vcroua "mintAkcn-, ·nccennary- vernun "unnocenaary". 

It 10 cortainly eany to undorntand why MI lott out tho fiped Cication 
or criteria, t'!lpcchlly nu.tlcrical onc:J, uccauDc thin would h.,vo joop.udi­
zod the applic~tion ot their ayntem to a wido rnnCJC or proj~cta. Indeed, 
ono Might ar9u~ tllat opacifying critorin lor ind1catora can only bo dona 
on a project-by-projcct banin. Dut in leaving out crLteria, DAI haG 
9coltly diluted tho uae~ulno~A ot ita ayntom. 



LACK OP STUDY QUESTION PRIORITIZATION: In OU~ opinion, the DhI ay5~ 
leaves too much discretion and tloxibUity to the user. In etfect, .it 
tells ·the reader~ ~Use onl~ those questions you think are applicable' 
to ~our project.~ Such freedom is clearly appropri~to for Section 3-­
Content Specific Ouestions--but elsewhere it opens the door to the 
danger 0; complete abandonment of the methodology itselt. ~at i~ to 
keep the planner or evaluator trom saying !!l the OAl questions are 
irrelevant? 

We believe DAr Ghould hazard a prioritization ot the study questions. 
The user should have sornc guidance aD to "nat arc the oost cd tically 
important que~t!ons, and which arc the nice-to-h~ve-if-tlme-permits 
questions. To assure comparabilIty ot data or general conclusions acrols 
different projects and countrie~, some minimum set ot queationa must be 
addressed. TI1C DAr ~ystem presents 143 separate study q~stions, ot 
which 60 arc content-specitic. Lach question requires ~ given data col­
lection effort which has attendant exp~no'~ in terms of time ~nd money. 
Perhaps the questions should be graded as to their ccmplexity in gather­
ing data to "nswcr them. For Qxamplc, qUC'!lt!ons H •. H Clln only be ans­
wered through a tarmer survey arc much h~rdcr t(. .,ddress tlllW tho:se 
requiring a review of available .Jccounting record!l. In SUit, these mat­
ters of priority and complexity can be very importanL in the planning 
and budgeting o( cooperative evaluations. 

In its effort to be broadly JPplicable and !!exibly applied, the DAI 
methodolol)Y in in d~nCJ~r ot becoming teo much ot " ~hopplnCJ li:Jt, and 
not enough of 4 guide. 

INADECUATr: GUIDM;CE au COLLCCTH:G DIFFf:IlI::lT Y.U:DS OF CATA J The DAI 
system lista d~t~ aourc~~ (or ~n~wcrinl) eoch !Study quo6tlon. ~ome or 
tho9C listtng5 arc trivi~l in their IJcnr.r~lily--ror cx~~lc, ·tarmor 
aurveyo·, ·I)overn~nt rccorJ~·, ·~ccount1nq r~cord~·. 1~e ~thodol09Y 

could bo ~,de rr~re u~etul it the dOcuMont wero to cita more ox~mplo5 
of how ~nd WhNQ within each !lourco the dellircd dolt., Ci\n be found. Tho 
appondixed "I:valui\tion SY5tl!1ll (or ACDI/I!ondur.,o nl~gional riervico Co­
oporativen" [cprc~cnt!J .\ :stf'P In tho right direction, but much !:'Ora 
9uidllnce in :ltiJ t needed. It \oPOuld rler.m that the OAr rr.QUlodolOIJY W.,II 
written on tho "!l~u/Tlpt10n that ito ro"dcr:s would alr""dy Icnow hOll to 
doaign thoir oWn !Survny qu~ntlonnair('!S1 ~u~~~ry ~hcot!l, and oth~r d"t4 
collection in~trumont:s. r.ven .,man? pro(e~!1ton.,l:s, lind oven AI::on!) tho •• 
with prior oXF~rlonco fn plannin!) ~nd oVi\lui\tion, very few would be able 
ta till the ?"PO lott by tho DAI 'JlJtd3nc" with rO'J"rd to d.'ltA ?"thorlng 
lrIothodology. 
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AN EVALUATION $YS~ D~ENDENl' ON' U,S, PROFESSIONALS AND A.I,D, 
fINANCING; The content of the DAl document--particularl~' Chapter VlI-. 
clearly suggests an evaluation process controlled by U.S, profession­
als and financed. by AID, A process flowchtrt on page 31 re~oromends 
that all planning and design tasks' for the evaluation ta~~ place in 
the U,S. The recommended composition of the ~evaluation team" (pages 
33-4) contains four presumably U.S. professionals including a) a 
teAll'l leader, (2) econorolst, Dl social/cultural analyst, and (4) a 
cooperative _.~cialist. Almost as an afterthought, it is mentioned 
that it may be usetul to also contract 1-2 local ~ost-countr0 special­
Ists. 

Unfortunate but true, an evaluation process dependent on U.S. protes­
sionals makes the DAl system just ~~out the most expensive option 
available. Once their salaries, overhead, perdiem, travel, and other 
expense~ arc totalled, the costs of an evalua~ion-by-Americans are 
usually too great to be afforded more than once or twice in the life 
of most cooperative projects, and only then if AID or another external 
funding ~ource pays the tab. Moet cooperative organizations or govern­
ment promotion agencies in the Third World simply can not afford--using 
their own fundno,-to hire Ar.Iedcans to do their evalua tions. 

Therefore, in our opinion the evaluation process guidance provided by 
DAl goes in exactly the wrong direction. What is most needed arc Bug­
gestions for making cooperative evaluations less expensive, less de­
pendent on U.S. professionals. Furthe~more, we believe the best'use 
ot American technical assistance i~ made when these specialists trans­
fer their skills to host-country (.'ounterparts, and when maximlJm use is 
~Ade of available host-country resources and expertise. 

Very simply, a~ long t. the DAI methodology remains an expensive, AID­
financed Gyntc~, it will never be widely replicable or frequently ap­
plied. The ultimata test of the evaluation system's true merit will be 
best measured by whether or not it can be read, understood, implemented, 
and improved by nlird World cooperative personnel--with little or no 
extorn~l asoistanco. 



ANNEX A. 
PERSONS CONTACTED 

USAID/Boli vb 

Roberto Leon de Viwro, Head, Div. Dewlopuent, Planni~, and Evaluation 
Robert Thurston, Head, Office ot' Rural Developnent 
Gary Bayer, Office ot.Rural De\~lopnent 

ACDr 
i()b;Ct FUck, Project Moni tor, ACDI,'Washin:J ton 
Stephen D. Wiles, Resident Advisor in Bolivia 

Cooperati\~ La Merced 
• 

-Adalberto Terceros Banzer, Director Ejecutivo and President Admin. Council 
Wilfredo Barba Velasquez, Internal Auditor 
Gilberto Al.ez Hoffer, Fresident, Vigilance Council 

1tLu{s Sorla Helg ar, Director, Seccion Pres tanos Campesinos 
Aida Mendoza Cabrera, S~cretary 

-Tito Villca Soleto, Agroncmist 
·~alter Arteaga K., Loan Assistant 
·Hildeberto Bazan s., Field Office, Hairana 
Kumiko Sasamoto H., Field Officer, Yapacan{ 
Justina H.::ndez Vaca, Field Office, Hor.tero 

·Crisostorr.o Santivar.ez, Field Officer, Villa Busch 
Betty H. de Bazan, Operator of Hairana Store 
Guoercindo Al\arez Aguilera, Director, Seccion Computacion 
Jorge El{as Taborga, nirector, Seccion Contabilicad 
Nora V!llencia Guerra, Secretaq', Dcccutivc Director's Office 
Jorge Kinn ~~nasterio, Sub-Director, Seccion Computacion 
Lu:iano Sanabria Sor uco, Di rector 0 f Pcrconnel 
Alfredo Montero Cespedes, Director, Seccion Cobranzas 
Victor Ortega Chavoz, Director, Scccion Prest.TnOS Urbanon 

SnaIl farmers 

The nMlea of 251 families contacted {or the lIUlVer arC! contained in 
the companion doc unent, Rer-unan de "nit} jail: ~ IntNp!~J:.,cion do DatoD 

- • Persona who acconpanicd tho c\~lU5tora and intcrvicwera durirq 
their field visitn. 



ANNEX B. 

OOCU!ltENT05 REVISAOOS Y VERIPICADOS DEL FROYECTO C".lC?Z5IIO 
J)IREC(fDn DrBaCGICN EJECUTIVA Oticina Sr. Luis Soria M. Jete Secci6n Prdstam08 Campes1uas 

- Inat1tucional and Pinancia1 Ana~6i8 
Cooperat1v8 Multiactiv8 "La Merced Ltda. h 

Prepared by: Hector AceTedo and Robert P1ick, Consti1tantA tor 
Consortium tor International Deyelopme~+- (CID) , . 
Datel JUly 31, 1.919 

- ACDI 1.919 "A" 

- ACDI 1.919 "B" 
- AnaUDia Econ6mico del Cr6di to de una comunidad campealna: "Is Enconacla" 

- Encuoatn sabre Cr&ditos AgricOLBs en CooperatlTas 
Informe para los 90ci06 de "La Merced Ltda." - Yapacan! 
Por: Jaime Br3vO B. - y German Rivera 1.1 -
Fundacion Integral de Deaarrollo (FIDE3) 

- Coopera ti va ldul tiac~ tl Ta "Ia Merced Ltda." AllEXOS 

- Operational Program Grant Proposal 
La r.ierced Sa:all Farmer Credl t Project 
CPa # 511 - 0533 
Date ot Proposal: August 23, 1.919, Dato Approved: August 29, 1.979 

- Proyecto ACDI/AID 23-8-19 

- C ... operatiya do tines 1!ultipleD "La Morced Ltda." Eotadoa Pinanc1er08 
a1 31 de uicie~bro de 1.919, 1.980, Y 1.901 MoreDo~unoa 1 Cia (Asociadoo oon Prioe 
Wa terhouge). 

- Eoteban Wiles 1.980 

- ACDI 1.980 liD" 

- I.e I~rced S[t(\11 rnr:lcr Cred! t Project 
Intorme del trabnjo 
de junio 8, 1980 Q Julio 1, 1.980 
Porr Percy Avr31ll. ACDr Short Torm Co=,.Dul tant 
Pecha Junio 30, 1.980 

- Reporto de ~Ynluac16n 
La llerced ~h.1ll1l1l Fnr:nor Cred1 t ProJoct 
Date: Dioicmbre 1.900 

• Prepared byr Juan Alvn.re~, ACDI Conaultant 

- Pr&~ t. .. l.IDOIJ Campe31no~ r.!llnuftl do Procedlm1cntoa. 

- Pr101 'Intorhouno Conllul torel) do r1nprooa8. 

- ACDI 1.981 "C" 

- LG Merced 3~~11 Pnrmer Credit rroJeo~ 
nl1ue.t tor ~T.endDont n 2 
PrI"Bred by: Hobert Plick, ACDr Projoot Devolopcont Ottioer 
Dati' MArcb 4, 1.901 

- IntorulG EYIIluno16n 1 ~IJPorT1n16n Prooupuoatoa Ol'l Coopona UT" WuU1aaUn 
"1'. U.rced L t.d It." !l1Ul t.A Cruz - Doli T i. ' ' 
Por Agriculturnl COOp,.r'lUva \)Qvolopml1nt IntorMUonal ACDI. 
Conlultorl Dr. Hector N. ACftvedo 
8an Juan, Pufrto K1co Ago.to 0 de 1.981 



• 

• La Merced Small Parmer Credit Project 
Acceptance ot Request tor Aa:end:nt # 2 

. Prepared by: KIl1con H. Bu1 ter, Acting Director, UDSAID/BoliTia 
Datel August 12, 1.981 

- La Merced Small Par:::ler Credit Project 
Aeeptance ot Request tor ~end~eDt # 2 
Prepared by: Malcom R. Butler, Acting Director, USAID/Be11v1a 
Date: August 12, 1.981 

- Informe: Eva1ullci6n 1 Superyiai6n de Presupuesto 
Bn la Coopera ti va ~ul HeB. ti TO. "I.e. ";erced Ltda." 
Pers Dr. Hector H. Acevedo 
Pecha: 12 de Agosto de 1.981 

- Prenupuesto 1.982 

- Informe final Cocperativa r.;ultlae't1v8 "La. Merced Ltda." 
Desarrollo de ~:operativas Agr!c~ltura1es International (OSAID/B) 
Por: Ing. Ste~3en D. Wile!) 

Aoeoor de Proyecto 
Sr. Luis Soria U. 

Jete Pr~St!l~05 Ca=pe3ino:.: 
Pecha: 5, Cayo de 1.9a2 

• Ceoperlltiva de tinea Mdrip1cs "til lI.erced Ltda." 
Proced1~ento parn e1 Prc~ puecto de Caja - Julio 1.982 Certo Plaze 
Po~: Price ;,atcrhou~e &: Co • 

• Coopcrativll de tincn Dlu1tlplcs "Lu J.:erced Itdn." 
In!or~c de Avnncc til ~cs de Junio 1.ge2 
Julio 1.982 
Per Prico '8c.tcr~lousc &: Co. 

- Ceorer,,!ivQ de :r1ne~ Mul:iI1~o "L.-l :~c!"cec! Ltdn. 1I 

Control de e~io:encia de de~6uito y ~u1oncc de venta! Julio 1.982 
Por: Price '''3 terhouoe. 

- l.Q!:pnM ac rr.ov11iznci6n rural. 
17-8-82 

- v'nm:n1 de Ore1n1~nc16n y runc1o:-Jer. Cnjll, l'rt5Dt:l.':lO~, Contab111do.d, Ane:-oria Legal. 

- ~cr:or!nn unl1lLle~ de In CooFcrnUv;. ":.j ~:erccc! Ltdn." 
n~oo 1.979, 1.900 Y 1.901. 

- Coq:erntlvlL 1.:ultinct,lvn "UI l'ereed LtJa." 
Orefln1era::n Punclolll\l en 1.979 

- I'reota::oD Cn:'rc1J1 nCD U[\n~:J 1 de Preece! ir.1ooto 
Fochn: 1.9dl 

- l-rlce Wn terhnunc 13-17-1. 9~1l 

- Evn)ullting Coopnrn~~v(' Dob~lop:nent f'rojootz A aHom tor Planrlora, 
Projoot Gtatr. nnd Ev"llJ/,~rr!J. 
Dovolopmon /,notJ:d n ~oo, Inc. 
D"tOI v'/lY 14, 1.902 

- Corroopondenclu reclbldflll y deoT"l::t,fJ(S/6U 1.902 

- l'royooto do ::VIllullc16n 

- Cool,orn tlYn '.:ul t.1noUvn "I", ~:.,rcC'1d Ll,d,,'~" 
Cundroo Eo~~lntlooo. 

http:LaMpa.nn


- Koros1dad total Prestamos Campesicoe 
- Prdstamoa Campesino8 Acu~lativo8 
- Cartera de Pre3t. ':>9 CampesinoB 
- Orden Cron610g1co de Morc30dad 
- Ke~br.~la Acumulativa 
- Ahorros Acumu1ntivo8 menos 108 retiradoB 
- Carte!'a de Pr~Ot.ac08 Cn.mpednos 
- NUmero de Pr4Ssta.:::oa AcumulntlvoB 
- Valor Pro~dio de Pres~oB en Cartera 
- Plan de Icp1ementaci6n 
- AhorroH Campeslnos 
- Kembresla Acumulstlv8 ~enos los retlrado8 
- N~ero de Fr~st~~oB vlgenteo 
- Morosidad total de PreB~o8 Campesinos 
- Control de lloro5idad 
- Correspol'dencla reciblda y despachada 1.980 
- Correspondencla reclblda y despachnda 1.981 
- Correspondencla reclblda y deapacradu 1.982 
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A •• ID!=llTlP'l'CAC!ON. 
, ~,I' '.L='" 

1.- Hombre "I apell1do del entreVil.'ltad1). - - '. 

2.- ~ombre del lugar d Comunjdad do~de T1ve • 

. ,.- CuAnto8 .~op·~ •• oelo'de·1.~Coop~r&t1".· 

4.--U bret& No. 

rom A. 

5.- Socio (0 )en la familia (anota:- to do lOB locioR 1481 grupo tamiliar con 
lUG m1n::eros de 11 brc L1 ). 

- ~. .... t 

6.- Se cono!d~ra un productor t7ande,~e~iano,peque~o? 

7.- Su oeu~ae16n pr!nci~~l en Qr.r1c~ltcr d eu~aJero? 

B.- Ocup.lclonee seeundadilB I (F../lu:~:,-,:-l"). 

9.- ~nto anl~~lel tieneT. 

10.- QuI! extenc16n de tcrrer.o tien,.!. 

11.- Dl cl a~o 1.901,cufa~t'.)ll h!'ct.l:-.,l.C cultiv6'? 

12 .... Uc!. ue Itorriendll tt'r!"('no c!e ot:-.L-: ::t·r.;::J:13:5? Qu~ extenl1dn? 

13 • - A IT! en c! Ii 0 U!; t e IT en:) 0 Il 0 t :-:u; l'''' :- /l 0 ~..l 8 ? ~.: ~ ex te n 016 n' • 

c. eRE!)! TC nt' rnC~\l'r.cro!~. 

14.- PA rccfbldo ~r~ct.lr.:o de 1" C(J");-"n:i\-a,c'J,tnt;lc veees? (51 ,a NO.rAae 
4 111 prC£",lnil ta r;o. 2~ ) •. 

15.- Cu!ndo fue ou ~lt1~o pr(.f~l~o? 

16.- Cuj~to de dinero o~ rre~t~ po: ~lti~~ v~:7. 

17~- En qu~ 10 utiliz6? 

18.- Q'.H~ beneficioll conn1t.'11id .;on f~l rr""';:'l-.::oT. 

19.- 'l\.tvo n1t"'liTl. problctr.a p.lI",l prer.t .• :-:;e? 

20.-'!io II. ~ri\Zcj r.n rl\e-Ir GUO cuot.ln cit, ell pr~!lt.\:::o?Por qu~ moUvof. 

21.- Q\:6 roco::l.'nri.lCiont·n h;lC'~ I'IlN cC)!":-il:ir loao dcriC'ion'c\no menc10nadna 
d I'ilr;l mcjor;lr 01 oori.rlc1o de c:,('ji +-" 

22.- ~~ ~~rn~:"do lnoll~.~n .<1~ •. ~~ •. ~o~~' .. r.\ti ~~~ .~~1. ~n NO, 1'1\110 IL la prof'\lnta 

. ?'_:- Cudn~c.. eo:npr6 rl'Jr dll1r.1,\ vtJz? (~t:t1 J"I.~'O~. 

, 24:- Qu41 (Iroduc tOg cornprd1 «('nu:nor",( .. 
! I 

25.- Qu~ tH~nflfic1on connlP,1dc1 con ,."tor. 1nrll!.monT. 

26.- Tuvo al,un pro"ln~'" fin l.l compr/\ y UtlO de CHI tOD Inlurno.? 

27.- Qu~ rC)oomC!ntl4c1onoa l!ilC" I-IN cr.rJ'1~'lr ]I\D dt'ficlonc1aa monoion.dl. 
d ptra luJor:t.r.' "vltl0 do lnn'l'1loa7. 



E. CAPA CITACrON 0 ASISTE'NCI A TECNICA l 

28.- Ha recl bldo &1gu."1a caMcl ta.c1on d asia tench.' tlfcDica' de la Cooperatt~ 
va ( ~1 es.NO,pa8e a ia preg'.J.nta 1l0.'.34).1:' 

29.- Sobre que rue la caFac1'i;acldn a aslstencla? 

3~.- Cuanto durd J con quJ frecuencla 10 reclbld1. 

31.- Qu~ beneflcloB ha consiguido con esta. ca~clta.cldn? . , 
32.- 'l'uvo probl~Cla con es ta capac! :tacldn ~ &sis tencla? ... --- .. _ ... 
33.- ~u~ reeo~~r.~acionea hace,para corrigir las detlclenclaa mencion~da~­

~ para el'~ejor servlcl0 de la capacitacidn d aslstencia t~cDlca? 

F.-,OrROS' s~·~c;cs R:.cIBIJOS. 

34.- Ea. reel bi do alF"jn 0 t:-os servcl0 dc' la." Co:)~era ti va? (Educa.c!dn , Fa r:nacr:: 
Cons~~oJ5alud,Recr~~c\6n,Secc16n Legal)Sl es NO.~ase.a la seccidn G. 

35.- Qu~ oervctos Fueron? 

36.- Qu~ beneficlos Cor.81~lid COD estos, serylclol1. 

37.- Tuvo al~L~ prob1e:a para recibir estos serViclop? 

. 38.- Qu~ recc~"!:lc!a.c1.0r.et3 r.ace para mejorar loa aervidos mencfonados? 

G. CAPACITAC!C~: ?:: R;:.y;IS':'~O POR RTJPRO. . 
39.- Lleva al~!n registro de ~stos de produccidn para sus princirales ru~ 

agr!colas? (en caaoje contest~r SI,se 10 preguntard 10 &iguiente,Sl e~ 
NO,pase a la preg'mt.3. ~:o. 47). 

40.- Cu~l rue el rtubro ~o Importante 8e~brado 1 cosechado dur~nte el dlt= 
no cicio a~icola?( 1.981-1962' 

41.- Qud ex t~:;~1i 6n scmbr6? 

42.- A cu~nto !legHon 100 g:lstos pa.r •. e!ne ruoro ~o, cUltivoT. 
, . 

43.- Cujl rue 101 cantldad cosechada? En cujnt~ vendid toda I. coaecha? .. . . -. 
44..- Cujntoo jo~r!1alet] de ,::mno,:de obra ta mll1flr empled? 

45.- C~l rue Ia tlnancia bru~ que quedd al aertcu~tor?' (En j~clr el No. 
43 menoo l~ preeunt.1. NO.~2?,~~ .. -: '. . " .. -. " 

46.- Cu.ctnto ea:16 pOl jomal folm1l1ilr, trabajad01 (hay qu~ dlvidir 01 Plo. 45 
por 44 )A~:-=;\decer el antrevlo t.l<!O pO1=' au colaboracldn,teUe1 t.lndol' 
porouo a:1ot.lcll)nefl de cuenba. . 

EARA Ar;RICt!LTCR,';S~":; NO f,r.rvl~'· RF:GrSTRO. 

47.- Le guo t.1.ria I\t>rc'nd~r una' mctodologla 'aencllla,para llevar lUI euentaac 
S1 ell lle, t.~:-:.,1n:l U entrevI0 U,S! eI SIt 'I' proaoder" .• llenar una ~OJE1 
d. REN:IMI~NTO POR HU~RO,pars ~l rubro prIncipal del ontr.vlatldo. 
A 1 termI~lr ~, copl~ quod. can 01 agrlcultOf 7 ptra COpla 11 .... 1 
en tr9vI11 t,.:,dor ... " 

http:reccmendacior.ea


lORWL.UUO - B 

COOP~R\TIVA· .~LTlACTIV:, LA ' EP.C!:D LTD.\ 

A. C.Ut',CT:::lISTICAS D'n SOCIO 

. ~.!lol!lbre del e!ltreviBtado __________ --=-Soc1o _____ N~ ___ _ 

2. Hombre del lugd":" 0 comunidad. _________ _ 

3. N~:nbre de la 8aposa,_-:--__________ Soc1a ______ NO ___ _ 

4. NOClbre de los hljos:______ SOCi09 NQ ___ _ 

.. ~. Carga familiar )lO _______ ·...,;Menores de 15 anos, NO_' _______ .....;... 

6. O,cupaci6n principal del jefe' de bogar _____ _ 

7. Ocupaciones oecundarias del j£fe de bogar _______ _ 

B. ?cupaci6n u otieio de otros miembros de If.!. familia que, aportan econ6I:lica-

mente al bogor:_, __ _ 
t -------- ----

------------------- --'--- -----------
,~, m-i'!.CT(' ~1'COllC'r'J:~_ 

9. IIlG~S03 AL HCG,I,.R: 'Cu.11es son las princip .. les fuentcs de ~ngrcso de la 

fartilia? 

V.H.{IR ESTr'.".';X) 
MENSUAL AlruAL 

" . ..' 

------------------------------------
1OT.&.L ___ _ 

10. ~;TO D~IF~RSG~3: Hubo aumento sienitlcntivo dc inerc~os cn el ultlmo 

ailo? NO ____ _ . 51 ------
Ft.'!:J:T..: (0) : _______ _ _ ___ Volor eo tiDodo : ________ _ 

. -.. , 

---------
11. A'~03: En ~ !np1li~ DC loer6 ol~n ohorro duronto cl ultimo nno? . , . 

NO ~SI __ , nproxilTllldornentc .cudnto oc loer6 ohorro.r? '.: 

en 0"\.10 l1brt'toD .. ___ ~~n efe~tivo~ .. _'_·-'-;-------

12. E:'FJr;O: Hubo olr,t1n GUL1ento en cl trJbnjo f'nr.J111ur durnnic el ultimo MO? , 
"0 51' .. . .-n _______ _ ____ • ______ _ 

. .. 
.. . -' _._------------------------'------.--

-f-"----- -----------~-

http:TIV.3I.3C
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1'. 'CAFIT~ PRODUJTIVC I Ie familia hizo alguns lnvers16n' en capt tal productivo 

dUraata el ~~timo aBo? (Bj. mar,uinsr!a, herr8~ientaB, animales, cowpra de ter-

rrenos, etc.) Nr, SI . ... -_ . ... - -. -- ... -
')"T'LL" ~ '. Im,....p:::lr.11' ... ....!. ._'it .-.:.. ___ • .::!. :, ..... J • .!: 

---------_._-------------:------
---------~~---'---------------------.---------
---------------- .. - -------- ------

14. F{]'::J'~~1. D~ ~I~.pr.I.\1u;m: La familia tuvo algu.na tuente de nnanciac1iento, 

durante el \11 timo ailo? NO SI '---
D:T" Lt.'": D ~ LA3 rtTE r:r..:'3 PAIlA'trZ? VAlOR -

--------
.-~--------- ---_ .. --------------------

'. --------._--------- -_._-------
c. If.:L,~CTO.~CCl:AL 

15. VIVI; !)A:~bo mejoras en 14 vivienda familiar,. durante al d'ltimo ~o?_, 
..5I ___ ._ NO ____ . __ _ 

TIro D;: rXJcR:,\5 . VAWP ~STIC:tDO 

. --------------------------.--------------------------
, .----'-'-' --....;..,. ---------------------------

16. r.:u-:;BrE:i y :~N:; ;!::S: Sc compr6 alguno(s) duraote el 111tiUlo ano? NO ___ SI_-_ 

. MUEBLE5 0 ~NS ~:l:n CorP.T:J.D01: 
-------....;..;~=-~ 

VALOR ::STI;,:·.,no 

, 

~7. coram: Hubo alguna mejora en 1a al1mentaci6o de la familia durante 01 \11 tiClO 

8;)O? 110 SI __ Qu~ productos tucroo consumido9 en mayor 

cantidad?(Ej. carne: pcscado, leche, fruta, hortaliza: y otros.) 

lB~ SAWD: Sc observ6_ alguna mejora on 1a Da!ud de ~a familia? NO __ · ___ SI _____ _ 

A qu~ oe dcb16 el comb16? _:":,,:,:,:,,~,,,,:._. _______ _ 

. . . -----------------------...;..----
19. CudleD tucr~n'l8o prlnclpalQ9 cnfor~cdadoD 

• 14 faJDilia, durante el d1 tim~ ano? 
.', " 

NCf,!BRE Trro DE'~m:'~"ll~\D . __ .,.-.-__ _e._ 
sutr1doo por difcr~nte8,micmbrOD de 

DL\ DB 
,:UU!lACION, . '. 

RECIBIO "'nNC. 
M":jICA? 

COOP? PAI1r? 

-------------------------.------------.~~~~--------------------------'. 

---------------------------------------,""------------------------------------



- . ,..-
20 •. Si:tVICIgS: Rubo 18 ina l;81ac16n 0 ..me jode de .olgUo (os) ,8erv1c10s CO,IlI0 agu8' 

" potable, ,luz, letrina, u otros?l:O SI DE QUE? 
I -- . 

--------............... --..... ------.---------------_.---------------------------------
---------, ----'-.;;.. 

21. ~DUC'\CIor!. Y CA::",CITACIO!:: De 100 hijos en eded t9cOlar. ____ ; .cuantos conti-

DUeD SUB eotudioD durante el ultimo sno? ---
22. Qu~ copocitac16n rec1bieron lus jefes del hogar u otro ~e~~ro adulto durante 

el dl timo nilo? 
, 

It\'r::iI·~ D~ C',TACITACIOH 

------_._---- ---------------
------~-.------

23'. HO::!.: La !o::11ia cO:Jpr6 ropa durante el til t:;:: e~c? 'IC SI .. ~-.- --. - ..... -----

----------------------------~ .. -------------
24. 'RBCICACIOl!:Hl aur~entado III particip3ci6n de In f~~ilia e~ nctividndeJ recre-

ativJo . durante el ul ti jo ano? 110 ::iI Cwile!J y ~on que !re----
clleocio? ------------------- ._----------------------------

D. VIDA CO~rrT.:..RIA 

25. LID~\ZGO: U9ted 0 algUn m1ec~ro de la fnrilll, ~~se=pc~o nlgUn careo en Is 
co[!;Unidad dlU'a!1te el \11 tir=o noo? ::O ____ S1 ___ _ 

NO:~ CARGO HnTI1'UCIOIl 

-------- - _.- --- - ,- ------ --------
TRAB\JO V~~!1l'·r.ro: Uotcd 0 alg\ln miebro de lil f!,·~.ilin, d(;Ge:lpcno ol£.'\1n tro­

bBjo durante e1 dlti~o o~o, r~~~ ~u Coopernt1va 0 Cowlnido 

NO SI ---.--- -----
TO Til I, DI\:; 

-------------------------------------~-------.-----------------------------
... ------- ------------.. _---------_._-------

~- .. ------ -----------------
. . 

do 10 Cool'ern tivo 1.11 Merc'~d, de otrno Cooper" t I VI!.; 0 In!Jtilucioneo de 1n Comu-

nidad, durnntc el lH timo niio? NO_. ____ .. ____ ~jI 

"lfOt.'Dnr. 'TH~ DC n::tlHIO/l;3 :~ I!"~ :'; ':~JC:IC1:1 VEcl'~~/A: 0 ---------_ ... -- --.-_.- -.----- --~--

------------~---.... _--- --------------.----
--------------- -_ . .-.'----,_ ....... ---.---- --• 
----~----- .. -----.. _ .... __ ._ ........... ---_ .. _----_.-... 
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28. !'ARTICIPACIOll GE~.R,"L:QU' 'otras aotiv1dades hlzo usted U otro m1elDbro 'de 18 

tamilia para e1 bien de ls9 cocuniuades vecina8 U otraa lnetituc1ones'de av 

co~n1dad, durante 81 ~ltimo ano? - . . 
, . . 

........ 
. ' . . . . 

E. CO!':::UT UHO·' G~~r1m.\I23 

29. BE.'EPICI05 RECIBE'C~ :Cudles h~ aido lOB beneficios rocibidos de sue CoOperativa 

o'Comunidad? 

. . ... 

. ' 
---------~ ----

--------------------_. -.----------'-"-----------------------------_. __ . __ ._-' .. - ". 

--------------------------- --------
30. D~?!CI NCrA';: Que pt'oblet2as tuvo con su CoopernUvn 0 Co!:Unldad, durante u1 

dltilio ano? ___________ _ 

-----------------_ .. -
-----~----- ------- - ._-------, . 
------------------ ----------

.. ----------------_. --_. ---------
" ----------_.---------- ----- --. - .,-. --.-~---- --.-

-------_._-----------_-.:.._----_._--_._-
31. SOG-:I~~:.'CI.\3: Qu6 augercnelas haec para eorrcglr laD de~lclcneb:J antp.riorah:nto, 

mcnelonodos, 0 eonocgulr 1a:J mcjoras ~ue ncecsltan? 

---- - --=-----------_._-
---.-----

• --------,------_.---
" , ------------------------------.--. --------

-------- - ------------
NOMBJB D.';L ';HC\h.3T ~RJ 

--------------------- ----- - -_. -----
FEC':A D:: ~ t:llClfZSi\: ' 

----------------------------- -------------.---


