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SPECIAL CROPS COOPERATIVES

Special crops cooperatives handle significant shares in the market-
ings of sugar and other sweeteners; tobacco;, dry beans, peas, and lentils
(pulses); seed; forest products; and hay. These cooperatives provide pro-
ducers a wide range of marketing services.

Also, one or more cooperatives market such crops as flowers and
bulbs, hops, nursery stock, wild rice, turpentine, and coffee.

In 1979, some 249 cooperatives handled these special crops valued
at about $1.9 billion. A few other cooperatives whose main business is
marketing major crops also market one or more of these special crops.

SUGAR AND SWEETENERS

Cooperatives are involved in processing and marketing of sugar and
sweetener products, including cane sugar, beet sugar, honey, maple pro-
ducts, and sorghum syrup. The estimated farm value of crops used to
produce these sweetener products in 1979 was $1.6 billion, up from $1.3
billion in 1978.

Services Performed

Cooperatives provide milling, refining, and marketing services to
sugarcane growers, with milling and refining functions usually performed
by separate organizations. Many sugarbeet growers are members of
cooperative bargaining associations that negotiate for price and other
contract terms. Other cooperatives provide sugarbeet growers processing
and marketing services.

Honey cooperatives provide beekeepers processing and marketing
services. Cooperative supply, procurement, and marketing services are
available to maple product producers, and at least one cooperative
processes sorghum syrup for its members.



No cooperatives process corn sweeteners. Processing corn into
sweetener products, and particularly the relatively new high fructose
corn syrup (HFCS), now much in demand, requires sophisticated tech-
nology and a large capital investment. Although producers have shown
interest in organizing cooperatives to process corn sweeteners, invest-
ment requirements and alternative uses for their corn have so far
discouraged such ventures.

Some 61 to 68 sugar and sweetener cooperatives have operated since
1951-52, when data for these cooperatives were first shown separately
(table 1). In 1979, the number of cooperatives reported dropped to 47,
reflecting mostly discontinuances among sugarbeet associations.
Membership declined almost steadily from 1951-52to 12,000 in 1978, or
about a third of earlier levels. In 1979, membership increased to about
14,000. Value of sales for all sweetener cooperatives increased over the
same period from $147 million in 1951-52, to $1.2 billion in 1979. Year-
to-year variations in dollar sales were mostly upward, reflecting normal
business trends except in unusual marketing seasons, such as 1974-75,
when sugar prices more than doubled and 1976-77, when prices fell to
new lows.

Sugar accounts for more than half of U.S. sweetener production.
About half of the total sugar supply is imported as raw cane sugar. The
other half is domestically produced and is now about half beet and half
cane. Operating cooperatives, including sugarcane mills, cane sugar
refineries, and sugarbeet factories, processed about 43 percent of the
1978 domestically produced crop.

The estimated 1979 farm value of domestically produced sugarcane
was $661 million, and of sugarbeets, $745 million, for a cane-beet total of
$1.4 billion.

The domestic sugar industry has been in a cost-price squeeze in
most years since the demise of the Sugar Act in 1974. Domestic raw
sugar prices, after peaking at 29.5 cents a pound in 1974, fell to a low of
11 cents a pound in 1977 but were back to 15.6 cents in 1979 and 30.1
cents in 1980. Because the United States relies on the world sugar market
for about one-half of its sugar supplies, domestic prices are tied directly
to world prices, which move cyclically. Grower-processor contracts are of
a participating nature, and low prices mean losses for both parties, which
ultimately lead to reduced acreage and plant closures.

Between 1975 and the end of 1980, 13 sugarbeet processing plants
and 21 raw sugarcane mills, including 4 in Puerto Rico, ceased operation.
One company closed 4 beet processing facilities following the 1978/79
season and no longer produces sugar. In late 1980, 52 raw mills and 44
sugarbeet factories operated. The industry no longer has the capacity to
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Table 1 —Sugar and sweetener cooperatives by number, memberships, and
value of sales, specified years, 1951-52 to 1979

Cooperatives Value of
Fiscal year! handling Memberships? sales?
Number Thousands Million dollars

1951-524 65 34 147
1955-56 65 37 125
1960-61 68 30 371
1965-66 67 26 509
1970-71 64 22 656
1975-76 61 15 1,337
1976-77 62 16 1,161
1978 54 12 1,387
1979 47 14 1,209

lEnding between July 1 and June 30 for all years except 1978 and 1979 which ended Dec 31.
2Memberships for cooperatives specializing in sugar and sweetener products only.

3Net value of sales excludes intercooperative business.

4Sugar and sweetener cooperative data were available separately for the first time in 1951-52.

process the volume of sugar produced in 1975.

Cooperatives have shared in these difficult times. Cooperative facili-
ties have been among those that closed, and bargaining associations have
been directly affected.

Sugarcane Cooperatives

Sugarcane is produced in Florida, Hawaii, Louisiana, and Texas. In
1979, estimated production for both Florida and Hawaii exceeded 9 mil-
lion tons. Production in Louisiana was estimated at more than 5 million
tons, and production in Texas reached nearly a million tons. Coopera-
tives service cane growers in all four States.

All sugarcane is processed into raw sugar in mills generally located in
or near production areas. Raw sugar moves to refineries to be processed
into refined sugar of various types. Refineries are often located hundreds
of miles from mills.

First Cooperative Mill

The first U.S. cooperative sugar mill was organized in 1932, at
Napoleonville, Assumption Parish, La. Nineteen growers formed the
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Sugar is being packed in 10-pound bags at this plant of American Crystal
Sugar, Moorhead, Minn.

Cut sugarcane is being loaded from tractor wagons to trucks on its way to the
mill of Sugar Cane Growers Cooperative of Florida, Belle Glade, where is will
be processed into raw sugar.




Glenwood Cooperative, Inc., and leased an idle mill in Assumption Par-
ish with an option to purchase. Operations the first year were successful
under the lease arrangement. Before beginning operations the second
year, the cooperative exercised its option to purchase the mill. Glenwood
continues 1o operate.

Role of Cooperative Milis

In 1979, 14 cooperative sugar mills operated in 3 States. Texas had 1
mill; Florida, 2; and Louisiana, 11. These 14 mills served an estimated
900 growers and had $166 million in product sales. They represented 42
percent of all mainland cane mills and 37 percent of the mainland raw
cane sugar production. This contrasts with 1960, when 13 percent of all
mills were cooperatives, accounting for only 8 percent of all raw sugar
production.

Cooperative mills in Florida and Texas are larger than those in
Louisiana. The largest is Sugar Cane Growers Cooperative of
Florida (SCGCF), Belle Glade, Fla. SCGCF has improved returns to
about 50 grower-members through further cooperative activity with oth-
er grower-owned mills and innovative marketing of byproducts. It is a
member of the Florida Sugar Marketing and Terminal Association, Inc.,
Riviera Beach, Fla., a cooperative providing marketing, warehousing,
transportation, and terminal services. SCGCF markets its byproduct,
molasses, through the Florida Molasses Exchange, Inc., a cooperative in
Belle Glade, Fla.

SCGCF also supplies bagasse, the fibrous residue from the milling
process, to a nearby plant where it is used in the production of furfural.
Furfural is a chemical product used in the foundry, petroleum refining,
and plastic and rubber industries.

Through its affiliations and attention to efficient operations, SCGCF
has helped growers continue in sugar production, even in the face of ris-
ing costs and price uncertainties.

Among smaller cooperative mills, principally those in Louisiana,
need for efficient operations and effective marketing remains a major
concern. Generally, small mills have been less efficient and are likely
to cease operations in times of economic stress. Of the 33 Louisiana mills
operating in 1977, only 24 remained in business in 1980. Ali nine dro-
pouts were considered small and less efficient, including one coopera-
tive.

In addition to cost and price fluctuations, markets have often been
uncertain or unavailable to mills. Refiners have been accused of buying
raw sugar only when they had orders for refined product, possibly as a
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means of seeking protection against sudden price declines.

Louisiana cooperative mills were faced with further complications
when they learned of the proposed closing of the Georgia Sugar Refinery
at Mathews, La. Many cooperative mills had marketed raw sugar to the
Georgia Sugar Refinery. It became apparent that the refinery could be
purchased and transfer of ownership could be accomplished with little
effect on the refinery’s marketing operations. Acquisition of the plant
would preserve an existing market and provide opportunities for market
expansion.

Seven mills were able to put together the cooperative organization
and work out the financing necessary to acquire the Georgia Sugar
Refinery and rights to its brand names and logos. Operations were turned
over to the new cooperative owners in May 1980.

The Georgia operation produces a full line of packaged refined
sugars. Its products move into a 17-State market area. Members are con-
fident this integrated operation will provide new production and market-
ing opportunities.

California and Hawaiian Sugar Company (C and H), San Francisco,
markets all the sugar and molasses produced by Hawaiian mills. C and H
is one of the 50 largest U.S. cooperatives and the second largest U.S.
refined sugar marketing organization. It operates one of only two cane
sugar refineries in the Western United States.

C and H has 14 member sugar mills. It was first organized in 1906 as
a conventional corporation but was reorganized in 1921 as a cooperative.
It operates two refineries, a small one in Aiea, Oahu, Hawaii, and one
credited with being the world’s largest in Crockett, Calif. Together, these
two operations refine about 1 million tons of raw sugar annually.

Refined sugars are marketed under the C and H label in a wide
variety of packages. Sugar is also available for industrial use in bulk quan-
tities, either granulated or as liquid sugar.

C and H markets its sugar in States west of the Mississippi River,
including Hawaii and Alaska. Much of its sugar is sold directly to food
firms and industrial users, but some use is made of brokers. C and H
maintains inventories in a network of warehouses throughout its market-
ing territory.

Sugarbeet Cooperatives

Growers in 16 States produced 22 million short tons of sugarbeets in
1979. Six of these States, California, Colorado, Idaho, Michigan, Min-
nesota, and North Dakota, accounted for 80 percent of the crop.



In 1979, no beets were produced in Washington, and volume
dropped in other States following the closing of processing plants. Eight
plants were closed in California, Colorado, Idaho, Ohio, Utah, and
Washington during the 2-year period.

Bargaining Associations

Growers are served by bargaining associations in nearly all areas pro-
ducing sugarbeets. Exceptions include areas where growers are members
of processing cooperatives.

The earlier sugarbeet bargaining associations were formed in the
Western States in the early 1920’s. The Mountain States Beet Growers
Marketing Association, Greeley, Colo., was organized in 1923, and
Mountain States Beet Growers Marketing Association of Montana, Bil-
lings, Mont., was organized in 1924. Both organizations continued to
operate in 1980.

The primary service provided by these bargaining associations is to
negotiate with processors for price and other contract terms for sugar-
beets. They have no responsibility for assembling or processing, nor do
they take title to beets.

Negotiations result in participation contracts that stipulate growers
be paid for their crops on the basis of sugar content and tonnage of beets
delivered. Also, the price growers receive will be determined by the net
price of sugar sold by the processor during a 12-month sales period. In
this manner, growers share in the proceeds of the marketing operation.

Associations negotiate to obtain contracts grower-members will
accept. When negotiations are completed, processors present these
approved contracts to growers who individually sign them.

Other functions of these associations usually involve most of the fol-
lowing: providing field staffs, inspecting processors’ laboratory and
receiving station procedures, monitoring growers’ cultural practices, pro-
viding legislative liaison, and publishing newsietters.

Bargaining associations are usually organized around a sugarbeet
factory. Some are independent local cooperatives. Others are member
locals of large federated associations or divisions of large centralized
associations organized on a State or regional basis. These State or region-
al associations may serve growers delivering beets to several different
plants, and in some cases to different companies.

Local associations or units depend on federated or centralized asso-
ciations for information and guidance necessary for the bargaining pro-
cess. Most regionals help locals with negotiating sessions, and some take



full responsibility for the process.
About 17 local bargaining associations were active in 1980. State and
regional associations, both federated and centralized, number 16.

Trade Association

Twelve of these 16 associations are members of the American
Sugarbeet Growers Association (ASGA), Washington, D.C., a trade
association providing legislative and international representation and
public relations services. The other four act independently in most
matters, but many cooperate with their sister associations in ASGA on
issues fundamental to the industry’s welfare.

California Beet Growers

Operations of California Beet Growers Association, Ltd. (CBGA),
Stockton, Calif., show the broad scope of activity a bargaining association
may undertake. CBGA, organized in 1931, now has about 1,800 active
members who farm in 9 contiguous districts stretching from Tehama
County in the north to Ventura County in the south and also in Imperial
County on the Mexican border. With production spread over this wide
area of the State, sugarbeets are nearly a year-round business.

CBGA negotiates with four processors who among them operate
nine factories in California. Much time and many resources are devoted
to preparation for, and conduct of, the negotiating process.

A field staff is employed to inspect processors’ facilities and to work
on a wide range of production problems. Information on production and
marketing developments is provided by monthly bulletins and annual
reports. Members are encouraged to maximize returns through efficient
production of quality crops. The association actively supports sugarbeet
research and disseminates results.

Sugar is a product greatly affected by world production and market-
ing, international policy, and national legislation. Like most organiza-
tions in the sugar industry, CBGA officers and management devote
much time to informing their congressional delegations and others of
growers’ views on pending legislation and governmental actions.

Based on members’ sugarbeet tonnage, CBGA is the largest nego-
tiating bargaining association. The long season and large number of fac-
tories involved require an unusually active staff. Although other sugar-
beet bargaining associations may not have the large territory and long
production seasons, they deal with most of the same problems.



Sugarbeet Processing Cooperatives

Grower ownership of sugarbeet processing facilities is relatively
new. It began in the early 1970’s and now involves 3 cooperatives serving
about 2,255 grower-members in Minnesota and North Dakota. Com-
bined 1979 production of these cooperatives represented 27 percent of
U.S. refined beet sugar.

Growers long involved in cooperative bargaining associations began
in the early 1970’s to consider cooperative processing as a possible alter-
native for marketing their sugarbeets. Much of this interest in coopera-
tive processing took place in the Red River and Minnesota River valleys,
and nearby areas of Minnesota and North Dakota.

In the Red River Valley, sugarbeets have been grown commercially
since 1923 and have been one of the more profitable crops. Producers in
the area were well acquainted with benefits of working together through a
bargaining association to negotiate contracts for marketing sugarbeets.

Valley growers had organized Red River Valley Sugar Beet Growers
Association, Fargo, N. Dak., as their bargaining association in 1943.
Most members might have been content to continue such arrangements
except for the potential they saw for increased sugarbeet production
through expansion of processing capacity. American Crystal Sugar Com-
pany, Denver, Colo., operator of plants in Clarksburg, Calif., Rocky
Ford, Colo., Moorhead, Minn., Crookston, Minn., East Grand Forks,
Minn., and Drayton, N. Dak., did not see it that way. Instead, the com-
pany indicated it had no plans for expansion in the valley.

Association leaders feared the possibility that American Crystal
would close one or more of its Minnesota or North Dakota plants. These
fears were supported by observations that factory upkeep was not being
maintained for most efficient operations. Although other groups were
developing plans for building two factories in the area, American Crystal
management felt potential return on investment for its shareholders was
too low to merit expansion.

After watching this trend for several years, association leadership
was convinced steps had to be taken to protect growers’ long-term beet
production patterns, which had meant so much to their livelihood. Also,
if this source of livelihood were going to be further developed—as they
believed it could—they recognized they would have to undertake the
task themselves.

In 1971, the association decided to explore how growers might gain
representation on American Crystal’s board of directors. This was the
first step in a process that was to end 2 years later with growers’ purchase
of American Crystal Sugar Company for $66 million.



The process of acquiring American Crystal Sugar Company was long
and involved. There were the first contacts to determine extent of com-
pany interest and grower commitment. Then came further explorations
to determine value and condition of this sugar processing and marketing
corporation and how such a purchase could be financed. In addition to
financial hurdles, legal problems had to be settled. At each step over the
2 years, growers had to be kept informed and approvals obtained from
banks, government agencies, and concerned growers. Each step was criti-
cal to the entire process.

Financing transfer of ownership from American Crystal Sugar
Company’s corporate stockholders to the new American Crystal Sugar
Company’s cooperative members was a complicated process, but as far as
growers were concerned, a major job was raising $20 million in equity
capital. Growers invested $100 for each acre of sugarbeets to be delivered
in 1973. Their 200,000 acres of sugarbeet production netted $20 million.
The balance needed for acquiring the company was raised through a
series of bank loans that in the end were held by the St. Paul Bank for
Cooperatives, St. Paul, Minn.

Growers’ purchase of American Crystal came at the best possible
time. Sugar prices increased dramatically in 1974, enabling the coopera-
tive to earn additional income and ease the financial burdens of acquisi-
tion. It also moved the timetable ahead for facility modernization and
expansion.

In 1975, the Red River Valley Cooperative, Hillsboro, N.D.,
merged with American Crystal, making available additional new plant
capacity and plant efficiencies not fully realized in the first year’s opera-
tion at Hillsboro. American Crystal has continued to operate the
Clarksburg, Calif., factory receiving beets from nonmember growers.
This nonmember business is taxed to the cooperative at the normal cor-
porate Federal and State income tax rates. The operation accounts for
only a small part of total net sales.

The Rocky Ford, Colo., factory, now closed, was operated under a
management agreement for Colo-Kan Sugar, Inc., a cooperative of
Colorado and Kansas growers who supplied the plant.

Other Sugarbeet Processing Associations

Two other sugar processing cooperatives operate in the Red River
Valley. Minn-Dak Farmers Cooperative, Wahpeton, N. Dak., operates a
new sugarbeet factory completed in 1974. Its success is indicated by
steadily increasing production that leveled off near plant capacity in the
late 1970’s.
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The other cooperative is the Southern Minnesota Beet Sugar
Cooperative (SMBSC), Renville, Minn. Its new factory came into pro-
duction after the sugar price boom of 1974, Delays in construction and
consequent problems with financing plagued the operation for several
years. Also, drought hurt sugarbeet production severely in 1976.

Debt has been refinanced, and the outlook for better sugar prices
lends encouragement that SMBSC will work out its major problems.

Sales of sugar and byproducts are handled for SMBSC and Minn-
Dak by North Central Sugar Cooperative, St. Paul, Minn., marketers of
sugar, and Agri-Commodities Cooperative, also of St. Paul, marketers
of byproducts.

Honey

Some 237 million pounds of honey valued at $140 million were pro-
duced in the United States during 1979. More than a fourth of that crop
was marketed through three honey cooperatives, Sioux Honey Associa-
tion, Sioux City, Iowa, Valley Honey Cooperative, Stockton, Calif., and
Ohio Apiaries Cooperative Association, St. Paris, Ohio. The three asso-
ciations served 1,070 producers marketing about 69 million pounds of
honey valued at over $48 million.

Beekeeping is a specialized farm enterprise important to the pollina-
tion of legume seeds and fruit and vegetable crops, as well as honey pro-
duction. Bee colonies are dispersed among crops being pollinated or
placed in yards for honey production or winter location. This may require
full-time beekeepers to use most of the suitable apiary sites within a 25-
to 50-mile radius of their home bases, and larger operators may move
their bees from one State to another. A few thousand part or full-time
beekeepers in the United States do most of the pollinating work and pro-
duce more than 80 percent of the honey. Although many of these special-
ists have developed local markets for their honey, others have success-
fully used the marketing services of honey cooperatives.

The Sioux Honey Association is the largest honey marketing associ-
ation. It is considered the leader in the honey industry. Its 921 members
in 32 States and Canada delivered nearly 63 million pounds of honey to
its facilities at Sioux City, lowa, Anaheim, Calif., Temple, Tex., Way-
cross, Ga., Umatilla, Fla., and Wendell, Idaho, during the 1979 season.

The association sells most of its honey under the Sue Bee brand. 1t
has developed an extensive merchandising organization to sell and distri-
bute honey nationwide.

Sioux Honey Association has developed new products and new uses
for honey at its modern research laboratory in Sioux City, lowa. Its stu-
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Used as both a receiving station for producers’ unprocessed honey, and a trade
distribution center for packed finished product, this modern facility in Temple,
Tex., is one of several strategically located units serving members of Sioux

Honey Association, Sioux City, Iowa.
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dies have effectively improved honey processing. The laboratory also
tests producers’ honey to improve production and handling practices and
product quality.

Maple Products

Vermont and New York are the most important of the nine States
producing maple products. The other seven include Maine, Mas-
sachusetts, Michigan, New Hampshire, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and
Wisconsin., Vermont accounts for more than one-third of total United
States production, while New York accounts for more than one-fourth.
Cooperatives are involved in marketing maple products from both States.

The maple product industry continues to be small. In 1979, U.S.
production was 1,220,000 gallons valued at $17.2 million.

Furthermore, producers are small, with most tapping trees on fewer
than 20 acres. Some, however, collect sap from trees covering larger
areas. Producers usually tap their trees and boil down the sap producing
syrup on their own premises, but some send their sap to central evapora-
tors. Sap collection is usually confined to a period of 6 to 10 weeks.

At various times, producers have formed cooperatives in maple pro-
ducing areas to market their syrup and purchase packing supplies. One
association formed in the early 1930’s operated for 20 years. Dwindling
syrup production and rising sugar prices may have doomed this market-
ing effort.

The Franklin County Maple Syrup Cooperative (FCMSC), Fairfax,
Vt., serves about 300 members in northern Vermont. FCMSC was
formed to stabilize the price of syrup. Producers pack their syrup in 32-
gallon drums furnished by the cooperative, deliver it to the FCMSC, and
are paid. The syrup is then sold to buyers who repackage and market it in
smaller containers. About 1,000 drums per year are handled by FCMSC,
representing 8 to 10 percent of Vermont’s volume.

The Vermont Maple Sugar Makers’ Association, Inc., Montpelier,
Vt., serves maple producers operating throughout the State. The pur-
poses of the association are largely promotional, with specific objectives
to publicize, advertise, and educate on a variety of matters related to
maple products. Bylaws of the association authorize a wide variety of
cooperative marketing, purchasing, and service activities.

Promotion of proper grading and standardization, efficient methods
of production and marketing, and advertising and use of a registered
label for Vermont maple products are but a few of the association’s
activities. In support of these activities, an arrangement has been worked
out with a manufacturer to supply producer-members with a variety of
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cans lithographed with the associations’s label. In turn, the association
sets aside a part of its budget to advertise its label and the product quality
specifications required of growers who use it.

Massachusetts Maple Producers’ Association, Inc., (MMPA),
Shelburne Falls, Mass., is a supply cooperative. It annually provides
about 130 producers with about $20,000 worth of maple syrup containers
and shipping cartons.

The New York Farm Bureau Marketing Cooperative (NYFBMO),
Albion, N.Y., has had a maple syrup marketing program serving about 60
maple syrup producers in the western part of the State. Between 10,000
and 13,000 gallons of syrup have been marketed annually.

Sorghum Syrup

A 1975 estimate placed annual production of sorghum syrup at
under 1 million gallons. Sorghum syrup might be of only minor signifi-
cance as a sweetener but joins with honey and maple syrup as a “‘natural
sweetener,”” an object of renewed consumer interest. It is produced pri-
marily in Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia, Towa, Kentucky, Mississippi,
North Carolina, and Tennessee.

Typically sorghum syrup has been produced in small batches by
open kettle methods from the juice of crushed sweet sorghum cane. The
boiling down process is much like the one long used to produce maple
syrup, but a modern continuous evaporative method can be used to pro-
duce either product.

Kentucky Sorghum Growers Cooperative Association, Inc., Hawes-
ville, Ky., processes syrup for a small group of families engaged in
sorghum production. In the late 1970’s, the cooperative’s sales were in
the $20,000 to $30,000 range.

In much of the Southeast and Midwest, sorghum production pro-
vides important supplemental income and a favorite product for home
consumption. Upgrading facilities for more efficient production and
development of potential markets for syrup through cooperative organi-
zation could enhance incomes and possibly provide at least some part-
time jobs.

A Look Ahead
Sugar Cooperatives

Grower-members of sugar cooperatives hope for a less troubled
decade ahead than the sewventies. Domestic production is down, but
world supplies are abundantly available at less than U.S. producers’ cost
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of production. Near term expectations are for a continuation of low world
prices. This domestic production cost/world price relationship could
change quickly as exporting countries reduce production in response to
low prices. In the longer term, larger, more efficient cooperative process-
ing facilities in areas where cane and sugarbeets can effectively compete
for cropland use will continue to afford growers a market for their crops.
Other probable developments will include:

—Sugarcane and sugarbeet processing cooperatives can be expected
to reduce debt loads and upgrade facilities during periods of improved
prices.

— Acquisition and upgrading of existing plants to be organized and
operated as cooperatives will be considered, and possibly attempted, by
growers threatened with loss of market access and consequent termina-
tion of their cane or beet production enterprises. However, the cost of
building new facilities and an uncertain long-term sugar outlook will
discourage construction of new facilities. Growers’ major concerns in
acquiring facilities will be for continuing their sugar production enter-
prises. Members of some bargaining associations will likely face this
problem.

—Coordination of cooperative processing and marketing operations
through joint ownership of facilities or joint operation of marketing agen-
cies will be further developed.

—Both processing and bargaining cooperatives will continue to
represent their grower-members’ interests in national and international
sugar policy and government activity in energy, environment, transpor-
tation, labor, and related concerns.

—Much of what lies ahead for sugar cooperatives will depend on
sugar prices as they relate to production costs and prices of competing
products. In recent years, corn sweetener production has become more
competitive with sugar. Long-term cooperative planning in the sugar
industry will require full consideration of these changing production pat-
terns.

Honey, Maple, and Sorghum Cooperatives

Cooperative marketing of honey, maple, and sorghum sweeteners
will continue to be affected by prices of competing sugars and corn
sweeteners. Prices of these natural sweeteners must cover costs of pro-
duction, but increasing volumes will not move, if their prices are not
competitive with available substitutes. Substantial imports, particularly
of honey, can depress prices, but promotion of a quality product under a
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cooperative label can command premium prices.

Opportunities exist for cooperatives to establish centrally located
evaporators for boiling down producers’ maple sap to syrup. Such facili-
ties could make possible the use of efficient, continuous evaporators.
Similar cooperative facilities could be operated for sorghum syrup pro-
duction.

Centralized cooperative processing may help maple product,
sorghum, and honey producers meet new sanitation standards for facili-
ties. Such facilities could also make more efficient use of labor and ener-
gy resources.

TOBACCO

In 1979, U.S. tobacco growers produced 1.6 billion pounds of tobac-
co valued at $2.3 billion. These growers farmed in a 20-State area extend-
ing from Massachusetts to Florida, and as far west as Minnesota and Mis-
souri. Six States—North Carolina, Kentucky, South Carolina, Georgia,
Virginia, and Tennessee—usually produce about 92 percent of the total
U.S. crop.

In each major production area, cooperative associations perform a
variety of marketing services for patrons, including receiving, displaying,
and selling. Some organizations process and store tobacco, advise
growers on cultural practices, and handle supplies and farm equipment.
Generally referred to as marketing cooperatives, these associations
account for only a small share of total tobacco marketings.

Other cooperatives assist the Federal Government in administering
its tobacco price support program. These are often referred to as stabiliza-
tion associations, and Federal regulations speak of them as producer
associations. Services these associations provide include processing, stor-
ing, and selling tobacco received under the loan program.

The difference between these cooperatives relates mostly to their
operating purposes. Marketing cooperatives were organized to provide
marketing services, and most operate auction warehouses. Stabilization
associations carry out the provisions of the tobacco loan program on the
field level under contract with the Commodity Credit Corporation
(CCC), making price support advances to eligible producers with funds
borrowed from CCC. Both kinds of cooperatives meet the same legal re-
quirements for organization in any given State.

The number of tobacco cooperatives has varied little from the mid-
1950°’s to 1979, and in recent years, memberships have leveled off at
about 300,000 (table 2). Dollar volume of sales has varied substantially
but has generally increased. Much of the variation reflects sales by stabil-
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Table 2—Tobacco cooperatives by number, memberships and value of
sales, selected years, 1950-51 to 1979

Fiscal year Cooperatives Memberships? Value of
ending! handling? sales
Number Thousands Million dollars

1950-51 24 604 126
1955-56 34 585 190
1960-61 30 216 140
1965-66 33 548 262
1970-71 28 309 328
1975-76 33 305 291
1976-77 34 305 203

1978 33 316 434

1979 36 304 239

IEnding between July 1 and June 30 for all years except 1978 and 1979, which ended Dec. 31.
IDoes not include two Puerto Rican stabilization associations.
3Memberships for cooperatives specializing in tobacco only.

ization associations. Heavy inventory movement by one association in
1978 brought total sales to a record high of $434 million for 33 tobacco
cooperatives serving an estimated 316,000 grower-patrons. In 1979, 36
associations serving an estimated 304,000 members had sales of $239
million.

Early Associations

Tobacco growers were among the first agricultural producers to
cooperatively market their crop on a large scale. Connecticut recorded
the first cooperative sales in 1862. In 1873, growers in Kentucky and
Massachusetts built cooperative warehouses to store their tobacco while
awaiting better prices. Later came packing associations, sales agencies,
and local pools.

Local farmer-owned warehouses and packing plants for tobacco
began operating in Wisconsin about 1902. Between 1902 and 1920, more
than 20 associations were organized in Kentucky, Tennessee, Maryland,
Virginia, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Connecticut. The goal
of all these grower efforts was to obtain higher prices for their tobacco.

Rising tobacco prices during World War I encouraged growers to
increase production, but for the 1920 crop, prices declined a drastic 45
percent. These conditions led to the formation of several large tobacco
marketing cooperatives during the early 1920’s. A few associations were
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organized during the 1930’s, and several have been formed since World
War II, including some to administer the price support program. The
grower designation program for flue-cured markets spurred formation of
several cooperatives in 1974 and 1975.

Marketing Cooperatives

Twenty-five marketing cooperatives with 31,000 members had $121
million in estimated annual sales of 6 major kinds of tobacco in 1978.
Both memberships and sales increased over the 1976-79 period as fol-
lows:

Cooperatives Cooperative Value of
Fiscal year' handling memberships? sales?
Number Thousands Million dollars
1975-76 22 35 97
1976-77 23 35 132
1978 22 41 136
1979 25 31 121

lEnding between July 1 and June 30 for all years except 1978 and 1979, which ended Dec. 31.
2Memberships for cooperatives specializing in tobacco only.
Hncludes marketing sales of $4 million to $5 million by one stabilization association.

Although more than 31,000 growers were members of these mark-
eting associations in 1979, substantially fewer patrons used their ser-
vices, in any given year.

Ten associations serving flue-cured growers had estimated annual
sales of $63 million, and nine associations serving burley growers had
estimated sales of $45 million in 1979. Another six cooperatives serving
growers of dark-fired, dark air-cured, Maryland, and cigar filler tobaccos
had an estimated $13 million in sales. Of the 25 associations, 24 are auc-
tion warehouses, and one has a pooling operation.

Cooperative tobacco auction warehouses are operated in the same
way as all other auction warehouses. After delivery, tobacco is weighed,
identified, and graded. The auction sale is opened by a representative of
the warehouse who makes the first bid on each lot. The auctioneer calls
out this bid, receives other bids from the six or eight buyer’s representa-
tives, and announces the selling price and buyer when bidding is com-
pleted. All this is accomplished rapidly at about 350 to 500 lots per hour,
depending on the kind of tobacco.

Growers receive warehouse checks for their tobacco, less marketing
charges, as soon as the sale is completed. Buyers usually settle with
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