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1. Intr oduction Abstract relevant function to be the

Cooperative aniza Cooperative aganizations involve more than simple competition on the mgssentlal StrUCtu_re of-e

. P | G h ket. Cooperatives as economiganizations can be community action instrucOnomy and societyper

t'P”S Involve more_ than ments and community involvement instruments in order to combine the émming as a development

Slmﬁ)(Iy competlng in the _non:fi_c,' social a(rj\d political issuedﬁnle e;im of tlhis plape_r is t? ahnalyzg etl:onolrrfactor in rural regions.

mar et'. Coopgrat!ves as elocpgrlactlisggy and propose a model of social evaluation of the agricultwal o, tpig study we shall

(t:)onomlc oganizations can ' L, focus on the agricultural
e community action Resume cooperatives as one of the

struments and communityLLes coopératives sont degjanisations qui nimpliquent pas simplement lgegion commitment -a

involvement instruments phénomenes de compétition de om@ En tant qu'ganisations é .

in order to combine the-e conomiques, les coopératives peuvene &es outils d'action des commugemS a_nd as e_CrC])nomI(; or

conomic. social and politi N2utés capables de combiner les aspects économiques,sociaux et polifg@yzations with a reie

] ' P Le but de cet dicle est d'analyser l'efficacité économique et deppser un Vant role in the market.
cal Issues. modele d'évaluation sociale des coopératives agricoles. The economic literature

In our opinion, the most has contributed to analyz

relevant contribution  of ing agriculture cooperatives and we underline the papers of

cooperatives is an internal and external relationships mo@ﬁaddad and Cook, (2004), Chloupkova et al. (2003) and
that is not based on shareholders' funds or production preg ihe Spanish cas1e, Julid aflbnso (1994), Baamonte, ’
erty rights.Their mechanisms of governance are structur QOOO), Julia and Mari (2002), Mozas (2002), Rodriguez
under a democratic participation of the members in the d&,q Mozas (2003), and Gomez, (2004). Furthermore, there
cision making process. _ is an important development of theoretical and empirical
Following Bellostas et al. (2002), cooperatives algsearch and experiences on social balance in socia-econo
“‘many-sided entities, with several remarkable eIement,§ry (Mangin, 2001, Spear). Specialhe CFCA(Con
that is: (a) an alternativeganization in which people unite taqaration Francaise de la Coopérafigmicole) from 1998
to mutually meet their economic, social and cultural neeqs,g geveloped the social balance for agricultural coopera
(b) a company as it competes in an economy sector; (Cag (Chomel and Couturie2002).
way of community participation further to commercial IS \yeg specially study a particular type of cooperatives: agri
sues; (d) a social network generator mechanism; (€) @ PeQjtyral cooperatives in the Spanish regional government of
ulation development instrument in féifent regions and aragon.According to Bellostas et al. (2002) and Corbera
sectors”. _ " . and Marcuello (2001), iAragon agricultural cooperatives
Thus, the International Cooperatif#iance summarizes 5re \wealth and employment generators being able to keep
the cooperative values as follows: mutual shelf-help, Sheﬁaditions and local culture, thus articulating at the same

responsibility democracyequality equity and solidaritn — ime 3 voluntary association characterized by solidarity and
the tradition of their founders, cooperative members belie¥eyemocratic membership control in the decision making
in the ethical values of honestggpenness, social responsi process.
bility and caring for others. The aim of this paper is to analyze the econonficiefi-

In Spal_n, the Spanlsh_Constl_tunArtlcle 129.2 declares: cy and propose a model of socidi@éncy of the agricul
“the public authorities will gectively promote the diérent 5| cooperativedhe relevance of this research can be un
types of firm participation and will fostethrough an ade  gerlined in three points. First, the territorial model of
quate legislation, the cooperativegyanizations”. Aragon is the contrast between the big service seetsed

We consider that the cooperative model plays at least twanita| (zaragoza) and a vast rural country with a notable p
roles: one, as an ganizational reference, and, two, as @ SQgsence of cooperatives. Second, we propose specific eco
cioeconomic actorin both roles, cooperative model has §gomic eficiency indicators and a theoretical proposal ef so
cial eficiency indicator And finally, it is worthy to note
that in the last decade cooperative movement in general and
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particularly cooperative movementAragon have experi cial contribution on rural development. Economiiicefn-
enced deep changes related to the agricultural sector cy indicators allow us to compare with other economic or
In order to achieve this objective a data set covering tganizations in the sector; howeyvrese indicators must go
period between 1996 and 2002 is employed. In a first steyith social eficiency indicatorsThus, a first question aris
we analyzed the meaning of socidi@éncy. Second, the es: what is social &€iency?
most important magnitudes of the agricultural sector are anAccording to Moneva et al. (2002), anyganization or
alyzed.Thirdly, we evaluate cooperative economic caentrinstitution is eficient in social terms, if it "builds up soeie
butions with eficiency and finally we proposed a model ofty”. Associating and creating social networks is a positive
evaluation of social &€tiency. and optimal value. Socialization and social integration are
The remainder of the paper is as follows. Section-2 dan essential condition. Sociafieifency in the cooperatives
scribes several concerns about evaluation of agricultuialshaped by their participation in society and inside them.
cooperatives. Section 3 focuses the discussion on the roléf@f cooperative dérs results to "others" and besides itself,
agricultural cooperatives in Spain. Section 4 evaluates ttheen we can speak of socidli@ency improvement. So we
economic dficiency of the agricultural cooperatives of themust show which are the issues and outputs of coopera
sample and proposes a set of specific ratios to measure theas. But also, we need to distinguish what kind of internal
performance. FinallySection 5 underlines a model of solife is developed by theriVe can not accept any output; the
cial efficiency evaluation of agricultural cooperatives.  validity of these results depends on their procedures and use
.. . of resourcesAny social institution opening communication
2. About efficiency of agricultural coope- ways improves societybeing it more dicient in social

rative terms. Communication ways must be symmetric and they

The multi-functional role of agriculture was also clearl)?"’“’e two levels: (a) related to the social context; (b) related
defined in theAgricultural Council's declaration in the con © the internal members of theganization. Control should
text of theAgenda 2000 discussions and made the follo?€ SPecial in the case of cooperatives which manage gov
ing statement: “it must be capable of maintaining the coufif"Ment subsidiesthis supervision has to control the in
tryside, conserving nature and making a key contribution {grnal mechanisms of taking decisions and the social pres
the vitality of rural life and must be able to respond to-cofgNC€ and power of cooperative. Furthermore, we have to
sumer concerns and demands regarding food quality drf?Sider indicators of transparency and plurality
safety environmental protection and the safeguarding ofi" this way the notion of social &tiency appears as a
animal welfare." reference to society and the benefits of tlyaoization/ce

That is, EU agricultural policy proposed an agriculturdlP€rative to its social context. But every epoch and time
model in which commercial and non commercial factor&reésses dirent elements, so we need to distinguish goals
are included: specific production systems and territorial of"d €nds of each ganization and the interests of society
cupation, both support social and cultural traditions that aOWever we are living in a society where asymmetries in
vance in the European integration project (Libro Blanco d&€as€, where social integration is more complex afiel dif
la Agricultura y Desarrollo Rural 2001, p. 291). cult. The oganization/cooperative will be more socially ef

In this sense, agricultural cooperatives are one of the J¢i€nt when it collaborates to solve these "gaps” in the so
tors that carry out the European agricultural polieyr cial systemWe will value their resources when we com
thermore, these cooperatives have to be economicéily ePare institutionswWhen we make this comparison , we
cient and could be relevant rural development agents-In &0Uld speak about expenses, costs and, espeadlly
dition the “white paper” of the Spanish government (200y70c€ss and participation. _
defines rural development basic principals that coepera ! NiS Open idea of cooperatives can be completed with the
tives could be assuming: participation, democratic decisiGRiectives that agricultural cooperatives have to assume ac
process, subsidiaritycommunity compromise, integratedc0rding to COR and COGECA1999):
development, innovation, continujtgtc. Furthermore, du &) Production: to povide consumers with seeuand sta-
lia and Mari (2002) proposed that agriculture cooperativB$ Supplies of healthyjuality food & non-food pducts
in Spain could contribute to rural development because: ﬁzd to develop its competitive position on the world market
they are stable ganizations in the local economy; 2) theyP@Sed on sustainableguiuction methods; ,
have developed new support functions and new sustainabf@) teritorial: to safeguad and enhance the coupside
production methods; 3) they are protagonist of agro-indu@Nd to povide envienmental sevices valued by the public
trial development and new local services; 4) finaie co &t large; to underpin the infrasicture, the economy and

operative sector could be an active actor in the definition BfIPloyment in a vast number of villagestighout the Eu
rural development policy ropean Union and to pwent depopulation and desiéica -

In consequence, activity evaluation of agricultural cooOn in moe remote and difficult @as; .
eratives needs first to establish economiiciehcy indica ~ ©) Social: to contribute toainforcing the economic and
tors similar to firms and second indicators to reflect the s8°¢ial cohesion betweenayips andegions - educing dis-
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Table 1. European Agricultural cooperatives1998-1999 global turnover per cooperative is 2.92. Howgewercan
Global N Membe GT/ membe T/ observe that memberships per cooperative are higher

TumoveME Coops  Mill coop coop membe than the mean (43.84). Furtherméwmagon shares with

Belgium 3 300 50 1000 166.67 60,00000 mternal_ regions multiple characterls_tlcs:_ low ratios of

Dennark 11.65 18 952 647.2 528889 122,33.2 population per kilometre, low population villages and old

Enland 361 367%0 111180 ?471-43% 1212%25 gg?gigg population.The total population iragon is 1,217,514

raace , , . . , H . B

Gamany 3808 4221 2057 907 70054 1204555 !nhabltants, with 47,700 km2, 25.5 p_eople per squared k

Greece 01 6330 738 002 11659 14905 ilometre and 16% of Fhe population is over 6_5 ye'E\Inz_a _

Irland 11.3 122 185 9262 151639 61,08108 total number of agricultural cooperatives in Spain in

Italy 16.96 648 8% 261 13845 1888641 90071 js 3,926 andragon represents a rough 5%. Global

Nehelands 22.74 115 256 197.74 2,226.09 88,82813 . . 0

Portugal 0.87 1,072 588 0.81 54851 1,479.5¢ Turnqver is 12,013 m||||0r_1 euros and 4.9 % Cprrespond to

Spain 12 3926 977 306 24885 1228250 Aragon.Total memberships are 977,9R6agon being

Sweden 10 53 300 188.68 5,660.38 33,33333 5§ 404

UnitedKingdan ~ 12.38 565 241 21.90 427.00 51,36930 . . , ,

U 206.00 26976 84952 7.67 31492 2436552 According to Confederacion de Cooperati¥agarias

in Spain, the presence of cooperatives per productive sec
tor indicates at least that agricultural cooperatives fepre
sent 30% of the sector and in the case of wine, olive oil 70%

3. Agricultural cooperatives in Spain and in tobacco 100%.

According to COR COGECAIn 1998/1999the agricid 4. Economic eficiency of agricultural co-
tural cooperatives represent in the European Union about operatives
30,000 cooperative enterprises, almost 9 million members, . _
over 600,000 employees, about 210 billion EURO turnover Firm performance evaluation has been one of the most re
over 50% of agricultural inputs supply and over 60% of tHgrrent research topics among theeory of the Firm
collection, processing and marketing of agricultural prod nus, during the last decades empirical as well as theoreti
ucts. cal contributions have developed a valuable set of tools and

In Table 1 and Figure 1 it can be observed that Frandadicators in order to measure and test managers' perform
Germany and the Netherlands represent the highest val8€§e- , _ _
of global turnover 64, 38.28 and 22.74, respectivedpain _ Using this framework provided by tfideory of the Firm
has a medium value around 12 million eurdbe total literature, the aim of this section is to apply several classic
number of cooperatives is 26,976 and |t@lyeece, Ger efficiency indexes and othe_r ones more recently d_eveloped,
many and Spain have the highest numie486, 6,330, such as EXX to the economic be'haV|our’of the agricultural
4,221 and 3,926, respectivelJhe number of membershipsCooperatives in the Spanish regiorAchgon. Furthermore,
is about 9 millions and Germanffrance and Spain cen Once the' most (elevant resgl'gs are obt_alned,_a ratio decom
Netherlands and Sweden have the highest values of gloBagratives will be modelled and tested.
turnover by co-operative and the number of members byn order to pursue this aim, an unbalanced panel data set
cooperative. Finallyfocusing on the relationship betweerf0vering the 1996-2002 period has been employed.-Infor
global turnover per member of cooperative, Denmark, tfation contained in this data set has been carefully gath
Netherlands and Ireland have the best ratio: 122,373.¢%ed from the SABI data base and the number of yearly ob
88,828.13 and 61,081.08, respectively servations varies betwgen 4_1'anq 104. S_ABI data base pro

In this context, Spain presents an important number of\ddes general economic activity information related to co _
gricultural cooperatives and memberships but with low vapPeratives (sales, capital, assets, expenses, taxes, etc) with
ue of membership per cooperative (248.8':F‘_ | Memh 100,000 inkah ifanis
and the lowest values of global turnover p o> - “*MRer 7 =
cooperative and per membership.

Table 2 reports the main data of agricultu
al cooperatives per region in Spain. Our
tudy focuses on the Spanish region
Aragon.This region has similar values to th
medium cooperatives, the global turnow
per cooperative is 261.37, the ratio of glob
turnover by member is1]155.94 and the

Source: COPA, GOCEGA, 1998- 1999, http://www.cogecabe/
parities between the richer and peorregions of the EU.

! http://www.cogeca.be/en/cogeca_objectifs.asp
2 See for example Hay and Morris (1991), Markides (1995)
Hitt et al. (1997), Qian (2002).
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Table 2. Agri cultur al Cooperatives* in Spain: number, global turn over
and membeships, 2001

Turmove

REGION Numbe % Mil I. € % Membe %
ANDALUCIA 786 20 2,625 21.85 240,80 24.61
ARAGON 202 5 589 4.90 52,797 5.40
ASTURIAS 85 2 469 3.90 14,730 1.51
BALEARES 46 1 58 0.49 5,732 0.59
CANARIAS 46 1 123 1.02 11,99 1.22
CANTABRIA 26 1 58 0.48 7,745 0.79
CASTILLA-LA MANCHA 449 11 980 8.16 126,480 12.93
CASTILLA-LEON 350 9 1,262 10.51 70,520 7.21
CATALURA 430 11 1,287 10.71 53,908 5.51
C.ALENCIANA 561 14 1,360 11.32 220,810 22.60
EXTREMADURA 298 8 548 4.56 49,215 5.03
GALICIA 198 5 1,148 9.56 48,408 4.95
LARIOJA 45 1 135 1.12 7,250 0.74
MADRID 36 1 82 0.68 8,745 0.89
MURCIA 98 2 547 4.55 23,175 2.37
NAVARRA 191 5 544 4.53 23,816 2.44
PAISVASCO 79 2 198 1.65 12,015 1.23
TOTAL 3,926 100 12,013 100.00 977,916 100.00

*T his tabe includesSAT andcoop eratives.Source: Libro Blancode la Agriculturay el
Desarrdlo Rural, Sparish Ministy of Agriculture(2002).

Table 2. (continued)

Membe membée GT/ Gr/

REGION 10.0Mpd coop membe coopME)
ANDALUCIA 32.71 306.15 10,90886 3.34
ARAGON 43.84 261.37 11,1559 2.92
ASTURIAS 13.86 173.29 31,83978 5.52
BALEARES 6.81 124.61 10,11863 1.26
CANARIAS 7.04 259.35 10,31014 2.67
CANTABRIA 14.47 297.88 7,488.70 2.23
CASTILLA-LA MANCHA 71.85 281.71 7,747.65 2.18
CASTILLA-LEON 28.71 201.49 17,89563 3.61
CATALUNA 8.50 125.37 23,87401 2.99
C.ALENCIANA 53.04 393.60 6,159.14 2.42
EXTREMADURA 46.49 165.15 11,13482 1.84
GALICIA 17.96 244.48 23,71509 5.80
LARIOA 26.20 161.11 18,62069 3.00
MADRID 161 242.92 9,376.79 2.28
MURCIA 19.35 236.48 23,60302 5.58
NAVARRA 42.85 124.69 22,84179 2.85
PAISVASCO 5.77 152.09 16,47940 251
TOTAL 23.94 249.09 12,28429 3.06

NOPLBT= Net operating revenues - Operat
ing expenses

NOPLAT = Net operating revenue - Operat
ing expenses Taxation = NOPLBT Taxation

NP = NOPLAT - Financial income (loss) -
Extraordinary income (loss)

EVA = NOPLAT - Weighted cost of capi
tal*Assets

FP= BN/Capital

EP = NOPLBT/Assets
NOPLBT/Sales*Sales/Assets

M = NOPLBT/Sales

R = Sales/Assets

Table 3 shows the median valtiésr the ef
ficiency measures calculated as well as other
income statement variables of interest (total
sales and indebtment).

Efficiency results obtained from the agricul
tural cooperatives of the Spanish region of
Aragon show near to zero economic profitabil
ity figures. Also and according to the results,

EVA behaviour is a more conservativdi@éncy measure
than other classic measures such as net profit (Figure 2).
Net profit is moderately overestimated compared t&.EV

As shown inTable 3 and Figure 2, the time trend of the
results yields an &€iency decrease among the agricultural
cooperatives of the Spanish regiomrAcdgon. Behind this
negative diciency evolution in the agricultural coopera
tives of the Spanish region Afagon may be the Common
Agricultural Policy (CAP) grants from the European Union
(seeTable 4).

According to this hypothesis, the agricultural coopera
tives of the sample could be dependent on the European
funds to continue their economic activitpecreasing CAP
grants in future periods might cause the exit of |egserit
cooperatives due to scale or to managerial rea3besor
mer may imply the loss of the social and unifying functions
previously identified in this kind of non-profit ganiza

tions.This problem will be especially severe in agriculture-
a low detail level. Particularly neither the value of the calependent small towns and communities.
operative return nor the agricultural grants from the Euro To conclude this section, a set of indexes specifically tai

pean Union are available.
The eficiency measures employed in this analysis ar

Figure 2. EVA vs. Net Profit (median values).

Net Operative Profit/Losg\fter Taxes (NOPLA), Net
Profit (NP), EconomicValue Added (EVA), Financial
Profitability (FP) and Economic Profitability (EP), distin
guishing in the last one between igiar(M) and the sales
to assets ratio (R). Measures definitions are as follows:

tedian [ Buros)

® Proponents of EVA, most notably Stewart Stern & Company, are careful to
adjust the balance sheet before arriving at an estimate of the value of the fir
m's assets in place (Bacidore et al., 1997). In this paper it has been calculated
the weighted cost of capital valuating the capital at the legal interest rate. On
the other hand non-interest-bearing current liabilities have been netted
against current assets to better represent the permanent capital structure of
the cooperative.

*Median values eliminate the negative effects of extreme values in the distribu
tion.

® It is not a surprising result for the agricultural sector.
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Table 3. Economic ficiency of the agricultura | cooperativesin Aragon.

assets).

Finally, in (2) the number of members has

1996 1997 1998 1999 ; Lo A
Variable Obs. Median Obs. Median Obs. Median Obs. Median bee.n included m.UItIpIy.mg and dIVIdmg by the
capital productivity ratioThe new numerator
NOPLAT 53 8303 59 13,661 64 4869 60 7,834 ; ' ;
Net profi 54 3303 60 5733 64 1030 60 3216 can be interpreted as the members prod_uctlv
EVA 50 -428.29 57  4,441.00 63 266.55 50 755.09 |ty (over Sales) whereas the new denominator
AammuledEVA 50 210002 57 216287 63 22228 50 1,676,770 can be interpreted as the capital spread among
Finandal profit. 53 =~ 4.05% 59 526% 64  229% 60  602%  mempersThe latter index has a special analy
Econonicprofit. 53 3.88% 59 10.91% 64 2.31% 60 5.19% .. .
Margin 51 175% 58  603% 63 117% 60 097% SIS interest because, fpllowm_g th_e above s
Saksto &sts 51 1.78 58  1.95 63 177 60 1.60 tatements, the economic profitability of agri
TotalSakes 51 46,124280 58 64,837164 63 79,490712 60 73,232720 Cultural Cooperanves may |mpr0ve to _de
Deliness 41  63.17% 49 61.57% 49 64.11% 51  66.69%

Table 3. Economic &ficiency of the agricultura | cooperatives

in Aragén (cont.).

2000 2001 2002
Variable Obs. Median Obs. Median Obs. Median
NOPLAT 56 1,758 104 4,488 101 2,289
Ne profit 56 -1,127 102 408 99 699
EVA 55 -1,450.81 99 33.30 94  -1,398.70
AcummuledEVA 55 970,272 99 1,538,m2 94 1,241,%3
Finandal profit. 56 3.47% 102 3.25% 99 2.11%
Econorcprofit. 56 1.43% 102 5.14% 98 1.86%
Mamgin 56 0.73% 99 2.36% 94 1.42%
Saksto asés 56 1.40 99 1.24 93 1.31
Total Saks 56 58,785456 99 75,076736 94 67,846152
Deliness 50 67.71% 82 63.52% 79 65.91%

Table 4. Macroecononi c measures of the agricu tural sector in Aragén.

(Current Million Euros)

crease the capital concentration among mem
bers According to the current Spanish Law of Cooperatives
(Law 27/1999), agricultural cooperatives shares must be e
gual among members apart from voluntary donatibimss,
in this case the Law encourages economiiciefcy. A
great capital concentration rate per one or a few members
has a harmful &ct on the dfciency measured by the eco
nomic profitability

Unfortunately the number of members for the agricultur
al cooperatives of the sample is not available. Howdver
data base obtained from SABI has been checked along with
the 2002 voluntary register of members provided by the
Federation oAgricultural Cooperatives of the Spanish re
gion ofAragon (FederacioAragonesa de Go
operativasAgricolas, ACA). This data al
lows identifying the number of members in

1996 1997
A.-AGRARIAN OUTPUT 2,400.0 2,633.6
B.- INTERMEDIATE CONSUMPTION 1,065.8 1,185.06
C=(A-B) GROSS VALUE ADDED 1,334.66 1,448.8
D.- DEPRECIATION 207.59 177.40
E-GRANTS 67.94 56.70
F-OTHER TAXES 8.32 2.50

G = (GD+E-F) AGRICULTURE INCOME 1,186.0 1,325.4}

1998

182.78
60.28
6.08

1,310.2 1,140.3 1,093.B

1909 2000 Only 17 cooperatives. Of course this low rum
2,533.2 2,436.0 2,735.3 ber of cooperatives makes it nearly impossible

1,094.680 1,175.8 1,405.5 ; :
1435 12606 1330 to perform a generalized analysis of the sector

17819 30528 but a few examples can be pointed out.

63.46  76.81 Therefore, two examples of the ratio deeom
563 780  position proposed in (2) are explained using

the results of 4 cooperatives. Results are de

Source: Macoeconomicmeasuesevolutionin theagraranregions.

(Evoludén de lasMacromagiitudes AgrariasRegionales),Sparish Ministry of Agriculture (1990-2000).

picted inTable 5.
Cooperatives labelled as 58 and 18 represent

lored to the agricultural cooperatives analysis is proposed. the first example of capital dispersion nega
Beginning with a classic measure ofigéncy (economic tive efect. Particularly cooperative number 58 shows a
profitability) the decomposition of several unique individlower economic profitability compared to cooperative Aum
ual mean ratios has been developEhis set of indexes ber 18 in spite of having a higher mr, capital intensity
would be a useful tool for agricultural cooperatives' mar@nd members’ productivit€apital dispersion among mem

agers in order to improve their economifiaéncy. Ana

Iytically, this set of indicators is as follows:

_ NOFLBT _ MOFLET SALES _ NCPLBT SALES

CAPITAL

@)

T ASSETS

SATES

NOPLET _ SAIES CAPITAL  NOPLET IMEMBERS . CAPITAL

SALES  ASSETS | SALES  CAPITAL | ASSETS

® ® = ® ®
SALES  CAPITAL  ASSETS SALES CAPITAL  ASSETS

MEMBERS

Firstly, set (1) shows the classic economic profitability re

@

bers plays a critical role in this example. In fact, we can ob
serve a 48:1 ratio between the capital dispersion of these t
wo cooperativeslhis is a very first evidence of this ratie u
tility .

The second example is similar to the previous one. Coop
erative labelled with numbef4 shows higher mgn and
members' productivityin this case, the economidieien-

Table 5. Decomposition ratios examples (year 2002).

tio decomposition between ngan (operating profit/loss

before taxes divided by sales) and asset rotation (sales

NOPLBT/ CAPITAL/  SALES/ CAPITAL/
Id EP SALES ASSETS MEMBERS MEMBERS

vided by assetspAfterwards it includes the capital multi
plying and dividing, generating two new ratios: capitalprc 43 9.98% 2.37%  0.3608  1,752.97  150.25
ductivity (sales per assets) and capital intensity (capital 114 7.65% 2.94%  0.0187 5832200  420.60

58 1.96% 1.35% 0.2813 44,578.80 8,654.60
18 2.20% 1.14% 0.1030 3,377.17 180.28
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Table 6. Indicators of cooperative’s social efficiency.

I. Resources

Il. Results

Econoncind cators
Ill. Process

V. Clients/Beneficiaries

V.M embersivorkers

VI. Socal networks

VII. Stak eholders

VIII. Internal
participation

Sogal indcators

IX. Scope

X. Communication

XI. Plurality

XIl. Permeability

Lis pe ategoy resares human resurces
technlog cal, mateial, finandal statemen

Products, programs and adtiviti esdevéoped
Productivity indicators stardads and coopeative:
rdationshp beweenresaireesard results (oropose in
prevaussetion)

Production process envronmertal impact, quality,
quantity, and resarcesused

The copeative has differert types of dierns and
benetiariesoftheadivities

They have disinguish beween typesof diens and
typesofbenetiariesard rdatedto resilts

They hve distinguishbeweernypesof membis ard
typesofwakers and rdatedto resilts

In this casetheyhaveto egddi shthetypeof extenal
relationshpsthat coopmtivepromaes fedeatio,
platforms newarks.

List and desibethe sakehdders aound cogpeativein
awidesense

Theyknowwhois impliedin thecoopgtive Nowwe
havetodesabethededsionmaking model in the
organi zation endthepartid pat on sysemof
stakehddes.

Main oljed ves otmpeativeandresilts. Thequesion
is if theettiviti esaffet “othes’ o if theyale only led
“i nto” arganizatian

Comnunicaton pracessintemal and examal.

To spety thetreatmert thatocairto theinternal
dissen®narnd themeclan smsof tolerance

This indicator destbesthe degeee of gpering to the
sodal demards of theorganization in gudy. Oneisto
descbehow, how nuch

and when they become eto oft he neessies
defden@sproposak anda he initiatives

cy difference is more pronounced than before, which-is at ] i - i

tributable to the better figures in intensity of capital for cdProcess. Figures are a necessity of managers or financial in

operative number 42gain, this example constitutes an evStitutions and also of mass medldey prefer to simplify

idence of the relevance of capital dispersion among-mefhe reality with a number rather than to understand the

bers when the justification of the agricultural cooperative§ross descriptions” about a complex world like this.

A cooperative will present a good score of socidil ef
Results obtained in this section points out a higher nec&tency if this cooperative answer idimhative to the pre

sity of the public sector grants. In this sense, in previolf{ous elements. So the socidfi@ency of a cooperative is

years European funds from the CAwogram have sus directly proportional to its capacity to build up a better so

economic dfciency comes into play

tained several economic iffiefencies Agricultural cooper

er” indicators that examine social
efficiency of cooperatives. In this
Section, we propose a group of indi
cators to measure socialfiefency
in these ayanizations.

According to social diciency
definition of section two, we pro
posed operative approaches to elab
orate a list of indicators of social-ef
ficiency (Table 6).

Furthermore, we have to consider
the public activities and actions of
each cooperative, its typologyts
periodicity and its willingnessThe
members of a cooperative have to
answer these questionalso it is
very interesting to obtain the opin
ion about the others in the same-sec
tor of cooperatives. In this way it
can be first obtained a self-image
and second, an interpretation of the
related peopleThis is a picture and
measure of their social fefiency.
Obviously every measurement is a
relative relation with a pattern of
reference that can be taken as a uni
ty. If this approach is considered as
a notion of social étiency, then a
numerical value is not neededke
propose the previous indicators as a
self-valuation where the most im
portant issue is to start a reflection

ciety starting from parity with communication channels,

atives' managers can avail of a wide range of decompogpcial plurality and social integration.

tion ratios to evaluate their economic behavi®articular

ly, managers should focus theifigEncy analysis on capi

tal dispersion among members.

5. Social eficiency evaluation of agricultu

ral cooperatives

In this paper we try to evaluate the role of agricultural ¢
operatives in a European contekiie economic evaluation
shows that global results are decreasing. Nevertheless
European policy documents, cooperative associations
COGECA proposed that agricultural cooperatives have
main role in rural development and in the European intg
gration processTherefore, it is necessary to introduce “oth

6. Conclusions

It seems that there is a certain consensus about ceopera
tives as economic ganizations that move towards a way of

management and try to be socially desirable. In the case of

agricultures cooperative, tBfent European institutions
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confer to these ganizations a relevant social, economic,

@nd environmental rol&s COGECAproposed, agricultur

al cooperatives have an important work to do: sustainable

pl‘Bduction methods that secure stable supplies of healthy

lity food and non-food products in a competitive way;

vironmental responsibilities, strengthening economic ar

as and preventing depopulation; finalhey are an instru

ment to promote social cohesion.
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However social eficiency is a complex and relative con Denmark and PolandAgriculture and Humakalues,Vol. 20, n° 3, pp. 241-52.
cept. How to validate that anganization is social 8 CHOMEL, Ch. and COUTURIER, J. (2002): “La démarche de bilan sociétal
cient? In this paper we proposed a model in which that aigveloppée par les coopératives agricoles frangaises”, CFCA, Confédération
operative is more socially fefient when it collaborates to Francaise de la Coopératigricole.
solve the social problems in its social context. More- COGHOMEL, Ch. and COUTURIER, J. (2001): “El balance social cooperativo de
cretely, we should speak about expenses, costs, and egpeollado por las cooperativas agricolas francesas”, CIRIEC - Espafia. Revista de
cially, of process and participation that occur into the oeconomia piblica, social y cooperatival. 39, pp. 169-188.
ganization. In the case of agriculture cooperatives, thepGECA, (2000)Agricultural Co-Operation in the European Union Issues and
need economic &€iency indicators to evaluate their mar Trends, COGECA.
ket activities and indicators that reflect the social contrib@OMITE des ORGANISAIONS PROFESSIONNELLEBGRICOLES de I'UE
tion to rural development. (1999):The European Model ORgriculture the way ahead, CBPCOGECA.

In this paper we analyzed the economic results of agiorBERA, E. and C. MARCUELLO (2001): “Los nuevos retos del cospera
cultural cooperatives in Spain through traditional economiigismo agrario”, Surcosyol. 72, pp.1-15.

efficiency indicators in firms: Net Operative Profit/ldss  gomEez, J. b. (2004): “La reforma de 14@ y la importancia de las cooperati

ter Taxes (NOPLA), and Economid/aluedAdded (EVA).  vas agrarias en la vertebracion socioecondmica y territorial del medio rural”, Eria,

The results obtained show that the time trend (1996-2008) 63, pp. 72-90.

of the results yields andfefiency decreases among the ayay p A and MORRIS D.J. (1991); Industrial economics amhoizationThe

gricultural cooperatives in a sample in Spain. Howewer ory and evidence, Nework: Oxford University Press.

propqsed that tradltlonal_ firm fegiency Indl_cators are not yry M.A., HosKisson R.E. and KIM H. (1997): “International diversification:

sufficient to ana_lyze agrl_cult_ure cooperatives and We Prefects on innovation and firm performance in product-diversified firhs&de

posed and applied four indicators taking into account My of Management Journalpl. 2, pp. 91-14.

POLBT, Sales.' capital, member_s and asse_ts of COOperat'\\lﬁUA, J. F, and SERER, R. J. (2003): “Social Economy Companies in the S

One of them is focused on capital dispersion among-memnistgricultural Sector: Delimitation and Situation in the Context of the Euro

bers and_we found ev_ldence of the rel_evance of this ratjgan Union”Annals of Public and Cooperative Economics, 74(3) pp. 465-88.

We consider that agriculture cooperative managers Coy|f|a . F and MARI, S. (2002): “Agricultura y desarrollo rural: contribuciones

use these ratios to evaluate their economic behaviour e las cooperativas agrarias’, CIRIEC - Espafia. Revista de economia publica, so
Finally, we described theoretically two groups of indicacial y cooperativayol. 41, pp. 25-52.

tors to measure socialfiefency in agriculture coopera jyiiA, J. F andALONSO, M. (1994): “Social Economy Enterprises in the S

tives. We proposed two main groups: one where economignistagriculture: The Spanistigricultural Cooperative MovementAnnals of
indicators are related to resources, results, procesglic and Cooperative Economit&). 65, n° 3, pp. 489-506.

clients/beneficiaries and member/workers of cooperatiVRanGIN p. (2001): “Le bilan sociétal, un outil novateur d'évaluation de limpact

and, the second with social indicators taking into accountgkbal des coopératives agricoles*, Revue des Etudes Coopératives, Mutualistes

takeholders, social networks generated by cooperative, #ssociatives, n° 281, pp. 101-107.

ternal participation, scope of activities, pluralifyerme —\arCUELLO, Ch. (1999)The Increase of Societal Complexityon-Profit En

ability an community programghis is a possible theoreti tities and Social Ekiency A SociocyberneticApproach to a Social Eéiency

cal approach, but we consider that socifitieincy and e  Concept and its Measurement. In "Sociocybernetic Bridges between the-Past, P

conomic eficiency evaluation of agriculture cooperativaesent and Future: Problems of Egerce and Complexity in Sustainable-Sys

need to be discussed in the wide sense. European agritauls', Crete (Greece), July

ture cooperative managers could use this idea for seH-ewaARKIDES C.C. (1995): “Diversification, restructuring and economic perform

uation and politicians could require specific mechanisms #ace”, Strategic Management Jourival,. 16, pp. 101-18.

analyze this sector that presents special characteristics. MONEVA, J.M., MARCUELLO, Ch. MARCUELLO, C. and BELLOSS, A.
(2002): LaAuditoria social en las @anizacionesAnnales,\ol. XV, pp. 175-
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