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CEAPTER I

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

l. Qrigin of the atndy

Although the story of the develorment of modern cooperative economie
enterprises ocovers a period of more than a century, farmers' cooperatives
in the United States are a comparatively recent development. Nearly
all of the farmers' coopoeratives now in existence have had their origin
within the past thirty years. The disadvemtageous position of agricul-
ture relative to industry during the 1920's and 1930's greatly acocelerated
the increase of memberships in farmers' cooperatives throughout the
United States. During the period from 19185 to 1945 the estimated number
of memberships in farmers' merketing and purochasing cooperatives in-
areased from 651,186 to 5,010,000.) Especially in the Narth Central
Region, cooperatives have become more or less institutionalized eco-
nomiec associations among farmers.

The great increase in support of cooperative organizations in rural
commmities does not, however, signify a triumph of the cooperative
movement over all opposition, Both from within and without there are
persistent opposing end disintegrating foroes. From within there is the
ever-present problem of maintaining favorable membership relations. With
regard to the members themselves, a constant program of education and
vigilenoce needs to be udertaken to insure the success and permanence

of cooperative enterprises,

1. Grece Wanstall, Statistics of Farmers' Marketing and Purchesing
Cooperatives, 1944-45, Farm Credit Administration, U, S, Dept. of
Agriculture, 1947, p. 2.
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One important method of maintaining this vigilenoce is the use of
quantitative measurement of the opinions and attitudes of the members who
campose the cooperative orgenizations, No organigation ean hope for
permsnent sucoess unless its members understand its purposes and princi-
ples of operstion, unless they are satisfied with its services, and
unless they ocen attach themselves to it with a feeling of loyalty. To
objectively determine the extent and intensity of general understandings,
of satisfactions and dissatisfactions, and of loyalties and disloyalties
is a major problem, Managers, directors, and other officers of ocopera-
tives oconstantly are making subjective evaluations of the successes and
failures of their undertsekings. This is accomplished through manager-
member contacts afforded by business treamsactions, through membdership
moetings, and through a study of the financial and membership records of
the business, Frequently, however, members' opinions on particular issues
are not easily determined by such media, Even more difficult to deter-
mine are the more general, underlying attitudes which are built up over
a period of time, end which influenoe a member's opinion on specifioc
issues. Realigzation of these difficulties has led cooperative leaders
to seek a more objective measurement of the opinions and attitudes of
the cooperative members.

ﬁo development of quantitative research technigues has rendered it
possidle to reliabdly measure opinions end attitudes by objective mﬂ:l:\odc.z
By using a carefully worded schedules of question it is possible for an
impartial interviewer, maintaining the anonymity of the interviewee, to

obtain data which reveal attitudes unlikely to be expressed, either

2. See George A, Lundverg, Social Resesrch, Longmans, Green end Co.
1942, Chapter VIII, ’ ’ ’
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directly or indirectly, to officers of the organization. Diseovery of
the nature and extent of adverse opinions and attitudes held by members
should enable the officials of an orgenization to improve the services
of the organiszation, and, in the case of cooperatives, to take steps to
better educate the members concerning the purposes and values of the
organisation.

The desire to gain more objective information concerning the status
of membership relations among Michigan cooperatives prompted the Michigan
Association of Farmer Cooperatives to finance a research i;rojoet which
would provide the information desired. The study involved the personal
interviewing of five hundred Michigan fearmers, in order to obtain their
opinions regarding their relations with, and participation in, Michigan
farmers' cooperatives. The present chapter deals with the technical
methods and procedures used in the conduct of the research project.

Only a part of the data obtained, however, is used in this thesis, viz.,
those items which contribute to the smalysis of the farmers' opinions

and attitudes toward the principles of operation of cooperatives, Sub-

S Further statements

sequent chapters develop this particular aspeet ohly.

regarding the purpose and scope of this thesis will be made in Chapter II,
Eerly in 1947 the Michigen Association of Farmer Cooperatives, with

offices in Lensing, Michigen, approached the Social Research Service of

Michigan State College with a request that the Research Service conduet

s study of membership relations emong Michigan farmers' cooperatives.

The Social Research Service sgreed to conduct the survey and to report

the subsequent findings to the Association., Freparations for the survey

3. Yor an analysis of other data obtained in this study, see Walter
B, Boek, Personal Attributes and Sogia) Experience as Correlates of
ticipetion in Fermers' Cooperatives in Michigan, unpublished master's
thesis, Michigan State College, 1948,
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wore yndo in the months immediately following. The development and pre-
testing of the schedule was carried out during the spring months of 1947.
The five hundred interviews were made by field workers from July 10 to
August 20.‘ The data were subsequently coded, punched into International
Business Machine 'cards, and tabulated., The initial report of the finde-
ings was made to the annual meeting of the Michigan Assosiation of
Farmer Cooperatives on October 30, 1947,

2. Development of the schedule

As stated above, the purpose of this study was to obtain reliable,
first-hand informeation concerning the nature and extent of perticipation
by farmers in lichigen cooperatives, and concerning the attitudes and
opinions which farmers held relative to cooperative policies and prac-
tices. The more specific objectives of the study were to odbtain answers
to the following questions: (1) How high does cooperation stand as a
method of doing business? (2) What do farmers think about the operation
end policies of cooperatives? (3) What do farmers think of the price,
quality and service of cooperatives es compared with other businesses?
(4) What do farmers Imow about the principles and methods of operation
of cooperatives? (5] Where do farmers get their information about
cooperation and cooperatives? (6) How aware are farmers of the state-
wide and national problems which cooperatives face?

It was decided that the survey should be econducted by means of per-
sonal interviews with the farmers, using a pre-arranged schedule of

questions, Many opinion studies are carried on by the use of mailed

4. The interviews were made by Dr, D, L, Gibson, Walter E, Boek,
end the writer, The latter two were both graduate research assistants
in the Department of Sociology end Anrthropology, Michigan State College.
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questionnaires, a less costly procedure. This tecinique is used exten-
sively in market research., Certain distinet adveantages sre obtained,
however, by the use of the schedule and personel interview method, nota-
bly the following: (1) By interviewing according to a pre-arranged
random sample, the undesirable factor of "selectivity" of returns is
avoided, (8) The interviewer is present to answer any questions concern-
ing the interpretation of a particular question, or the purpose of the
questionnaire, in general. (3) The method helps to insure that a logical
answer will be given to all questions in the schedule.

In general, two types of questions were used in the schedule: (1)
Questions calling for the recording of objective facts, such as the ege,
education, and membership status of the farmer, and (2) Questions call-
ing for a statement of the farmer's opinion on verious aspects of cooper-
ative operation. The data obtained thus permits the cross tabulation of
different types of farmers with varying opinion responses. A major por-
tion of this thesis is devoted to the emalysis of the varying opinion
responges in the light of different age groups, membership status, edu-
cational levels, eto,, of farmers.

A ocomplete record of the problems encountered, and steps taken, in
the construction of the schedule will not be given in this treatise.
Suffice it to say that various methods were undertaken to overcome the
inherent weaknesses of particular types of question responses, Differ-
ent types of questions used permitted responses of the "Yes-No", mule
tiple choics, free response, and simple rating types. In some ocases,
alternate forms of the same question were used in order to overcome
psychological factors influencihg opinion responses, Efforts were

made to avoid all "lsading™ forms of question statement. The
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schedule underwent eight revisions before the final form was drafted.
Four pre-testings were made to enable the discovery of poorly worded
phrases, words which were not generally understood or posed ambiguous
meanings, and entire questions ooncerning issues about which the average
farmer had insufficient information to answer intelligently.

The entire schedule of questions, as it appeared in final form, 1is
given in Appendix B, together with the number of each of the responses
given to each question., Subsequent chapters will note the particular

questions with which this thesis deals.

3. Selection of sample areas.

The prodblem of the selection of semple areas, in order to obtain a
representative semple of the opinion of Michigan farmers, was a major one.
Time and money did not allow taking interviews throughout the entire state.
Therefore, in order to obtain data which could be considered fairly repre-
sentative of Michigan cooperatives, it became important that the sample
areas selected be as nearly average, or representative of average, of
all Michigan commmnities as possible, The following determinants were
used as guides to the selection of representative areas: (1) Areas
where cooperatives have been operating for less than ten years should,
in general, be avoided. (8) Areas in which unusual happenings dominate
the present scene, such as the formation of a new cooperative, or the
recent failure of a cooperative, should be avoided., (3} The areas sel-
ected should be where neither the most successful nor where the least
suceessful coopératives exist., (4) The semple should be confined to areas
where several cooperatives exist, preferably several types of coopera-

tives. (5] The sample areas should include a oross section of the
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different types of ferming in Michigen, (6) The areas should have a wide
geographical spread in the southern pert of the lower peninsula, which
would be south of a line drawn from Bay City to Muskegon, (7) lastly,
the semple should be confined to areas where the greatest amount of infor-
mation could be obtained with the least time and expense, Time and funds
available were hajor determinents in deciding on five hundred as the num-
ber of fermers to be included in the sample.

The map on the following page shows the location of the sample areas,
Five localities were selected, with one hundred farmers to be interviewed
in each loeality, In general, these areas meet the requirements of the
determinents stated above. The areas are geographically diverse, member-
ships in at least seven different ocooperatives were found in each area,
and all major types of Michigan farming were represented, including
dairying, grein, fruit, vegetable crops, livestock, and general farming.
Bach area had at some time in the past experienced a cooperative failure,
or near failure.

The five areas, by names of counties in which located, end by nemes
of trading centers located within or near the areas, are as follows:

(1) Berrien and Cass Counties: Eau Claire snd Dowagias.

(2) BPranch Comty: Coldwater, Quincy, Bronson, and Batavia.

(3) Lenawee and Monroe Counties: Blissfield and Deerfield.

(4) Ottawa, Allegan, snd Kent Counties: Moline, Dorr, Byron
Center, Burnips, Hamilton, Hudsonville, Jamestom, and Vriesland.

(5) Euron County: ZElkton and Pigeon.

An exsmination of a land classification map reveals that the soil

types found in these areas are, in general, somewhat above average for
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9
the state of mchigan.s Huron and lenawee counties, in particular, re-
present two of the most fertile areas in the state. The other three
arees en joy a soil fertility which is at least average for the more fer-
tile lower part of Michigen., This fact may raise some question as to
the possibility that the sample is biased towards the more prosperous
parts of the state. It is possidly true that this bdias does exist, but
this does not necessarily indicate that the data obtained should be
biased either for or against cooperatives, It would be difficult to
prove & hypothesis that the most sucecessful cooperatives are found in
the most prosperous farming areas, Several of the largest and most suc-
eessful cooperatives in Michigan (notably the large cooperative at
Hemilton) are located in areas of relatively poor soil. It is conceiv-
able that farmers in relatively poor areas may de quite likely to enter
into cooperative enterprises in order to improve their economic conditions.

A major item with respect to the survey was the maintaining of a
general snonymity of the cooperatives under surveillance., The council
of the Michigen Association of Farmer Cooperatives recommended that
primary emphasis should not be placed upon the particular problems of
any one or more cooperatives, but rather upon the broader membership
relations problems faced by cooperatives in general, The sample in-
cludes memberships in over thirty Michigen cooperatives. No one
cooperative claims as members more than 12.4 percent of the total

semple.

8. Mep inocluded with J, O, Veatoh, Agricultural Lend Classifioca-
tion end Land Types of Michigen, Agricultural Experiment Station,

chigan State College, Special Bulletin 231, Ootober, 1941.




4. Sample selection and interviewing.

Each sample area included abdbout five hundred $o eight hundred farm-
ers., Sines only one hundred interviews were to be made in each sample
area, 1t was necessary to select at random those farmers which were to be
interviewed, This was done by the use of county road maps produced by
the Michigan State Highway Department, on which was located each farm
residence., By selecting every fifth, sixth, seventh, or eighth farm
along a road (the number depending on the total farms in the area), the
exaot location of each of the one hundred farmers to be interviewed was
determined before entering the area. This permitted a completely random
sampling ;)f farmers of all economic levels,

Naturally, not all farmers selected would be members of & coopera-
tive enterprise. This feature was desired, because it would permit the
opinions of members to be oompared with the opinions of non-membders.
Strioct amonymity was maintained with respect to the farmer interviewed.
This was made clear to the farmer in order that he would feel free to
express his honest opinions, Interviews were eonfined to the heads of
households. In ocases where it was impossidle to eontact the head of a
household while the interviewers were in the aree, substitutions were
made. In general, at least three attempts were made to secure a pro-
spective interview before a substitution was madq. Only six farmers,
1.2 percent of the totel sample, refused to be interviewed. The time
required for each interview usually covered from one-half hour to one

snd one~half hours.

5. Cooperative Aotivity in Michigan

The Michigan Assooiation of Farmer Cooperatives stated that for the
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yoar 1944-45 there were in the state of liichigan 285 cooperative associa-
tions which sell farmers' products and buy needed supplies for farmers,
These associations did an estimated 161 million dollars worth of busi-
ness, The estimated increase in purchasing power that the farmers
realized through their cooperative memberships was placed at four million
tlollaral.6 The seme source estimates the number of farmer memberships te
be 135,600, Since many farmers hold membership in more than one coop-
erative, the actual number of farmers who are members of cooperatives is
somewhat less,

As of 1937, the 8t. Paul Bank for Cooperatives estimated that, on
the average, between 70 and 80 million dollars worth of crops and live-
stock were marketed each year through Michigan cooperatives. This
represented over one-third of the estimated total value of over
$200,000,000 of crops end livestook merketed snnually in Michigen.’

This source also indicated that, for the same period, kichigan had about
190,000 farmers, end more then & third of them were 'marketing farm prod-
uets or purchasing ferm supplies through cooperative organizations., The
1945 census of agriculture, however, gives 175,268 as the number of

farmers living in Michigan, Whether this decrease in the absolute number
of farmers has tended to increase the proportion of farmers who are

cooperative members is problematical, A% any rate, it should bve safe to

assume that between one~-third and one-half of all farmers in Michigan at

6. Data obtained from the program leaflet for the Third Annual Meet-
ing of the Michigen Association of Farmer Cooperatives, October 30, 1947,
This number does not include the associations organized to loan money,
provide insurence, and render special services like telephone, irrigation,
etc,

7. R, C. Dorsey, Yarmer Co-ops in Mighigan, St., Paul Bank for Coop-
eratives, St, Peaul, Minmesota, 1939, p. 1.
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present actually belong to one or more cooperatives,

Sinoce 395 (79 peroent] of the 500 farmers in the sample were coop-
erative members, it appears that the sample areas have a much greater
proportion of cooperative members than is true for all of Michigan. This
fact should not destroy the validity of the sample, however. There are,
of course, areas in M{chigan where no cooperatives exist. Farmers in
these areas would probably know little about cooperatives, and therefore
would have no basis upon which to form opinions regarding coopsrative
policies end procedures. The inclusion of such farmers in the sample
would decrease the value of the study, since the main objective is to
gather the opinions of farmers who actually pertieipate in cooperative
activity, or have learned about cooperatives through their contacts with
others in the commmity. It is significant to note that 98 percent of
the 500 farmers included in the sample stated that they have had some
dealings with cooperatives,

Deirying rates highest among Michigen ferm enterprises, About 50
percent of all dairy products are marketed cooperatively. The value of
oooperatively marketed dairy products eccounts for nearly one-third of
the total value of all commodities marketed end purchased cooperatively.
Nex$ in order of value of business comes grain, followed dy farm supply,
fruit, end livestock cooperatives,’ Compared with other states in 1037,
Michigen renked fourteenth in cash farm income, but in proportion of farm
products sold cooperatively Michigan ranked ninth,®

~ The oldest cooperatives operating in Michigan at the present time

8. EH, E, Lerzelere, Finencie) Menagement Anelysis of Farmers' Coop-
eratives in Michigan, Michigen State College, Special Bulletin 315, May
1“2’ p. 5.

9. Dorsey, op. m., Pe 1.
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date from the 1880's end 1890's. They are prineipally grain elevators
end deiry end cheese associations. Table 1 presents a distribution of
the number of cooperatives existing in Michigan in 1938, according to
the period of organization,

Table 1. Number of Michigan Farmers' Marketing and Purchasing Coopera-
tives operatigg in 1938, classified according to the period of

organization.
Number of '
Period of Organization Cooperatives

1900 or before 8
1901-10 14
1911-15 49
1916-20 131
192125 38
1926=-30 12
1931-38 57

Total 309

The period of greatest cooperative development came during the World War
and immediately following. By 1921 there were nearly as many coopera-
tives in Michigan as there are today. The number of cooperatives reached
a peak in the mid 1920's, but since that time mergers and failures have
gradually reduced the total number of cooperatives,

The Michigan Association of Farmer Cooperatives was organized in
1944 as & division of the Michigen Farm Bureau. Its membership (as of
August 31, 1947) eonsists of 179 local and centralized cooperatives
throughout the state, 4cocording to the emnual report of the chairman of
the board of directors, "the major funetion of this assoociation has besn,

end still is, to carry on the state level the defense of cooperatives

10. f}i_d, p. 835,
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in the tax battlo..."n Other services, such as cooperative education,
research, and matters pertaining to pubtlic and patron relations, are
also rendered to its patrons. The Association represents a united ef-
fort, at the state level, to influence state and national policies
affecting cooperatives, and, in general, to promote the welfare of coop-

erative enterprises on all levels.
6. The nature and validity of the sample

Certain interesting and pertinent observations cen now be made con-
cerning the sample upon which this study is based. Of the 500 farmers
interviewed, 395 were found to be present members of one or more farmers'
sooperatives. 105 were not members at the present time, Of the latter,
70 head at some previous time been a member of a cooperative. Only 35
farmers, seven percent of the total sample, had never been a member of a
cooperative, Of the 395 present members, 42 were umawere that they were
members, When asked whether they were at present members of a coopera-
tive, these 42 "unaware™ members answered "No"™. Subsequent questions in
the schedule, asking whéther they were members of, or 4id business with,
certain specific oo;perativel, revealed these memberships which had not
been stated earlier, These "unaware" members are included with the other
members in this study, inasmuch as they are officially included in the
membership rosters of their respective eooperatives, as well as the total
cooperative memberships for the entire state. Any ment_ion of the opinions
of Michigen cooperative members should naturally include the opinions of

*unaware”™ members, Any adverse effects which the opinions of such a group

11. Annual Report, Michigan Association of Farmer Cooperatives,
Leansing, Miohigen, August 31, 1947, p. 3.
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may have on the opinion data for all members is merely a reflection upon
cooperatives in general for permitting the existencs of such a state of

The distribution of ages by ten-year class intervals is given in

Table B.

Table 2. 4ge distribution of the sample farmers by ten-year class

intervals.
_Poroent of
Interval Number Total
Under 30 years 56 11.3
30 to 39 " 117 £23.5
40 to 49 " 117 23.5
5 to 59 * 117 22.5
60 years and over $0 18.2
Total 497* 100.0

"% Note: Ages not obtained for three farmers

A comparison of the ages of members and non-members revealed an
insignificent difference between the two groups. Caloulation of the meen
age for bdoth groups by class intervals as above gives a uaﬁ age of ap-
proximately 46 for members and 48 for non-members. This difference may
be due to chance faetors in sampling, or to errors in ealculation of the
mean by the arbitrary use of class intervals,

There is a significant difference between members and non-members
with respect to the size of farm operated. Members farmed, on the average,
considerably larger farms than non-members. The average educational level
of members was somewhat higher than that for non-members,

A large percentage of the farmers in the sample were owners of
their om farms. Fifty-nine percent owned all the land they farmed, and
87.3 percent omed part of the land they farmed. Only 13.7 percent of

the sample weres renters owning no lend.
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With respeet to length of membership, the cooperative members can
be divided into three fairly equal groups. One third of the present
members joined a cooperative prior to 1931. One third joined during the
period 1931 to 1940, The remeining one third first joined a cooperative
in the period since 1940.

Twenty-nine of the farmers interviewed (7.3 percent of the members)
had at some time in their lives been officers, directors, or managers of
a cooperative. Of the total semple, 233 (46.9 percent) were found to be
members of the Michigan Ferm Bureau. Of the 264 farmers who were not
members of the Farm Bureau, 85 had at some time been members, but had
dropped their memberships.

The 395 members represented an aggregate of 602 sooperative member-
ships, or an average of 1,52 memberships per farmer. 4 distridution of
memberships by major types of cooperatives, according to commodities
hendled, is given in Table 3.

Table 3., Distribution of memberships of sample farmers by type of coop-

erative.
Number of FPercsent of Total
Type Memberships _ Memberships

Combination elevator and supply 292 48,5
Petroleum products (supply) 36 6.0
Fruit end vegetadble marketing

and supply (1] 10.8
Milk and cream marketing 83 13.8
Iivestock marketing 9% 15.8
Rural Electrification Ass'n 27 4.5
4All others -4 +6

Total 602 100.0

This distribution indicates that the ssmple repressnts a considerable

diversity of types of cooperative enterprises. IFrom this it can also



17

be inferred that the sample ropresents a diversity of types of farming,
Compared with the proportional distribution of marketing by types of
cooperatives for sll of Michigan, the sample is weighted heavily in
favor of grain elevators, and not heavily enough to represent the large
proportion of memberships in dairy associations in the stato.la Wool
and potato cooperatives are not represented in the sample, but the value
of cooperative marketings of these commodities taken together does not
represent more than two percent of the total annual value of all commod-
ities marketed cooperatively. Lastly, the seample does not represent
credit cooperatives. It is possible that some farmers included in the
sample may have held memberships in credit cooperatives, but, in general,
these memberships were not determined,

By way of summary, certain statements should be made with respect
to the validity of the sample. The tecinique of random ssmpling used with-
in the areas would seem to indicate that the sample is representative of
all farmers in the sample areas. For representativeness on a larger scalse,
the following can be said:

(1) A total of over thirty individual eooperatives are represented
in the sample,

(2) The semple is geographically diverse over the heavily populated
part of the state.

(3) A wide variety of farm enterprises is represented,

(4) A11 major types of marketing and purchasing cooperatives are rep-~
resented.

In addition, the determinants for area seleotion, mentioned in part

18, Larzelere, op. oit., p. 5.
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three of this chapter, were designed to aid in the selection of areas
which were average for Michigan, Therefore, it may be assumed that
generaligations drawn from this study are representative of other areas
in Michigan to the extent that their cooperative setting reasonadbly con-
forms to the determinents upon which the sample areas were selected,

It should be noted that this study cen speak only for those farmers
who have opinions concerning cooperative enterprises. An opinion is an

13 Farmers who have had little or

expression on a controversiel issue.
no experience with cooperatives are not aware of the issues, and there-
fore have no opinions., Any expressions of such farmers would not de
based on knowledge, but rather on rumor or heresay, and therefore would
be detrimental rather than contributive to an opinion study.

There may be some question concerning the amount of consideration
that should be given to the opinions of non-members in a study @ealing
principally with membership relations., Certein data herein will be
analyzed on the basis of the total sample, rather than by distinguish-
ing between the opinions of members and non-members. Such & procedure
would seem to bs justified from a number of standpoints, Firstly, non-
members are potential members, and their willingness to join is directly
dependent upon their attitudes amnd opinions. Secondly, the non-members
probebly exert en influence upon the thinking of their member associates
in the commmity. Thirdly, the opinions of non-members are to a oertain
extent & measure of membership relations, sinoce the attitudes of non=-
members frequently originate from the attitudes of members with whom
they associate. Therefore, expecielly since the non-members in the

semple have considerable knowledge of cooperatives, it seems edvisable

13, Williem Albig, Publie Opinion, MeGraw-Hill, 1939, p. 1.
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that the opinions of non-members, rather then being disecarded, should be
frequently considered alongside that of the members., Wide awake cooper-

ative leaders will be interested in the opinions of non-members as well

as members,
7. ZProcedure in analyzing data

The data used in this thesis are presented largely by the use of
tables, 4s a rule, the responses to specific questions are given in per-
oenteges, rather then in the actual numbers, This facilitates comparing
the responses of different groups,

4A ma jor problem in analyzing the responses is the determination of
the significance of differences between sample percentages. I+t is impor-
tent to know whether a difference in responses between two groups is
possibly due to chance factors in sempling, or whether the difference is

great enough that it could be expected that for all other samples that
might be drawn from the ssme population the results would be substantially

the same., A difference between two percentages is said to be reliable ir
there 1s little likelihood that the difference is caused vy chanoce.

In this study, the pr:lgciple measure of reliability used is that of
the calculation of the standerd error of the difference between the two
percenteges, By dividing the actual difference between two percentages
by the standard error of the difference, a "t-soore" is obtained, by
which the probability ratio is determined. For the purposes of this study,
a probability ratio of .05 or less will be c¢onsidered s:lgniﬁoant. In
a few instances the Chi-squere test for reliability of percentage differ-

ences will be applied to a series of sample percentages to determine



significence, %

The general procedure used to analyze the dsta is to examine the
responses to each opinion question aecording to age groups, different
educational levels, size of farms operated, length of membership, ete.,
of those responding to the question, 4 major purpose of the analysis
is to determine which groups are more, and which groups less, favorable

toward certain principles and practices in the operation of cooperatives,

8., Other studies on membership relastions

As a part of the introduction to the present study it is pertinent
to note previous studies thet have been made in the field of membtership
relations of farmers' cooperatives, Following are btrief discussions re-
gerding the purpose and scope of the major studies that have been made:

1. One of the esarliest studies was conducted by the Pennsylvania
State College and Experiment Station. This involved a study of the
membership problems of 15,000 members in a centralized milk marketing
‘orgenigeation in the Pittsburg district. Schedules were taken by inter-
view from 902 members, A major purpose was to find out what factors in
management were influencing favorable or unfavorable attitudes. Some
data was compiled concerning members' reasons for joining, benefits
received, Qourcn of information about cooperatives, and differences
between those members who reported benefits received, and those who

reported no benefits recoived.15

14, Tor an explenation of these statistical measures see F, E,
Croxton end D. J, Cowden, Applied Genera] Statisticsg, Prentice-Hall,
N, Y., 1946, pp. 332~-338.

15, J. K, Stern, liembership Problems in a Milk Marketing Organi-
sation, Pennsylvenis State College, State College, Pa., Bulletin 256,

May, 1930,
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2, The membership problems in Iowa farmers' elevators were studied
in 1030-31 by Iowa State College personnel, and subsequently reported by
Frank Robotka., The study was designed to disecover the ailments of the
cooperative elevators to see what could be done to improve the membership
situation. Data were obtained from officers and managers, and from coop-
erative records, No data or opinions were gathered from the rank and
file membership, A very informative analysis is made of membership trends,
and of the tendency to laxness in the observance of strict cooperative
principles and practices. The main breakdown of data is by companies

(elevatars) .16

3. Under the suspices of the Farm Credit Administration an analysis
of certain data obtained from 47 anonymous centralized and federated coop-
erative associations was reported under the title Membership Relations of

Cooperative Associations, by J, W. Jones, Data was obtained from the

reocords of the activities of the associations. A number of statements
and conclusions are advanced concerning the importance of member partiec-"

ipation, and how member participation cen be muroaud.l"

4. Also sponsored by the Farm Credit Administration was a study of
Iowa Farmers' Groaﬁerios. The main source of information for this study
consisted of detailed reports obtained from half of the 277 cooperative
creameries in the state, An analysis is made of the problems of estab-

lishing relationships with members, as to financing, control, patronage,

16, Frank Robotka, Membership Problems and Relationships in Iowa
Farmers' Elevators, Iowa State College, Ames, Bulletin 321, July, 1934,

17, J. W, Jones, Membership Relations of Cooperative Associations,
Farm Credit Administration, Washington, D.C., Bulletin No, 9, October,

1936.
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and member participation, on a basis that is consistent with sound coop-

erative principles.l8

5. A study of the attitudes of farmers toward cooperative marketing
of Livestock was published in 19639, Three hundred twenty-six representa-
$ive Ohio farmers who ship livestock through cooperative orgaenizations
were personally interviewed with a view toward finding out their knowledge
of ocooperetive marketing, their information concerning it, and their opine
ions end attitude toward cooperative livestock marketing. Particularly
useful is the opinion data regerding the asdvantages of cooperatives, and

the criticisms the farmers made of their opera'l;ion..]'9

6. A financisl study of Michigan farmers' cooperatives was made in
1937, The 3t. Paul Bank for Cooperatives, assisted by the Michigan State
College eand the Michigan Agricultural Experiment Station, collected data
on all Michigan cooperatives, from which E, E, Laizolere prepared an
analysis of the financial management of farmers' cooperatives, The gen-
eral purpose was to (1) study the nature and volume of business, and the
capitel structure of marketing and purchasing cooperatives, (2) compare
the financial condition of Michigen cooperatives, end (3) to develop
selected msnagement ratios for the use of managers and directors,
Chapters III end VI contain material pertaining to cooperative prineiples
and methods of operation, particularly concerning the acquisition of

capital eand the distribution of earnings. The study, however, does not

18, JFrank Robotka and: Gordon C, Laughlin, Cogperative Organization
of Iowa Farmers' Creemeries, Farm Credit Administration, Washingtoen, D.C.,
Bulletin No, 14, April, 1937,

19. George F, Henning and Eerl B, Poling, Attitudes of Farmers
Toward Cooperstive Marketing, Ohio Agricultural Experiment Station,
Wooster, Ohio, Bulletin 606, September, 1939,

™}
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undertake to determine the farmers' appraisal of the successes or fail-
ures of cooperatives, nor their understanding of the palicies and praetices

of their organizations.ao

7. A report by Anderson and Sanderson in 1943 enalyzes data gathered
by interviewing a total of 1612 farmers in New York State. This report
is based on three separate studies of several milk marketing associations
and the Grange League Federation made by M, E., John, Duane L, @ibson,
and J, Edwin losey. Extensive date was gathered, classified, and analyzed
in the three studies, and a summary of the findings is given in the re-
port mentioned here, Specific items discussed in the summary report are:
extent, length, and nature of memberships, reasons for Joining end dropping
out, attendance at meetings, cooperative knowledge possessed by members,
end opinions and attitudes concerning cooperatives. The studies were de-
signed to explore the essential of satisfactory membership relatioms,
rather than the essential of economic gain. The latter essential was

the subject of most previous studies of farmers* coope:t'atives.21

8. The North Carolina experiment station published in 1937 the
results of a study of the organization, prastices, and membership
participation of two North Caroline Farmers' Cooperatives. Three hun-
dred fifty-nine farmers were interviewed in six North Carolina counties.

Fifty-three percent of those interviewed were members of the two

20. H. E. larzelere, Finasncial Menagement Analysis of Farmers'
Cooperatives in Michigean, Michigan 3tate College Agricultural Experiment
Station, Special Bulletin 315, May, 1942,

21, V. A, Anderson and Dwight Sanderson, Membership Relations in
Cooperative Orgenizations, Department of Rural Sociology, lMimeograph
Bulletin No. 9, Cornell University Agricultural Experiment Station,
Ithica, N. Y., April, 1943,
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eooperatives., GQuestions were asked celling for both factual and opinion
responses, Comparisons were made between the responses of members and
non-members with respect to management, policies, membership control

and support, and criticiems and auggestions.zz

9. M, E, John used an attitude scale in analyzing the factors in-
fluencing farmers' attitudes toward a cooperative milk marketing cooper-
ative in the Philedelphia area, Interviews were made with 1256 dairy
farmers within the srea. Information was gathered concerning farmers'
participation, personasl ckharacteristiecs, attitude toward the cooperative,
end amount of information concerning cooperatives. This study differs
somewhat from other studies that have been published because of its use
of a Thurstone type of attitude scale in meesuring intensity of favor-
ableness and unfavorableness toward the cooperative., Genersl attitudes
are related to age, size of dairy, tenure status, religion, speocific

attitudes, etc., and are shom by the use of numerocus tables and chartl.zs

10, In paragraph seven mention was made of a particular study by
D. L. Gibson as forming part of the basis for the report by Anderson and
Sanderson. The Gibson study involved the personal interviewing of 772
deiry farmers in three counties in the state of New York, during the
years 1936 end 1937. Comparisons were made between the membership
relations in the Cairymen's League, the Sheffield Producers' Cooperative,

snd five local cooperative assoeiations. An extensive analysis is made

28, S, L, Clement, The Orgenization, Practices, and Membership
Participation of Two North Cerolina Farm Cooperatives, Agricultural
Experiment Station, Raleigh, N, C,, Bulletin 311, July, 1937,

23, M. E, John, Factors Influencing Farmers' Attitudes Toward
8 Cooperative Marketing Orgenization, Pennsylvania Agricultural
Experiment Station, Bulletin 457, November, 1943,
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of the nature and extent of participation, the knowledge which farmers
had of their organizations, and the opinions members had of the organi-

zations and their zu:ccunpli.sthants.z4

1l. Pinelly, attention should be ealled to three previous studies
made in Michigan, in addition to the financial study made by Largelere.
Clayton and Horner surveyed the cooperative situation in Michigen in

25 Data was obtained by personal visits to each of the cooperatives

1925,
existing at that time. 4An analysis was made of fhe operations of the
cooperatives, and various interpretations were given., Topics treated
were the types and distribution of Michigan cooperatives, legal and
economic aspects, and manegement problems. 4 second study was made ten

28 This was limited to a study

years later, in 1935, by W. O, Hedrick.
of cooperative elevators, and treats specifically their organizational
structure, service records, supplies handled, and business volums,
Direct comparisons are made between the elevator situation in 1935 and
the situation in 1925 at the time of the Clayton and Horner study. The
third study was made by G, N. Motts and reported in 1942, Fruit and
vegetable cooperatives in Michigan were surveyed and analyzed in this
study. Special attention was given to the history, operating methods,

organigational and fineancial structure, management problems, and

24. Duane L. Gibson, Membership Relations of Farmers' Milk Market-
ing Orgenizations in New York State, Unpublished Doctor's Thesis, Cornell

University, 1940.

25, C, F, Clayton and J, T, Horner, Farmers' Cooperative Buying
and Selling Orgsnizations in Michigan, Agricultural Experiment Station,
East Lensing, Miehigan, Special Bulletin 171, 1928,

26, W, O, Hedrick, A Decade of Michigsn Cooperative Elevators,
Agricultural Experiment Station, East Lensing, Michigan, Special Bulle-
tin No. 291, May, 1938,
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efficiency of these cOOperatives.z" None of these three studies includ-
ed a survey of membership relations and attitudes by personal eontacts
with the farmers supporting the cooperatives.

Meny other iesser studies of cooperatives have been made throughout
the United States. The Farm Credit Administration in particular has
carried out studies in states in addition to those mentioned above. In
general, they all follow the plan of analyzing statistical data obtained
from official reports of cooperetives, rather than giving attent'lon to
farmers' opinions and attitudes as measured by personal interviews.

Occasional reference to the studies mentioned above will be mede in
the analysis of data in the following chapters. Wherever possible, com-
perison will be made between the results of this study and the results

obtained on similar questions in the foregoing studies.

9. Importance of the study

In the studies made by the Farm Credit Administration very little
attention was given to farmers' opinions regarding the cooperatives. In
the studies conducted by the state colleges and experiment stations in
Pennsylvania, Iowa, Ohio, New York, and North Carolina considerable effort
was put forth to gather data direct from the farmers. This included not
only factual data, but responses to questions revealing general attitudes
and specific satisfactions and dissatisfactions., A large part of the data,
however, was aimed at measuring the satisfactions or dissatisfactions with
with respect to the economic aspscts of cooperation, Very little was

done to determine farmer attitudes toward the basic principles of operation.

27, G, N, Motts, Fruit and Vegetable Cooperatives in Miehigen
Agricultural Experiment Station, East Lansing, Michigen, Spocial Bullotin

317, June, 1942,
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Although the econcmic aspects are not to be minimiged, greater importance
in the long run must be attached to farmers' understanding of the dasic
principles of cooperation. Their loyalty must be based on this under-
standing if it is to endure, Robotka emphasizes this point by saying that,

Loyalty of the "dollar and cents" type provides a poor foundation

upon which to build, because it will evaporate like a mist the moment
the organization ceases to be the bvest bidder, thus destroying the
stablility of the organization.z"

If we are to judge the enduring quelities of cooperatives we must
pay particular attention to the farmers' understandings of the organi-
sational fremework upon which cooperstives are built. This study is
designed to help meet this need.

In conclusion, the present study occupies a position of considera-
ble importence because: (1) It rerresents the first scientific opinion
study undertaken emong Michigan farmers' cooperatives. (2) It purports

to go beyond other previous studies by measuring the farmers' umder-

standing of the basic principles of cooperation.

27, Frank Robotka, Membership Problems and Relationships in Iowa
Farmers' Elevators, p. 178,




CHAPTER II

THE PRINCIPLES OF COOPERATION

1, Cooperation and cooperatiyves

Cooperation is a social process, and es such is universal,

Senderson says that,

VWhereas competition and conflict are forms of opposition and are
dissociative, cooperation is a form of composition, or placing to=-
gether, and is associative, Literally, cooperation is working togeth-
er, It occurs among individuals and groups. The individual who will
not cooperate in a group eannot be an efficient member, and will tend
to dissociate himself from it. Cooperation is, therefore, essential
for any permanent social organization, and it is a gine gua non for
orgenized society.l

In the economic world, however, cooperation has come to refer to a
much more narrowed concepte--that of a more or less institutionalized
form of business organization. Most “cooperative societies™ have arisen
to meet the economic needs of their founders. A "cooperative society”
merits its name on the basis of including in its system a greater number,
and greater intensity, of cooperative functions than is found in the or-
dinery business form., The words of Kercher, Kebker, and Leland are
enlightening at this juncture:

The significent factor, then, that vitally distinguishes a cooper-
ative society from cooperation in general or from a noncooperative
business enterprise is that, in a cooperative soclety, cooperation is
consciously established and maintained as a foundation principle. This
principle becomes the source of, and also in turn is strengthened vy,
settled rules of action governing the conduct of the affairs of the
organized group in question and to a considerable extent the relation-
ships and the motives of the individuels within it. But these rules af
action have no miraculous origin. They are the results of a long his-
tory of trial and much error in cooperative enterprises., Their origins
are frequently reminders of an extensive graveyard of departed cooper-
ative adventures, But as tested behavior patterns they are today of

1, Dwight Senderson, Rural Sociology 2nd Rural Social Organizetion,
Jolm Wiley & Soms, N, Y., 1042, p. 624.
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vital impertance in a positive sense. In reality they coms to be sub-
sidiary principles or policies that serve to sustain cooperation as the
basic prineiple of 2 given enterprise. They are, in effect, guardians
of the integrity of a cooperative society.2

These organizational and procedural rules which have been developed
through the years have come to be commonly termed the "principles of coop-
eration”, With variations, the principles of cooperation are followed
by all cooperative societies, In fact, the legal definitions of what is,
snd what is not, a cooperative society have been given chiefly in terms
of the prinociples of cooperation.

The principles of cooperation are not to be confused with the purpose
of cooperation. The purpose of a cooperative is to handle products for
its members in a manner which will prove most advantageous to them as
patrons, as distinguished from the main objective of the ordinary type of
business organization, which is to obtain profit for its owners from the
operations of the organization 1teele.S Specifically, the objective of
cooperative assoociations is to enable the members to obtain some price

or service advantage, in the purchase or sale of the goods the organizae-

tion handles, which could not be obtained through other existing business
organizations. The Inguiry on Cooperatiye Enterprige in Europe defines

& cooperative in the following terms:

A cooperative enterprise is one which belongs to the people who use
its services, the eontrol of which rests egually with all the members,
and the gaing of which are distributed to the members in proportion to
the use they make of its services.4

2, In a;. mcher, vo ‘o K.hk’r, and wo co I‘lmd, cm'm!" m
eratives in the North Central States, University of Minnesota Press,
Minneapolis, 1941, p. 4.

3, F, B, Clerk end L, D, H, '016, l_‘ﬂk’ting égiggtural Prcduct,
Hacnillm, N, Yo’ 1932, p. 526.

4., In Kercher, Kebker, and Leland, op. cit., p. 7.
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On the basis of functions performed, there. are three main types of
cooperatives, (1) eonsumers' or purchasing, (2) producers or marketing,
end (3) credit cooperatives, Consumers', or purchasing, cooperatives
perform buying functions for their patrons. Technically there is a
difference between consumers' and purchasing cooperatives, Consumers'
cooperatives deal more particularly in goods for consumption, such as
food eand clothing, and are usually not formed by farmers, FPurchasing
cooperatives deal chiefly in producers' goods, such as farm supplies,
Msny marketing cooperatives alse carry on purchasing funotions for their
farmer patrons.

Producers', or marketing, cooperatives perform selling functions for
their patrons., There is also & slight technical distinction between
producers' and marketing cooperatives. 4 producers' cooperative may re-
feor to an enterprise in which the members sooperatively own and use the
mesns of production, such as a small factory, or farmers' threshing out-
fit, 4 marketing cooperative refers to san enterprise where producers, or
middlemen, join together in selling their produce. The marketing coop-
erative not only performs the selling fumetion, but also oms the market-
ing fecilities.

The cooperatives under consideration in this study are strioctly the
purchasing end marketing type. Most of them perform both functions., Mu-
tual insurance compenies are sometimes referred to as cooperatives, dut
there is considerable disagreement on this issue, Membership in mutual
insurance companies are not considered herein, although most of the farm-
oers had insurance in one or more mutuals, Farmers generally do not
recognize mutual insurance companies as cooperatives, In this particular

survey not one farmsr mentioned membership in a muatual insurance company
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when asked to name the cooperatives of which he was a msmber.,

The Michigen Farm Bureau does not come under the categories of pure
chasing or marketing cooperatives, since it performs no buying or selling
fwnctions., Consequently, membership in the Farm Bureau is not considered
when speaking of cooperative membership in this study. However, most of
the farmers who belong to cooperatives, also are members of the Farm
Bureau, not owning any stock, of course, but paying annual membership

dues.

2. The Rochdale prineciples

The most importent and most generally recognized principles of coop-
erative action are those commonly referred to as the "Rochdale principles
of cooperation™, They had their origin in the cooperative adventures of
the early nineteenth century in England. It remained, however, for twenty-
elght poverty-stricken flannel weavers of Rochdale, England, to refine
end supplement these principles, as well as to prove their worth in ac-
tual operation. The Rochdale Society of Equitable Pioneers was founded
in 1844 as a grocery store, with a capitalization of twenty-eight English
pounds, Its success was both immediate and enduring. By the end of
its rfiftieth year, 1894, the membership was 12,000 and the annual volume
of business was $1,500,000, By 1863 there were 426 societies in England
similar to the Rochdale Sooiety.5

Although there is general agreement on the nature of the Rochdale
principles, there is considerable variation in the statement of these
principles and in the order of importence in which they are placed. Most

writers select three or four which they regard as of major importance.

8., Ellis Cowling, Cooperatives in America, Coward McCamn, XN.Y,,
1938, pp. 37-40.
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A fow illustrations show the diversity of opinion attendant upon these
selections.

Clark and Clark 1list the main principles as (1) one vote per mem-
ber, regardless of the amount of stock he may own, (2) e limited rate of
dividends on stock and limitation of the number of shares one member may
om, (3) the division of expenses and profits on the basis of business
done with the association, and (4) the "oooperative spirit"™ of loyalty
to orgenization is fc:»stere«l.6 | A

Ellis Cowling denotes three main principles: (1) democratic con-
trol, (2) fair return on capital invested, and (3) paﬁ'onage dividenas.’

Senderson lists (1) dividends on capital limited to a fixed rate,
(28} each stockholder has cne vote, end (3) earnings divided among patrons
on the basis of emount of business done with the c:xc:operarl;ivo.8

The three mein principles listed by Converse end Huegy are (1) dem-
ocratic control, (8) cash sales, and (3) sales at prevailing market
p:'ioos.g

Kercher, Kebker, and leland record the principles according to the
1isting made by the International Cooperative Alliance: (1) open and
voluntary membership, (2) democratic control, and (3) limited interest
rate on ¢capital end return of surplus earnings to patrons in propertion

to patrmtg‘.m Bakken and Schaars also list these principles as given

é. ¥, E, Clark and C, P. Clark, Principles of Marketing, Maecmillan,
N. YQ’ 1“2’ p. 4]9.

7. Cowling, op. eit., p. 45.
8. Seanderson, op. cit., p. 523.

9. P, D, Converse and H, W, Huegy, The Elements of Marketing, New
York: Prentice~Hall, 1946, p. 396.

10, mch‘r, K.bk.r, and I‘m‘, ob. Mo, P. Se
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by the International Cooperative Allience,i? Keroher, Kesbker, and
Leland record "three other principles regarded as very important by
the International Cooperative Alliance but not required to qualify a
society for membership in the Alliance®: (1) political, racial, and
religious neutrality, (2} cash trading, end (3) promotion of coopera-
$ive education.l®

Werd W, Fetrow, in a bulletin published by the Farm Credit Admin-
istration, lists the three main principles as (1) democratic control,
(2) payment for capital limited to a oonservative rate, and (3) sharing
the benefits and savings of cooperation in direct proportion to the
patronage of the individual mbor.l"’

A logical summerization of these variations in statements of the
cooperative prineiples would seem to teke the form of the following
pattern:

Mejor principles:

(1) Pemocretic control, by one vote pser member,

(8) Interest on capital invested limited to a fizmed rate.

(3) Surplus earnings returned to patrons on the basis of patronage.

Seomndary prineiples:

(4) Open and voluntary membership.

(8) Sales and purchases made at prevailing market prices.

(6) Seles made on cash basis only.

11, H, H, Bakken and M, A, Schears, The Economics of Cooperative
Marketing, New York: MoGraw-Hill, 1937, Chapter VII,

12, Kercher, Kebker, and I‘lmd, op. oit., p. 6.

13, Ward W, Fetrow, Three Principles of Aszricultura] Cooperation,
Washington D. C.: Farm Credit Administration, Circular E-24, 1945, p. 1.



Other secondary principles frequently mentioned:

(7) Promotion of cooperative education,

(8) Political, racial, and religious neutrality.

(9) Fair treatment of lavor.

(10) Adequate reserves should be carried for depreciation, expension,

and unforseen difficulties,

These ten principles represent the main bdody of rules of action for
cooperatives which follow the Rochdale plan, As noted above, Clark and
Clark suggest the principle of fostering a "cooperative spirit" of loy-
alty to the organization. %The 'ecoperative',” they say, "is a less
tangible element, . . . & spirit which combines patience to wait for re-
sults with a willingness to stick together through adversity.® The co=-
operative spirit is neceasary to overcome the tendency for the cooperators
‘to undervalue the possible future benefits of cooperation once the glamour
of a new enterprise wears off, It is necessary to keo? members from be-
ing dram off by temporary advantages offered by competitors, and from
other aects of disloyalty which would tend to weaken the arganization.“
The fostering of the "cooperative spirit™ is very definitely linked with
the principle of promotion of oooperative education. One of the main

objectives of member education is to strengthen the bonds of cooperation

by dbuilding up this spirit of loyalty.

3. Legal recognition of the principles

It is prodadbly true that no cooperative society follows all of the
Rochdale principles one hundred percent, There are, no doudt, hundreds

of combinations of principles and rules followed by cooperatives today.

14, Clark end Clark, op. oit., p. 412.
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Some enterprises follow so few of the principles that it becomes diffi-
cult to determine whether they are truly cooperatives or not. 4s a
result, serious difficulties accompanied cases of litigation which aross.
This condition led state and federal governments to define by law the
basis on which an organization eould be adjudged cooperative, or non-co-
operative, A trief summary of these laws reveal’ present-day legal think-
ing in the United States concerning the principles which should be followed
by cooperatives,

The significance of the cooperative form or‘bnsinoss enterprise lies
in the fact that it differs markedly from the ordinary business structure.
Cooperatives were largely overlooked by the national government until the
second decede of the twentieth century. Meenwhile laws (particularly
the Shermen Anti-Trust Act) had been passed regulating the forms of the
rapidl& expanding corporate businesses, Due to their peculier nature,
various aspects of the cooperative form cams into conflict with the anti-
trust laws. To correct this situation in favor of cooperatives the
Clayton Act was passed in 1914, but was of little help., It stipulated
that cooperatives had the right to exist and operate, but said nothing
sabout the methods they could use, Furthermore, the law applied only to
non-stock associations.ls

The Capper-Volstead Act of 1922 gave to cooperatives complete ex-
unptian from prosecution under the anti-trust laws., Before & cooperative
may claim this exemption, however, it must show that it observes the
follewing principles:

(1) The association must be composed of farmers and must be operated

15, Tom G, Stitts end W, C, Weldon, Agricultural Cooperation end
National legislation, Washington D, C,: Farm Credit Administration,
Circular A-20, July, 1948, p. 5.
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for the mitual benefit of its members as producers of farm
products,

(2) The association must conform to one or both of the following:

(a) No member shall have more than one vote, regardless of
the amount of stock he owns or capital he contributes.

(v) Dividends on stock or membership capital cannot be in ex-
ocess of eight percent per year.

(3) The association shall 4o no more than half of its tusiness

(in value] with non-members,l®

Other federal laws grant certain exemptions and privileges to co-
operatives which operate on similar principles. Cooperatives en joy
exemption from taxes which are levied on the incomes of business cor-
porations, This is ﬁased on the assumption that cooperatives are none
profit organizations. That is, the earnings are not business profits,
but are savings to the members, to be returned to them.

In the same way, federal laws prohibiting the payments of rebates
snd discounts in ordinary types of business provide that agricultural
cooperatives may pay patronage dividends, The Bank for Cooperatives,
established under the Farm Credit Administration requires that similar
principles be followed before a cooperative is eligible to receive
loans, In all cases, the cooperatives must show proof that they abide
by the principles stipulated as necessapy for differentiation from the
ordinary business unit, if they are to receive ,the benefits of the laws,

In general, the federal govor'nment upholds the principles of dem=
ocratic control, limited dividends on stock, and patronege dividends.

In the oase of marketing cooperatives, the principle of open and

bt —

16. Ibia, p. 6.
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voluntary association is limited to the inclusion of producers only.
Coneerning the other lesser principles, the government takes no legal
stend.

Most states have also passed laws affecting cooperatives, Although
most of the statutes were designed to encourage cooperatives, some state
laws actually prohibit the exercise of certein Rochdale principles.
Warbasse points out a number of the cooperative principles, the free ex-
ercise of which has been ourbed by state statutes:

In nine states in the Union, each share of stock of a cooperative
must have a vote, In fourteen states, proxy voting must be permitted.
In thirteen states a dividend must be paid to stockholders in propore
tion to stock owmership before profits or savings can be allocated to
patrons in propertion to patronage, In six states cooperatives must
pey @ bonus to employees. In eight states a "patronafs dividend”
must be paid to non-members of cooperative societies.

In the main, however, both state and federal legislation in the
United States have tended to clarify and accentuate the importeance of
the major cooperative principles. It is probably true that the present
laws have kept many eooperatives from degenerating into stock companies,
or other non~-cooperative forms,

Subsequent chapters in this study deal with the more important of
the Rochdale principles of cooperation., Chapter III gives the analysis
of the farmers' opinion regarding the principle of democratic control.
Chapter IV is devoted to the principles connected with the disposition
of earnings, The principle of open and voluntary association is dis-
cussed in the fifth chapter. Selling at market prices is treated in

Chapter VI, Chapter VII records the farmers' opinion on certain less

important policies connected with cooperative operation, including

17, J. P, Warbasse, Problems of Cooperation, Island Fress, N, Y.,
1942. p. 180,
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the tax problem., Lastly, Chapter VIII is devoted to analyzing the com-

parative loyalty of different types of farmers.

4, Observations regerding the principles

The Rochdale principles have undergone very little change in the one
hundred years since they were set forth, This fact seems to take on a
special significeance in the light of the present age of comparatively
rapid social and economic chenge. Is there something unique about the
nature and quality of these principles? Are these principles necessary
for the accomplishment of the economic aims of cooperation? Did these
principles arise out of purely economic considerations, or d4id certain
socio-psychological characteristics of human nature cause their advent
and subsequent continuence to the present day? Why cannot the ordinary
forms of business units accomplish the economic aims of cooperation?

It may be said that the economic exigeneies of a society call forth
the type of business unit which will best satisfy those exigencies. More-
over, the business unit which evolves must be in harmony with the value
systems of those whom it ‘0r70l.18 To a large sector of western society,
the carporate unit is satisfactory, both from the standpoint of meeting
the economie exigencies and because it conforms to the value system., If
1t were not so, the corporate form would not be so much in evidenoce.

The existence of the cooperative form of business enterprise bears
witness to the fact that a certain segment of society had differing eco-
nanic exigencies, or differing sets of values, or both.

It 18 quite apparent that both factors are found in the eooperative

movement, The movement was born of dire economic need, which existing

18, Bakken and SOhaal‘a, op. _c_j_-lo, P. 118,
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forms of business organization were not meeting, Cooperation eontinues
because these economic exigencies continue, In fact, the growth of co-
operatives seems to be stimmlated in periods when the exigencies are the
greatest,

Seoondly, the advocates of cooperation stress several values, or
ethical principles, which must not be compromised. Those which are par-
ticularly pertinent are:

(1) That the earnings of & business enterprise should be returned
to those who eontridbute to the business, in proportion to their contri-
butions.

(2) That individual interests should be subordinated to the interests
of tho' group as a whole, _

(3) That wastes in production and distribution should be allowed no
place in the economic order.

Cooperators hold that other business forms do not guard against the
destruction of these values, Society is fraught with selfish mon who
use the existing forms to advance their own interests at the expense of
others, Many industrial units tend to exploit the consumers rather than
serve them, Joln Daniels expresses this point of view, and adds that the
"whole laborious process of produstion and distridution . . . is justie
fied not for its omn sake as an end in itself, but as a means to the
end of satisfying the wants of consumers.*l? The cooperative form
guards sgainst this tendency for the exploitation of consumers for the
sake of large profits. The principles of operation, therefore, are

those measures which identify the cooperative enterprise as the guardian

19, Jom Daniels, Cooperation: An Americen Way, Covici, Friede,
N, Y., 1933. p. 89,



of values which other forms have ocompromised.

Many cooperstive practices, such as keeping good financial records
and encoursging production of high quality products, heve not come to dbe
considered as principles of cooperation. This is true because they do
not distinguish cooperatives from other forms of business units, and
because they are based merely on econocmic considerations, In contrast,
the basic prineciples of cooperation appear to be rooted more in socio-
psychological, then in economic, considerations. This may explain why
the principles have persisted for so long a time, The inertia of humen
nature 1s greater tﬁan that of economiec practices, Thus it appears
that it is of primary importance that the principles be preserved in
essentially their present form if cooperation is to be of continuing use
as a means of meeting the economic exigencies,

Many students of cooperation emphasize the importance of the Roch-
dale principles, Cowling points to the early develomment of cooperatives

in America as roof of this point:

The cooperative movement in America begen in the 1840's and eonsist-
od largely of consumer stores operated by the working classes. They
d1id not adhere to the strict set of Rochdale principles, They sold at
prices which would defray expenses and pay interest on capital,

1857 wes high tide for these stores. Although many had failed, about
400 were carrying on a successful program of merchandising. By 1890
there were only three stores left in the New England Protective Union
which had been set up in 1847, and the movement passed out of existenece.

Thus America’s first great consumers cooperative effort was a fail-
ure, Its leaders had made a stab in the dark. The story of the Rochdale
Picneers was an untold tale. The saving device of avoiding price wars
by charging market prices and egaying refunds to the consumers was then
an obseure English invention,

Anders Orme, in discussing the principle of democratic control says

that,

All our experience goes to show that a graduated voting right leads

20. Eﬂling, op. eit., p. 83.
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to degeneracy--to the defection of the cooperative concern into the
ranks of the ordinary profit-seeking enterprises governed by a deme
inant minority. . . The cooperative undertaking would lose itself
if it bdecame necessary, for any reason, to introduce multiple vot-
ing. « +» The cooperative type of enterprise stands or falls with
democracy.

The challenge is directly up to each cooperative--more particu-
larly, to the cooperative officials, The principles must eontinue to
be practiced. Members' understanding and aceeptance of these principles

mst be fostered by a constant program of education and vigilance.

S. Summary statement of purpose

Chapter I set forth the nature and mechenics of the survey of liche-
igen farmers which provided the data for this thesis., Chapter II has
dealt with the meaning and importence of the principles of cooperation.
Before proceeding with the analysis of the data, it is well to summerigze
the scope and purpose of this thesis,

The Roochdale principles have been set forth as reliable, time-proven
guides to cooperative action. To a large extent the success of coopera-
tives direotly depends on how well these prineiples are followed. How
well these principles are followed is, in turn, dependent on the atti-
sudes of the members who compose the cooperatives. Attitudes are
tendencies to act, Where attitudes are discovered to be faveorable to
the pr;nciples, it will be assumed that the farmers have a clear under-
standing of the principles, end will tend to act in harmony with them,
Where unfavorabdle attitudes are diseovered, it will be assumed that there
is lack of understanding and a tendency to work against cooperation. To

measure the degree of favorableness and unfavorableness is the ever-present,

2l, Anders Orne, Co-operative Ideals and Problems, Co-operative
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vital problem of cooperatives, Only by such measurement can a true
picture be had of the stability of the cooperative system.

With this vital problem in mind, this thesis proposes the follow-
ing:

(1} To examine the attitudes of Michigan farmers toward the basic

principles of cooperation as practiced by cooperatives with which they
are familier., Deviations in the farmers' views from those principles
will be considered as dus to lack of knowledge and experience rather
then to eny discovery of new and better principles.

(28) To determine the extent of understanding or lack of understeand-
ing smong Michigan farmers of the bdasic principles of cooperation., This
will permit reflections upon the need of educating members to the coop-
erative principles.

(3) To measure the depth of loyelty amd enthusiasm for the cooper-

ative method of doing business for farmers,
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CHAPTER III

FACTORS AFFECTING OPINIGN RESPONSES REGARDING THE
PRINCIPLE OF DEMOCRATIC CONTROL

The principle of democratic ocontrol is exercised by permitting
each member to cast only one vote regerdless of the number of shares of
stock he may om, or the amount of business he may do with the coopere-
tive. Bakken snd Schaars state that the origin of this prineiple is
politiecel in nature., Man, not money, is the important point of emphasis
in cooporation.l Equality on the basis of humean individuals is to be
given the preeminance over equality on the basis of property rights. In
its Yoeenomic senge, democratic control is designed to prevent a concen-
tration of prqperty rights in the cooperative from becoming a oconcentration
of power which might be wielded to the herm of those with less property
rights.

Not all cooperatives have adopted voting equality on the dasis of
membership. In the United States as a whole (data for 1936), 86 percent
of the marketing and purchasing associations voted on the basis of one
vote per member. Twelve percent voted by one vote per share of stock.
The other two percent voted otherwise, chiefly on the basis of patronage.
In Michigan $0 percent voted by membership and nine percent by sheres of

stock.® What do the Michigen farmers think about the voting principle?

l. Bakken and sm&r’, oD, -Li-t-” Pe. 155,

2. A Statistiocal Hendbook of Farmers' Cooperatives, Farm Credit
Adminisgtration, Washington, D. C., Bulletin No. 26, November, 1938, p. 54.



1. Membership status

Each of the 500 farmers was first asked whether each member of a
cooperative should have just one vote, or one vote for every share of
stock omed. Secondly, he was asked whether he thought that a cooper-
ative should be set up so that the more business a man does with it, the
more votes he should be allowed to cast. Table 4 indicates the responses
on the basis of the total sample, and on the basis of whether a member

Teable 4. Percentage distribution of sample farmers by membership status
and by opinion on method of voting,

Non-
Questions and Total Members members
replies N%W Na304 N=105
Should voting be by membership %
or by number of shares owned?
One vote per msmber 75.4 75.3 75.2
One vote per share 20.0 20,6 18.1
Don't know 4.6 4.1 8,7
Total 100.0 100.0 100 .0
Should voting bdbe by membership
or on basis of patronage?
By amount of patronage 14.0 14,7 1l1.4
Cne vote per member 84.4 84.3 84.8
Don't know L1e6 10 3,8
Totel 100.0 100.0 100.0

or not. The outstanding fact to be observed from these results is the
uniformity of opinions held by members and non-members, Apparently

the demoocratic principle is equally well understood and approved by meme
bers amd non-members. Whereas about 75 percent of the farmers favor the
one-mmm-one~vote principle over voting by shares, about 85 percent favor

cne-man~one-vote over voting on the basis of patronage.
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2. Amount of business done

Zach farmer was asked to estimate the amount of business he had done
with cooperatives during the previous year, On the basis of this infore
mation the farmers were put into six groups, renging from less then $100
h 1] M or more. Approximately 75 percent of each group favors one-vote-
per-member over voting by shares owned. A slightly greater proportion of
the $2000-$2999 group were found to favor the democratic principle than
Teble 5, Percentage distribution of farmers by smount of business done

with cooperatives during the previous year, by opinion on
method of voting.

less than $100- $500- $1000- $2000- $3000

Questions $100 $499 $099 51999 $2099 & over
and replies Nze¢S5 __ N=g8) N=gp Nz)1l N=57  N=og

Should voting be by

membership or by nume

ber of shares omed?
One vote per member 75.4 75.0 75.6 73.9 79.0 75.0
One vote per share 13.8 21.3 28.2 20.7 17.5 21.9

Don't mow 10.8 3.7 2,2 5.4 3.5 S.1
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Should voting be by

membership or on

basis of patronege?

Basis of patronage 12.3 14.8 18.7 9.9 12.3 17.7
One vote per member 81l.5 82.7 83.3 89.2 87.7 81.3

Dont't mow 6.2 2,5 sss s 9 2ee 1.0
Total 1000 100.0 100,0 1100.0 100.0 100.0

is true of the other groups. With insignificant variations, roughly 85
percent of the farmers favored voting by membership over voting by pat-
ronsge. In this instanoce the $1000~81999 group was most strongly in
favor of the democratic principle, while the $3000-and-over group was
least favoradble to democratic voting, No general conclusions, however,

osn be drawn since the percentage differences in no case are statistically
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significent,

| It might be expected that those doing a greater amount of business
would be less likely to favor democratic control. On the other hand,
those who do more business may tend to have a better understanding of
cooperative principles, The results of this survey show that those doing
greater smounts of ‘businns with cooperatives are more likely to be mem-
bers of cooperatives, and attend meetings more regularly. Thus the
uiformity of responses between these six groups may be the fesult of a

synthesis between two opposing tendencies,

3. Age

As revealed in Table 6, no generalizations can be made as to the
effects of age on the opinion responses. When comparing voting by mem-

bership end by shares owned, 82.1 percent of those under 30 years of age

Table 6. Percentage distribution of farmers by age groups by opinion on
method of voting.

Questions Under 30 30-39 40-49 50-59 €0,over
and replies N=5¢ N=)117 Ns117 N=3117 =90

Should voting B by member-
ship or by number of
shares owned?

One vote per member 82,1 74.4 75.2 75.0 72.2
One vote per share 14,3 23.9 18.8 19.0 22,2
Don't know Ss6 -y A £0 6.0 _S5.6

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0

Should voting be by member-
ship or on the basis of
patronage?

Basis of patronage 8.9 14.5 17.1 16.2 10.0
One vote per member 89.3 84.6 82.0 82,1 86,7
Don't lmow 1,8 29 29 1.7 3.3

Total 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0
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favored voting by membership compared with 72,3 peroent for those aged
60 or over., Percenteges for the other age groups ranged in bdetween
these extremes. This shows that the older members of the sample tended
to be less favorable to the democratie prineciple., When considering
voting on the bdasis of patronage, however, this tendency did not exist.
In the latter ease, the middle-aged groups tended to be less favorable
toward the democratic principle. These percentage differences may be
due to chanoe factars in sampling, however, since none of the differ-~
ences are large enough to prove signifieant,

The table does not show age group data for separate categories of
members and non-members. Such a btreskdowm did not reveal any signif-
joant differences in the responses of the different age groups within
the separate member and non-member categories. For all practical
purpooea; the age faotor does no't have any influence on the attitude

of the farmers toward the democratic principle.

4. Euoation

I$ might be supposed that farmers with different levels of academie
education would react differently to questions conocerning the prineciple
of democratic control, Table 7 shows that there is considerable varia-
tion in the responses of the various educational level groups. This is
true only when voting by membership is compared with voting by shares,
end not when compared with voting on the basis of patronege. In the
latter instence, no eppreciable differences in responses between educe-
tionel level groups is evidenced. In the former instance, however, a
significance does exist. Seventy-eight and seven-tenths percent of

those farmers having eight or less years of schooling favor the
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Table 7. Peroentage distribution of farmers by educational levels
by opinion on method of voting.

Yoars of Schooling legtog

Questions Eight or Nine to lMore them
and replies less Twelve Twelve
Na324 N=]l42 Na28

Should voting be by membership
or by number of shares owned?

One vote per member 7847 72.6 60.7
One vote per share 16.7 23.5 393
Don't know 4,6 4,9 g

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Should voting be by membership
or on basis of patronage?

Basis of patronage 14.5 12.7 17.8
One vote per member 83.68 85.9 82.2
Don'% know 1,9 1.4 20

Total 100,0 100.0 100.0

one-vote-per-member method, whereas only 60.7 percent of the college
level farmers favor thet method, The Chi-square test reveals a prob-
ability ratio of slightly less tham .05 in this instance.

Why more educated farmers should favor a less democratic voting
procedure is not clear., It may be that general education does not
necessarily educate in the understanding of cooperative principles, Or
it may be that through their possibly greater acquaintence with corpo-
rate business forms, the more educated have come to favor less democratic
controls., At any rate, these results would indieate that cooperatives
esnnot depend on their more educated members to support the democratie

principle as strongly as other members.

5. Attendance at meetings

All of the 353 farmers who were aware of their memberships were

asked how frequently they attend the cooperative meetings. Forty-three
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and nine-tenths percent stated that they attend most of the meetings,
28,6 peroent said that they attend a few of the meetings, and 27.5
percent attend no meetings at all., If the 42 "umaware members”, who
vory probably do not attend meetings, are taken into acocount also, it
appears that somewhat over 60 percent of all cooperative members seldom
or never attend the cooperative meetings,

Of those who attend most of the meetings, 78.7 percent favor the

Teble 8, Percentage distribution of "aware® members by frequency of
attendance at meetings, by opinion on method of voting,

Most of Fow of None of
Questions them them them
and replies N=165 N=101 N=g7
Should voting be by membership
or by numbsr of shares owned?

One vote per member 78.7 77.0 69.0
One vote per share 19.4 22,0 21,7
D't kmow 1.9 1.0 9.3

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Should voting be by membership
or on basis of patronege?

Basis of petronage 12,9 12,9 22.7
One vote per member 87.1 87.1 74,2
Don't know 208 20 3.1

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

one~-vote-per-member principle, Of those who attend no meetings, only
69.0 percent favor one-vote-per member., Thus attendance at meetings
appears to have affected the opinions of the farmers in the sample. The
difference is not quite great enough, however, to be assumed reliabdle
for all samples that might be taken,

When asked to choose between voting by membership and voting on the
basis of patremage, 87.1 percent of those who atfend a few or most of

the meetings were of the opinion that one-~vote-per-member was dest, Of
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those who never attend, only 74.2 percent favored that principle, while
28,7 percent favored voting on the basis of patronage. The difference
between these percentages is statistically significent, so it may dve
assumed that attendence at cooperative meetings influences farmers to
support the democratic principle over voting on the basis of patronage.

It is interesting to note that of those who never attend meetings,
e much greater numver (9.3 and 3.1 percents) replied "don't know" to

the questions than was true of those who attend meetings,

6. Length of membership

Table 9 reveals the opinions of the “aware" members when grouped
accoxrding to the period in which they first joined a cooperative of
"which they are now a member., Seventy-six and three-tenths percent of
those who joined prior to 1931 favor the democratic method of voting
over voting by shares., Seventy-two and two-tenths percent of those
Table 9, Percentage distribution of “aware™ members by period in which

first joined a ocooperative of which now a member, by opiniomn
on method of voting,

Before 1931~ Since
Questions 1931 1940 1940
- and replies N=118 N=109 N=125
Should voting be by membership
or by nymber of shares owmed?
One vote per member 76.3 72.2 77.68
One vote per share 22,0 23.8 17.68
Don't know 1,7 4.6 4.8
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Should voting be by membership
or on basis of patronsge?
Basis of patronege 18.6 13.8 14.4
One vote per member 8l.4 86.2 83.2
Don't kmow 20 2ee 2.4

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
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who joined from 1931 to 1940, and 77.8 percent of those who joined since
1940 are of the seme opinion. Compered with the other two groups, the
1931-1940 group is less in favor of one-vote-psr-member over voting by
shares, and more in favor of one~vote-per-member over voting on the basis
of patronage. It must be realized, however, that these percentage diff-
erences are not substantial, and may be due to chanoce factors in sempling.
It oannot be said that length of membership has any eppreciable influence

on the farmers' opinions regarding the principle of democratic eontrol.

7. Iype of cooperative g member

Grain and certain fruit marketing cooperative associations are neted
for their frequency of violations of the democratic prineiple. According
to the 1936 data for this nation as a whole, only 78 percent of grain

Table 10. Percentage distribution of cooperative members by type of
cooperative & member, by opinion on method of voting.

Live- Eleva- Fruit
Questions stook tor & Milk & ©O11 & mktg. &
and replies nktg. supply oream gas supply

NZ95 N=208  N=g3  Ns=3¢  N=eb

Should voting be by meme
bership or by number of

sheres owned?
One vote per member 8l.l 7.7 78.3 é6l.1 59.4
Cne vote per share 16.8 18.2 18.1 38.9 39.1
Don't know 2.1 4.1 3,6 see 1,5

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Should voting be by mem=
bership or on dbasis of

patronage?
Basis of p‘t’w.&‘ 84 13.4 15.7 36.1 3.3
One vote per member 91.6 85.9 83.1 63.9 66.2
Don't know YT D7 a2 Y 2D

Total 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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cooperatives observed the one-man-one-vote principle., Twenty-one per-
cent used the method of voting by stock omed.> When classified acoord-
ing to the types of cooperatives (om besis of commodities handled) of
which they are msmbers, how do the Michigan farmers respond to the dem-
ooratic principle?

It should be recalled that meny farmers are members of more than
one cooperative, and therefore their opinions eannot be attributed to
their experiences with eany one type of cooperative, This situation
would tend to mitigate the extremes of differences which would other=-
wise appear in the table. For this reason the results in the table oan
be considered quite conservative., In spite of this, there are signifi-
cant differences in the responses, Percentzges in favor of membership
voting over share voting varied all the way frem 81,1 in the case of
livestock marketing cooperatives to 59.4 in the case of fruit marketing
and supply cooperatives, a range pf 21.7 percent, An even greater range
(87.7 percent) is menifest in the replies to the ‘question of one-vote-
per-member versus voting by patronage., In this oase, livestock marketing
cooperatives are again most favorable, with 91.6 percent for democratiec
voting. Elevator and supply cooperatives follow with 85.9 percent, milk
and cream next with 83.1, fruit marketing next with 66,2, and oil and
gas cooperatives last with only 63,9 favoring one-vote-per-member.

There is not enough data availeble to determine the reason for
these differences between types of cooperatives., Certain observations
can be made, however, which are pertinent to the situation. Sixty-four
of the 65 farmers listed with the frult marketing group are members of

the Eau Clair Fruit Excheange. This cooperative uses the method of voting

3., Stetistical Eandbook, p. 55.
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acoording to number of shares owned., The psychological tendency for
people to think that "our way is best™ may be a faetor contributing to
the camperatively large number not favoring the democratic principle.

It is remarkable, however, that nearly sixty percent of the Eau Clair
Fruit Exchange members voiced opposition to the method in practice.

This is augmented by the fact that 13 of the 18 farmers in the sample
who eritiecized cooperatives ;3 being "run by a clique™, or as favoring
certain persons, were located in the Bau Clair area and the Elkton area
where, until recently, the cooperative elevator operated on the one-vote-
per-ghare method., Farmers in the Eau Clair area, when answering "one=-
vote-per-member® to the question asked, would frequently add, "that ain't
the way they do it here, but they ought to do it thet way.™ On the other
hend, some farmers, when answering "one-vote-per-share®, would comment
with, *I guess that's the way they do it here, isn't it?", indicating
their tendenoy to accept without thought the method practiced.

The oil and gasoline impply cooperatives also seem to be weak in
their suppors of the democratic principle., This may not be typical for
all of Michigen, however, any more than the opinions of members of one
fruit cooperative could be representative for all fruit ceoperatives in
Michigan. A possible reason for the attitude discovered in this study
is that 77.8 percent of the memberships in o0il and gas cooperatives in
this sample are mombers of the Berrien County Farm Bureau 0il Co., also
located in Eau Claire. Many farmers in that area are members of both
the fruit cooperative and the oll and gas cooperative, and therefore
their opinions may be biased on account of their membership in the Mit
Exchange. Additional evidence should be sought, however, before this

cen be considered conclusive,



8, Officers versus non-officers

Twenty-nine of the "aware™ members were found to be present offi-
cers in their respective cooperatives, or had at some time in the past
been an officer. As a measure of the general umnderstanding of the co-
operative principles, it should bve of interest to compare the opinions
of those who have been officers with the opinions of those members who
have never been an officer of a cooperative., For purposes of definition,
an officer is one who has been either a manager or a member of the board
of directors. In this study, several of the officers were not only
members of the boeard of directors, but had also served as president, vice-
president, or secretary of the board.

When comparing voting by membership with voting by shares, 4.4 per-
oent more non-officers them officers favored the demoeratic principle.
When eomparing voting by membership with voting on the basis of patron-
age, the officers were slightly more favorable to the prineciple., In

Tadble ll. Percentage distribution of "aware" members by whether or not
they had ever been an officer, by opinion on method of voting.

Questioﬁs Officers Non-officers
and replies N=29 N=323

Should voting be by membership
or by number of shares owned?

One vote per member 71.4 75.8
One vote per share 28,6 20.2
Don't kmow 2o 4,0

Total 100.0 100.0

Should voting bve by membership
or on basis of patronege?

Basis of patronage 13.8 15,8
One vote per member 86.2 83.3
Don't know 238 9

Totel 100.0 100.0
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neither case is the percentage difference great enough to be significant.
Apparently the factor of status as officer or non-officer does not affect

the cooperator's opinion on the matter of democratic control,

9. Status as member of the Farm Bureau

Of the total sample, 233 farmers (or 46.7 percent] stated that they
were present members of the Farm Bureau. In addition, 85 farmers said
that they had been mesmbers of the Farm Bureau at some time in the past,
One hundred eight-one had never been a member of the Farm Bureau. Table
12 comperes the opinions of those who are present members with those who

Table 12. Percentage distribution of farmers by whether a msmber of the
- Farm Bureau or not, by opinion on method of voting.

Farm Bureau
Questions Member Non-member
and replies N=233 N=266
Should voting be by membership
or by number of shares owned?

One vote per member 77.6 73.3
One vote per share 20.7 19.5
Don't know 1.7 7.2
Total 100.0 100.0
Should voting be by membership
or on the basis of patronage?
Basis of patronage 14.2 13.9
One vote per member 85.0 83.8
Don't imow 9.8 2.3
Totel 100.0 100.0

ere not present members. Farm Buresu members were slightly more favoradle
to the method of ocne~vote~per-member, However, due to the insignificanoce
of the percentege differences, it cannot be said that membership in the

Farm Bureau was a factor influencing the opinions of farmers regarding the

democratic principle of voting,
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10, Summary

Approximately three-fourths of the farmers in the semple favor the
one-vote-per-member method of voting in preference to the one-vote-per-
ghare method, Approximately 85 percent favor one-vote-per-member over
voting on the basis of amo‘unt of patronage., The opinions of members of
cooperatives and non-members were found to be virtually the same regard-
ing the principle of democratie control, No significant differences of
opinion were found to exist between different age groups, or between
groupings on the basis of the amount of business done with the cooperative
within the preceding year, Length of membership did not appreciadbly in-
fluence opinion responses. No significent differences were found between
the replies of those who have been officers of cooperatives and those who
have not been officers, or between those who are members of the Farm Bu-
reau and those who are not members of the Farm Bureau.

Three factors were found to significently affect the farmers' opin-
ions, nemely, education, attendance at meetings, and type of cooperative
@& member. It was discovered that the greater the number of years of
formal education that farmers had, the less favorable they were toward
the democratic jrinciplo. Those who never attend cooperative meetings do
not support the democratic principle as well as those who attend some or
most of the meetings., ILastly, it was found that those farmers in the
sample who are members of oil and gas, and fruit and vegetable coopera-
tives were not as favorable to the one-vote-per-member principle as were
those of the livestock marketing, elevator and supply, and milk and cream
cooperatives,

Among the considerable number of studies of membership relations of

farmers' cooperatives, the writer has discovered none which have attempted
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to determine membership opinimm regarding the principle of democratic
eontrol. Therefore it is not possible to compare the results obtained

in this study with any other source which would permit comparison.



CHAPTER IV

FACTORS INFLURNCING OPINIONS REGARDING PRINCIPLES
PERTAINING TO THE DISPOSITIGN OF EARNINGS

1. Are cooperative earnings "profits"?

Most cooperatives attempt to operate their businesses so that they
may obtain a certain surplus of income over expenses, This surplus
usually results from the practice of selling and buying at market prioes,
which allows cooperatives to obtain margins similar to other businesses,
The acoumulation of a surplus is desirable as a protection against unfor-
seen losses.

Can this surplus of income over expenses be called a profit? Oppo-
nents of cooperation answer in the affirmative, They say that it is as
much a profit as is the surplus accruing from the operations of any other
type of business, Proponents of cooperation, howsver, do not consider
the surplus a profit., They say that the earnings of a cooperative are
savings to the members and are incidental to the greater objectives of
better marketing snd purchasing services. Bakken and Schaars say that

in a corporation:

s o o Operations are designed primarily to earn profits and second-
arily to provide only those goods and services which may bring profits.
fhe cooperative is , , . interested in savings or gaina, but these are
secondery to the performence of efficient services,

It it were eoonomically safe, a cooperative could just as well op-

erate without showing earnings. It could pass on the price advantage
immediately to the farmer in the form of higher prices for his saleable

goods, or lower charges for his purchases, Refunds would then be

l. Bakken and Schaars, op., eit., p. l4.
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dispensed with, In such a case, the cooperative would be performing an
equally satisfactory service, yet would show no earnings, Other busi- .
nesses could not continue without acoumulating profits.

An attempt was made in this study to determine the opinions on, and
the extent of understending of, the question of whether the earnings of
a cooperative should, or should not be called profits., The first question
related to this prodlem was:

We take it for granted in thig country that ordinary business is out

%0 make a profit, Do you think of co-ops as typical profit-making busie-
nesses, or not?

Expressed in this form, the question doces not define what is meant
by the word "profit®, A second question was asked, in which the meaning
of "profit" was made more clear. A comparison of the results of the two
questions gives some indication as to how well farmers understand what is
meant when cooperatives are termed non-profit making. The second question
wass

Many co-ops call themselves "non-profit organizations™ decause they

say the smownt left over at the end of the year is returned to purchas-
ors similar to a discount. Do you feel that co-ops that operate in
this manner are right in 6alling themselves ™non-profit organizations"?

The following paragraphs give the responses to these questions on

the basis of the factors which influenced the responses.

(o) Membership stetus. Teble 13 shows the percentage differences
between the responses of members and non-members, The tadle also shows
that the responses within each group were remarkably different between
the two questions. With respect to the total sample, 56.0 percent were
of the opinion that cooperatives are typical profit-meking businesses.
When the meaning of “profit-meking®™ was further explained in the second

question, only 28.0 percent held t6 the seme position., This indicates
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Tedle 13. Peroentage distribution of fermers by whether a member or not
by opinion on whether cooperatives are profit-making or not.

Nm-
Questions Members members Total
and replies N=392 Nel104 N=496
Are cooperatives typical
profit-making businesses?
Yes 53.8 64.4 56.0
No 42,6 28.9 39.8
Don't know 3,6 6,7 4,8
Total 100,0 100.0 100,0
Are cooperatives right in
calling themselves "non-profit™?
Yeon 0.7 47.5 65.9
No 23.7 44.7 28,0
Don't know 5.6 2.8 5,1
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

that to many farmers the concept of "non-profit", as applying to coopera-
tives, is not clear. Less then helf (42,6 percent) of the members said
cooperatives were non-rrofit businesses, but when the further explanation
was made, the percentage agreeing with that opinion increased to 70.7.
Twenty-three and seven-tenths of the members still retained the position
that cooperatives are profit-msking organizations.

The responses of non-members were found to be significantly differ-
ent from that of members. Non-members were considerably less favorable
t0 the idea that cooperatives are not profit-meking businesses. Even
after the meaning of "profit" was clarified, 44.7 retained the position
that cooperatives cannot be termed "non-profit", Typical emong the
comments of those holding this position was, "Of course they make a prof-

it; they couldn't stay in business if they didn't,"

(b) Length of membership. Teble 14 gives the opinions of the "aware"

members concerning the question of whether or not cooperatives are profit-
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Table l4. Percentage distribution of “aware"” members by period in which
first joined a cooperative of which now a member, by opinion
on whether or not cooperatives are profit-making businesses.

Before 1931~ Sinoce
Questions 1931 1040 1940
end replies =118 N=3109 N2125
Are cooperatives typical
profit-making businesses?
Yes 45,0 61,5 52.8
No 5.8 36,7 43,9
Don't know 4.2 1.8 3,3
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Are cooperatives right in
calling themselves "non-profit"?
Yeos 73.5 8.8 7e,.8
No 20.5 26.6 2l.6
Don't know 6.0 4.6 5.6
Totel 100.0 100.0 100.0

making businesses, on the basis of length of membership., When asked the
first question, those members who had first joined a cooperative in the
period before 1931 differed significantly in their replies from those who
joined more reeently. The 1931-1940 group shows the least agreement with
the idea that cooperatives are non-profit businesses, Of this group,
36.7 percent agreed with the idea, whereas 50.8 percent of the pre-1931
group felt that cooperatives were non-profit organizations. Those having
joined most recently fell in between with a percentage of 43,9.

When the second question was asked, clarifying the meaning of "non-
profit®, ‘all groups tended to agree substantially on the question. Ap-
psrently those who have been members the longest have the best under-
standing of what is meant by cooperatives being, or not being, ordinary
profit-making businesses. There may be many factors contributing to
this situation, and it would bde difficult to détermine which were most

importent. It may be that the experiences econnected with the organizing
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of numerous cooperatives in the late teens and early twenties were parti-
cularly educative to the ndn-prorit idea among those who joined at that
time, After "non-profit® was expleined, however, the responses of all

groups were substantially in egreement.

(o] Age. The preceding paragraphs dealt with the factors of member-
ship status and length of membership as affecting the opinions on the
question of whether cooperatives are profit-making businesses. The tables
presented in both cases pointed out the wide variance between the re-
sponses to the two questions., The same varience appears within all the
sample groupings that might be made, so it should not be important to
eontinue to show the responses to both qﬁestions. It ean be assumed frdm
the dats already showmn that farmers are not cleer in their wnderstanding
of the meaning of ™on-profit®, Therefore it will be well to proceed
from this point, and use only the replies to the second question., Any
variance between the responses of different groups to the second question
ocan be considered as more accurately representing basic differences in
viewpoint, and as resulting leas from differences in the understanding
of a particuler word, or words,

The fector of age is shown to have some effects on responses to the
question under eonsideration (Table 15}/, Approximately 73 percent of
the younger groups feel cooperatives are right in calling themselves non-
profit orgenizations. Only about 60 percent of the older groups are of
the ssame mind, There is a signicent difference between these two sample
percentages, Therefore it can be concluded that the younger farmers
tend to be more in harmony with the idea that cooperatives are non-profit
organigations, Since there is some tendency for older farmers to have

been members the longest, there may appear to be a contradiction between
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Table 15. Percentege distribution of farmers by age groups by opinions
as to whether cooperatives are profit-making businesses or not.

60 and
Questions Under 30 30-39 40-49 50-59 over
and replies Nsse  N=117  N=118  Nolle N=88

Are cooperatives right in
calling themselves "non-
profit®?

Yes 733 73.5 66,5 60.4 60.2
No 19.6 24.8 27.6 35.3 27.3
Den't know 7.1 1.7 6.9 4,3 12,8

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

the findings in this paregraph and that of the factor of length of member-
ship treated in the previous parasgreph. lLength of membership was found

to have no significant effect on the responses to this question. Appar-
ently some factor other than length of membership is partially influeneing
the responses on basis of age., As noted in the feollowing paregraph, edu-
cation is probadbly the influencing factor affecting responses at different

age levels.

(4) Baucation. The factor of education was found to significantly
affect the opinions of farmers with respect to whether cooperatives are
profit-making or not., Table 16 reveals that 61.8 percent of those farmers
who had an eighth grade education or less agreed that cooperatives were
non-profit., Seventy-three and seven-tenths percent of those who had
some or all of high school, and 71.4 percent of those who went to college
agreed, This indicates that those farmers with more schooling tend to
believe in the non-profit idea to a greater extent than those with less
schooling, Since there is an inverse correlation between schooling and
age, it is logical that those with less schooling and those who are older

should both reflect less favorableness to the non-profit idea.
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Table 16, Percentage distribution of farmers by educational levels by
opinion on whether cooperatives are profit-making businesses

or not,
Years of schooling completed
Question Eight or Nine to lMore thamn
and replies less twelve twelve

Ne3zz  Nel4l Na28

Are cooperatives right in calling
themselves "non-profit"?

Yeos 6l1.8 73,7 71.4
No 3l.1 21.3 28.6
Don't know 22; 509 v0e

Total 100,0 100.0 100.0

4 reakdown of age groups by levels of schooling reveals some inter-
esting facts (data not presented in tabular form)., Of those under the
age of 40, the favorableness to the idea of ooopérativea being non-profit
businesses is essentially the seme at all educational levels. For those
farmers forty years of age and older, a significantly greater proportion
of those having attended high school favor the idea than those who never
went to high school. Seventy-three pereent of those who went to high
school and 74 percent of those who did not, in the below 40 age group,
favor the idea. Seventy-six percent of those who went to high school
and only 58 percent of those who did not, in the 40 years and over group,

favor the idea of cooperatives being non-profit businesses,

(o) Attendance at meetings, It might be expected that those coop~
erative members who attend the meetings would be found to agree with the
idea that cooperatives are non-profit organizations more frequently than
would those who do not attend the meetings, The results of this survey
indicete that this is true (Table 17). Seventy-four end seven-tenths
percent of those who attend most of the meetings, and 78 percent of those

who attend a few of the meetings agree that cooperatives are non-profit
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Teble 17, Perocentage distribution of "aware” members by frequency of
attendance at meetings by opinion as to whether cooperatives
are profit-making businesses or not.

Most of Feow of None of
Question thenm them them
and replies Nm]1564 N=100 N=97
Are ocoperatives right in eca2ll-
ing themselves "noneprofit®?
Yes 74.7 78,0 60,.8
Ro 2l.4 16.0 32.0
Don't know 3‘9 609 7,2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

organizetions, Only 60.8 percent of those who never attend meetings agreed.
The factor of attendance at meetings may therefore be considered to have
the desireble effect of increasing the understanding of members concern=-
ing the reasons why cooperatives ghould be considered non-profit organi-
gations, However, whether members have greater understanding because

they attend meetings, or whether they attend meetings bdecause they have a
greater understanding is a debatable gquestion. No doubt both factors are

partly responsible, but the former would seem to be of primery importence,

(£) Feyrm Bureau membership status, The fact that a farmer is a mem-
ber of the Farm Bureeu signifiocantly affects the possibdility that he will

favor the "non-profit® idea, Of those farmers who were members of the
Parm Bureau 71.4 percent believed that cooperatives were right in ealling
themselves "non-profit® organizations, Sixty-one percent of those who
were not members agreed. The reason why Farm Bureau members tend to be
more favorable to the idea is no doudbt in part beoceause of attendance at
meetings, as discussed in the preceding paragraph. In addition, Farm
Bureau members usually receive published materisls from the Bureau,

through which they may be reminded of the "non-profit" idea.
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Table 18, Pereentage distribution of farmers by whether a member of the
Farm Bureau or not, by opinion as to whether cooperatives are
profit-making businesses or not.

Question Member Non-member
and replies Na231 N=284

Are cooperatives right in calling
themselves ™noneprofit®?

Yes 71.4 61.0
No 25,1 30.7
Don't know 3,5 8.3

Totel 100.0 100.0

(g) Sumary. The factors of membership status, age, education, at-
tendance at meetings, and Farm Bureau membership status were found to
have siéniﬁcant effects on the opinions of farmers regarding the question
of whether or not cooperatives should be called non-profit organizations.
Members favored the idea that cooperatives were non-profit more frequent-
ly then non-members. Those farmers having joined sooperatives more re-
cently favored the idea more then those who first joined more remotely in
the past, Younger members, and members with more schooling, tended to
favor the idea. These latter factors show consistency with each other,
due to the fact that, in general, higher levels of education have been
achieved in recent years. Those farmers who attend cooperative meetings
and those who are members of the Farm Bureau tend to favor the idea more
than those who do not attend meetings and those who do not belong to the
Farm Bureau.

Although the data is not presented here, several factors were dis-
oovered not to affect significently the responses to the question under
consideration. These factors were: (1) amount of business done with
cooperatives, (8) type of cooperative a member, (3) status as officer

or non-officer, (4) size of farm operated, and (5) number of cooperatives
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a member,
2. Who should receive the earnings?

The third cardinel principle of cooperation is the policy of re-
turning to the patrons the earnings of the business. In theory the
members and the patrons are the same persons. In practice this very
frequently is not so. There froquently are members who own shares of
stock, or certificates of indebtedness, but do not do business with the
cooperative, On the other hand, there frequently are fermers who reg-
ularly patronize a cooperative but have never joined it. Many practices
and policies have grown up around situations where these conditions ex-
ist. The ever recurring prodblem is how much of the earnings should go
to the stockholders in the form of dividends on stock, and how much
should go to the patrons in the form of dividends on patronage. As men-
tioned earlier, the Cepper-Volstead Act limits to eight percent the
diﬁd@d that may be paid on eapital investment. A limit of eight per-
cent, however, permits considerable variation in the amount that can be
pﬁd on stock, It is quite possible that more of the earnings may be
paid to stockholders on the basis of shares owmed than to patrons on the
basis of patronage. As a rule, cooperatives state in their ocharters the
interest rate which will be paid on cepital investment., This rate is
not subject to the fluctuations which characterize the periodic payment
of dividends on the basis of patronage., This is a factor in eliminating
the speculative buying and selling of cooperative shares.

In order to determine the farmers' opinions on the question of where
the ma jor portion of the earnings should go, the following question was

asked:
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When a co-op has a surplus at’iﬁe end of the yeer, who do you think
should get most of it: The stockholders through dividends on stock
or the patrons through refunds on the business they d4id?
The responses to this question are presented below on the basis of

the faotors which were found to influence the responses,

(a) Membership status. Table 19 presents the replies of the total
sample and of the groupings arranged according to whether or not the
farmer belonged to a cooperative, A little over one-half of all the
Teble 19, Percentage distribution of sample farmers end of farmers by

whether a member or not, by opinion on who should receive
most of the earnings,

Total Members Non-members

Yho should get most? N=499 N=39% N=104
Stockholders 27.5 24.6 38.4
Patrons 57.1 6l.2 41.4
Avout equal 14.0 13.4 16.3
Don't know 1,4 0.8 3.9

Total 100,0 100,0 100.0

farmors felt most of the earnings of a cooperative should be returned to
the patrons. Slightly more thean one-fourth felt that those who invested
the eapital should receive a major portion of the earnings. Fourteen
peroent volunteered the reply that the earnings should be distridbuted
equally between the two groups.

The opinions of members are significantly different from that of
non-members. Whereas 6l1.2 percent of the members think that patrons
should receive most of the earnings, only 4l1.4 percent of the non-meme-
bers agree, These results are rather striking. Some cooperatives pay
patronege dividends to both members end non-members. In such a situ-

ation the non-members profit from patronage dividends, but not from
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stock dividends., VWhere patronage dividends are not paid to non-members,
the non-member gets none of the earnings, Thus it might be expected
that non-members would be more favorable than members to distribution
of earnings on the basis of patronege rather than on the basis of stock
owmership, The results of this survey do not indicate this, however,
Many non-members are probably not awere that in some eooperatives divi-
dends are paid to non-members, Therefore this consideration would not
enter, to eny great extent, into the responses of the non-members. Non-
members are frequently rugged individualists, are not cooperative minded,
and are not acquainted with the principle involved, and consequently do
not favor the cooperative principle of returning earnings to patrons
rather than to stockholders. With respect to the members, it is important

to note that one-fourth are not favorable to this prineiple.

(v) Jmount of business dcne, As might be expected, the amount of
business a fermer 4id with cooperatives quite significantly influenoced
his opinion on the question of who should receive the earnings. Table
80 shows the results when the farmers were hroken down into groups
according to various amounts of business done during the previeous year,
As the amount of business increases, the percentege in favor of patrons
receiving the earnings also increases, In fact, as the groups are here
arranged, the percentage 1ncroasos.at a éonltant rate 01_' approximately
four percent as one 360: from the group doing the least business to the
group doing the most business., The range is from 46.1 percent for those
doing less than $100 worth of business to 67.8 percent for those doing
a business of $3000 or more with cooperatives. It is interesting to
note that 7.7 percent of those who did little business with cooperatives

414 not kmow which answer was best., This percentage is considerably
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Table 20, Peroentage distribution of farmers by amount of business done
by opinion on who should receive most of the earnings.

Less then $100- $500- $1000- 3$2000~ 33000
$100 $4900 2999  $1999 $2999 & over

Who should get most? N=65 Nm=g] N=g9 N=11] NI57  Nagg

Stockholders 26,2 38,3 89.2 27.0 8,1 17.7
Patrons 46.1 49.4 54.0 59.5 63.1 67.8
About equal 20.0 12.3 15,7 13.5 8.8 13.8
Don*t know 7.7 20 1,1 5o Y 1.0

Total 1000 100.,0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0

larger than the total for all the other groups of those who replied "don't
know®,

A partial explanation of the percentage differences between groupings
in Table 20 lies in the fact that a considerable correlation exists be-
fncn membership status and emount of business done. Members were found
to favor patrons' getting most of the earnings, in greater proportion
than non-members. Since members do relatively more business, it would be
oxpected that those farmers doing larger amounts of bdusiness would be re-
vealed as most favorable to distributing most of the earnings on the

basis of patronage rather than on the basis of shares owned.

(o) Age. The factor of age was found to significantly influence the
opinions concerning the question under consideration (Table 21), As age
increases, the percentege in favor of returning to patrons mosf of the
earnings decreases, An exception is the "60 and over" group which shows
a percentage slightly above the percentages for the "40-49" and "50-59"
groups., 3tated conversely, the older a farmer was, the more 1likely he
was t0 favor having most of the earnings revert to the stockholders on
the basis of shares. 3Since neither membership status nor amount of busi-

ness done shows amy ocorreletion with age, these factors cannot be said
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Teble 21. Percentage distribution of farmers by age by opinion on who
should receive most of the earnings.

Under 30 30-39 40-49 50-59 60 ,over

Who should get most? =56 N=sjjé  N=117  N=117 N=90
Stockholders lé.l 25.9 27.4 32,5 3l.1
Patrons 71.4 0.3 53.8 51.3 54.5
About equal 10.7 13.8 17.1 14,5 12.82
Don't know 1.8 22 1.7 1.7 22

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100 .0 100.0

$0 influence the percentages for age groups. Kducation was not found to
significantly affect the responses to the question under consideration.
Therefore it appears that, teken alone, the factor of ege is important
in determining fearmers' attitudes concerning the disposition of earnings.
The younger farmers api)arently support the principle of patronage divi-

dends to & greater extent than older farmers.

(4) Attendance at meetings, The factor of attendance at cooperative

meetings is found to be a significant influence in determining who is in
favor of returning moast of the earnings to the patrons on the basis of
patronege, Table 22 reveals that 69,7 percent of those who attend most
of the meetings feel that patrons should receive most of the earnings.
Table 28, Percentege distribution of "™aware” members by frequency of

attendance at meetings by opinion on who should receive most
of the earnings.

Most of A few of None of

them them them

Who should get most? N=155 N=101 N=97
8tockholders 20.0 20.8 34,0
Patrons 69.7 6l.4 50.6
About .qual 907 16.8 14.4
Don't know 0,6 1.0 1.0

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
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Sixty~-one and four-tenths percent of those who attend a few of the
meetings, and 50.6 peroent of those who attend none of the meetings
are of the same opinion, Thus it appeers that attendance at meetings
is a vital fector in helping farmers to understand and approve of the
principle of patronage dividends. However, it is importent to note
that approximately one-third of those members who attend meetings most

faithfully still disapprove of patrons receiving most of the earnings.

(o)‘ Type of cooperative & member. Table 23 reveels that the mem=
bers of different types of cooperatives differ in their supvort of the
principle of patronage dividends, Milk and eream cooperatives make the
best showing, with 72,3 percent of their members favoring the idea that
the patrons should receive most of the earnings, Milk and oream cooper-
atives are followed, in order, by elevator and supply cooperatives,
livestock cooperatives, oil and gas, and fruit marketing cooperatives.
The latter shows only forty percent of its members favoring the patron-
sge distribution of earnings., Caution should be used, however, in gen=
eralizing from the latter two types, since the cooperatives represented
in these two types are too limited in number to be very representative.
Table 23, Percentage distribution of "aware” members by type of coop-

erative a member by opinion on who should reeeive most of
the earnings.

Live-~ Eleva-~ Frult
- stock tor & ¥ilk & Of1 & mktg, &
mktg. supply cream ges supply

Who should get most? N=95 Nz292 Nag3 Na36 N=gs
Stookholders 30.5 21,8 14.5 27.8 38.5
Patrons 83.7 67.5 72.3 44.5 40.0
About equal 15.8 11.0 13,2 19.4 16.9
Dom't lmow s 0.3 —ss 8.3 4.6

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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It can be assumed, though, that the cooperatives of these two types,
which are represented in the survey, evidence consideradle laxity in
educating their members to the importence of the principle of patron-
age dividends, The same might also be said for the livestock marketing

eooperatives represented.

(£) Symmary. The factors of membership status, amount of business
done, age, attendance at meetings, and type of cooperative a member were
found to significantly influence the replies to the question of who
should get the most of the earnings, the patrons or the stockholders.
Those mere favorable to having the patrons receive the most of the earn-
ings were the members, those doing a greater amount of business with
cooperatives, the younger farmers, those who attend meetings most regu~
larly, end the milk and creem, and elevator and supply types of coopera-
tives.

Other date not presented here indicate the following: Those oper-
ating larger farms are more favorable to the prineiple., This is under-
standeble in the 1light of the results on the basis of amount of business
done, since those who do more business tend to Ve tﬁoso with lerger farms.
Offiocers were found to be samewhat more favorable to the principle then
non-officers, although the percentage differences were not gquite suffi-
cient to indicate the desirable degree of reliability. Farm Bureau
members were found to favor the principle in a signiﬁoaﬁtly greater
proportion then those who are not members of the Farm Bureau. The fact-
ors of education, length of membership, number of cooperatives a member,
end@ tenure status were found not to influence significantly the replies

given to this question.
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3. Should esrnings be withheld to increase capital?

If a oooperative is sucaessful in its enterprise, it frequently de-
sires to enlarge its facilities and scope of operation, Or if a cooper-
ative is having financial difficulties, it freguently desires to obdtain
additional funds to enable it to get back on its feet, In either ocase
it is necessary to add capital to the finencial structure. Should the
earnings (if there ere any) of a cooperative be used to supply this
needed capital?

If the earnings are withheld from patrons, the patrons are usually
given additionel shares of stock or certificates of indebtedness to
cover the smount withheld, If the earnings are paid back to the patrons
in the farm of cash dividends, the additional capital must be secured
fran some other source., Two possibilities exist, namely, sell more
sheres of stock directly to patrons, or borrow money from a bank or othe
er oredit source,

Each of the farmers interviewed was asked to indicate which method
of increasing capital he felt was best, borrowing from a bank or withe
holding the eernings. The gquestion was asked in the following form:

Suppose a co-op needed to increase its capitel. Which of these

things do you think it should do: Borrow money from & bank or pay

its patrcnage refunds in the form of shares of stock rather them
cash?

(e) Membership status. As shown in Table 24, 79.9 percent of the

farmers who responded to this question favored withholding the earn-
ings and paying the refunds in the form of shares of stock. Only 12,5
percent fevored borrowing from a bank, which indicates a eonsiderabdble
sntipathy towards increasing capital by borrowing.

A significant difference exists between the opinions of members
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Tabdle 24. Percentage distribution of sample farmers, snd farmers by
membership status, by opinion on how to increase oapital.

Non-

Total Members members

How increase capital? NS497 N=393 N=104
Borrow from a bank 12,5 10.7 19.2

Pay stock dividends 79.9 83.4 66.4
Both l.4 1,3 1.9
Don't know L2282 4.0 A2:5
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

eand nonemembers on this question., Only 66.4 percent of the non-members
favored paylng stock dividends, whereas 83,4 percent of the members fav-
ored such a prooedure, Part of this difference is due to the fact that
more of the non-members (19.2 percent as compered with 10.7 percent)
favored borrowing, and part is a result of 12,5 percent of the non-mem-
bers (es compared with 4.6 percent of the members) not being able to
decide which would be vest. One possible reason for the difference in
opinions between members and non-members is that non-members may have

a more selfish interest in preferring cash dividends rather than share

dividends for their patronage.

(b) Amount of business done. Table 25 presents the opinion re-

sponses of the sample farmers, grouped according to the amount of busi-
ness done with cooperatives, on the question of whether earnings should
‘be retained in order to increase the oapital investment. The $100-3499
and $8000-$2999 groups favored stock dividends over borrowing by per-
centages of 88.8 and 87.5 respectively. Only 67.7 percent of those who
do l1little or no business with cooperatives favored paying stock dividends.
Although these percentage extremes indicate significance, it is aiffi-

cult to estadblish any generalities from the data., There seems to be no
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Tadble 85, Percentage distribution of farmers by amount of business

done with cooperatives by opinion on how to increase capi-
tal,

Less then $100~ $500- 31000~ $2000- $3000
$100 $409 89099  $1999 %2009 & over
How increase capital? N=65 N=80 N=90  N=s111 N=5¢ =95

Borrow from & bank 13.8 7.5 18.9 le.2 7.1 8.4
Pay stock dividends 67.7 88.8 76.7 76.86 87.5 83,8
Both Je1 oo 2.2 0.9 eee 2.1
Don't know 15.4 3.7 2,2 6,3 S.4 8.3

Total 100,0 100,0 100,0 100.0 100,0 100,0

general trend from the groups doing little business to the groups doing
much business. It is prodable that the low percentage of 67.7 for the
®less than $100" group is due to the relatively large proportion of non-

members in that group.

(o) Age, Of the farmers aged 30 to 39 years, 87.9 percent were of
the opinion that the best way to increase capital is to withhold the
earnings and issue stock dividends. By way of contrast, 68.5 peroent
of those 60 years and older favored stock dividends. These percentage
differences are statistically significent, and the general trend in-
dicates that the younger farmers are more in favor of holding bdack the
cash earnings than are the older farmers, Since most supporters of

Table 26, Percentage distribution of farmers dy age by opinion on how
capital should be increased.

Under 30 30-39 40-49 80-59 60 ,over

How increase capital? Nase _ N=)116  N=117 N=116 N=g9
Borrow fram & bank 10.7 10.3 8.5 13.8 19.1
Pay stock dividends 80.4 87.9 80.3 80.1 68.5
Both oo 0.9 0.9 0.9 4.5
Don't Xnow 8,9 0.9 10,3 5.2 7.9

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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cooperatives advocate retention of earnings when capital is needed, it
appears that the older cooperative members will need to be most strong-

ly influenced in order to increase the support of such a practice,

(a) Summary, The factors of membership status, asmount of business
done, and age were found to significantly affect the responses to the
question of whether borrowing or retention of marnings is the better way
of increasing capital. In addition, those who had more education, those
. who attended meetings most regularly, and those who were members of the
Yarm Bureau favored paying stock dividends rather than borrowing in pro-
portions slightly greater than for those with less education, those who
attended no meetings, and those who were not members of the Farm Bureau.
The percentege differences for these latter, however, might be the re-
sult of chanoce, The factors of length of membership, tenure status,
officer status, and number of cooperatives a member were found to have
no apparent influence on the responses to this question. Although the
percentage differences are not significant, it is interesting to note
that the oil and gas, and fruit cooperatives were on tpp with respsct
to proportion of members favoreble to paying stock dividends rather than
cash. The percentages were 94,4 and 87.8 respectively. In general it
can be said that few farmers favor borrowing as a policy, and, regard-
less of how the farmers are divided into groups, there is no wide diver-

genoe of opinion on this particular question.






CHAPTER V

FACTORS INFLUENCING OFINIGNS REGARDING THE PRINCIPLE

OF OPEN AND VOLUNTARY MENMBERSHIP

The principle of open and voluntary membership has been less strict-
1y adhered to than most of the cooperastive principles., The Rochdale
pioneers prooclaimed a society wherein no one should be denied membership
on the basis of sex, color, or creed. The society was organized to sell
to all who would qualify as consumers.

In the United States, however, where cooperation has been developed
largely in the field of marketing sgricultural products, meny restric-
tions have been placed on open membership., In order to be successful,
the membership of a marketing cooperative must usually be more homo-
geneous than is characteristic of the membership of a consumers' coop-
erative, .'Iho members usually are required to be producers, particularly
producers of a certain product which is being marketed cooperatively.

In addition, a successful marketing cooperative must avoid receiving
as members those who are agitators, irresponsible persons, or chronic
trouble-makers.l

This chapter presents the opinions of the farmers interviewed on
the questions of whether membership should be restricted, whether mem-
bers should be bound by contracts, and how new members should be obtain-
ed.

1, Should membership be restricted?

Each fermer interviewed was asked to state his opinion in answer to

1, Bekken eand Schaars, op., cit., p. 149.
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the gquestion, "Should cooperatives let anyone join who wants to?" Of
those who responded "no"™ to the question, an additional question was
asked: "What sort of persons shouldn't be allowed to join?" The anal-
ysis of the replies to these questions reveal that certain factors had

an effect on the opinions given by the farmers.

(a) Membership status. The replies to both questions are combined
and presented in Table 27, When asked if co-ops should let anyone join
who wants to, 51.6 percent of the farmers interviewed replied "yes".
Forty-seven and two-tenths percent of the farmers replied "no", and then
indicated what types of persons should be excluded from membership in

Teadle 27. Percentage distribution of sample farmers, and by whether a
member or not, by opinion on whether co-ops should restrict

membership,
Non-
Question Total Memvers members
and replies N=500 N=395 N=105
Should co-ops let anyone
join who wants to?
Yes 51.6 49.9 58.5
No, exclude non-farmers 26.0 26.6 23.8
No, exclude non-producers 5.6 6.8 1.0
No, exclude persons wanting only
money, not interested in co-ops 4.0 3.6 5.7
No, exclude dishonest persons 4.8 4.8 4.8
No, éxclude persons interested
in competitive businesses 2.0 2.3 1.0
No, exclude Communists 0.8 1.0 coe
No, exclude foreigners (including
Jews) 0.4 0.5
No, misoellaneous reasons** 5.0 4.6 6.7
No, no reasons given 1.2 1.3 1.0
Don't know 1,2 1,3 1.0
Total 102.6* 102.7* 103.5*

¥Totals exceed 100 dus to some farmers excluding more than one group.
*%Includes: trouble-makers, "ne'er-do-well™ persons, persons with poor
credit standing, persons opposed to the cooperative movement, etec,
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farmers' ocooperetives, Twenty-six percent of all the farmers would ex-
clude non-farmers from membership, 5.6 percent would exclude non-producers
of farm products, four percent would exclude persons not interested in
oooperatives except for the money they get out of it, 4.8 peroent would
exclude dishonest persons, two percent would exclude persons interested
in competitive businesses, 0.8 percent would exclude Commmmists, and 0.4
percent would exclude foreigners end Jews,

Considerable interpretation must be given to this set of data. In
the first place the question may not have been too well interpreted by
the farmers, It is certain that many farmers did not stop to think that
"anyone" included city people as well as farmers. Occasionally after a
farmer had answered “yes" he would reflect a few moments and then add,
“eny farmer®., It is quite probable that the replies would frequently
have been different if the word “anyone™ would have been enlarged upon
befoio the farmer gave his answer., Therefore the fact that one-half of
the farmers interviewed did not indicate that farmers' eooperatives should
limit their memdership to producers of farm products should not be taken
too seriously.

There was a definite purpose, however, in asking the question in the
form used, The opinion which is expressed "on the spur of the moment"
is frequently that which guides the farmer's action. Some people fre-
quently do not stop to think. Therefore what a person thinks "on the
‘apur of the moment® is important to know. It is an indication of his
understending of the issue involved-~that is, it indicates his aware-
ness of the issue in the absence of en explanation. In this sense, the
replies to the question are quite enlightening. It probably can be

sald that one~helf of the farmers were aware of the issue and favored
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restriction of membership. The other one-half might be divided into
three classes: (1) those who were aware of the issue, but opposed re-
strioction of membership, (2) those who were unaware of the issue, and
after further explanation would have favored restrietion of membership,
and (3) those who were unaware of the issue, and after further explana=-
tion would have opposed restriction of membership.

Members favored restriction of membership to a greater extent than
non-members, although the dirrerenéo is not great enough to be consid-
ered significant. Mambox?e and non-members differed little with respect
to the types of persons which should be excluded from membership.

In gurther enalysis of the factors affecting the responses to the
question of restricting memvership, no attempt will be made to differ-
entiate between the types of persons to be excluded. The percentages
for most of these groups are too small to permit significant differences
for any factor thet might be analyzed.

In the light of the discussion above, further snalysis of the re-
plies to the question under consideration will be regarded as revealing
degrees of awereness of the issue of membership restriction, rather than

as revealing differences or similarities of well-formulated opinions.

(b) Amount of business dane. The factor of amount of business dome
with cooperatives appears to have a significent effect upon the opinions
of farmers regarding the question of whether cooperatives should permit
anyone to join who wents to., Table 28 reveals the $100-499 and the
$2000-2999 groups to be the extremes, with percentages of 61.7 end 36.8,
respectively, stating that anyone should be allowed to join. Although
the trend is erratic, those who do a greater amount of business tend to

favor restricting membership in greater proportions than those doing
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Table 28, Percoentage distribution of farmers by amount of dusiness done
by opinion on whether eo-ops should let enyone join who wants

to.

Tess then 5100- 8500- 31000~ $2000- 33000
Should co-ops $100 8499 9909  $1099 $2099 & over
let enyone join? 685 N=g) N=g0 N=1]11 NZ57 N=96
Yes 50.8 61.7 55.6 56.8 36,8 42,7
No 46.1 35.8 43.3 42,3 63,2 57,3
Don't lmow 3.1 2,5 1.1 0.9 s oo
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0

smmaller amounts of business. It can probadbly be assumed that those doing
larger amounts of business are more aware of the problems involved when

membership is not restricted.

(¢} Age. On the basis of age groups, the farmers responded with oon-
ciderauo percentage differences, but the differences were not sufficient-
1y large to be signifieant. The percentages in favor of restricting meme
bership reanged from 57.1 for the "under 30" group to 43.3 for the "60
years and over™ group. Thus the younger farmers were more favorable to
restrictions on membership,

A treakdown of age groups by membership status revealed that members
and non-members held very similar opinions within all age groups execept
the "60 and over® group. Of the members who were “@0 and over", 50.8
percent favored resirictions om membership, whereas of the non-members

who were ™80 eand over® only 24 percent favored restrictions.

(a) Eduoation, The number of years of formel education that a farm-
er had was found to significantly affect his opinion on the question of
whether cooperatives should restrict membership. Table 29 reveals that

40.2 percent of the fermers in the sample who had eight or less years
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Table 29. Percentage distribution of farmers by educational levels by
opinion on whether co-ops should let anyone join who wants to.

Years of schooling completed
Eight or Nine to More than

Should co-ops let less twelve twelve
anyone join? N=324 _ N3142 N=28
Y.' 5803 ) 5703 42.9
Neo 40.2 62.0 57.1
Don't know 1.5 0.7 see
Total 100,0 100.0 100.0

of schooling favored restrictions on cooperative membership. Of those
who had some or all of high school, 62.0 percent favored restricting mem-
vership., Of those who went to college, 57.l1 percent favored restrictions,
Those with more schooling are apparently more aware of the issue than are
those }'ho had an eighth grade education or less. Farmers with college
training, however, were less in favor of restrictions than were those
with only high school training.

Since education and age are inversely correlated, the percentage
differences between education groups reflect the peroehtago differences
between age groups. The younger, more educated groups favored restric-
tions to a greater extent them the older, less educated groups. In thig
case the education factor may be considered the more weighty on the
grounds that the percentage differences were greater (21,8 percent) for

education groups favoring restrictions then for ege groups (13.8 percent).

(e} Attendance at meetings, Teble 30 shows that those who attend
meetings regularly significantly differ in their opinions from those who
40 not attend meetings., Of those who attend most of the meetings, 57.4
percent favor restrictions on membership, Forty-five and five-tenths

perocent of those who attend a few of the meetings, and 37.1 percent who
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Tabdle 30, Percentage distribution of "aware™ members by attendance at
meetings by opinion on whether co-ops should let anyone join
who wants to.

Most Fow None
Should eo-ops let anyone join? of them of them of them
NZ155 N=10) Nz97
Yes 42.6 53,8 59.8
No 57.4 45.5 37.1
Don't know 222 1,0 3.1
Total 100 .0 100.0 100.0

attend no meetings, agree., Attendance at meetings indicates a mueh great-
er awareness of the problems involved in permitting anyone to join a

cooperative who wants to,.

(£) Surmery, Approximately one;-ha.lr of the farmers interviewed were
of the opinion that cooperatives should let anyone join who wants, NMem-
bers were more interested in restricting membership than non-members,
although the difference was not significant. The factors of amount of
business done, education, attendance at meetings, and membership in the
Fearm Bureeau were found to significantly affect the opinions of farmers.
Those more favorable to membership restriction were the farmers who did
mi.'o business with cooperatives, who had more schoeling, who attended
meetings most frequently and who were members of the Farm Bureau. Also
more favorable to restricting membership were the younger fermers as
opposed to older farmers, the officers as against non-officers, those
who were members of three or more cooperatives as opposed to those who
were members of only one or two cooperatives, and members of elevator
cooperatives as against other types. The differences found in these

latter instances, however, may have been due to chance factors in sam-

pling .
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Due to the fact that some farmers apparently did not elearly umder-
stand that "anyone™ included city people as well as farmers, it cannot
be concluded that one-half of the farmers are really in favor of allow-
ing non-producers to join., Rather it should be concluded that about
ane-half of the farmers are aware of the issues involved, and formulated

their opinion against open membership on the basis of their awareness,

2, Should members be bound by contracts?

Approximately one out of every ten Michigan eooperatives require
their members to sign contracts or marketing agreements.z These cone
tracts or agreements bind the farmer to sell his produce (nsually a
single commodity) to the cooperative at whatever price the cooperative
offers. Contracts usually cover a single marketing season.

Cooperatives which market perishable goods, such as fruit and fresh
vegetables, find contracts particularly advantageous, It enables them
to obtain good markets in the large cities, because they oan guarantee
delivery of specified amounts of produce to wholesalers and jobbers.
But in order to be able to guareantee specified shipments, the coopera-
tive must be assured of receiving the produce from the farmers. Con-
traocts provide the assurance that farmers will not by-pass the coopera-
tive at harvest time in order to sell to another bidder who might offer
a semporary price or service advantage.

Obtaining contracts with farmers 1s not an easy task for coopera-
tives, Farmers sre traditionally indepcndont,'and a system whiech binds
thnm.tp a given course of action is anathema to their system of values.

To be sure, not all cooperatives need to have contracts with their

2, Statisticel Handbook, p. 63.
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members, Some types 4o, however, and failures have aomatim;s resulted
from a situation where the farmers were not sufficiently willing to
bind themselves for the good of the cooperative ocause.

Just how highly Michigan farmers regard the value of "freedom of
action” is partially revealed by the following data obtained from the
survey.

(e) Membership status, Each farmer interviewed was asked the follow-
ing question:

In general, do you feel that a farmer should be allowed to join or
drop out of a marketing co-op any time he pleases or should he bde re-
quired to have a contract which runs for an agreed period of time?

If the farmer replied "any time", no further question was asked on
the issue, If he replied that a contract should de required, or that it
depends on the situation, he was further asked, "What kind of require-
ments for getting in and out do you think would work best?" Table 31
presents the combined responses to the two questions, A total of 84.6
percent of the farmers in the sample are opposed to signing contracts
with cooperatives., Two and two-tenths percent did not know which wes
better., Approximately 12 percent thought that farmers should enter into
contracts with their cooperatives, and gave various suggestions as to
how contracts should be implemented.

Several conclusions might be drawn from these results. In the first
place, the farmers seem to have a strong antipathy toward contracts or
.mrkoting agreements, Very frequently the farmers gave maximum empheasis
to their reply of "eny time™, This situation points up very strongly
what cooperative leaders must contend against when they put forth efforts

to get their members to enter into written agreements to market their

produce through the cooperative, A ocarefully planned and well executed
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Table 31. Percentage distridbution of farmers by membership status by
opinion on whether members should be bound by contracts.

NOn-
Questions Total Members members
and replies N=500 N3395 N=105
Should members of marketing co~ops
be allowed to join or drop out
any time, or should they be re-
quired to sign a contract?
Any time 84.6 8%5.8 79.8
Contract, year basis 4.2 3.8 8.7
Contrest, terminated for good
reason 1.2 0.8 8.9
Contract, no qualifications given 1.8 1.8 1.9
Contract, miscelleneous® 5.4 6.1 2.9
Depends, miscellaneous** 0.6 0.5 1.0
Don't know 2.8 1.5 4,8
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

*Includes: two to five year basis, loss of dividends due if member drops
out, proper notification should be given before dropping out, ete.

*#Includes: subject to approval by board of directors, no reasons given,
program of persuasion and education must precede the successful organi-
gation of coopsrative marketing based on contracts, There is evidence
to prove, however, that where a great need for contracts exists, farm-
ors will usually sacrifice personal liberty in order to meet the press-
ing need.

It might also be observed that those few who favor contracts exibit
a wide variance of opinion regarding the bases for entering into and
terminating contracts. Approximately one-third favor contracts on a
yoar basis. The others held miscellansous opinions as noted in the
table.

It is interesting thaet a greater proportion (85.8 percent) of mem-
bers then of non~members (79.8 percent] favor freedom in joining or
dropping out of a cooperative. The percentage difference is not sig-

nificant, however, The percentages in favor of the various types of
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contractual reletionships are so small as to virtually preclude any
meaningful analysis. In the subsequent analyses, these items will be
combined end presented in one item as opposed to complete freedom in

joining or dropping out of cooperatives anytime,

(v) Type of cooperative a member, Members of different types of
cooperatives were found to respond in significently different propor-
$ions to the question of whether members should be required to enter in-
to formal contracts with their cooperatives (Table 32), The extremes
Table 32, Percentage distribution of “aware® members* by type of coop-

erative & member by opinion on whether members should be
bound by contracts,

Live- Eleve-~ Fruit

stock tor & Milk& Oi1 & mktg. &

Should cooperatives mktg, supply cream gas supply

require contracts? N=9S N=202 N=g83 N=36 N=g5
Yeos 13.7 8.4 15.6 27.8 20.0
No 8643 89.5 84.4 72.8 78.5
Dont't know sss 2.1 290 2o 1.5
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

¥Note: A membver may have memberships in more than one type of cooperative.

are represented by the elevator and supply, and oil and gas cooperatives,
with percentages of 89,5 and 72.2, respectively, favoring freedom to join
or drop out of a cooperstive anytime., Livestock marketing and milk and
cream marketing cooperative members are'relatively more favorable to free-
dom of joining or dropping out, while the fruit marketing cooperative
members are relatively more in favor of oontractual agreements.

As noted in Chapter 3, the members represented in the fruit marketing
and supply type of cooperative are, with one exception, members of the

Eeau Clair Fruit Exchenge. This fruit marketing cooperative makes
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extensive use of contracts with its members. No doubt many of the mem-
bers have come to see the advantages of this type of procedure, and
have come to favor the use of contracts, However, over three-fourths
of the members of this cooperative apparently prefer not being bound by
ocontract,

The o1l and gas cooperatives, not being marketing cooperatives,
really should not be considered when dealing specifically with marketing
cooperetives, The attitudes of the members of this type of cooperative
are no doudt the reflection of the influence of the Eau Clair Fruit
Exchange, since over three-fourths of the oil and gas cooperative mem-

bers interviewed in this study are located in the Esu Clair area,

(o) Educetion. Teble 33 shows that 83,1 percent of those farmers
having eight or less grades of formal schooling prefer to be free to
join or drop out of a cooperative anytime. Of those who went to high
school but not beyond, 83,1 percent favor voluntery membership., Sige
nificance lies in the fact that only 57.1 percent of those who attended
college favor voluntery membership. Conversely, nearly 40 percent of
this group favor the use of contracts, as ocompared with 9.1 percent for

Table 33. Percentage distribution of farmers by number of years of
schooling by opinion on whether members should be bound by

contracts,
Years of schooling completed
: Eight e Nine to More then
Should cooperatives less twelve twelve
require contracts? N=324 N2142 Ne28
Yes 9.1 16.2 39.3
No 88,1 83.1 57.1
Don't know —2:8 0.2 3,6

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
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the grade school group and 16.2 percent for the high school group. Ap-
parently, cooperative leaders looking for support for a system of mare
keting by contraect will find the greatest support among those who have
college education., It can probably be concluded that the college group,
through their possibly greater contacts with heterogeneous types of
people, have come to a greater understanding of the problems which arise
out of a situation where those persons not similar in mind and purpose

with interests of the orgenization are included in the membership ranks.

(a) Amount of business done., Table 34 shows the opinions of all the
farmers interviewed on the guestion of freedom to join or drop out, as
Table 34, Percentege distribution of farmers by amount of business done

with cooperatives, by opinion on whether members should bde
bound by oontracts.

Less then $100- $500- $1000- $2000- $3000
Should cooperatives  $100 8499 $909  $1999 $2009 & over
require contracts NZe5 N3gl N=go N=1l)l N=57  N396

Yos 20.0 12.4 13.3 9.0 14.0 13.5
No 75.4 83.9 88,3 0.1 86.0 86.5
Don't know 4.8 3.7 _4.4 0,9 228 2se

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

wroken dowmn on the basis of amount of business done with cooperatives.
Aside from the "less than $100" and “$1000-$1999" groups which show a
significent difference, the data permits no conclusive generalities,

If a linear trend were forced upon the percentages favoring no contraots,
it would show that those doing more bdusiness were less likely to favor
ocontracts than those doing little dusiness. This would suggest that
possibly those who do more business, because they have more money at

stake, are less apt to be willing to de bound to a contract. Decause



91
they sell more produce, they are in a better position to bargain for
themselves on the open market then i1s a farmer who sells only small
amounts of produce, Consequently the farmer who produces on a large
scale is not so dependent on formal agreements in order to be assured
of a market, In years of bumper crops, the small fruit farmer fre-
quently finds it difficult to find a profitable market, whereas if he
has a contract with a cooperative he can be assured of being able to
diapt;so of his produce at a fair price. Thus fhe small farmer will be
more likely to favor contractual relations than the big farmer,

Data obtained in the survey showed that members tended to do more
business than non-members., This relationship quite probvably explains
why the non-membsrs tended to be more favorable to the use of contracts

than members.

(e} Summsry. Approximetely eight out of ten farmers interviewed do
not favor being bound to a marketing cooperative by a contract or mar-
keting agreement. Non-members were slightly more favorable than members
to the use of contracts. Those doing less business were more favorable
to contracts than those doing greater amounts of business,

Significant differences were found between the opinions of the more
educated and the less educated farmers, and between the members of the
fruit marketing cooperative and the members of other marketing types.
In both cases, the first mentioned group was the more favorable to the
use of contracts,

No difference of opinion on the question was found to exist between
different age groups of farmers, Likewise, no difference was foumd
between those who attended meetings regularly and those who never at-

tended meetings, between officers and non-~officers, between members of
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the Farm Bureau and non-members, nor between groups based on length of
membership in cooperatives,

It is importent to note specifically the opinions of the officers
and the Farm Bureau members. Twenty-six (80,6 percent) of the 29 coop-
erative officers interviewed favored freedom to join or drop out anytime.
This compares with 86,0 percent for the non-officer members, If offi-
eers are so strongly opposed to the use of contracts, it is highly
probable that contracts will be used only in those cases where it is
absolutely necessary, As compared with 84,2 percent of those not mem-
bers of the yarm Bureau, 85,0 percent of the Farm Bureau members favored
freedon .to Join or drop out any time, Apparently Farm Bureau members
are as "freedom loving" as non-members, despite the arguments in favor
of contracts.

Results of this survey seem to indicate that the farmers who are apt
to be most favorable to the use of contracts are the small operators,
more educated, members of fruit cooperatives, This is in line with the
fact that a far greater proportion of fruit marketing eooperatives re-
quire member contracts than is true for all other types of cooperatives

in the United States.S

3. Should new members be added Ly share dividends?

In each commmity there are usually certain farmers who deal with a
local cooperative, but who do not wish to join the cooperative and assume
the role of member. Depending on whether or not a cooperative pays
patronsge dividends to its non-member patrons, these non-members may be

"forced®™ to becoms members of the cooperative through which they buy or

3. Statistical Handbook, p. 63.
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sell.

Most cooperetives welcome the additional trade afforded by none
members. Cooperatives usually are interested in having the non-membdbers
become members, but quite frequently a cooperative may not wish to add
new members, The Farmers' Cooperative Elevator located at Pigeom,
Michigen, members of which are included in the survey sample, is an ex-
ample of & cooperative not wishing to add new members. The cooperative
is well situated financially and doces not need additional capital. Con-
sequently, no new shares are offered, and dividends are paid in oash to
members and non-members alike,

More often, however, a cooperative is interested in building up its
capitel investment, and frequently uses the method of issuing stock
dividends instead of cash dividends, In g case where dividends are paid
to non-members, and the dividends are paid in shares of stock instead
of cash, ‘the non-member who wishes to trade with a cooperative is foreced
to become a membder.

The point is often made that a farmer who wishes to receive the
advantages offered by cooperation should be willing to give his support
to the enterprise by joining, The point is a good one, However, not
all fermers make good cooperators, and frequently these poor coopera-
tors are added to the membership list of cooperatives using the stock
dividend practice. This is particularly true in communities where
the cooperative is the only btusiness providing the service desired,

Is the practice of obtaining new members through paying dividends
in shares of stock a good one? Are non-members being "forced™ to be-
come members by such a practice? Is this a violation of the principle

of voluntary membership? The issue has been brought to the fore in
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the last decade due to tax laws affecting cooperatives., Whether non-
members are to receive a patronage dividend is left to the discretion
of the direetars. However, if a cooperative wishes to qualify for
exemption from the payment of federal income taxes, it is necessary to
treat members and non-members alike with regard to patronage dividends.%
Consequently, an increasing number of cooperatives are following the
practice of paying dividends to non-memders.

Rach farmer interviewed in the survey was asked the following ques-

tion:

When a co-op wants to get new members, which of these ways do you
think it should use: Hold back the patronage refunds of new pur=-
chasers mntil they have enough to pay for their membership or go out
and sell memberships directly to farmers?

The replies to this question provide interesting data on how farmers in

the sample area regard this aspect of volunteary membership.

(a) Membership status. Table 35 gives the percentage distribution
of the replies on the bases of the total sample and‘memborship status,
Of the total sample, 54.7 peroent felt that it is better to get new
members by selling shares directly to them. Thirty-five and one-tenth

Table 35, Percentage distribution of farmers by membership status by
opinion on how new members should be obtained.

Total Members Non-members

How obtain new members? N=408 Na393 N=105
Hold back refunds 35.1 39.7 18.1
Sell memberships 54,7 51,6 65.7
Both 2.4 8.3 2.9
Don't lmow 2.8 L4 13,3 °

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

4., Bakken and Sohaers, op. cit., p. 159.
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percent were of the opinion that it 1s bvest to hold dack the refunds,
Several farmers (2.4 percent) volunteered the reply that both methods
should be used, Seven &nd eight-tenths percent didn't know which
method was best,

Members and non-members differed widely in their opinions on the
question. Thirty-nine and seven-tenths percent of the members would
hold back refunds, whereas only 18.1 percent of the non-members prefer
this method. Conversely, more non-members (65,7 percent) then membars
(51.6 percent} favor selling memberships directly., This latter differ-
ence would be even greater if the "don't know" replies were omitted
when making the percentage calculatioms.

There no doudbt is a 4difference of viewpoints from which members and
non-members look at this question., Members are no doudbt apt to think
that those who 4o business with a cooperative should become members.
Holding back their refunds would automatiocally tring them into member-
ship, and at the same time benefit the cooperative with increased cap-
ital. The non-members are more apt to be of an independent nature,
end dislike being forced to choose between becoming members or oceasing
to trade with the cooperative. This probabdbly explains the difference
in opinions between members and non-members. The signifieant fact,
however, is that even of the members more than half feel it is better
t0 sell memberships directly to the non-members, This indicates that
there seems to be a strong feeling that a non-member should be allowed
to trade at a cooperative, but should, at the same tims, be allowed to

make his om decision on whether to join or not.

(b) Age, The factor of ege was found to affeoct the responses to

the question of how new members should be obtained. Table 38 gives
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the percentage distribution of the responses for the members and also
for the non-members., The data indicates that non-members are more
influenced by the factor of age than are members. The percentage range
for the different member age groups is from 57.1 percent to 49.2 per=-
cent (a difference of 7,9 percent) in favor of selling memberships
directly. The percentaege range for non-members is from 78,6 percent

Table 36. Percentage distribution of farmers by membership status by
age and by opinion on how new members should be obtained.

Years of sage
How obtein new members? Under 30__30=39 40-49 50-59 _60,over

Membvers

N=42 N=9? N=9§ N293 R=¢5
Hold back refunds 38.1 43,3 41.1 41.9 30.8
Sell mmr'hip' 57.1 53.6 5.5 49.5 49.2
Both ece coe 2.1 3.2 6.2
Don't know 4.8 3.1 8,3 5.4 13.8
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Nog-members
<14 N319 N=21 s24 N225
Hold dvack refunds 14.3 36.8 23.8 12,5 8.0
Sell Mb.r'hip. 78.6 57.9 52.4 75.0 64,0
kth [ X N ) 5'3 9.5 LN ) o000
Don't know 2.1 s 14,3 12:D 28,0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

to 52.4 percent (e difference of 26,2 percent) in favor of selling direct-
ly. When comparing the responses of the "30-39" and 60 and over™ groups,
the chi-square test indicates significance for the non-members but not
for the members, The "30-39" age group was most favorable to holding
back the refunds, The %60 and over"” group for both members snd non-mem-
bers hed the smallest proportion in favor of holding baek refunds. Only

eight percent of the non-members in this group want their refunds held
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back. This small peroentage, however, is probably affected by the fact
that as many as 28 percent of this age group were unable to decide which
method was best.

The significence trought out by Table 36 is not so much due to vari-
ations between the responses of “"hold back refunds™ end "sell member-
ships® of different age groups (both for members and non-members) as it
is to‘nriations between farnbrs having a definite opinion one way or
another and those having no opinion. If the "don't know" groups had been
loeft out of the percentsge computations, there would remain no l:lggiﬁ-
cant trend from young to old. Consequently, we cannot conclude that
there is any definite correlation between age and favorableness to the

method of holding back refunds,

(o} Size of ferm. Farmers operating the larger farms ("big" farmers)
wers found to be much more favorable to the use of the method of hold-
ing back refunds then were the fermers operating small farms ("small"
farmers). 4As indicated in Table 37, 45.3 percent of the farmers oper-
ating farms of 200 acres and over favor this method. Only 19.4 percent
of the farmers operating less than 50 acres favor having their refunds
withheld. This relates to the findings on membership status, inasmuch
as a greater proportion of the small farmers are non-members than is
true for big farmers. This raises the question of which factor weighs
heavier, membership status or size of farm operated. A separate break-
dowm of members end non-members on the basis of size of farms revealed
that size of farm significantly affected both members and non-membders,
although non-members were affected somewhat more than members by this
factor. These data, therefore, seem to indicate that a member is

somewhat more likely to favor stock refunds because he is a bdigger
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farmer, rather than because of his membership status.

The faotors of size of farm and emount of business done are high-
ly eorrelated, and, as would be expected, it was disocovered that those
farmers doing more business were somewhat more favorable to the use
of the method of holding back refunds than were farmers who do only

Table 37. Percentage distribution of farmers by size of farm operated
by opinion on how new members should be obtained.

~_Acres operate
Leas 200
How obtein new members? than 5O 50=-99 100-199 and over

N=93 N=14% N=)7] N=g8¢

Hold back refunds 19.4 38,6 38,1 45.3
Sell memberships 61,3 53.8 53,8 51.8
Both 6.4 2.8 1.2 cee
Don't know 12,9 4.8 9,9 3.5
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

small amounts of business., Small farmers are more likely to need each
little cash advantage, and therefore are more apt to prefer their re-

funds in cash.

(a) Type of cooperative_s member, As shown in Table 38, consider-
able variations exist between different types of cooperatives in regards
to members' favorableness toward the practice of withholding refunds
from non-members. Of the elevator cooperatives, 44.3 percent of the mem-
-berships favored holding back the refunds, while 48.9 percent favored
selling memberships directly to the non-members. At the other end of
the extremes were the members of the livestock cooperatives, with B5,3

percent favoring holding back the refunds and 68.4 percent preferring

the practice of selling shares directly. The proportions of members






99

Table 38, Percentage distribution of “aware” members® by type of co-
operative a member by opinion on how new members should be

obtained.
Live- Eleva~- Fruit
stock tor & Miljk & Oil1 & mktg. &
How obtain new members? mktg. supply oream gas supply
N=95 N=gol _ N=383 N=35 N=gq4
Hold back refunds 25,3 44,3 41,0 37.1 S1.2
Sell memberships 68.4 48.9 55.4 48.6 54.7
Both 1.0 2.7 cee oo 1.8
Don't know 5,3 4.1 3.6 14,3 12,5
Total 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Wote: 4 member may have memberships in more than one type of cooperative.

responding similarly in the oil and gas, fruit, and milk and cream coop-
eratives fell in between these two extremes, In the case of the oil and
gas, and fruit cooperatives, somewhat grester proportions (14.3 percent
and 18,5 percent, respectively) were unable to decide which practice

was best. The net effect of these groups was to reduce the percentages

in favor of holding back refunds end selling memberships directly.

(o) Attendance at meetings., The frequency with which members attend
the cooperative meetings appears to have a significant influence on the
responsges to the question of whether new members should be obtained
through the practice of issuing share dividends. As indiocated in Table
39, 49.1 percent of the members who attend most of the meetings be-
lieve that it is best to hold back the refunds. Of those who attend a
feow of the meetings, 37 percent agreed. Only 33.3 percent of those
members who never attend meetings approve of holding back refunds., Most
ecoperative leaders advocate the use of the method of issuing share dive-
idends to non-members, and have prodebly influenced members' opinions

by having urged the acceptance of this method through the medium of
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Table 39, Percentage distribution of "awere” members by frequency of
attendence at coopsrative meetings, by opinion on how new
members should be obtained,

Most Fow None

How obtain new members? of them of them of them
Na&155 2100 Negg
Hold back refunds 49.1 37.0 33.3
Sell memberships 43.2 568.0 55.8
Both 1.9 2.0 4.2
Dm't know 5.8 5.0 7.3
Total 100.,0 100,0 100.0

meetings with the cooperative members,

(f) Reasons for joining, Each “awere" member was asked to indicate
the reason he had for joining each cooperative of which he was a member,
Some indicated reasons which can be classified under the general head-
ing of "bvetter financial returns®, Some became members because they
inherited shares of stock from a father or other relative, A substantial
number sutomatically became members by receiving patronage dividends in
the form of shares of stock., 4 few gave as their reason that they join-
ed upon being asked directly. Others gave as reasons that they liked
the idea of cooperation, thought it was a convenient place to trade, ete.

By dividing these members into groups according to their reasons
for joining a cooperative, soms pertinent results can be observed with
respeot to the gquestion of how members should be obtained., Table 40
presents the responses to the question on this basis. It may be said
of thos§ who joined because of inheritance or share refunds that they
414 not join on their om initiative, If any farmers were "foroced" to
join, these were the ones, It is therefore important to note that

these members were most favorable to the practice of holding dack the
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Table 40. Peroentage distribution of "aware"” members by reasons for
Joining by opinion on how new members should be obtained.

Refunds Better Was
Inheri- in financial asked A1l

How obtain new members? tance shares returns to join others*
N=g5 N=128  N=129  Nal4 N=Z142
Hold bvack refunds 52,0 50.8 42,6 28.6 35.3
Sell Mber'hip' 48.0 45.3 45,0 64.3 52.1
Both cee 1.6 3.1 eve 4.2
D't know 2o 2.3 9,3 721 8.5
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

¥Good idea to cooperate, because others did, convsnience, co-ops were
honest, etc,

refunds. On the surface this may eppear to be paradoxical. It might
have been expected that those who were "forced" to join would most re-
sent the practice which "forced™ them to join, Apparently this is not
true,

The explanation which seems most logical is this: It is quite prod-
able that, when asked this question, the members immediately recalled to
mind the msthod by which they beceame members. It is also probable that
the opinions of many members on this question are not strongly held,

That is, they ere only mildly in favor, or opposed to, a given practioe.

Therefore, when an opinion is not strongly held, it is possible that

a member may be more influenced by the psychological rabtor of thinking
that "what turned out good for me should also turn out good for others,"
At aﬁy rate, the results of this survey would seem to disprove any idea
that those who were “forced" to join are more likely to harbor resent-
ment toward the cooperative, and specifically toward the practice
through which they became members, than those who joined of their own
free will.

The foregoing was designed to provide an explanation for the
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differences between the various groups. It does not explain the fact
that neerly one-half of those who were "forced"™ to join were wmfavor=-
able toward the practice by which they became members. This fact must
not be lost sight of, The fact that 45.3 percent of those who became
members through patronage refunds repudiate that method is, of itself,

a judgment against the practice, This is strengthened by the fact that
64.3 percent of those who were asked to join favor the method of bdecom-
ing members through direct selling.

I¢ is also interesting to note that, of the 42 "unaware" members in
the sample, 66.7 percent favared the method of selling memberships direct-
ly. Twenty~threes and eight-tenths percent favored the method of holding
back refunds., Although their reasons for joining were not obtained, it
is probable that in most cases they beceame members through patronage
refumds paid in shares of stock., This "unaware” group of members, there-
fore, present a relatively strong opposition to hold_ing back cash re-

funds.

(¢) Summary., Each farmer was asked for his opinion on which method
of taking in new members is better, holding back the refunds and issuing
shares of stock to non-members, or selling shares directly to non-meme
bers. Approximately one-~third replied "hold back the refunds.” Over
one-half favored selling memberships direetly. Members favored hold=-
ing back refunds in aignifioantly greater proportions then non-members.
Those who attend meetings were more favorable to this practice than
were those who never attend meetings. ZElevator cooperative members
were more in favor of holding back refunds than members of other types
of cooperatives. The larger a man's farm the more apt he was to favor

withholding refunds. Those who became members _by reoceiving patronage
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shares were more favorable to this practice, while those who were sold
shares directly were most in favor of direct sales to nonemembers,

In eddition, Farm Bureau members were found to favor holding dback
refunds in significantly greater proportions than those who were not
members of the Farm Bureau, Officers were more favorable to this prac-
$ice than non-officers, although the difference was not quite suffi-
cient to ve significant. Older farmers were found to differ signifi-
cantly from younger farmers only from the standpoint that the older
farmers much more frecuently had no opinion on the question. The fac-
tors of education, length of membership, and tenure status were found
to have no influence on the responses to the question.

The important fact brought out by the replies to this question is
that a majority of the farmers do not favor the practice of withholding
cash dividends from non-members and paying them in stock. This attitude
runs counter to the beliefs and practice of many cooperative leaders.
Two main reasons are usuelly given in favor of issuing stock dividends
to non-members. In the first place, it increases the proportion of
patrons who ere members, Secondly, it facilitates building up member-
ship without involving the time and expense which would be required in
making personal calls on non-members to solicit their membership.

The main disadvantage in the practice is that frequently persons
are brought into the association who do not make good cooperators. This
| may be particulerly true of those who are independent by nature and do
not wish to join. The case of Multon Lewis, Jr, is of interest in this

eonnection.® By virtue of having traded at a Maryland cooperative,

5. Angus McDonald, "Fulton lLewis Jr, and the Coops™, New Republie,
Sept. 8, 1947, p. 32.
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Lewis became a member of the Southern States Cooperative through share
refunds. In several of his radio btroadcasts during 1947, Lewis attacked
cooperatives, using as one of his main points of argument the fact that
he had been forced to join the cooperative by having cash refunds with-
held from him,

Another case in point is that of the Cooperative Grange Lesgue
Federation Exchange, Ine,, of Ithaca, New York, At its annual meeting
in October, 1947, this organization voted to abandon the practice of
peying dividends to non-members. The main reasons given for this action
was that membership should be voluntary, and that the practice of issu-
ing share dividends to non-members had brought into the cooperative
thousands of persons having no particular interest or desire to be classed
as members. The action was taken even at the expense of losing exemption
from federal income taxes.®

In view of the fact that a majority of farmers feel it is best to
get new members by ngling them shares directly, it may be better for <
cooperatives 1if they would spend the extra time and expense needed to
contact non-members directly, and thereby encourage them to join of
their owmn free will. Robotka comments on this point by saying that:

There is danger in automatically making members of all those who

may happen to patronize the organization, Lkembership thrust upon
patrons does not automatically make cooperators of them. Coopera-
tive success depends upon intelligent, voluntary partieipation of
members in the attainment of predetermined objectives. Patrons
cannot be expected to rise to such a status without some discussion

of sucg objectives and of the responsibilities which membership en-
tails,

6. Jemes A, licConnell, "Three Long-Range G,L.F, Policies" Ameri-
can Agriculturist, November 15, 1947, p. 2.

7. Frank Robotka, Membership Problems and Relationships in Iowa
Farmers' Elevators, p. 152,



CHAPTER VI

FACTORS INFLUENCING OPINIONS REGARDING THE PRINCIPLE

OF BUYING AND SELLING AT MARKET FRICES

Throughout the years cooperatives have found it important to avoid
price wars with non-cooperative enterprises which compete with them,

As was pointed out in Chapter II, the history of cooperation is filled
with instances where cooperative failures can be attributed, either in
whole or in pert, to the failure tb observe the principle of buying and
selling at market prices. Not only does this practice tend to avoid
price wars but it also enables the cooperative to operate on a broader
margin between income end expenses. 4 cooperative must have sufficient
margin not only to cover costs, but also to build up reserves as a pro-
tection against unforseen difficulties which might erise. Under normal
conditions a ecooperative will also earn an additional amount which may
be returned to the patrons in the form of dividends.

Those who do not understand the importance of this principle fre-
quently inquire uhy%a cooperative should acerue these additional earn-
ings which are returned to the patrons. Why not give the price advantage
to the patrons immediately and incidentally avoid the extra bookkeep-
ing which dividends require, they ask. Cooperative leaders frequently

£ind it necessary to give farmers the answer to these questions,

1. Should cooperatives buy and sel) at market prices?

Each fermer interviewed was asked this question in the following form:

Do you feel that farm supply co-ops should make it a general practioce

to sell at lower prices in the first place rather than give refunds
later?
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The replies to this question should provide a measure of the extent
of understanding which fermers in the sample areas have of the prineciple

under consideration.

(a) Membership status. Thirty-four and seven-tenths percent of the

farmers interviewed replied to the question in the affirmative, 59.3
percent in the negative (Teble 41). Six percent replied "don't know",
Table 41. Percentage distribution of farmers by membership status by

opinion on whether cooperatives should sell at lower prices
or give refunds.

Question Total Members Non-members
and replies N=499 N&394 N=105
Should co~ops sell at lower
prices rather than give refunds?

Yes 34.7 31.0 48,6
No 59.3 63.4 43.8
Don't know 6.0 5,68 7.8

Total 100,.0 100.0 100.0

. Apperently one-third of the farmers do not understand the importance of
the principle of selling at market prices,

Members differ significantly from non-members in their opinions on
this question, Sixty-three and four-tenths percent of the members agree
with the principle, whereas only 43.8 percent of the non-members agree.
There are mderstendable reasons for this marked difference, If a co-
operative sells at market prices end does not pay patronage dividends
to the non-member patrons, the non-members receive no price advantage
through dealing with the cooperative, If a non-member patron does not
receive patronage dividends, he is, of course, interested in getting
his supplies at the lowest price possidle. If he does not have the in-

terest of the cooperative at heart he could not be expected to favor
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the principle, On the other hand, members sooner or later will receive
the price advantage regardless of whether prices are higher or lower
in the first place, Apperently 31 percent of the members do not real-
ize this, for they seem to see something desirable in getting an immedi-
ate price advantege. This feeling may be acquired by members who never
receive cash dividends, and, possibly viewing their patronage shares as
mere pieces of paper, tend to look for the price advantage wherever it
is most likely to be had.

Owing to circumstances, self-interested members and self-interested
non-members can both find monetary reasons for opposing the principle.
It is likely, then, theat the difference in responses between members
and non-members is largely due to members' better understanding of the
importance of the principle. This comes about through participation,

attendance at meetings, end reading cooperative literature.

(b) Amount of business gé_:;_o_. The factor of amount of business done
with cooperatives was found to have a significant effect on the opinions
of the farmers with respect to the question of lower prices versus re-
funds, Table 42 reveals a general trend from those groups doing less
buginess to those groups doing greater smounts of business, Those doing
more business registered greater proportions in favor of the prineciple
of selling at market prices and giving refunds, The range of percent-
ages in favor of the principle ran fram 38.5 for the "less than $100"
group to 74.0 for the *$3000 and over" group. Fifteen and four~-tenths
percent of the "less than $100" group registered no opinion, a fact
which tended to reduce the percentages of those having an opinion.

In general, the trend resulting fram the factor of amount of busi-

ness done reflects the trend found on the basis of membership status.
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Table 48, Percentage distribution of farmers by emount of business
done with cooperatives by opinion on whether cooperatives
should sell at lower prices in the first place or give re-

funds later.
Less than $100- $500- $1000~ $2000~ $3000
Question $100 $499 $999  $1999 $2099 & over
_&nd replies N=65 Nsgl N-90 Ns110 N=57 N=06

Should co-ops sell at
lower prices rather
than give refunds?

Yes 46.1 39.5 41.1 32.7 26.3 23,9
No 38.8 53.1 52.3 6l1.8 73.7 74.0
Dan't know S.4 7.4 6,6 5.5 2o 2,1

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0

The percentage variation is somewhat greater for the smount-of-business
factor, which suggests that the facforr of amount of business brings
additional weight to the variation already present due to the factor of

membership status,

(o) Age. Substantial variations were found to exist between the
various age groups in regard to the opinions on the principle of selling
at market prices., Table 43 gives the percentage distribution by age
snd by membership status, With respect to the members the oldest and
youngest groups appear to give the principle the greatest support, with
percentages of 69.2 and 66.7 respectively, The "40-49" age group was
the least favorable to the principle, with a percentagé of 58.9, Al
though these percentage differences are substantial, they are not
sufficient to indicate significance.

The non-members reacted to the question in a consideradbly different
menner. The young non-members favored the principle in significantly
greater proportion then the older group. lLess than one-third of the

non-members aged 60 years and older support the principle.
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Table 43. Percentage distribution of farmers by age by membership
status and by opinion on whether cooperatives should sell
at lower prices or give refunds,

Age
Question and replies Under 30 _30-39 40-49 50=-59 60 ,over
Should co-ops sell at Members
lower prices rather N=42 N=98 N&95 N=93 Nzg5
then give refunds?
Yes 23.8 29.68 35.8 35.5 23.1
No 66.7 65.3 58.9 61.3 69.2
Don't know 9,5 5.1 8.3 3,2 7.7
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Non-members
Nzl4  N=)p  N=3)  Nsp4  N=3p5
Yes 28.6 47 .4 47.6 54,2 60 .0
No 50.0 52.6 52.4 333 32.0
Don't know 21,4 223 rYYS 12,5 8.0
Total 100.0 100,.0 100.0 100.0 100,0

Why the middle-aged members are the "weakest links in the chain" is
not clear, It may be that sampling error has somewhat distorted the
picture., The non-member differences are more easily understood. The
younger members tend to have more education and they do more business
with cooperatives, both of which are shom to effect more favorable

opinions toward the principle,

(d) Fducation. Presented in Table 44 is the percentsge distribution
for all the sample farmers on the basis of the number of years of school-
ing completed., With a percentasge of 64.1, the high school group appears
t0 be most favorable to the prineiple of selling at market prices, Only
50 perecent of the college group favor the principle. Due to the lack
of significance between these sample percentages, and the smaliness of

the college group, it would be inadvisable to meke generalizations
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Table 44. Percentage distribtution of farmers by years of schooling
completed by opinion on whether ocooperatives should sell
at lower prices or give refunds.

Years of schooling eompleted
Eight or Nine to More than

Question and replies less twelve twelve
N=323 Na142 N=28

‘Should co=-0ps sell at lower prices
rather then give refunds?

Yes 35.9 31.0 42,9
No 57.68 64.1 50.0
Don't know 6,8 4.9 7.1

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

fram these data.

(o) Attendance at meetings. Favorableness toward the principle of
selling at market prices was found to be related to attendance at coop-
erative meetings. Table 45 shows that 68.4 percent of those who attend
most meetings, 66.3 percent of those who attend a few of the meetings,
and 55.2 percent of those who attend no meetings favor the prineipls.

Although the percentage differences are not great enough to be sig-
nificant, the sample drawn indicates that attendance at meetings did
have a favorable effect upon the members, Those who attended most
Table 45, Percentage distribution of "aware"” members by frequency of

attendance at meetings by opinion on whether cooperatives
should sell at lower prices or give refunds.

Most of Few of None of

Questions and replies them them them
- N=155 N=101 N=96
Should co-ops sell at lower prices
rather then give refunds?

YQ' 29,0 28,7 3665

No 68.4 66.3 55.2

Don't know 2.6 5.0 8,3

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
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regularly had the best understanding of the importance of the prine

eciple.

() Summary, The factors of membership stetus, amount of business
done, and age were found to significantly affect the opinions of farmers
'regarding the principle of selling at merket prices and giving the earn-
ings back in the form of refunds. Members, farmers doing large amonnts
of tusiness, end young non-members were found to favor the principle in
greater proportions than non-members, farmers doing small amounts of
business, end older non-members, Members grouped aceording to age were
not found to differ greatly in opinions.

Although the differences were not significant, the high school
group was found to favor the principle in greater proportion than the
grade school and college groups. Members who attend meetings were more
favorable to the principle then members who do not attend meetings., In
addition, two other factors were discovered to affect the opinion re-
sponses, although not significantly. Officers were more favorable then
non-officers, and Farm Bureau members, than those not members of the
Farm Bureau, No significant difference was found between the responses
of members of different types of cooperatives. Length of membership
aid not appreciably affect opinion responses. |

The fact that nearly ocme-third of the memders interviewed have not
come to a full knowledge and understanding of the importance of this
principle ahould-bo a concern to cooperative leaders. As long as these
persons do not favor the principle they will be a constant source of
harmful oritiecism. They will tend to berate the cooperative for not
selling supplies at lower prices than Other businesses. Or they may

frequently patronize other businesses whenever they rind'they can
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obtain a slightly greater immediate price advantage,

It should not be overlooked that the payment of dividends heas a
desiradble effect upon the morale of the members, end non-members as well,
Robotka shows in his study of Iowa elevators that the payment of patron-
ege dividends tends to bve associated with large patronage and large mem-
bership, He believes that a price advantage at the time of sale or
purchase is soon forgotten by the member or is regarded by him as justly
due him anyway, but the am’ount received as patronage dividends consti-
tutes a tangible measure of the real benefit of the cooperative to the

mwol

1. RObOtk&, ‘920 cit., p. 182



CHAPTER VII

FACTORS INFLUENCING OPINIOGNS ON MINOR POLICIES

AND PRACTICES

l. Opinions regarding officers

Fermers, and farm groups, have frequently been found to exhibit a
rather hostile attitude toward non-agricultural businesses. This may
be, in pars, a carry-over from the attitudes of the late nineteenth
century vhdn agrioculture found itself crusading against the so-ocalled
"ovils" of the wbig"™ businesses. More recently, however, cooperaﬂvu
themselves have experienced opposition from several corners., Associa~-
tions of small businessmen have exerted pressure against cooperative
qntorpriul. Chain stores have likewise opposed cooperatives.

As a result of this opposition fram competing businesses, farmers
frequently have assumed a position of isolation with respect to other
businesses, Some farmers feel that the officers of cooperatives should
not affiliate with a local Chambex; of Commerce or businessmen's club.
Others feel that such association would tend to better relations between
cooperatives and non-cooperative businesses, Some farmers feel that a
man without farm experience cemnot fully appreciate the farmer's popi-,
tion and therefore should not become a ﬁanager or officer in a coopera-
tive. Other farmers point to cases where cooperatives have been very
successfully maneged by men who had little or no farm experience.

Two questions were asked in an attempt to measure the "{solationist”
feoling of farmers in the sample toward other businessmen. The first
question asked of each farmer was: "InAgecnoral, do you feel that the

menagers of co-ops should have farm backgrounds, or not?" The second
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question was: ®In general, do you feel that menagers or officers of
co-ops should belong to local business or service clubs, or not? The

opinion responses to these two questions are analyzed below.

(a) Membership status. Of the 499 farmers giving answers to the
first question, 78.8 percent said that msmagers should have farm back-

gromd (Table 46). Twenty and two-tenths percent would not require

Table 48, Percentage distribution of farmers by membership status and
by opinion on policies regarding cooperative officers.

None
Questions Total Members members
and replies N=499 Na395 N=104
Should managers have farm
backgrounds?
Yes 78.8 77.2 85.5
No 20.2 2l.8 13.8
Don'$ know 1.0 10 1.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Should managers and officers
belong to business clubs?
Yes 74.2 74.8 78.1
No 13.9 14.0 13.5
Don't know 1.9 .2 14.4
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

managers to have farm backgrounds, and one percent were wmdecided, Ap-
paerently there is a strong feeling that a farm background is a prime
requisite for successful cooperative menagement. The twenty percent who
differ would probably choose as menager oné who had & farm background in
preference to one who had not had a farm background, all other things
being equal, All other things ere usually not egual, however, and this
twenty perocent would probdbably choose the one with the non-farm back-

ground if he had the better personality and business aoumen,
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In reply to the second question, 74.2 peroeﬁt of the farmers felt
that meanagers and officers should belong to loeal businessmen's clubs.
Thirteen 2nd nine-tenths percent were opposed, and 11.9 percent were
undecided, In general, the greatest difference in the replies to the
two questions 1ies in the number who did not have a definite opinion one
way or the other, Among the sample farmers, the feeling that coopera-
tives should isolate themselves from association with other businesses
apparently is very limited.

Non-members were found to be more strongly in favor of requiring
managers to have farm backgrounds then were members, Whereas only 77.2
psreent of the members favored such a requirement, 85.5 percent of the
non-members held that opinion. This no doubt reflects a more independ-
ent, less tolerant attitude on the part of non-members. A farmer who
does not wish to cooperate with fellow farmers to the extent of joining
a cooperative might also be expected to have a less cooperative attitude
towards the non-farmer.

With respect to the question of whether officers should arfiliate
with businessmen's clubs, members and non-memders were in essential agree-

ment.

(b) Age., The factor of age was found to have a slight effest on the
responses to these questions, as revealed in Table 47. lLarger proportions
of the 30-39 and 40-49 age groups (83.8 and 8l1.2 percents respectively)
felt that managers should have farm backgrounds, In contrast, 71.4 per-
gent of the "under 30" group and 74.5 percent of the 60 and over" group
held the seme opinion.

The proportions by ege groups favoring cooperative officers being

members of business clubs varied only slightly. The younger groups
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Table 47. Percentage distribution of farmers by ege by opinion on
policies regarding cooperative officers.

Questions Under 30 30-39 40-49 50=59 60 ,over
and replies Ne58 N=117 Ne117 N=116 N=90

Should menagers have
farm backgrounds?

Yeos 71.4 83.8 8l.2 79.3 74,5
No 26,8 16.2 17.9 20.7 22.2
Don't lmow 1,8 20 0.9 209 3.3

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Should menagers and officers
belong to business oclubs?

Yeos 73.2 77.6 74,1 71.3 73.3
No l6.1 15,5 13.8 14.8 10.0
Don't know 10,7 6.9 12,1 13,9 16.7

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

appesr to have been a bit more opposed to officers affiliating with busi-
ness clubs, In general, the factor of age had no significant effect on

the responses given by the farmers in the sample.

(o) Education. The factor of education was found to have a signifi-
cant effect on the responses to the second question but not to the first
(Table 48). Although the farmers with college education, with a propor-
4iom of 71.4 percent, were less favorable to restricting menegers to
persons with farm experience, the difference was not significant, Farm-
ors with college training were substeantially more favorable to the idea
that cooperative officers should belong to business clubs than were
farmers with less years of schooling. Part of the difference, however,
was que to the fasct that 12.8 percent of the grade school level and

11.3 percent of the high school level groups expressed no opinion either

waye.
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Table 48, Peroentage distritution of farmers by number of years of
schooling by opinion on policies regarding cooperative offi-

cors,
Eight or Nine to More than
Questions less twelve twelve
and replies N=323 N=142 N=28

Should mansgers have
farm backgrounds?

Yes 79.6 78.9 71.4
No 19.5 20.4 25.0
Didn't know 0,9 0.7 3.6
Tot&l 100 0 100 .O 100 .O
Should managers and officers
belong to dusiness cludbs?
Yos 70.9 78.1 89,3
Yo 16,3 10.6 7.1
D't know 42,8 11.3 S.6
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

(a) Amount of business done., Those farmers doing more then $2000
worth of business annually were found to be somewhat more likely to
accept as cooperative manager one who hes not had a farm background.
Table 49 reveals that 73,2 percent of the "$2000-$2999" group and 69.8
percent of the "$3000 and over® group felt that managers should have
farm backgrounds, whereas the percenteges for the younger groups were
78.4, 85.8, 78.9, and 85.6., The factor of membership status had scme
offect on these percentages, since the groups doing a large amount of
business eontained very few non-members., It osn be assumed that the
members doing the moxt business were most likely to favorably receive
a "non~-farmer" as manager,

The factor of amount of business done had very little influence on
the responses to the second question, The “"less than $100" group, ocon-
taining a large proportion of non-members, had a smaller percentage in

favor of officers affiliating with business clubs, but this difference
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Table 49. Percentage distribution of farmers by amount of business done
with cooperatives by opiniom on policies regarding coopera-
tive officers,

Iess than $100~ $500~ $1000=- $2000= $3000

Questions $100 $499 $999 $1099 $2099 & over
end replies N=65 N8l N=90 Nz11l  N=56 N=9e

Should managers have
farm backgrounds?

Yeos 78.4 85.2 78.9 85.6 73.8 69.8
No 18,5 13.8 20.0 14.4 25.0 30.2
Don't know 3.1 1.2 1.1 2o 1.8 sss

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Should officers be-
lamg to business clubs?

Yes 85.6 76.6 76,7 70.9 80.0  76.0
No 15.6 8.6 12,2 15,5 12,7  17.7
Don't know 18,8 4.8 1l 13,8 _7.3 8,3

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

is probably due to the increased percentage of those having no opinion,

(o) Sumery, Approximately three out of four farmers in the semple
thought that cooperative managers should have farm backgrounds, Al-
though the difference was not significant, members were not as strongly
in favor of this policy as were non-members. The factors of age and
education were found not significantly to affect the responses to this
question, Those farmers doing large amounts of business were less in
favor of donianding that managers have farm backgrounds than were those
doing smell smounts of business. Data not presented herein indiocated
that the members of milk and oream and livestock marketing cooperatives
were less in favor of restricting managerships to men with ferm back-
groumds than were members of the oil and gas and fruit marketing and
supply cooperatives. The former were represented by percentages of 67.5

and 66,3 respectively, and the latter by percentages of 88,9 and 87.7
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respectively, Members of elevetor cooperatives fell in betwsen with a
percentage of 77.0.

Three out of four farmers were of the opinion that managers and
officers should belong to local business clubs, Comments made by many
farmers, however, indicated that they held no strong opinion on the ques-
tiop. Their position is best represented by the attitude of indifference
concerning whether the maneger or officer was, or was not, affiliated
with a business oclub., Eduoation was the only factor affecting signifi-
oantly the responses to this question., Those with more years of school-
ing favored the policy of officers affiliating with business clubs in

greater proportions than those with less schooling.

2. 8hould cooperative earnings be taxed?

The right of qualified essociations to establish exemption from
Federal income and other Federal taxes is an important right acocorded
cooperatives by Federal law., A Federal corporate tax law as early as
1898 stated that the tax did not apply to agricultural organizations op-
erated only for the mutual benefit of members, The Income Tax law of
1916 also exempted farmer cooperatives. These exemptions have been oon-

tinued and made olearer in the income tax laws which are in effect to-

d"ol

. The favorable position of cooperatives relative to the tax situ-
ation has long been the subject of eontroversy, Other forms of bdusiness
enterprises feel they are discriminated egainst--that tax exemption gives

to ecooperatives an unfeir competitive advantage., More recently the

l. T. G, Stitts and W, C, Welden, Agricultursl Cooperation and
Netional Legislation, Farm Credit Administration, Washington, D.C., p. 8.



120
National Tex Equality Association has conducted a coordinated campaign to
have these exemptions removed.

Tax exemption for cooperatives is supported on the basis of the as-
sumption that cooperative earnings are not profits, but represent balances
due the patrons on the business they did with the cooperative. Except
for the desirability of maintaining an operating margin of safety, these
earnings might have been given to the patron as a price advantage at the
time of each treamsaction. The farmer must realize this fundamental nature
of the cooperative enterprise, or he will probably not understand the
reasons for tax exemption. Not understanding the reasons, he will likely
not support & tax exemption progrem for cooperatives except it be for sel-
fish reasons alone.

Concerning the tax issue, two questions were asked each farmer inter-
viewed, The first question asked was:

A business which pays out its earnings only to stockholders has to
pay an income tax on these dividends to stockholders. If a co-op pays
refunds to members on the basis of patronage do you think it should be
required to pay an income tax on these refunds?

The second question asked was:

A business which holds back some of its earnings to build up the
business has to pay an income tax on the money it holds dback, Do you
think that & co-op should be taxed on the earnings it holds back if
each patron's share of it is recorded on the books?

The responses to these questions are given in the following para-

graphs,

(a) Membership status, Of the total number of farmers answering

the first question, 84.8 percent were of the opinion that cooperatives
should not be taxed on the refunds paid to patrons (Table 50). Eleven
percent thought refunds should be taxed, and 4.2 percent did not know

which was bdest. Sixty-five and two-tenths percent of the farmers felt
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Table $0. Percentage distribution of farmers by membership status by
opinions on the tax issue.

None-

Questions Total Members members

and replies N=499 N=395 N=104
Should refunds be taxed?

Yes 11.0 10.1 14.4

No 84.8 88.3 78.9

Don't know 4.2 3.6 8.7

Total 100,.0 100.0 100.,0
Should earnings withheld

be taxed?

Yes £23.8 22.8 27.6

Yo 85.2 87.3 58,1

Don't know 10.8 9.9 14,3

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

that earnings withheld (hereafter referred to as "capital retains™) should
not be taxed, Nearly one fourth of the farmers would favor taxingw capital
retains, while 10.8 percent had not decijed either way,

These replies indicate that the farmers are not as much opposed to
taxing capital retains as to taxing refunds, One out of four would tax
ocapital retains, whereas only one out of ten favor taxing refunds., A
somewhat larger proportion of the farmers were not able to formulate an
opinion on the question of taxing capital retains than was true for the
question of texing refunds., Apparently the issue of taxing refunds is
more familier with farmers than is the issue of taxing capital retains,

Members &nd non-members differed little on the issue of taxation., As
compared wifh members, a greater proportion of non-members replied "don't
nmow" to both questions. The percentage differences that do exist between
members and non-members show that non-members were less favorable to

tax exemption then were members.

(b) Amount of dusiness done., Table 51 reveals some rather irregular
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Table Sl. Percentage distribution of farmers by smount of business done
by opinions on the tax issue,

Less than $100- 8500~ $1000- $2000- $3000

Questions $100 $499 $009 $1999 #2099 & over
and replies N=65 N=81  N=90 N=111  No57 N=96
Should refunds be taxed?
Yes O.4 14.8 13,3 7.2 2l.1 5.2
No 8l.2 77.8 83,4 01,0 77.2 91.7
Don't know 9.4 7.4 Se3 1.8 1,7 3.1
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.,0 100.0 100.0
Should eapital retains
be texed?
Yeos 24.6 19.8 32.2 22,5 28,1 17.9 ;
No 55.4 65.4 6l.1 71.2 64.9 69.5 E
Don't know 20,0 14.8 8,7 6,3 7,0 12,6 ¢
Total 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0 100,0 100.0 !

percentage differences between groups dased on amount of business done
with cooperatives the previous year, The "$1000-§1999" and "$3000 and
over® groups were the most opposed to taxes on refunds, with percentages
of 91,0 and 91.7 respectively. These two groups were also most opposed
to taxes on capital retains. By way of contrast, the "$2000-3299¢"

group was least opposed to taxing refunds, with a percentage of 77.2.

The "less than $100" group was least opposed to taxing capital retains,
with a percentage of 65.,4. This figure is lowered, however, by the effeot
of the large proportion (20.0 percent) of this group who replied "don't
know*,

There seems to be no direct relation between amount of business done
end opinion on the tax issue, The groups doing the least bdbusiness and
the group doing the most business had the largest proportions replying
"don't lmow®, It is probadble that those doing little business have no
opinion because they are not enough aware of the issue. Those of the

group doing the most business having no opinion may be well aware of the
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issue, but possibly are confused as to whether cooperatives should ask
for tax exemption, This viewpoint is, of course, hypothetical and not

supported by evidence.

(e} Age. In general, the factor of age was found to have no sig-
nificant influence on the responses to questions eoncerning the tax
issue, Those farmers from 30 to 39 years of age were somswhat more favor-
able then other age groups to exemption from taxes on refunds,

Concerning the question of taxing capital retains, the youngest farm-
ers and the oldest farmers were more favorable to tax exemption than were
the middle-aged groups. The percentage differences were not great, how-

over.

(d) Education. The factor of education was found to significantly
affect the responses to the question of taxing refumnds, Table 52 reveals
that 83,3 percent of those with eight or less years of schooling believe

that refunds should not be taxed. ZEighty-five and nine~tenths percent

Table 52. Percentage distridbution of farmers by years of schooling com-
pleted by opinions on the tax issue,

Efight or Nine to More than

Questions less twelve twelve
d replies N=3S24 Naj42 N=28
Should refunds be taxed?

Yes 11.1 18,7 .6
No 83,3 85,9 96.4
Don't kmow 5.6 1.4 e
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Should capital retains be taxed?
Yes Bl.9 28.9 28.6
No 5.1 62,7 71.4
Don't kmow 13.0 8.4 4o

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
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of those in the high school group esgreed., Of those who attended college,
96.4 percent were opposed to taxing refunds, These results suggest
that farmers with college education will most strongly support tax ex-
emption for cooperatives. They probably have a better understanding of
the basis upon which tax exemption is founded, It was shown in Chapter
IV that those with more education were most favorable to the idea that
cooperatives are non-profit orgsnizations.

With a percentaege of 71.4, the college group were also most opposed
to taxing capital retains. The percentage differences are not great

enough, however, to be significent.

(o) Attendance at meetings, Those farmers who attended meetings re-
gularly opposed taxation of refunds by a percentage of 87.1. Those who
attended only a few of the meetings were slightly more opposed (92.0 per-
cent). Of those who never attended meetings, only 77.3 percent believed
refunds should not be taxed. Apparently attendance at meetings has had
a favorable influence on members with respeet to their attitude toward
the tex questien.

Conoerning the question of whether capital retains should be taxed,
a similar reaction was found. Although those who attended meetings were
more opposed to taxation of capital retains than were those who never
attend, the percentages differences were not quite great enough to render

signifticance by the chi-gquare test.

(£) Oofficer status. Table 53 reveals the responses of officers and
non-officers on the question of taxation., Eighty-six and two-tenths
percent of the officers, and 85.8 percent of the non-officer members,

are opposed to taxation of refunds, Six and nime-tenths perocent of the

T L B e T p——
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Table 53, Percentege distribution of "aware™ membders by whether ever
en officer or not, by opinions on the tax issue.

Questions Officers Non-officers
and replies =28 N=323
Should refunds be taxed?
Yes 8.9 11.1
No 86.2 85,8
Don't know 6.9 3.1
Total 100.0 100.0
Should ocapital retains be taxed?
Yeos 35,7 21.7
No 0.7 68,7
Don't know 3.6 9,6
Total 100.0 100.0

officers, end ll,1 percent of the non-officers were of the opinion that
refunds should be taxed. These data indicate that there is no substantial
difference between the opinions of officers and non-offiocers relative to
texation of refunds., It should be borne in mind that "officers™ inecludes
not only those who are at present officers, but also those who have at
some time in the past been officers.

On the question of texing capital retains, officers were found to be
more favorable to taxation than were non-officers, although the chi-square
test does not indicate significance between the percentages for the two
groups. It is of major importance that over one-third of the officers
indicated that capital retains should be taxed. This fact will have a
disturbing effect upon the present efforts of cooperative leaders to ocom-
bat the legislative proposals to abolish the exemption privileges which
cooperatives en joy. Although these officers would hardly be expected to
openly attack tax exemption, they cemnot be looked to as sources of
strength in the present struggle. Cooperative leaders will need to do

some indoctrinating at the top of the local structures bvefore they can

LTI EY
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present a united front in the legislative tax battle,

(¢) Symsry, Nearly nine-tenths of the semple farmers were of the
opinion that rofuﬁda should not be taxed. Approximately two-thirds felt
thet capital retasins should not be taxed.® Members were slightly more
faverable to tex exemption than were non-members,

The factors of age, education, emount of business done, and officer
status were found to have no significant effects on opinions regarding
the tax questions, Officers were somewhat more favorable to taxing cap-
ital retains then were non-officers, Farmers having some college edu=-
cation were somewhat more opposed to taxation of refunds and capital
retains then were those with less education. Those who attend coopera-
tive meetings were found to favor tax-free refunds in significantly
greater proportions than those who attend no meetings. The opinions of
Fearm Bureau members on the tex question did not differ fram the opinions

of farmers not members of the Farm Bureau.

3. Does it cost too mmech to join?

The orgenization end maintenance of a cooperative enterprise re-
quires a considerable outlay of cash, Some farmers, especially "small"
farmers, may find it difficult to spare the money needed to join and
support a cooperative venture. Although they may strongly favor the

venture, their own financial position may force them to delay becoming

2., These results compare favorably with the results obtained in a
study of the opinions of Indiana farm families toward retail farm sup-
ply stores, Replies to two questions on the tax issue, very similer
to those used in this study, indicated in both instences approximately
twenty percent less support for tax exemption for cooperatives than
was found emong Michigan farmers interviewsd in this study, C. H,
Sandege, The Opinion of Farm Familieg Toward Retail Farm Supply Storesg
in Indiena, Farm Research Institute, Urbana, Illinois, December 1947,
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a member,

The cash outlay reguired to become a member is in most cooperatives
quite amall, but not in all cases, The Farm Credit Administration, in
its survey of cooperatives in the United States in 1936, reports the
emounts of the initial investment required for membership in cooperatives.3
In the state of Michigen 71 percent of the 254 cooperatives reporting re-
quired a minimum initial investment of $10 or less, Fifteen percent
required investments of between $10 and $100. Ten percent required in-
vestments of $100 or over, Four percent required indefinite amounts of
investment,

In this study en attempt was made to determine if there were farmers
who felt that it cost them too much to join a cooperative. In order to
determine this, the following question was asked each farmer ﬁx the sam-~

ples
Same farmers say they can't afford to belong to a co-op because they
would have to have too much money tied up in it. Do you agree with
thet statement, or not? .

(a) Membership status, As revealed in Teble 54, 84.8 percent of the
fermers did not agree that it took too much money to join a cooperative.
Seven and eight-tenths percent felt that it did cost too much, and 7.4
percent didn't lmow., Non-members differed quite signifiecantly from
members in their replies to this question, Slightly over half of the
non-members felt that it doces not cost too much to join. Fifteen and
two-tenths percent felt that it does cost too much, while 28,6 percent
replied ®"don't know", The reason there ig such a large proportion of

ndon't know's” is no doudbt due to the fact that many non-members may not

3. Statistical Handbook, p. 65,
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Table 854. Percentage distribution of fermers by membership gtatus by
opinion on whether it costs too much to join.

Nm-

Questions Total Members membders
and replies N=%00 N=395 N=105

Does it cost too much to join?

Yes 7.8 5.8 15.2

No 84.8 92.4 56.8

Don't know 7.4 1,8 28,6

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

actually know how much investment membership does require.

No data was obtained which would indiecate whether the members and
non-members who were of the opinion that it co;t too much to join were
located near cooperatives which require a lerge initial investment. Such
may have frequently been the ease. A cooperative which wishes to obtain
new members, and which requires a large initial investment, might do well
to consider lowering this requirement, On the other hand, additional
educative effort might in some instances convince a non-member that it

roally does not cost him too much, but that he will actually save money

by jo‘ning.

(b) Amount of business done. As would be expected, farmers reacted
differently to this question according to the amount of business they
a1d with cooperatives (Teble 55). Of those doing less than $100 worth
of business 63.1 percent were of the opinion that joining does not cost
too much. At the other extreme were the "$3000 and over" group, 94.8
percent of which felt it does not cost too much. The other groups
ranged in between. This, of course, reflests the percentage differences
between members and non-members since a greater proportion of those

doing small smounts of business are non-members.
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Teble 55. Percentege distribution of farmers by amount of dbusiness done
with cooperatives by opinion on whether it costs too much t¢o

Jjoin.
Less then $100- $500- $1000~ $2000= $3000
Questions ¢100 $499 3999  $1009 $2099 & over
eand replies N=¢5  N=gl N=90 N=111 Ns57 N=9¢
Does it cost too much
to join?
Yeos 20.0 6.2 12.2 5.4 1.8 3.1
No 63.1 8l.5 80.0 0.1 94,7 ©4.8
Pon't kmow 16,9 12,3 7,8 4.5 3.5 2.1
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0 100,0

A separate breakdown of members end non-members on the bdasis of
amount of business done revealed that neither members nor non-members
were significantly affected by the factor of amount of business done,
Although both members and non-members were somswhat influenced by the
factor of amount of business done, the factor of membership status

appeared to have the greatest influence.

(6) Parm Bureau membership, On the gquestion of whether it costs
too much to join a cooperative, farmers were found to differ in replies
aceording to whether or not they were members of the Farm Bureau. Table
56 reveals that 93,1 percent of the Farm Bureau members did not feel
Table 56, Percentage distribution of farmers by whether or not a meme

ber of the Ferm Bureau, by opinion on whether it costs too
much to join a cooperative, '

Farm Bureau
Does it cost too much to join? Member Non-member
Na233 N=266
Yeos 5.2 9.8
No 93.1 - 77.8
Don't know 1.7 12.4

Total 100.0 100,0
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that it costs too much to join, Of those not members, 77.8 percent a-
greed. This significant difference is probabdly largely due to the fact
that Farm Bureau membership is considerably correlated to total coopera-
tive membership as determined in this study, & considerable difference
does exist, however, due to the fact that many farmers are members of
cooperatives but not members of the Farm Bureau, In general, it can de
said that those who are members of the Farm Bureau are much more apt to
realize that actually it does not cost too much to join, regardless of

the initial investment required.

() Summary, Only about one out of twelve farmers were of the opin-
ion that it costs too mﬁch to belong to a cooperative, An equal number
had no opinion, possibly because they (being largely nonemembers) had
no knowledge of the amount of investment required to belong to a cooper~
ative,

Nearly all of the cooperative members opined that membership does
not cost t0o much, None-members reacted quite differently, only somewhat
more than half believing that membership does not require too much ini-
tial investment., Over one~fourth of the non-members had no opinion on
the question,

The factors of smount of business done and Farm Bureau membership
status were found to significantly affect the opinion responses, Those
doing large amounts of business (reflecting a larger proportion of mem~
bers) were nearly all of the opinion that membership costs little. A
greater proportion of Farm Buresu members than of non-members held the
opinion that the initial investment was not too great,

The factors of age, education, attendance at meetings, length of

membership, type of cooperative a member, size of farm, and tenure status
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were found to have virtually no effect upon the responses to this ques-
tion, Officers were 100 percent of the opinion that membership doces
not cost t00 much, Those members having never been officers held this
opinion somewhat less strongly. In general, the variances of opinion
on this question seem to lie almost solely within the factor of member-

ship status,

v Sm— g -



CHAPTER VIII

FACTORS INFLUENCING FARMERS' LOYALTY TO COOFERATIVE

CRGANIZATIONS

The foregoing chapters were designed to measure the general under-
stending and acceptance of the principles of cooperation. 4 study of
the extent of understanding and acceptance of these principles, however,
does not aceurately indicate the degree of loyalty with which farmers
attach themselves to the cooperatives in their communities. A member
may have little understanding of the principles and yet may have a
strong feeling of loyalty to the organization because he has benefitted
economically through his dealings with it. On the other hand, a mem-
ber may have consideradble knowledge of the cooperative principles but
may be disloyel to the extent that he would freguently buy from another
supply house if he could get an immediate price advantage.

It is important therefore that a study of farmers' attitudes to-
ward the cooperative principles be supplemented with a measure of farm-
ors; loyalty to cooperative enterprises., This will facilitate 'arriving
at more accurate conclusions regarding the strength of the cooperative

associations represented in this study.

l. Questions indicating loyalty

Several different questions were asked each farmer interviewed in
order to obtain his reactions to various aspects of loyalty. The first
question asked was en attempt to measure his "dollar and cents" loyalty
to supply cooperatives:

Do you think that a member should continue to buy from his farm

supply co-op even though prices may sometimes be a little higher than
at other businesses?
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Somewhat later in the interview, each farmer was asked a similar

question concerning marketing cooperativess

Do you think that a member should continue to sell his products
through his co=op even though prices may sometimes be a little lower
than at other businesses?

In each case the attempt was made to get the farmer's reaction to
a situetion where only a minimumm of price difference existed. It would
not be expected that farmers would continue doing business with a coop=-
erative if prices were greatly out of line. The replies to these two
questions were very similar, It was discovered that in most oasés a
farmer would give the same answer to both questions, A caloulation was
made in order to determine the degree of correlation between the replies
to the questions, The method used to determine correlation was the
celeulation of a Tetrachorie Correletion Coefficient.l This coefficient
gives a value for qualitative distributions oomperabdble to the Fearsonien
"p®_,  The ealculation for the tetrachoric correlation coefficient yielded
a value of .8857, which indiceates a high degree of correlation between
the responses to the two questions., Consequently it will be valid to ocon-
cern ourselves with only the first question, since in all esses the per-
csentage distributions resulting from the responses to the first question
were quite limilar to the distributions resulting from the responses to
the second question.

Another question designed to determine loyalty was asked as follows:

Suppose you belonged to a co-op and so many members dropped out that
the co-0p began to lose money, What do you think you would do?

In half of the interviews farmers were permitted to give free re-~

sponses to this question. In the other half, categorized responses were

1. This method is given in Leone Chesire, Milton Saffir, and L. L.
Thurstone, Computing Disgrams for the Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficient,
University of Chicago, 1933,
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used as follows: go out and help get new members, vote to continue the
00-0p but on & smaller scale, drop your own membership, or vote to dis-
solve the co-op. lany farmers, however, would not be forced into one
of these four categories but gave free responses instead. The combined
responses are presented in the tables in this chapter,

A final question was asked as follows:

If business were poor for a few years which do you think would be
.more likely to fail: a farmer-owned cooperative or a business which
is not ecooperative?

This question was designed more specifically to measure the farme
ers! faith in the enduring qualities of a cooperative, lLoyalty to an
organization is to a considerable extent dependent upon the amount of
feith a person has in the organization's ability to weather the storms
which beat upon it. The question was asked in alternate forms, the
second form asking which *would be more likely to pull through®™., Alter-
nate use of the two forms allowed positive and negative suggestion to
offset each other in the total responses.

Tho'rbuponses to the above questions, as influenced by the various

factors affecting them, are given below.g

(a) Membership status. Table 57 records the opinion responses to
the three questions on the besis of membership status., With respect to
the total sample, 6l1.9 percent of the farmers would continue doing busi-
- ness with their cooperétives if the prices were not quite right. Thirty-
seven and one-tenth percent would go elsewhere to buy. Members and non-
members differed somewhat, although not significantly, in their replies

to this question. Members indicated a somewhat greater degree of loyalty.

2, TFor a somewhat different treatment of these questions, plus
additional aspects of loyalty, see Walter E, Boek, op. 6it., Chapter VII,
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Tadble 57. Percentage distridbution of semple farmers by membership status
by replies to questions indiecating loyalty to cooperatives,

Questions Non-
and replies Total Members __members
Comtinue tuying if N=499 N=394 N=105
prices are higher?
Yes 6l.9 63,7 55.8
No 37.1 35.0 44.8
Don't know 1.0 1.3 39
Tota.l 100 .0 100 0 100 .0
What would you do if N=497 N=302 N=105
co-0ps began to lose? :
Recruit members 28.8 29.3 26,7
Find out ocause 20,0 20,7 18.1
Stick with them--invest
mOre money 16.5 17.9 1ll.4
Drop mmb‘r'hip 12.9 12.0 l16.2
Vote to dissolve co-op 3.2 2.8 4.8
Vote to reduce operations 5.0 5.1 4.8
Get a new manager 8.9 8.7 9.5
Miscellaneous™ 2.4 2.8 1.0
Don't know -N-] 8.0 10,5
Total** 101.5 101.3 103.0
Whioh would be more N=%00 N=395 N=105
likely to fail?
Cooperative 8.6 8.4 9.5
Non-coopsrative business 74.0 76.4 64,7
Either one 6.0 6.3 4.8
Don't kmow 1l.4 8,9 21,0
Total 100,0 100.0 100.0

FTnoludes: reorganize, throw shares away, do nothing, ete.
*%Totals exceed 100 due to multiple answers.

Twenty~eight and eight-tenths perocent of the total number of farmers
replying said they would help recruit new members if a cooperative began
to lose money., Twenty percent said they would find out the cause of the
troyble, 16,5 percent would stick with the cooperative to the extent of
investing more money in it, 12,9 percent said they would drop their mem-
bership, and others gave various answers as noted in the table, This

indicates that between one-half and two-thirds of the farmers stated that
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they would take some agressive action to get the cooperative back on its
feet, There might be some question concerning the number that would
actually follow such a course if the real test came, FProbably & substan-
tial number of farmers would do nothing at all, In spite of this possi-
bility, the data indicates that most farmers feel the necessity of keep-
ing the cooperative in operation, and they would not be disposed to let
it arirt to insolvency. The members' replies indicated a bdit more loyalty
than non-members, although the percentage differences were slight,

Approximately three out of four farmers believed that a cooperative
would outlest a non-cooperative business in the event of poor business
oconditions, Six percent thought that either one might fail first, de-
pemding on other conditions, Eleven and four-tenths percent didn't know
whieh would fail first, while 8.6 percent thought that a eooperative
would be the weaker orgenization, Members had more faith in the coopera-
tive then non-members, with percentages of 76.4 and 64.7, respectively,
believing that non-cooperative businesses would fail first. Over one-
£ifth of the non-members had no opinion as to which would fail first.

These data suggest that probably about two-thirds of the farmers
interviewed cen be regarded as being loyal to their cooperatives, Non-
n@hrs are apparently nearly as loyal as members. Although nearly all
farmers think that cooperatives are & good thing, a substantial number
would place their owm particular interests above the welfare of the

general cauge.

(v} Age., The factor of age was found to have a significant effect
upon farmers' loyalty to cooperative enterprises, As revealed in Table
58, smaller proportions of the younger ags groups would continue buying

at the cooperative if they could buy cheaper elsewhere., Older farmers



137

Table 58, Percentage distribution of sample farmers by age by replies
to questions indicating loyalty to cooperatives.

Questions
and replies Under 30 30-39 40-49 50=-59 60 ,0ver
Continue buying if N=56 N=116 N=117 Nell? N=90
prices are higher?
Yes 57.2 52,6 80,6 69.2 68.9
Yo 42,8 45.7 38.5 20.1 31,1
Don't kmow 2o 1,7 0,9 1.7 2
Total 100.,0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
What would you do if
co=0ps began to lose?
Recruit members 42.8 34,5 - 82.4 28.1 20.4
Find out cause 14.3 21.6 23.3 17.1 21,5
Stick with them--
invest more money 14.3 13,8 17.2 17.1 19.4
Drop membership 12.5 9.5 10.3 12.0 21.5
Vote to dissoclve co-op oo oo 6.9 2.6 5.4
Reduce operations 5.4 7.8 4,3 4.3 3.2
Get & new manager 7.1 9.5 8.8 12.8 3.2
Miscellaneous™* 2.9 3.4 3.4 1.1
Don't know Je 6 2.9 5.2 2.6 4,3
Total** 100.0 102.,6 101.8  100.0 100.0
Which would be more N<56 N=2117 =117 N=117 N=90
likely to fail?
Cooperative 5.4 4.3 8.5 10.3 13.3
Non-cooperative 83.9 88.3 75.3 62.4 85.6
Either one 1.8 5.1 3.4 1.1 6.7
Don't know 8,9 4.3 12,8 6.2 14.4
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

¥Includess reorganize, throw shares away, do nothing, etc.

**Totals exceed 100 due to multiple answers,

apparently are more loyal. Younger farmers, in their efforts to "get ahead
in the world", are probably less willing to sacrifice sn immediate price -
adventage for the good of the general cause, If cooperatives are to main-
tain the loyalty of their patrons it will be necessary for them to avoid
charging higher prices than at other businesses, It is probable that

many fearmers, when comparing prices between cooperatives and other busi-

nesses, fail to take into account the subsequent dividends they will



138
receive, Neither do they keep in mind the fact that the competition
which cooperatives offer tends to keep prices in other stores in line,

In reply to the question of what should be done if a co-op begen
to lose money, 42.8 percent of the "under 30" age group indicated that
they would help recruit more msmbers, while i2.5 percent said they would
drop out of the organization, In contrast, only 20.4 percent of the "60
and over™ group would help recruit members, while 21,5 percent would drop
out, This indicates a complete reversal of loyalty from the previous
question. In this instance the younger farmers would lend the cooperative
the most support.

In response to the third question, significantly greater proportions
(83.9 and 86,3 percents) of the younger groups evidenced greater faith
in the cooperative form of business, as campared with percentages of 62.4
and 65.6 of the two older groups., These differences are due partly to
the fact that greater proportions of the older groups believed coopera-
tives would fail first, and partly because more of the older farmers
replied ™don't know",

In summarizing the effects of the factor of ege, it might be said
that the younger farmers have greater faith in the enduring qualities of
the cooperative form of business, that they are more determined to keep
the cooperative going, but they are less apt to tolerate disadvantageous
prices, The older fearmers are more willing to overlook price disadvant-
ages in cooperatives, but, possibly due to cooperativo failures in their
experiences of the past, have less faith in the ability of cooperatives

to weather financial storms.

(e) Educstion. The factor of education did not have sufficient

influence on loyalty to indicate significance. Some variations, however,
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did exist between the responses of different groups based on the number
of years of schooling completed, Of those having not more than eight
years of schooling, 65.4 percent would continue buying from a supply co~
operative if the prices were a little higher, Of the high school and
college level groups, only 56,3 snd 57.1 psrcent, respectively, would
continue,

Regarding the question of what to do if a cooperative began to lose
money, & somewhat smaller proportion of the college group than of the
othér two groups would help recruit new members, The college group would
be mere apt to retain their memberships, however, The reply given most
often by this group was "find out the cause™. Apparently they regard
this as the necessary first step before any other action is taken,

Seventy and three-tenths percent of the grade school group, 81.8
percent of the high school group, and 75 percent of the college group
believe that cooperatives will outlast non-cooperatives in the event of
a business depression. 4 substantially greater proportion of the college
group (17.9 percent as compared with 9.3 and 5.6 for the grade school
end high school groups) believe that cooperatives would be more likely

to fail.

(4) Amount of business done, The smount of business which farmers
did with cooperatives did not seem to consistently affect their loyalty
to the associations. Percentage differences between groups based on the
emount of business done were quite erratic, and no generalizations can
be made, The big farmers indicated in substentially the same proportions
as small farmers their wnwillingness to continue buying from a éoopera-
tive if prices were higher., The small farmer is unwilling because each

dollar means more to him. The big farmer is unwilling because greater
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expenditures are involved.

4ll groups indicated relatively the same willingness to help a co-
operative get back on its feet if it began to lose money. On the question
of which type of enterprise would be more likely to fail, the group doing
less than $100 of business differed significently from the other groups.
This group had a smaller proportion believing that non-cooperatives would
fail first, a larger proportion believing that cooperatives would fail
first, and a lerger proportion replying "don't know". This is partly a

reflection of the less faithful attitude of the non-members,

(e) Attendence at meetings, Table 59 reveals that a member's will-
ingness to forego & slight price advantage in order to support the coop-
erative may be influenced by his attendance at cooperative meetings,
Seventy and four-tenths percent of those who attended most of the meet-
ings, 61 percent of those who attended a few of the meetings, but only
Table 59. Percentage distribution of "aware™ members by frequency of

attendance at meetings by replies to questions indicating
loyalty to cooperatives,

Most Fow None
Questions of them of them of them
and replies N=155 N=101 N=97
Continue buying if prices
‘are higher?
Ye' 70 .4 61,0 56.7
NQ 29.0 38.0 42,3
D't know 0.6 3.0 1.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Which would be more likely
to rail?
Cooperative 6.5 6.9 13.4
Non=cooperative 78.7 79:3 70.1
Either one 7.7 6.9 3.1
Don't know 7.1 8.9 13.4

Total 100.0 100.0 100,0
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56.7 percent of those who attended no meetings would continue buying if
prices were higher, ZEither the more loysl members attended the meet-
ings, or attendance made members more loyal.

Those who attended meetings were found to have more faith in the
ability of a cooperative to endure a business depression, Although the
percentage differences are not significant, those who never attend meet-
ings had relatively more faith in the non-cooperative business,

On the question of what should be done if a cooperative began to
lose money, those who did not attend meetings were found to be somewhat
less loyal than those who did attend meetings, although the percentage

dirferences could have been due to chance factors in sampling.

(£) Officer status, Those members who have held offiocial positions
in cooperatives were found to be significantly more loyal to cooperatives
then non-officers, a condition which eertainly should be expected. Table
60 reveals that 89.7 percent of those who have been officers would oon-
tinue to purchase supplies from a cooperative even if prices were soms-
what higher. This compares with only 61.5 percent for the non-officers,
Ten and three~-tenths percent of the officers might buy elsewhere if
prices were not right, whereas 37 percent 6: the non-officers would do
80,

If a cooperstive begen to lose money, the chances are greatest (by
e proportion of 37.9 percent) thet an officer would first of all try to
determine the eause. Thirty~one percent would immediately invest more
monsy or get more members. A total of 17.2 percent would drop out or
vote to dissolve the cooperative. Thirteen and eight-tenths percent
would fire the manager.

If fermers can be relied upon to do what they say they would, the
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Table 60, Pereentage distribution of “aware"” members by whether ever
an officer or not, by replies to questions indicating loyalty
to cooperatives.

Questions Officers Non-officers

and replies =29 N=323

Continue buying if prices
are higher?

Yes 89.7 61.5

No 10.3 37.0

Don't know 29 1.5

Totel 100.0 100.0

What would you do if eo-op
begen to lose money?

Recruit members 13.8 30.0
Find out cause 37.9 0.0
Stick with them-~
invest more money 17.2 18.1
Drop membership 10.3 10.6
Vote to dissolve co-op 8.9 2.8
Vote to reduce operations eee 5.9
Get a new manager 13.8 8.1
Miscellaneocus* 3.4 3.1
Don't know P 2,2
Total 100.0 100.0
Which would be more likely
to fail?
Cooperative 13.8 8.0
Non=-6ooperative business 55.2 78.6
Either one ' 20.7 5.0
Don't know 03 8.4
Totel 100.0 100.0

¥TIncludest recrganize, throw shares away, do nothing, eto.

non-officers would be quicker to recruit new members. Only 20 percent
volunteered the reply that first of all they would seek out the cause
of the trouble, On the basis of the replies to this question, it must
be assumed that officers and non-officers manifest relatively equal de-
grees of loyalty.

Non-officers expressed more faith in a cooperative's ability to

weather unfavorable business conditions than 4id officers. Of the
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none-officers, 78,8 percent were of the opinion that non-cooperative
businesses would fail first. This ecompares with only 55.2 percent for
the officers. It is no doubt true that the officers are much more a-
ware of the difficulties which cooperatives experience in periods of
adverse business conditions, Many have no doubt'had their feith sheken
in the past, and therefore are less apt to blithely place their trust

in the cooperative form of business,

(g) Lemgth of membership, Members who first joined a cooperative
prior to 1931 were found to be more loyal on the matter of econtinuing to
purechase from a cooperative if prices were a little higher, Of this group
74.6 percent would continue buying from cooperatives, whereas only approx-
imately 69 percent of those having joined since 1931 would continue pur-
chasing supplies from a cooperative if prices were higher. This is
partially due to the influence of the factor of age, but is probably
also due to a reelization emong those who have been members for & long
time that certain individual sacrifices must be made sometimes in order
to insure the continuance of the cooperative,

Those who have been members for the longest time are less positive
that a non-cooperative business would fail first. This sttitude of less

raith parallels that of the officer group and the older farmers.

(h) Type of cooperative a member. Only 44.4 percent of the membvers
of oil =and gas cooperatives would continue to purchease supplies from the
cooperative if prices were higher, This compares with 53;9 percent for
the fruit cooperatives, 54.7 percent for livestoock associations, 61.0
percent for milk end cream associations, and 66.3 percent for elevator

coopereatives, Apparently the immediate price advantage is uppermost in
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large proportions of the oil and gas, fruit, and livestock cooperative
members.

On the other hand, the oil smd gas cooperative members were found
to be more loyal on the matter of helping out a losing cooperative, A
greater proportion of these members would recruit members, end fewer
would drop out of the cooperative. Cooperative elevator members were
next in line for loyalty on thia question, followed by the milk and
creem, livestock, and fruit cooperative membvers.

The livestock, and oil and gas cooperative members had the least
faith in the enduring qualities of cooperatives, while the milk end cream,
elevator, and fruit cooperative members (in order of least to most faith
in cooperatives) hed relatively more faith that cooperatives would out-

last non-cooperative businesses.

(1) Summary. Slightly more then one-third of the semple farmers
would not continue to purchase supplies from a cooperative if they could
get them for less somewhere else. This compares rather c¢losely with the
results obtained from a similer question used among QOOperative members
in New York, as reported by Anderson and Senderson,® Approximately one-
half of the New York farmers reported that they would continue buying
if prices were higher, one-fourth said it "depends”, and the other one-
fourth said they would not continue to buy if prices were higher. Smoker,
in a study of a local supply cooperative in Indiana, found that only 32

percent of the fermers reporting would continue to buy from the cooperative

3. Report on Research Project No. I, "Audit of Farmers' Attitudes",
for Grenge League Federation Managers' Conference, July 12, 1944. Mimeo-
graphed,
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it prices were higher then at other atcres.4

liembers were found to be somewhat more loyal to cooperatives than
non-members, although the percentage differences were not great enough
to be significant. The factor of age had a significant effect upon
loyalty. Greater proportions of older farmers would continue buying if
prices were higher, but older farmers had less faith in the ability of
cooperatives to withstand a business depression. On the question of what
to do if a cooperative began to lose money, the replies of the younger
farmers indicated significantly greater loyalty., The factors of officer
status and attendance at meetings were found to significantly affect
loyalty., Officers were much more loyal on the question of continuing to
buy if prices were higher, but they had less faith in the ability of a
cooperative to weather poor business conditions., Those who attend meet-
ings were found to be more loyal then those who 4o not attend meetings.

On the matter of continuing to buy if prices were higher, the milk
and oream, and elevator cooperative memhers were found to be most loyal.
When questioned concerning what they would do if their cooperative began
to lose money, the members of the oil and gas, and elevator cooperatives
indicated greatest loyalty. Those members who had joined a cooperative
prior to 1931 were found to have greater loyalty on the question of con-
tinuing $o purchase supplies if prices were higher, but they indicated
less feith in the ability of a cooperative to weather a business depres-
sion,

The factors of education end amount of busineass done were found to

have little effect on farmers' loyalty., Farm Bureau members manifested

4. Richerd E, Smoker, The Elkhart County Farm Bureau Cooperative
Association end the Attitude of Elkhart County Farmers Toward It, Un=-
published Bachelor's Thesis, Purdue University, 1944.
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the same degree of loyalty as did those who were not members of the
Farm Bureau. Tenure status had no effect upon loyalty.

The date in this chapter reveals that there is still much to be
desired by way of loyalty to the cooperative form of business unit.
Many farmers have yet to grasp the greater import of agricultural coop-
eration, Until they do, their wider loyalties will continue to be under-

mined by various petty acts of disloyalty.



CHAPTER IX
STMMARY AND COMCLUSICNS

The support which farmers give to & cooverative is directly
associasted with their opinions of, and attitudes toward, the orzaniza-
tion. Cooperative lesders ere conetently fseced with the problem of
creating end meinteining fevorable attitudes toward their associations.
An objective measurement of these opinions and attitudes is desirstle
as an aid to determining the degree of success or failure which has
attended their efforts. Such meesurement is also a guide to the plen-
ning of future programs.

In this study en attempt hss been mede to eveluate the oninions of
500 representative fermers in lower Michicen reletive to certain coopera-
tive policies end principles of op~ration. 3vecial sttention was civen
to four maior cooperetive princivles: democrstic control, patronece
dividends, open and voluntarv membership, end sales at market prices.
The three-fold purpose of the studv wes: to determine the farmers!
attitudes towsrd the cooperstive princivles; +to measure the extent of
understending of the princinles; to determine the decree of loyalty
with which fermers attached themselves to their cooveratives. The data,
gathered by personal interviews with the farmers, have been comviled and
analyzed on the basis of verious individusl fectors which inf uenced the
opinions of the farmers. The following paragraphs briefly review the

findings which were presented in the main body of the thesis.

1., Summary of findinres.

Three out of four fermers interviewed supvort the principle of
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democratic control. Avovroximately twenty percent favor the method of
cranting one vote for every shere owned, s volicy which is followed by
ten percent of Michigan's cooperstive sssociations. If forced to
choose between one vote per member and voting on the basis of the amount
of patronare, all but about 15 percent would fsvor the democratic prin-
cinple. These deta indicate thet s sizable fraction of the farmers heve
not yet geined the proper understan:ing of tre importance of the prin-
ciple of democrstic control.

When ssked if cooperatives sre profit-mekinz businesses, only 40
percent of the farmers seid "no". When further explanation wes mede of
the meanine of "profit", one-third of the ferm-rs reteined the opinion
that cooperatives are profit-msking enterprises. This indicates consi-
derable confusion concerning the meaning of "profit-making". There is
an extensive lack of understanding of the non-profit idesl, whrich has
been a motiveting factor in cooverative effort in ell lands.

Less then two-thirds of the farmers interviewed held the opinion
that most of the eesrnings of a cooperative should be returned to the
vatrons. Slizhtly more than one-fourth thought stockholders should zet
most of the earnincs. Fourteen percent would divide the earnincgs
equally between the two groups. The principle of distributing esrninrcs
on the basis of petronege needs to be better understood end more widely
accented among farmers.

Cooperetive earnin~s sre frecuently withheld in order to incresse
the capital investment. When this is done, stock dividends ere issued
to patrons insteed of cash dividends. Four out of five indicated their
acceptance of such a policy in preference to borrowins monev from & bank,

if additional cepital is needed. Only one out of eicht preferred bor-
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rowing from a bank.

The principle of open membership is not usually followed among
farmers' merketing cooperstives. In this respect marketing cooperas-
tives differ from consumer cooperatives, which do not deem it necessary
to‘maintain a strictly homogeneous patronsge. ‘“hen ssked whether co-
operatives should let snyone join who wents to, one-helf of the fermers
replied in the sffirmetive. The other one-helf indicated their desire
to exclude non-farmers, non-producers, dishonest persons, end miscel-
laneous types of persons.

The policy of reauirine members to sign merketing contracts with a
cooperative wes strongly ovvosed by the fermers interviewed. Approxi-
metely €5 percent of the farmers spperently viewed such a practice es a
violation of their individusl rights. They strongly fsvored the prin-
ciple of voluntary associastion, insofar as the right to join or drovo
out anytime is concerned.

In reply to the cuestion of which method is best by which to obtain
new members, slishtly more then one-helf fevored selling sheres directly
to non-members. Slightly more than one-third were of the opinion that
holding back cesh refunds from non-member petrons is the better method.
This rsther smell proportion fevoring holdings bsck refunds seems to
indicste thet most fermers would not want to be "forced" into member-
ship by heving their dividends withheld.

The principle of buyine end selling et merket orices is not under-
etood by meny fermers., Approximestely one-third of the semple farmers
held the opinion thet it would be better for cooperatives to sell to
patrons et lower prices in the first plsce rether than gzive refunds
leter. Apparently these fermers did not reelize the dangers of price

wars and of opersting on too narrow e wersin of safety.
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Aporoximetely three Zourths of the farmers believe thet menagers of
cooperetives should have ferm beckerounds. The ssme number see no rea-
gons why menagers and officers should not belong to local btusiness or
gservice clubs. Five out of six farmers said there is no reason why a
farmer cannot efford to belonz to e cooverstive. One in twelve, however,
felt thst they cennot afford to b= a member.

The farmers interviewed were bv no mesns in complete agreement on
the tex issue. Five out of six were of t*e ovninion thet patronace
refunds should not be texed. Two-thirds believed thet capitel retains
should not be taxed. These ovpinions cennot be seid to he influerced by
knowledge of the present tex policies. Sixty percent (in round nurhers)
.of the fermers ssid thet they 4idn't know whether or not cooveratives
sre reauired to pey texes. Of the other 40 percent, one-helf seid
cooperatives were texsble end the other ha'f said crovneretives were not
taxable, These results indicete that cooperative lesders mev need to
do some fence reveirine in order to present a united front acainst thre
present pressures which desire to eliminate tax exemntion for coovera-
tives,

VMost farmers declere thet cooverstives contribute rreetly to their
ceneral welfere, end miat ke presgserved st gll costa, he lovelty of
some farmers ceages, how~ver, when they sre no lon--r» e-lea 49 oet on
immediat~ nrice or acrvise sdvantase., Ovrr ane-t*ird o the farmcrs
interviewed wnould not ~~ntinue buring from e ~cannnwati-o i they co1?
oet cimnlicg at Jower nricce clsowber~,  Tf g cron~rative howan o Tn--
roney, most of the fermers state? they would take sn ective part in
helvinr to set it hack on its feet. One out of eirht would cet ont of
the cooverstive 23 soon as thev could. Three-fourths of the fermers

were of the opinion thet, in the rvent of voor busineas conditions, a
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cooperative would survive loneer than a non-coovneretive tusiness.

In genzral, it can he snid trat a suhstantisl meiority o the far-
mers understood end eccented the cooverstive nrincinles. Their general
attitude may be said tn he auite fevorable towerd the cooperstive form
of business enternrise. UYowever, thre vresence of & sizetle frection of
fermers who, in esch case, did not spvrove of the nrinciple or policy
in aquestion, is & certain threat to the continued strencth of the coor-
eretive enternricses,

T™e data evnliceble to esck perticvlar vrincinle snd nractice have
already ieen sumsrized on the hrasis of the influencing fectors. This
wes done a* the er? of ench chapter section, 2nd will not *e repesated
nere., Yowever, it is of meior interest to examine, in & general sense,
the factors themselves, This permits the comparison of members with
non-members, older fermers with younger farmers, officers with non-
officers, etc., with respect to secneral knowled~e and eccevtence of the
cooperetive princinles and nractices.

Generelly svesking, members were found to heve significently
greeter knowledre and understending of the cooperative nrinciples then
non-members. This wes not true in all ceses, however. Members snd non-
menmbers supported the princivle of democretic control in ecusl provor-

tions. Members sunvorted the princioles of distributing earninecs on

i

the basis of petronege, end sellin~ et market prices, in sienificently
grester proportions then non-members. Members were slichtly more in
favor of restricting membership. They fsvored somewhet more stroncly the
privileze of joining or dropping out of e cooperstive enytime. They were
slightly more opposed to texation of cooperstive eernings, end indicsted

a slightly grester degree of loyalty.

Members were not es insistent &s non-members that menscers have
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farm backsrounds. Sisnificantly grester provortions of members believed
it was better to hold beck refunde rasther thsn incresse csvital by bor-
rowing. Grester oproportions of members than non-members fs -ored holdins
back refunds as a method of getting new merbers, rsther than selling
memberships directly. The idea that cooperstives ere non-profit btusi-
nesses wss considerably better understood by members than by non-members.

Members seldom differed from non-members more than 20 percentece
points., In sddition, the fector of membership status was found not to
have any eavppnreciably sreeter effect upvon opinions then did the factors
of age, education, snd emount of business done. These two facts seem to
indicate thet membership ststus did not have any unique role to play es
a determinent of the degree of favorebleness or unfevorableness towverd
cooperatives., It is merely one among & number of fectors which in-
fluence the genersl attitudes of fsrmers toward cooperstives.

The factor of age freaquently had e sicnificent efiect unon the
opinions of the frrmers interviewed. Significantly grester orovortions
of younger fermers believed most of the earnings should go to pstrons,
end that refunds should be withheld insteed of borrowinz to zet more
capitel. Younger fsrmers were slightly more fevorable to the principles
of democratic control and selling st merket prices. Younger farmers,
in greater proportions than older fermers, preferred gettine new mem-
bers by selling them shares directly. They also were somewhrat more
fevorable to limiting membership.

Older fermers were more loyel on the matter of continuing to buy
if prices were hirher, but younger merbers hed more feith in the finen-
cial strength of cooperstives, end would be quicker to help e losing

cooperative to get back on its feet. 1In general, the oninions of the
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vouncer farmers avpeared to be somewhat more favorable to the cooperative
principles end nractices. This differs somewhat from the findingzs of
Anderson and Senderson. In their revort on the studies of the attitudes
of New York fermers towerd th»eir cooperatives, they found no significant
difference between age groups in generel fevorsbleness towsrd coopere-
tives.1

It is difficult to generslize on the effects of education uvon
fermers' opinions concerning cooperative principles end prectices. In
some instences those with least education most stronzly supvorted the
cooperetive principles. Those with less education supported the prin-
ciple of one vote per member (es opposed to one vote ver shere) in sig-
nificantly greater proportions than those with high school or collese
training. On the other hsnd, those with more yesrs of schooling were
slightly more in favor of giving petrons most of the cooperative esr-
nings. They also had the greatest understanding of the non-vrofit ideal.

The collere group wes somewhst erratic. They were most favorsble
to limiting merbership, but were weekest in support of the principle of
selling et msrket prices. The collese group most strongly opposed
taxstion of cooperatives. Those who completed 2 meximum of nine to
twelve years of schooling (the high school group) seemed to be slightly
more consistent than the other groups in their support of the sccented
principles end practices. In the studies reported by Anderson end San-
derson no significant difference in ettitude was found on the basis of

schooling.e

l. Anderson and Sanderson, op. cit., p. 27.

2. Ibid, p. 27.
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The amount of business which e farmer cerried on with cooperatives
was very likely to affect his general attitude towsrd the cooperstive
principles. In general, those who did the grestest smount of business
were most favorable to the eccepted principles end prectices. Signifi-
cantly greater proportions of those doing lsrge smounts of business
sunported the principles of patronsce dividends, volunterv membershiﬁ,
snd selling st merket prices. These "bic" fermers were also more
favorable to limiting membership, and to holding beck the cssh re’unds
end issuing shere dividends insteed.

The principvle of democrstic control was suvrvorted by equal pro-
portions of big end smell fsrmers. The big farmers indicsted a slightly
greater desree of lovalty, end were somewhet more opposed to taxation
of cooperstive earnings. Since membership tended to be sssocisted with
those doing the most business, the opinion differences observed on the
basis of emount of husiness done are in pert e reflection of the fector
of membership stetus.

The attitudes of the members who sttended cooperative meetings
were found to be more favoreble to the cooperestive vrinciples than those
whro never sttended meetings. Significantly ereeter proportions of mem-
bers who attend most of the meetings suvvorted the principles of demo-
cratic control, petronace dividends, end freedom to join or dron ot
anytime. In addition, thev had & zreeter undecrstending of the non-
profit concept, and were somewhat more fesvorable to the princivle of
selline st merket prices. Those who attend meetinss were elso found to
be more loval, end more opposed to texation of cooperetives. These
results prove the importance of urzing me~bers to sttend cooverstive
meetings.

With respect to most of the cooverative princivles, those members
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who hed at some time been an officer in a cooperative were found to be
more fsvorable then those memhers who had never been olficers. The
percentave differences in most ceses, however, were not sufficient to
prove sisnificant. Mon-officers were slichtly more in fevor of the
democratic vrinciple, they heve greeter vreference for menegers with
farm backerounds, and they have more faith in the finencisl strercth

of cooperatives., Only two thirds of the officers believed that coopera-

tives could be called non-profit orssnizations. Only one in ten -wished

to be bouni bv a contrect. Officers were more stronecly in favor of

!{
:
/

limiting membershio, and of following the procedure of withholding cash
refunds. O0Officers were mu~h more lovel then non-officers on the vnoint
of continuine to huy from coonerstives even if vnrices were somewhrat
hicher. Tn ~enersl, the results of this studv revesl 8 strikinecly
small veristion between officera a»d non-officer me~hers with respect
to their understanding and accentance of the cooverative nrinciples.

Those fermers who were members of the Farm Rureau were found to
support the cooverstive princivles in somewhet crester rrovortions thran
those whro were not members of the Farm RBureaun., Ferm Puresu memhers
were sionificantlv more favorsble to the "hon-profit" ideal, to retur-
ning most of the eernings to vetrons, and to limitine memhershin.
They were sliochtlv more favorahle to the vrinecinle of selling et merlet
orices. Threvy did not differ from non-Ferm Rureesu me-h:rs on the prin-
ciple of demnrratic contrnl, on contract v~ en~ frecdom t~ jioin or Aron
ont, on reruirine manacers to have ferm harbk~r-1mA-; and on texation
of coovperetives,

The fector of size of farm was aswnriated wit: emount o0 hHi-irn aa

done. “owever, the oviniona of farm~era oramned eccordine to thre =iz~
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of farm overated Aid not ususlly wvary aionificentlv, This eermg to in-
Aiepte that the factor of amo'rt 0° hsiness done hed a crester effect
uoon the farmere! oninions than did the fa~t~» of aizr~ of farm.

The factor of terure stetua war formnd tn heve little effect uron
the ovinion resronses. Apvarentlv the knowledre ard understanding o*
the croverstive princinles wess enuelly well diffused swong ternsnte as
gron~ farm owners.

Lenrth of merbership seemed tn heve no apvrecieble effect uvon
the understsrdine and ecceptance of the princinles, In some cases
those who joined prior t» 1931 erd more rrcently then 1940 rvicerced
crreter understendinc then thone w-o joined durin~ the 193C's. The
AiPPrarenceg, however, mev have heen dnue to charce factors in sampline~,

The fermers in the eewple who were membters of the o0il e~d =~as,
and fruvit marketinc rronerstivea were pdund +n be, in oereral, mi~h lerag
favorshle t5 the c~onrretive princinles than were the merbers of dea‘rr,
crain, and livretosk smasoristions. Thi= was especirlly true recarding
the principles of democrstic contreol and nratronage d*viderds. Vembears
0f these two tvpes of croprratives were much more desirous of the use
of crov contracts.

The ovinions of farwmers reoresentin~ oil end gas, end fruit coon-
erstives in this studv cennot be considered representative for all such
cooveratives, This is due to'the fact tret most of these members in
the sample were loceted in the Esu Claire area where the vrincinle of

democretic control wes not observed in the frnit marketing cnoprretive.
2. Conclusions

In the lisht of the purvose of this study, several general conclu-
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sions can be drawn. In the first vlece, the general attitudes of farmers
torerd coovrratives was fond to be verv fevorable., There was a stroneg
undercurrent of feelins emone fermrrs that cooperetives must be meintained
at eall costs, in order to keep competin~ btusinesses in line with feir
prices. A major problem of cooneration is to determine how the coopera-
tive form of business may best be operated end meintsined. The opinions
and attitudes of some fermers ere not fevorable to the time-vroven
nrincioles of cooverstion. To the extent that these unfavorable atti-
tudes persist, cooveretives will ceontinue to experiernce e constent
threet to their wey of doin~ business. In ceneral, it can he said that
unfavorable sttitudes towerd the vrincinles of cooverstion ere the re-
sult of the unwillingness of individuals to secrifice p~rsonsl intereats
for the ¢ood of the common cause. Such individusls sre unconsciously
undermining tre str-cture which thev seek 4o vreserve,

Secondly, it wss found that erone the fermers intervi-wed the ex-
tent of understsndinc of t-e cooverative princinles is rather limited.
Some farmers hold edverse oninions. ZSome hsve fevorable oninions
which are not stronely held., Others have no opinions et all. Presuma-
bly one could not expect to find a group of farmers who would be one
hundred perce~t in fsvor of the vrincinles, Yowever, the results of
thias study seem to indicstg that there is need for incressed under-
standins end ecce~tance of the cooveretive vrincivples,

Thirdly, the study revesled that most fermers sttach themselves
to coovneratives with 8 feir decree of loyelty. They have fasith thst
cooperatives cen, and will, weather financial storms. A mejority eaid
they would not desert a cooperetive if it becan to heve financisl dif-

ficulties, or if its price offerin~s were not slways advantegeous.
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Approximetely one-third, however, said they would ceese doing business
with a cooperstive if they could not get the immediste price sdventege
which they feel tney must hesve.

The study elso revealed that there was 8 remerkable diffusion of
ideas and oninions smong sll types of fermrrs in the semple aress. The
dets seemed to indicaete thet in ereas where a lerge proportion of the
fermers ere cooverative members one could expect to find no grest vari-
gtion of ovinions, with the possible exception of e very few individuels
who for some pcrsonal resson msy have become embittered sgesin<t coopere-
tives. Because a man hepvened to be 8 non-member, a biz fermer, =
renter, or 8 men with much schooline, did not relisbly indicete his
de~ree of fevorebleness or unfevorableness towerd cooperatives. Re-
rardless of the fector which was used to bresk up the total semple into
groups, the veristions in opinions were relatively small, usuelly not
more than fifteen percentece points. Assimiletion evparently proceeds
et a grest rsete. :

The fact thet members did not differ greetly from non-members is
significent in itself. This indicestes that cooperetive lerders cennot
wash their hends of the sttitudes of non-merbers by ssyin~ "they ere
none of ours."™ The strencth of 8 cooperative depends not elone on the
attitudes of the members, but on the ettitudes of non-members ss well.

It seems thet memtership status is m-~rely one emong other fsctors in-
fluencing sttitudes. There seems to be no good reason why 8ll other
factors should be considered in the light of the membership factor.

In fect, the ettitude of & farmer cennot be sttributed to any one factor,
but is a composite of many factors. To determine which fectors exerted

the greetest influence would become a major problem in multiple cor-

relstion.
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The deta obtained in this study by no means exhaust the field of
investigation. 4 number of guestions srose which could not be angwered
with the data et hsnd. Some such auestions were: Do farmers feel that
dividends should be peid to non-members? Should credit be extended to
vetrons? “Whet is the attitude of fermers on the gquestion of whether
cooperatives should edvertise? 'Thet rate of interest is a fair return
on capital investment? These and other cuestions must he leit to fur-
ther investigetions in tie field of sttitudes toward coovrerstive prin-
cinles snd vractices. MNuch work could also be done on the determination
of the intensity of the sttitudes which the fsrmers hold. “Thether the
ovinion of a fermer is stronzly or only weaskly held is not revesled by
the "Yes-No" type of response.

The continuing need for cooperetive educetion is & conclusion
which seems to stand out ebove 211 othe» conclusions. Thie is by no
means a uniove discovery. YMany previous studies of m=mhershin rela-
tions heve concluded with this seme obscrvetion. At the close of their
study of cooperative discontinusnces, Cochrane snd Elswnrth stete thet:

In the cese of a lerre number of discontinua~ces the memhers

failed to ¢ive full supvort to their coovperstivea. Thev mav have
been uninformed as to their varts in the joint wndertekinegs or ver-
hanrs ther did not teke seriously the responsibilities that were
justly theirs. . . The remedy for the shortcomines of memtershio
would seem to be more education, and tren more.

A cooperstive entervriase dnes not heve some inherent aualitv of
aelf-nregervetion. Constent cere end viecilance muest be exsrcised to
keep the enterprise from decenersting into & non-cooveretive for—.

*'gvnyr examnles coult be cited which il1uatrate the tenderev fAr raomneron

Z. 7. . Toehrgne and R, H., Fl-worth, Parr~rs' Toon-rative Nia-

continuences, 1€75-1939, Farm Credit Administrstion, eshincton, D. 7.,
Miscellaneous Report Mo. 65, June, 1943, p. 33.
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tives to lose their identitvy. One such example is that of the Sodus
Fruit Fxchense in Rerrien County, Michigen. Lercely becsuse the prin-
ciple of one-vote-ver-memtrer wes not observed, contrnl was sllowed to
8lin inte the hends of e few w o c»sdually converted the business into
a stock comrany, The me~hers themselves no loncer identify the enter-
prise as a cooveretive.

Coonerative education muat stert at the ton. The fact that officers
were found not to differ grestly from non-officers is amnle oroof of
this., The manarers end directors themselves must heve & full nnder-
standin~ of the imoortance of the coonerstive principles before they can
properly dischsrre their duties as lesders. ‘hether it be by more co-
operative meetings, more printed mstter, encouragement o? sreater noar-
ticipetion on the pert of merbers, or other means, cooperstive lesders
must put forth every efiort to disseminete informetion which will build
for greeter understendin~ emong members of the vrinciples uvon which
cooveratives stand.

As long as conditions are reletively stable end 8 cooperstive
continues to give ites members the economic advantscges thev desire, mer-
bership relstions will no doubt continue fsvorable. In times of crises,
however, cooverstives sre usuall& comvelled to reexsmine themselves,
Jeaknesses sre often revesled, snd any lasck of cereful buildine hecomes
sprarent. In thet sense, crises have beneficial ef7ects unon the or-
ganizations. It is probeble thet the present struscle ovsr the tex
issue will result in the strengthening of cooverative forces. Wise co-
operstive leeders vlan for the future in terms of ell possitle crises
which mey srise. A pert of that plennine consists in helping the mem-

bers to better understend end sccevt the princinles uron which coovera-
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tives must be built if thev sre to endure. hen this is eccomplished,
merhers will wholeheertedly end understandingly cive their loyelty ard
suovort to their coovcratives, not in prosperity slone, but elso in
sdversity. In the words of Anderson and “anderson:

The problems of cooveretive essocietions with rezerd to member-
ship reletions are not essentially different from those of sny
democratic movement. Thev will alwaeys be recurrent, but their
solution will continue to be edvenced only through effective methods
of educstion of members, placing as much responsibility upon them es
possible, end by a continual exchsnge of informestion hetween them
and their chosen leaders so that there mav be mutual confidence be-
tween them in their loyalty to common goels.

4, Anderson snd Senderson, op._cit., p. 32.
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APPEIIDIX A

COOP_RATIVES REPREZFNTED IN THE SAMPLE

The following is a list of cooperatives, members of which were
included in the sample. The cooperatives are listed according to the
areas in which the members resided, with the exception of the four
state-wide coopzratives listed seperetely. If a farmer was a member
of more than one cooperative, his membership will, of course, appear
more than once.

Name of Number of
Cooperstive Membershing

State-wide Cooperetives

Michigan Milk Producers' Associstion . « ¢« v ¢« +v ¢ o « « « 65
Michigan Livestock Exchenge .+ ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o« o « « 59
Detroit Packing Company . « + « « « « « ¢« o« « o o « o « « 54
Rurel Flectrificetion Associetions . . « « . . ¢« ¢ « « . . 27

Area 1: PRerrien and Cess Countiss

Fau Cleire Fruit EXchenge . « « « o« o o « o« o s o o« o o« o 62
Berrien County Farm Buresu Oil Compeny . . « « o o « o » . 28
Dowagiac Fesrmers Cooperative . « « . . « « ¢« ¢« ¢« ¢ o o o &
Millbureg Growers EXchansge . o« o o o ¢ o o ¢ ¢ o o o o o o
Producers' Cresmery, Benton Herbor « « « « ¢« ¢« « « « « o .
Berrien County Fruit Exchence, Stevensville . . . . . . .
Ferm Bureau Fertilizer Comvany « « ¢« + o o« ¢ o o o o o & &
South "end Farmers' Public Merket Associstion . . . . . .

o]
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Area 2: Branch County

Coldwater Cooperative Co. .« ¢« o o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o« ¢« o « o« « 57
Batavia Cooperstive Co. .+ ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o
Branch County Fsrm Bureau 01l Co. & ¢ ¢« v ¢ ¢ ¢ o o « & &
Quinecy Cooverative Cos v v o ¢ o o o o o s o o o o s o o o
Burr Osk Cooverative Co. . « ¢ ¢ ¢ v & ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o o o
Coldwater Dairy Company « « o« o o o o o o o o o o o o o o
ronson Cooperative Coe & ¢ o o ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o o o o o o« 4
Litchfield Dairy Associstion . . . . . . . « ¢ « ¢« o + & &
Constantine Cooperestive Creamery . o ¢ & ¢ o ¢ o o o « o &
Tri-3teste Cooperstive Co. o o & ¢ ¢ ¢« & ¢ o o o o o o o
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Name of
Cooverstive

Area 3: Lenawee end

Blissfield Cooperative Co. . . .
Deerfield Cooperative Co. o e e
Lenawee County Ferm Buresu 0il Co.
Ottawa Lake Cooperetive Co. . .
Farm Buresu Fertilizer Comvanv .

o o o o

o o o o

. . o o

o o o o

Farmers Cooverstive, Montpelier, Chio . .

Area 4: FKent, Ottaws, erd Allegen Counties

Hudsonville, Jemestown, Vrieslsnd

wlevator Company « « . . . .
Selem Cooverstive Coe ¢« « o « o &
Pyron Center Cooverative Co. . .
Yamilton Ferm Pureau Cooperative
¥oline Cooverstive Co. .+ + .« o+ &
Selem Cooverative Cresmery . . .
7eelend Fesrmers Coopnerstive . . .
Fglmoth Cooverative Co. o e e .
Vrieslsnd Growers Association . .
Otsero Senitary Milk Companv . .
Middleville Cooverative Cresmery

Farmers

Cttews end 2:lecan “lectric Company . . .

Area 5: Huron

Flkton Cooverative Ferm Produce Comnanv .
Piceon Coonerative Flevetor Tomnanvy , . .

People's 0il and "eg Commenvy . .
Pad Axe Fermers Flevetor . . . .

Huron County Reef Producers %saociation .

County

Mumher of
Membershins

Yonroe Counties

Cooperative

39

n
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51
26

17
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APPENDIX B
SCHEDULF QOF NUFSTIOI™S USED IN INTTRVI™S

(Following is & complete list of the guestions esked each farmer
interviewed. Question numbers were sssigned for tabulation purvoses
and are not always secquential.)

4, First, have you had any kind of experience with co-ops?

1-Yes () 2-No ( )
L,
5. In ceneral, do vou think thet co-ops are a good thing or a tad thing !
for fermers? 1-Good thing ( ) 2-Bad thing ( ) 3-Don't know ( ) ;

6. "That would you say are the main advantaces of co-ops for fermers? :

7. “Yhat ere your criticisms of co-ops?

8. In general, how would you say that farmer-owned co-ops compare with

other businesses? ‘'ould you sey thet co-ops ere doing a better job, a

poorer job, or about en equal job of buying and sellino for fermers?
1-Better job ( ) 2-Poorer job ( ) 3-Fquel job ( ) 4-Don't know( )

9. I'd like to ask you & few questions sbout ferm supply co-ops or pur-
chesing co-ops; that is, the kind thet fearmers organize to buy supplies
for its members, such as seeds, feeds, fertilizers, etc. In general, do
you feel that the net costs of ferm supvlies to mermbers of farm co-ops
ere higher, lower, or about the same es the net costs of purcheses made
at other businesses?

1-Higher( ) 2-Lower ( ) 3-About the seme ( ) 4-Don't know ( )

10. (If "nicher" or "lower") How important do you feel these lower

(higher) prices are as an advantage (disedvantage) of farm supply ‘co-ovs?

Do you feel that they are very importent, importasnt, or not importsnt?
1-Very important( ) 2-Importsnt( ) 3-Not importent( ) 4-Don't know( )

11, What do you think sbout the aquality of the suoplies which co-ops han-
dle for fermers? Do you think it is better, poorer, or ebout the sere ss
those hendled by other businesses?

l1-Better( ) 2-Poorer( ) 3-About the seme( ) A4-Pon't know( )

12, (If "better" or "poorer") How important do you feel this better
(poorer) quelity is as an adventece (dlsadvantnve) of ferm supply co-ovs?
Do you feel thet it is very 1moortnrt, importent, or not importent?

1-Very imvortent( ) 2-Tmoortant( ) 3-Not importert( ) 4-Don't lnow( )

13, Now I'd like to ask you sbtout the service of ferm supplv co-ops as
comvared with other businesses. By service I mean deliveries of orders,
svecial orders, courteous trestment by the menecers ord clerks, and
thin~s of thst kind. In reneral, do you feel thet the service of farm
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s8"1ipoly co-ovs is better, poorer, or shot the ssme es other buainessea?
1-Retter( ) 2-Poorer( ) 3-About the seme( ) 2Z-Ton't know(

(1If "better" or "voorer") In whet way?

14. (If "better" or "poorer") How importent do you feel this bhetter
(poorer\ service is as en sdvantece (disndveﬂtace) of farm suonlv oo-ons?
Do vou feel that it is verv 1mportent, important, or not immortsnt?

1-Very important( ) 2-Imnortent( ) 3-Not importent( ) 4-Don't know( )

15. Some fermers say thet farm asuonrlv co-ovs should vrovide hetter ser-
vice than other kinds of business even thourh it mieht mesn that the
vatronasre refimds wo'ld have to be lower. Do vou scree with thet state-
mernt, or not? 1-Acree( ) 2-Dissoree( ) 3-Don't know( )

16. Some neople sav that one of the sdvantaces of fe:-m sunvly co-ore i-

that farmera can own a»? control t-2 tusiness which serves them., ‘'Tould i

you say thst this is very imvortent, imnortant, or not imvorte~nt es en '

edvanteces of Parm sunnlv co-ops? 3
1-Very importent( ) 2-Imnortert( ) 3-Not immortant( ) 4-Don't lmow( ) 4

17. “ome neonle s9sy thet ferm suoply co-ons help farmers tecause thev are

sort of a "meesurine stick" with which fermers csn compare the price,

qualitv and service of other husinesses. Would vou sey that this i~ very

imrortant, imvortant, or not imnortart as an edventere of farm suvoly co-ovs?
l-Very importent( ) 2-Tmportant{ ) 3-Not imnortent( ) 4-Ton't know( )

18. Tt is sometim~s 3aid that farm sunnlv co-ons help farmers because they
7ive t» farmera a share in the husiness throueh natronace refunde. “Jould
vou sev thet this 1s very importent, imvortent, or not imvortant ss an
adventage of ferm supplvy co-ors?

1-7ery important( ) 2-TImvortant( ) 3-¥ot imnortant( ) 4-"an't lmow( )

19. Mo yvou feel that ferm suvplv co-ops should meze it a general nractice
to sell at lower prices in the first place rather then give refunds later?
1-Yes ( ) 2-%o ( ) 3-Non't know ( )

20. Do you think thet a memher should continue to buv from his ferm suoonly
co-0v even thouch prices mey snmetimes re a little hizher then st other
businesses? 1-3hould continue( ) 2-5hould not eontinue( ) 3-Don't
know ( ) :

21, Are non-merbers allowed to trede gt the fsrm suonly co-ops vou know
phout? 1-Yes ( ) 2-No ( ) 3-Non't know ( )

22, (If "ves") Do you think that thev set the ssme service es members?
1-Yes ( ) 2% () 2-Ton't know ( )

23. (If "yes") Do vyou know wrether non-me~hers zet natronege refunde?
1-Yes () 2-Yo ( ) 3-Pon't know ( )

24, Now I'd like to ask some of the same kinds of qu=stions ebou’ merket-
ing co-ops that I hsve just asked about ferm sunnly co-ons. Ry marletine
co-ons I mesn co-ops which fermers orzenize to process end sell products
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for them, such as milk, fruit, livestock, beans, etc. In general, would
vou say thet marketing co-ops as compered with other businesses, net the
farmer more monev, less money or ehout the ssme smount of monev for his
products? 1-NMore( ) 2-Less( ) 3-Ahout the same( ) 4=Don't know( )

25. (If "more" or "less") Wow imvortant do you feel these hiecher (lowver)
returns are as an sdventace (dlsadvantare\ of merketing co- ons’ Do vou
feel thet it is very 1moort°nt, imoorta~t, or not immortsnt?

1-Tery imnortent( ) 2-Importent( ) 3-Not imvortant( ) 4-Zon't know( )

26. Fow sbout the eificiency with which a marketines co-op ovnerates as

compared with other marketing businesses? ‘Jould vou sev that the market-
ing co-ops sre more efficient, less efficient, or ahout the same g3 other
businesses? 1-More( ) 2-Less( ) 3-About the seme( ) 4-Don't know( )

27. (If "more™ or "less") How imnortent do you feel this e®ficiency (in-
efficiency) is as en advantsge (disadventese) of marketing co-ovs? Do you
fzel that it is very 1mportant, important, or not importsnt?

1-Very importent( ) 2-Important( ) 3-Not 1mportaﬁt( ) L-Don't know( )
28. Yow sbout the services of msrketing co-opns ss compered with other mer-
keting businesses on such thines 8s cradince, processing, testing, trucking,
ete.? Would you say thet the service of co-ops is better, poorer, or about
the same as other businesses?

1-Better ( ) 2-Poorer ( ) 3-About the seme ( ) 4-Don't know ( )

29. (If "better" or "poorer") How imvortart do you feel this meatter of

hetter (poorer) service is es an sdvsntece (dissdventace) of marketing

co-ops? Do you feel thet it is very imnortent, important, or not immortant?
1-Very important( ) 2-Importent( ) 3-Not importent( ) 4-Don't know( )

50, Some people say that one of the adventages of merketing co-ops is that
farmers can own and control the business which serves them. Do you feel
that this is very important, importent, or not imvortent as en advantege
of marketing co-ops?

1-Very important( ) 2-Important( ) 3-Not imvortant( ) 4-Don't know( )

51. Some people sey that marketing co-ops help fermers because they sre a
sort of "messuring stick" with which farmers cen compere the price, effi-
ciency, and service of other marketing businesses. “ould you ssy thet
this is very important, importent, or not importent es an adventage of
marketing co-ops?

1-Verv importent( ) 2-Imsortant( ) 3-Not important( ) 4-Don't know( )

52. Some people say that merketing co-ops help fermers because they give
fermers a share in the business through patronsge refunds. “ould you say
that this is very important, importsnt, or not imvortsnt as an edvantece
of marketing co-ops?

1-Very importent( ) 2-Imvortent( ) 3-Not imoortent( ) ~Don't know( )

33. Do you think thet a member should continue to sell his products
througzh his co-op even thoush prices may sometimes be & little lower thsn
at other businesses? 1-Yes ( ) 2-No ( ) 3-Don't know ( )
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34, In general, do you feel that a fermer should be sllowed to join or
drop out of a marketins co-op eny time he plesses or should he te reguired
to have a contrect which runs for sn asrreed veriod of time?

l1-Any time( ) 2-Contract( ) 3-Depends( ) 4-Don't know( )

(If "contract" or "depends") What kind of requirements for setting in and
out do you think would work best?

35. I hsve ssked you pretty much the same kinds of ouestions about farm
supply co-ops and marketinz co-ops seperetely. Xow I'd like to have you
compsre those two types. “Which of these two kinds of co-ops which we hsave
been talking shovt do you think helps the fermer most; the ferm supvoly
co-op or the marketing co-op? 1-Farm supply( ) 2-Merketines( )

3-Equal( ) 4-Neither( ) 5-Don't know( )

36. (If "ferm supoly® or "marketine") #hy do you feel that way?

———— i en e ———— - - e am -

37. Fow would you rate co-ops as to their vealue to the community in com-

varison with other businesses? *"ould you say thet co-ops 2re s greater

esset than other businesses to the community, not ss much of an sssct, or

about the same? 1-Grester ( ) 2-Less ( ) 3-About the seme ( )
4-non't know ( )

28. Some veovle ssy thet co-ops help fermers because they cive out sounder
information ahout new farming idess than other kinds of businesses do.

“ould you say that co-ops do & bhetter job, & voorer job, or shout the same
job as other “usinesses in givinz out sound informetion shout new ferming
idess? 1-%etter( ) 2-Poorer( ) 3-About the seme( ) 4-Don't know( )

39. Some veovle say thet co-ovs helv the farmer because thev sren't es
likely to "oyp" the fermer es otrer htusinesses sre. Do vou egree with
this statement, or not? 1l-Acree( ) 2-Disascree( ) 3-Don't know( )

40. Do you feel that the emvloyers of co-ops sre more efficient, leaa
efficient or about the same as the emvlovees of ot er husin~sses?
1-Yore ( ) 2-Tess ( ) 3-About the save ( )  A4=Don't know( )

41. In ceneral, do vou feel thet the menaz~rs of co-ovs should have frrm
beckerounds, or not? 1-Yes ( ) 2-Mo ( ) 3-Don't know ( )

42, In ceneral, do you feel that menezers or officers of co-ops shouvld
belong to local tusiness or service clubs, or not?
1-Yes ( ) 2-Y ( ) 3-Non't know ( )

4%, Supnose vou belonged to a co-op and so many members drovped out trat
the co-op begen to lose money. Which of these things would you do: %o
out end help get new merbers; vote to continue the co-op but on e smeller
scale; drovn your own membership; or vote to dissolve the co-op?
1-Recruit( ) 2-Reduce operstions( ) 3-Drov out( ) 4-Diessolve( )
5-Don't know( )
(This question wss esked in elternete form es follows: Suppose you be-
lonred to a co-op snd so meny members dronved out trat the co-cp beran to
lose money. ‘Yhat would you do? )

R bt a2
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44, Do vou think that co-ops should let snyone join who wants to?
1-Yes () 2-No ( ) 3=Pon't know ( )

(If ™no") Whet sort of persons shouldn't be allowed to join?

45, Do you think that fermers who don't belong to co-ops get eny benefit
from ther? 1-Yes ( ) 2-% ( ) 3-Don't know ( )

(If "yes") Tn whet way?
y S

46. Some Ffarmers sav they can't afford to belong to e co-op because they
would hsve to heve too much money tied up in it. Do you soree with that
stetement, or not? 1-A-ree ( ) 2-Disegree ( ) 3-Don't know ( )

47. Which kind of fermer do you think gets the most benefit from beloncine
to & co-cp; the men with a big farm, or the man with a small fsrm, or do
you feel thet there isn't much difference?

1-Big fermer( ) 2-Small fermer( ) 3-No difference( ) 4=Don't know( )

(If "bis" or "emsll") Why do you think so?

48, Do you think thet the growth of city consumer co-ovs which sre orgen-
ized by city people to handle food, clothing, services, etc., for their
merbers is ageinst the best interests of farmer co-ovps, or not?

1-Yes ( ) 2-No ( ) 3-Don't know ( )

49, When e vote is held st 8 co-op meetinz do you think thet es:h merber
should heve just one vote or should eech member have 8 vote for every share
of stock he owns?
1-One vote ver member( ) 2-One vote ver share( ) 3-Non't know( )
50. Do vou t-ink thet co-ops should be set up so thet the more husiness a
men does with it the more votes he srould be sllowed to cast et meetiners?
1-Yes ( ) 2-No ( ) 3-Don't know ( )

51. Suppose a co-op needed to incresse its cenital. Thich of these things
do you think it should do: Borrow money from a benk or psy its patronsge
refunds in the form of sheres of stock rether than cesh?

1-Borrow from bank( ) 2-Psy refunds in stock( ) 3-Roth( ) 4-Don't know( )

53. When a co-op wants to get new members, which of these weyvs do you think
it should use: Hold beck the patronsge refunds of new purchesers until they
heve enough to pay for their members»ip or go out end sell memberships
directly to fermers?

1-Y¥old bsck refunds( ) 2-Sell merberships( ) 3-Don't know( )

54. When & co-op hes » surplus et the end of the vesr, who do you think
should get most of it: The stockholders through dividends on stock or the
petrons thronech ref'nds on the business they did?

l-Stockholders( ) 2-Petrons( ) 3-4bout equel( ) 4-Don't know( )

55. Ve teke it for grented in this countrv thst ordinsry business is out to
meke a profit. Do you think of co-ops &s typical profit-meling tusinesses,
or not? 1-Yes () 2-Mo ( Y 3-Don't know (

(On slternste forme of the schedule, this cuestion was asked immedietely
preceding question 59)
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56. A business whish psvs out its esrnines only to stockholders hes to pay
sn income tex on these dividends to stockholders. If e co-op pevs reiunds
to members on the basis of pstronsre do you think it should be reauired to
pav sn income tsx on these refunds? 1-Yes ( ) 2-No ( ) 3-Don't lmow(

57. 4 business which holds becl some of its earrin-s t~ huild uv the busi-
ness has to pav sn income tex on the money it hol”=s hack. Do vou think
that a co-op should be taxed on the earnings it holds beck if each pstron's
shere of it is recorded on tne books? 1-Yes( ) 2-lNo( ) 3-Don't !mow( )

58. Do vou know whether mo-t fermers' co-ops sre reouired to vey income
texes, or not? 1-Renuired ( ) 2-Wot reouired ( ) 3-Don't know ( )
59. Mary co-ops cell tremselves "non-profit" oreenizetions heceuse thev
sev the emount left over st the end of the yeer is returned to purchssers
similer to a discount. DNo you feel that co-ovs thet onerste in this merner
ere richt in calling themselves "non-vrofit" orcenizstions?

1-Yes ( ) 2-vo () 3-Don't ¥now ( )

61. Are vou s merber of 8 co-on now? 1-Yes ( ) 2-Wo ( ) 3-Non't know( )

(If "yes", £ill in ell (If "no", but Adoes business with co-ops, in-
of tehle below) _dicete name erd amount of husiness)

, i YAonrox. Amt.

l Year | of Pue, with
Mame of co-on _! joined| Main rems~n “or joininc No—an Tant Ve,
—————— e e | SR
S —— _4_-r_ — e —_

68. Yeve you ever helonwed to sny co-obs end then dronoed out?
1-Ves ( ) 2-Mo () 3-Non't know ( )

(If "yes", £i11 in teble below)
]Yeer " |Yeer drovo-|
Neme of co-op Ijgﬁned_lpgﬁ_out

_Reason for dropning o't

o :!_ R

75. Now I'd like to have you think bsc% over your scousintence with the
cooverstive method of doing business snd try to remember whet vour first
imoressions were abnut co-ops. “fould you sasy thet vour first imnressions
were favorahble or unfsvorehle?

l-Fevorable ( ) 2-"mfavorable ( ) 3-Don't know ( )

76. Since thet time heve wou become more favorehle or lrss fevorsble towerd
co-ons, or heven't vour feelinecs chenced? l-¥ore fevoresble ( )
2-Less fevoratle ( ) 3-No chense ( ) 4= Don't know ( )

77. (If "more" or "less") What kinde of exveriences hsve vou hed with co-ops
vwnich heve chenged your first impressions?
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78. There do you ret most of vour infrrmation abott co-ops?

(Tuestions 4 throurh 11 are for those who are co-op members., If the
informent is not & co-op member, co to question 12 and continue)

(Cerd 2)
4. Heve you ever been sn officer or a director in s co-ov? 6-Yes ( )
7-No ()

(If "yes") Whet offices heve you held?

5. I'd like to heve some idea es to how often you ettend meetinss held by
your co-on(s). Would vou say you attend most of them, s few of them, or
none of them? 6-Most ( ) 7-Few ( ) &-None ( ) 9-Don't know ( )

6. Do you feel that you sre e vert owner of the co-opn(s) vou belonz to?
6-Yes () 7-Fo ( ) &=Don't know ( )

7. Do vou feel thet you heve a "say® sbout the way your co-op is run?
6-Yes () 7-No ( ) 8-Don't know ( )

8. Do vou do buesiness with your co-op(s) mostly becsuse it meens more

money to vou or mostly because you believe ‘n the ides of coovcretion?
6-Means money( ) 7-Believe in ides( ) 8-Both( ) 9-Don't lmow( )

10. Are your farmer friends snd farmer relstives in this community ell
members of co-ops, or not? 6-Yes ( ) 7-No ( ) &-Don't know { )

11. (If "no") Vithin the vsst yesr hsve you tried to interest ery of your
non-member friends in joininr e co-ov? 6-Yes( ) 7-No( ) 8-Don't know( )

12. (To be ssked of non-members) What chsnoes would s co-op need to make
in order to interest you in becomins a memher?

15, If business were voor for a few years which do you think would be more
likely to fail; a fermer-owned cooverative or & business which is not co-
opcrative? 6-Fermer-owned co-op( ) 7-Non-co-op business( ) 8-Don't
know( )

(On elternete schednles this cuestion wes worded as follows: If business
wWwere poor for a few yeers which do you think would be more likely to pull
through; etc.)

Now & few ouestions ebout you end your farm:

14, Whst is the total number of ecres you operste? _ecres
(Check here _ if pert-time farmer)

15.Are you owner or renter of this ferm? 6-Owner( ) 7-Renter( )
8-Pert-owner( )

16. (If "owner" or "nart-owner") Ts your ferm peid for? S-lntirely( )

6-Over 75%( ) 7-50 to 75%( ) 8-25 to 50%( ) 9-less than 25%( )

17. What is your maijor ferm enterprise?
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18. How many yesrs hsve you lived in this community? ___yesrs
19. How meny years of fsrm experience heve you hed since you were 167?
20. How old ere you? __ _ yesrs
21. How many yeers of school did you complete? _  vesrs

22. Do you belone to eny mutusl insurewce comnenies, such as:
Fire insurence? e
“indstorm insurance?
Hail insurance?
Auto insurence?
Sickness % heslth insursnce?
Accident insurance?
Life insursnce?
Other mutusl insvrsnce?

253. Are you now, or have you been, a member of the following ferm organi-
zetions:  Ferm Rureau? 6-Present member( ) 7-Past member( )
8~Never member

24. Grence? 6-Présent member( ) 7-Pest merber( ) 8-Never member( )

25. Otner farm orce~izetion? 6-Present member( ) 7-Pest memher( )
8-¥ever me~ber( ) Veme of orsenizetions e
2. Are you & member, or hsve vou ever been & merber, of the Michican
Milk Producers' Associetion? 6-Present me~ber( ) 7-Past member( )
8-Never me~mber( ) 9-Not sovnliceble( )

27. Do you mwarket, or hsve vou ever mesrketed, throurh the Michicen Live-
stock Fxchance? 6-Now merkets( ) 7-Once merketed( ) 8-Never mar-
keted( ) 9-Yo enswer( )

28, Do you ship, or heve you ever shinved, snv croos to the _ (Neerby
co-op) Elevator? 6-Now shivs( ) 7-Used to shio( ) 8-Kever
snivped( ) 9-Yo enswer( )

29. Are vou now, or heve vou ever been, a member of eny crov or livestock
sssociation? 6-Present merber( ) 7-Past mermber( ) &-Never member( )
9-No enswer( )

30. (If "ves") Thich ones? _

31. Do yvou get vour electricity from the _ (Co-on) Flectric?
6-Yes ( ) 7-Mo ( ) 8-"o enswer( )

32. Are vou e memher of 8 Ferm Lahor Services orcenizstion? 6-Yes ( )
7-No () 8-lo answer( )

35. At whet hours 4o you usnuelly listen to ferm proerems over the radio?
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34, Are these the best times for you to hear these obrnorams? 6-Yes( )
7-No ()} 8-Non't know ( )
(If "no") What times would he hetter?

Z5. Are there times when sou would like to heer 8 cood fsrm proersm but
there isn't one on the air? 6-Yes ( ) 7-No ( ) 8-Non't know ( )

36. (If ves) Yhat times ere these?

37. Are vou a merber, or heve vou ever been e member of the Detroit
Packing Comvany? 6&-Present mr~ber( ) 7-Pest mrmher( ) 8-Fever mem-
ber( ) 9-Yo answer( )
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