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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

There were 317 farmers® purchasing, marketing, and service

l These

cooperatives in South Dakota in the 19355-1956 fiscal year.
assoclations had an aggregate membership of 167,%30, including
duplications.

Furmers have faced an increasingly severe cost-prica problem
since shortly after the close of World War II.2 Coupled with this=~-
and very likely one of the factors contributing to the above situation--
has been the political emphesis for a more self-reliant agricultursl
industry. Marketing and purchasing cooperatives are a self-help device
which farmers can use to assist in ameliorating the above situation.
However, one of the important factoxs limiting the sxpansion and success

of these cooperatives 1s the lack of or limited participstion of a large

proportion of the membership.

Lanne L. Gessner, statistics of Fammes Cooperatives 1955-1956,
pp. 5-9, Farmer Cooperative Service, Generasl Report 48, United Statas
Department of Agriculture: Washington, D. C., July, 19%58.

244 th the exception of a short period during the Korean War, the
parity ratio-~a ratio of the index of prices received by farmers to the
index of prices pald by farmers--has steadily declined over the past
ten years. The descent has been from a high of 115 in 1947 to a low of
82 1n 19%6 lnd 1957, Source: United States Department of Agriculture,

cs 1996, pp. 430-431, United States Government
Pxintinq Of fice:s #Washington, D. C., 1959, -



Reasons for the Study

This study examined the differential participation of members in
an attempt to determine some of the factors assoclated with it.

It 1s hoped that this report will at least partially fulfill the
following needs: (1) to provide extension workecs and leaders of coopera-
tives with an objective foundation upon which to build their membership
relations programs, and (2) to lay the research ground work for further
study of cooperatives of this type in South Dakota. Ideally, and it is
hoped practically, these factors should assist farmers in erriving at
more rational decisions concerning participation in their cooperatives

and solving some of their economic problems.

Objectives and Hypotheses

Qbjectives
This study had three main objectives:

(1) To determine ths membars' levels of participation in their
cooperativas.
(2) To determine the members':
(a) levels of understanding of cooparative principlas,
(b) levels of satisfaction with the cooperative,
(c) levels of knowledge of facts about cooperatives,
(d) levals of inaccurate knowledgg about ccoperatives,
(o) methods of acquisition of membership in the association.
(3) To determine the relationship betyeen the above factors and
the members' levels of participation in thair cooperatives.



The eajor hypothesis of this study was thet members' participation
ia cooperatives is related

(1) positively with members' understanding of cooperative
principles,

(2) positively with members' satisfacticn with the associstion,

(3) positively with members' knowledge cf facts about cooperatives,

(4) negatively with sembers®' inaccurate knowledge about coopera-
tives, end

(5) positively with members' identity with the association.
Source of Data

Tais study was one aspect of a rnnr.ch study of ccoperative
activity in South Dakota unde: Experiment Station Project 306 entitled
kember Understandings and Attitudes and Their Relation to Patz-onage in
Fazrmer Purchasing Cooperatives. The other aspects ware: (1) A survey of
cooperative managers to determine (a) some of the problems they fece in
the men€gement of the assocliation, (b) their Lzowledge of cocperative
theory, and (c) their opinions as to what members should know about
cooperatives; and (2) A survey of mesbers to determine what they felt
&% inter-cesparative education program should contain. BRBecause of the
inadequacy of the data, this latter phase of -thc study was not included
in this repcrt. -

The population studied was the 140 cooperative oil assoclations in

the state. A list of these associations was”prepared from the 1955-1956



south Dakata Annual Stetistical Report for the Petroleum Indust:x'y.3

A atratified random sympls of 50 cooperstive oll associstions
was sslected from ths antire state for the survey of managers., The
assoclations were stratifisd upon the basis of the total gallonage® of
gasoline, karosene, distillate, and powar fuel each of ths jmpérted
into South Dekot.a during the fiscel year snding June 30, 1956. A sub-
sezple of 10 associations was selected on a similar stratified random
basis for the survey of members. However, data from one of the 10
was excluded because of a discrepancy in ths sslection of alternate
respondents,

The membership of these nine cooperatives ranged from 170 to
1450. A 1.5 pearcent sample or 10 members, whichevar was larger, was
selacted from each association on a simple random basis. This resulted
in a total sample of 104 individuals. Dats were obtained by personal
intervisw during August and September, 1958. No refusals ware

ancountered.
Procedure of Analysis

The data from the schedulss wers tabulated and each raspondent
was scored upon tha basis of the six quantitative measures used {n the
study. These measures sare: (1) tha cooperative understanding index,

(2) the cooperative satisfaction index, (3) the kmewledge of facts about

SThis repost was publishad by the South [skota Independent Oil
Men's Association, Gloux Falls, South Dakots?



cooperstives index, (4) tha index of insccurate knowledge, (%) the
acquisition of membership index, and (6) the cosperative participation
index.

The cooperative participation index was used as the dependent
variable in the study., Simple, partisl, and multiple correlation
analyses were used betwsen the participation index and the other indexes
to measure and test the hypothesized relationships. Multiple regression
analysis was used to describe the relationsiips betwsen the dependent

and independent variables.



CHAFTER II

THE MEASUREMENT OF MEMBER PARTICIPATION

IN COOPERATIVES

An examination of research on cooperatives raveals that thé
following elements have basn ussd to measure formal participation in
these organizations: (1) membership or non-membership, (2) attendance
at meetings, (3) patronage or proportion of business done with the
cooperative, and (4) voting on major policy dnisiou.“

Stern included a measure of informal participation; it consisted
of determinipng whether or not the member discussed the cooperative with
neighbors. The Andexson und Sanderson analy#is probed member discussions
further to determine if members were promoting the cooperative. The
criteria used wers whiother members éncouragied non-members to patronize

snd join the sssociation.

Thire has been almost no attempt to integrata theise elements of

4J. K. Stern, Problems in g m?xmm Qrganization
Pennsylvania Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin 256, 1930; J. K. g
Stern, fnum in Farmers' Cooperative Mhmm Associ-
ations, Pennsylvania Agricultural Exporinent Station Bulletin 268, 1931;
Je« K. Stern and H., F. Doran, Earmers m s Pennsyle~
vania Agricultural L-.xpori-cnt Station Bulletin 505, 1948; M. E. John.

Wﬂunﬂ Agricultural Exp fmnt Station Bullotin 457,
1

§ W. A, Anderson and Dwight Sanders, Relations in
Cooperative m, New York Agricultyral Exporhlont Station,
Department of Rural Sociology Mimeograph Bulletin 9, 1943; A. W. McKay,

mmmmmym Calavo Crowers of s United
States Department of Agriculture, Farm Credit Administration Circular
C 137, 1950; Gerald E. korzan, Jember Attitude Iowaxd Coopexatives,

Oregon Agricultural Experiment Station Bullétin 509, 1952,



participation into any kind of scors or meaningful whola despite the
number of studiss related to them., Besal found that, "in most casass
thesa eleménts have besn used ss the independent variabls to predict
member understanding of facts orx satisfactions,"®

Starn and Doran in their 1948 study utilized measures which dealt
with proportion of busiress done with the coopsrative, meeting attend-
ance, holding office, voting on policy decisions or delegates, and
whether or not the msmbsr hslped organize the coopsrative. Although
no attempt wae made to integrute thess factors into a whole, they found
that, "In almost every case there was a positive correlation between the
use which members made of their coopsratives and their participation in
other membership activities of the organiut!on. n6

More recent studies have placed focsl emphasis upon participation,
One method use#d was to integfate the elements of participation into an
index and consider it ss the dspsndent varhbl-.7 This approach has

been followsd in this study.

SGeorge M. Beal, Fagtors Related $o Perticipation in Farmer

Coopexatives, p. 37, Unpublished Ph.D. Thesis, Iowa State College: imes,
Iowa, 1952,

6;;tern snd Doren, op. ¢it., pp. 9-l4.

"Beal, op. §At., pp. 50-74; John Herp, Differential Participstion
af in Cooperatives in Gommupities of lowa and Manitoba, pp. 21-
27, Unpublished Master's Thesis, Iowa State Collage: Ane,s? Iow, 19%6.



The Coopsrative Participstion Indix

The measure of participation developed by Harxp was expanded by
the inclusion of additional elements to further refine the measursment
of member participation in the cooperative. The cooparative participa-

tion index used in this study consisted of 10 topics (Table I).

TABLE I. LIST AND SCORES OF MEASURES OF MEMBER PAMTICIPATION IN
THE COOPERATIVE, NIME SOUTH DAKOTA COOPERATIVE
OIL ASSOCIATIONS, 1958

Measurements of member participation Scores
Percentage ol business dons with the cooperative 1-6
Attendance at cooparativa meetingm 03
Participrtion at maetings 0-1
Acceptance of office in the association J=d
Leusces of current cooperative information 0=7
Pursult of information O=1
Discussion of the cooperative with neighbors 0=-1
Communication with the manager and directors U-l
Hesaction to dissatisfaction with the cooperative 0=-1
Solicitation of cooperstive membership O=2

*For tha questions used, thesir sequance, snd tha scored responses, see
the Appendix. :



Propoztion of Patzopage
The approach to this element wmas to determine the percent of

potentinl business each member did with his cooperative. The actual
question asked was, "Of those commodities and services sold by the co-op
that you use, what proportion do you buy there?" Hespondents werxe
scored from one to six according to their percentige® of purchases from
the cocperative (Table II). Harp used gradations of O to 100 with

TABLE II. GRADATIONS AND SCOREL OF MEMBER BUSINESS DONE WITH

THE COOPERATIVE, NIME SOUTH DAKOTA COOPERATIVE
OIL ASSOCIATIONS, 1958

Percentage oif purchsses from the cooperative Points scored
0 1
l - 24 2
25 - 49 3
5% - 74 4
7% - 99 5
100 6

intervale of 10.8 However, it is doubtful if the member cen refine his
patronege to this degrwe during the interview situation. It might be
possibls to obtain more precise information upon patrondge by asking the

interviewee whethex or not he uses each catoéaty of pgoducts sold by the

81pid., p. 23.
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coopasrative and what proportion of each he purchasea there (See the

Appendix, Question #1).

Paxticipation in Recision Making
The attendance at the annusl meeting is an extramely important

aspect of participation since it provides the setting for the member to

exercise his voice in the association. The question asked wes, "How

often do you attend youzr co-op's annual msetings?”. Respondents were

scored from zero to three according to frequency of attendance (Table III).
TABLE II1. CATEGORIE:Z OF MEMBER ATTENDANCE AT ANNUAL MEETINGS

AND POINTS SCORED, NINE SOUTH DAKOTA COOPERATIVE
OIL ASSOCIATIONS, 1958

—_—————

.

Attendance at annual oesting Points scored
Never 0
Occasionslly 1
Usually 2
As often as held 3

In sddition, the following questions were asked in an attempt to determine
the participation of members in the dsliberation and decision making
while at the meeting: (1) "In the past tes yesrs, have you ralsed a
question for change or improvemsnt in your co-gp at the annusl meeting?”
(2) "Have you ever been on the bosrd of directors?" (3)"If yes, wers you
chairman of the board?" (4) "Have you ever served on & committee in your

co=op?* (9) "If yes, have you ever held & committee chalmmanship?” one
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point was scored for eech effirmstiva eneser. The pxocess of giving
credit for officership might be further refined by inquiry into the
pert thet these persons heve played in the deliberetion and decision

weking of the boards end committeece,

Baxticipation fo Gat Facis ard Undexsianding

Seven sousces of current information were listed in sn open end
quaestion which read es follows: "mhare do you get your current informa-
tion about co-ops?" One point was given for each ecurce mentioned by the
respondent. The question, "Do you make an effort to keep informed and
sat facts about your co«op?* was an ettampt to o beyond ths mere

recelpt of informetion. On¢ point wds ecored for an affirmative response.

Paxticipgilep 1p $3genizationy) Mainlanasee
Beal defines a cooperative as:
In economic terms, a cooperative may be thought of as

an esgocietion of figg or households organized for business

purposes. These participating firms agree to conduct coord-

inetely or jointly some activity cemmon to them. This agree=

ment runs multileterally emong the participating ft:-sgrlthlr

than betwien 2ach of the firms end the joint activity.
In light of this concePt, 1t is sppezent thet cosmunication seony members
5is sssential to the smooth functioning of the cooperative. Each member
was asked 1f he talked to his neighbors sbout the association. He wae
scored one point if he did eo,

Memberas not only have the responsibility to communicate with each

%Beal, gp. gifes pe 46. -
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other, but 1f they have criticisms or suggestions about their cooperative,
these should bs made known to the proper people in the sssociation so
that decisions csn bs made in the best interests of the membership.
Members wsre ssked, "Hsve you discussed the co-op with a manager or
director during the past yesr or so?" A positive responss wes scored
one point., Mambers were further asked what they did when they wera
dissatisfied with the cooperative, If they took their criticism to the
manager or the board, they were scored one peoint.

Another aspect of organizational maintenance is the solicitation
of membership. The question was ssked: "within the last two years, have
you tried to get anyone to join the co-op?" The member who encouraged

others to join was scored one point,
The Distribution of sembers by Farticipation Gcores

Though the possible range on the member participation index was
from 1 to 26, the actusl range of scores was from 3 to 18, The mean
scoze was 9.81. Filfty=seven respondents scored sbove and 47 bilow the

mean (Teable IV). The largest numher (39) fell into tha 10 to 13 cless.
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TABLE IV, DISTRIBUTION OF MEMBERS BY PARTICIPATION
INDEX SCOHES, HINE SOUTH DAKOTA CCOPERATIVE
OIL ASSOCIATIONS, 1998

Member participation index scores* Number of members
1-95 13
6- 9 k7]
10 - 13 39
14 - 17 16
18 - 21 2
22 - 26 i
Total 104

*The mean score was 9,81,

e0Uln L0 e

—
(O3]
(@2}
O
<



CHAPTER 111l

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN NEMBER UNDERSTANDING
OF COOPERATIVE PRINCIPLES AND MEMBER
PARTICIPATION IN THE COCPERATIVE

Meny of the cooperative masbership relations studies prior to
Beal's study made inquiry into the members' knowledge of specific facts
sbout the cooperativo.w Beal also examined members on their knowledge
of factan, but in an efforxrt to detesrmine rational meaningful paxticipa-
tion, he designed and used a measure of tha members’ understanding of
basic ccoperative principles and the responsibilities associated with

12

cooperative membership. Harp used a similax approan:.h.13 Both studies

obtained highly si.gnificantM correlation between participation and
understanding. 15

In his justification for the development and use of this mesasure,
Beal stated that it seeme logicel to assume that if a member is going to

participete in all the elements of cooperstive activity, ha sust have &

ms.vonl of thess studies will be discussed in s subsequent
chapter.

oo, ¢it., pp. 233-245,
12;01d., pp. 185-191.

13H-rp, op. ¢it., pp. 27-31.
14519n1ficant at the one percsnt level,

1980al, op. git.s PP. 190-191; Harp, og. Eit.s P. 37.
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16 This reasoning

good understanding of basic cooperative principlas.
seems sound, for unless the member is familiar with the principle of
demncritic tontrol and responsibility, he will probebly not participate
in the decision meking processes of the organization., Unless he is
sware of his ownership in the association and the responsibility this
entails, he will find it difficult to understand why he should bear risk
and contribute to the financing of the coopsrative. If adversity should
develop within the organization, or if he can obtain & more favorsble
price elsewhere, the uninformed member very likely will cease to patronize
his cooperative. Unless he 1s aware of the importance of an enlightened
membership, he may not make an effort to inform himself, or at least
not to the degres that he would were he aware of this; he will probably
fail to understand why it it necessary to hold a portion of his patronage
refund within the organization for sducational purposes.

On the basis of the evidence from the review of literature and the
discussion, the proposition was advanced that there would be a significant

positive relationship between member participation scores and member

understanding scores,

The Cooperative Understanding Index

The cooperative understanding index was developed following the
same general procadure used in development of the participation index.

The underlying consideration in ths constructiun of this index was to

165021, op. ¢it., p. 187.
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develop a measure of the mamber's understanding of coopsrative principles
and his understanding of his xole in the associstion. The indax used

in this astudy could, perhaps, havs been subdivided into three indexss:
(1) a knowledge and understanding of cooperative principles index; (2) an
agresment with cooperstive principles index; and (3) a knowledgs and
understanding of coop#rative practicas index. It is suggested that @
more precise demarcation of the measuring instrument be attempted in
future ressarch.

Thirty-two items wers used to measurs membars underatanding of
cooperativa principles (Table V). Thase items were combinsd into ths
previously mentionsd cooperative understsnding index. An undsrstanding
scors was Calculated for each respondent.

The cooperative understanding index in thie study was similar to
that used by Harp.17 Only those items which have been added to or

modified from it will be discussed in the sections which follow.

Control

In » study of the problems faced by managers in the opsration of
the cooperative business, the major problem managers most often mentioned
was that of the extension of cxedit and the collection of credit

18

accounts. In view of this, it was decided to expand the important

element of contral by the addition of {tems to tap the membsrs knowledge

11lep, gn- m.. pp- 27-310

18Unpubuslld data, Economica Department, South Dakota Agricultural
Experimant Station Project 306, 1958.
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TABLE V. LIST AND SCORES OF MEASURES OF MEMIBER UNDERSTANDING
OF COOPERATIVE PRINCIPLES, NINE SOUTH DAKOTA
COOPERATIVE OIL ASSOCIATIONS, 1958%

Measures of member understanding of coopeiatiwve principles Scores
#ho should be permitted to vote in & coopaxative? =1
How should they vote? 0-1
should all members vote on all lsportant questions

concerning the cooperative? D=1
#hs should determine the credit policy? O=1
#ho should anforce the credit policy? 0=-1
#ho should have the right to determine what should be

done with savings in your cooperative? Q-1
How much say should it have?! D=1

Does tha member look at the co-op as an extension of
his own business off the farm? =1

Does the member look at the co-op as his agent in buying
or as another business place competing for his dollar? O=1

In ths evant of a loss on businass operations, who should
bear this loss? G=-1

If a loss results bacause of selling at too low prices,
should the stockholders bsar the loss or should it be

made up on the basis of patronage? 0=1
ibho should provida the money to start a2 co-op? O=1
In the yser to year opergtions, is it a member's

zesponsibility to finance his co=-op? 0-1
#hat is a revolving surplus fund? 0-2

shich of the following stataments bast describes your
ides of a revolving surplus fund? 0-1

(Continued)
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TABLE V. LIET AND SCORES OF MEASURES OF MEMBER UNDERSTANDING
OF COOPERATIVE PRINCIPLES, NINE SQOUTH DAKOTA
COOPERATIVE OIL ASSOCIATIONS, 19%8

Meagures of member understanding of coopérative principles Scores
If yes, to what extent?? 0-2
How should savings be distributed in a co-op? 0]
How may ssvings be returned to patrons? 0=3
dhat is s dividend? 0=1
Are the sarnings of a cooperstive referrsd to is

savings or profit? 0-1
Should co-ops psy income tax on member businw®ss? 0-3
Does a co-op psy taxes similer to an individual

proprietorship or partnership? O=1
Do pstrons pay income tax on dividends? 0-1
Do co-ops pay income tax on non-member business if

refunds aze not paid to non-members? O-1
Do co-ops pay income tax upon any unallocated savings? 0-1
wvhat is meant by double taxation? 0=-1
Is the incame of corporations double taxad? 0-1
Are co-ops opposed to the double taxation to which

corporations are subjected? 0-1
ihy do farmers organize purchasing cooperatives? 0-2
Does the member have responsibilities in the co-op? O=1

Ia 1t your duty to get facts and information about
ths co-op? ! 0=1

Does the co-op wholesale produce sny benefits for the
co=-op member? 0=-1

(Continued)
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TABLE V. LIST AND &CORES OF MEASURES OF MEMBER UNDERSTANDING
OF COOPERATIVE PRINCIPLES, NINE SOUTH DAKOTA
COOPEHATIVE OIL ASSOCIATIOMS, 1958

Measures of member understanding of cooperative principles Scores

Does the local co-op have any responsibilities to the wholesals
co-op? 0-1

= — — = ——

*For the sequence of the questions snd ths scored responses, see
the Appendix.

1On the interview schedule, this question followed, "How much
say does the wholesale have in running the locsl co-op?"

20n the interview schedule, this quastion followed, "Does the
mémber have a responsibility to patronize his ce-op?"
of his rolea and the manager's role in this agya. The questions asked
wazes (1) "Who should determine credit policy?” and (2) "who should
enforce credit policy?”

19 ace very important in the verticasl

Since wholesala cocperatives
integration activities of cooperativas, several questions were asked
concarning members knowledge and understanding of thia phase of
cooperation. Inquiry was made into the member's knowledge of the
existence of wholesale cooperatives, what he thought of the quality of
their products, hia opinion and knowledge of the benefits of the

wholasals, his opinion and knowledge of local responsibilities to the

1910 this discussion, the term "wholesale cooperatives" refars not
only to those cooparativms which are engsged in the business of selling
to local associations, but also to those cooperative organizations which
extract, refine, manufacture, snd perform othaxr related processes.
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wholesnls, and the receipt of dividends from the wholesele. 2% since
one occasionally hesrs the complaint that tha wholssala has undue
influence in the control of the local, & question of fact was asked
concerning thes say that the whol@#sale has in running the local.?l This
was followed by & question which attemptad to sscertain the member®s
knowledge of thaory in this area: “How much say should it have?™. If
the member answered "no may", it was felt that this indicated further

knowledge of ths principle of democratic control. He was scored one

point.
Risk and Ownership

Harp did not include the agant concept ar part of his understanding
measurement, 22 Instead, he treated it 1nd1vﬁlually.23 He found that

member participation scores differed significantly when compared upon
this basis. In this study, items wer® not treated individually. Thay

wers included in the appropriate index.

2°Thuo questions will be deslt with in the appropriate indexes
which follow. For the actunl questions asked, their seguence, and
reiponses, see Appendix.

2lrpge question was incorporsted into knowladgas of facts sbout
couperatives index.

 %2p, egent concept refers to the momber's considerstion of the
association as #n off-the-farm extension of his agricultural operation.
The membar who holds this view should look wupen the cooperative as his
hired agent rather than a business placs vying with other businessan
for his trade.

231pid.» PP. 96-98.
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savings
The first objectiva in this area was to inquire into member's

baeic knowledge of the distribution of savings, That §s, thet ssvings
are distributed upon the basis of the amount of business the individusl
has dona with the sssocistion rather than as a rsturn upon the amount
of capital invested. The distribution of ssvings topic was then pursued
to determine the member's knowledge of tha forms in which savings msy be
returned--the deferred dividend, the certificate of indebtedness, and
the certificate of equity.

Another queation designed to inguire into thé member's basic
knowledge was, "Ars the sernings of a cooperative referred to as savings
or profit?'. The designation of the earnings of a cooparative as
savings rather thsn profit is a fundamental principle of cooperative
philosophy. It is the principle upon which the theory and practice of
cooperative taxation 1s based. Since the cooperative is a multilateral
agreement between members rather than an agreement between the member and
the joint activity, it follows that the management and other employed
personn#l are mersly hired men who have been commissionsd to purchase
commuditics and services for their smployers. If at the end of tha
accounting period, it is found that the costs of the transactions were
not a» high as enticipated, then tha collactions asbove thase coats will
be rsturned to the mmploysr. This is a eavings which has accrued to
them as & reault of their participation in this activity, rather than
purchasing goods and services from = concsrn in which they have no

ownership.
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Iaxation

Boal only touched upon the subject of taxation by asking if
cooperatives si:ould pey income taxes upon pember business .t Harp
excluded the subject of taxetion because the majority of his study
was dona in Csnada where the taxation of cooperatives is not a paremount
houo.25

The subject of cooperativa taxation is & highly controversial,
highly emotional issue in the United States, perhaps more so tham any
other surzcunding the cooperatiive movement, Several gquestions wers
devoted to inquiry into members® knowledge and understanding in this
ares:

1. The substance of the initial question, "Should co-ops pay
incom¢ tax upon memsber business?" is covered in the above discussion
dealing with the designation of cooperative earnings es savings. If
the respondent annwered that cooperatives ahould not pay such tax, he
was asked to explain why not. The scored responses were, "they wculd
be paying twice on the same income" and "they make no profits". Maxisum
possible ecore for these questions was threa points.

2. Since there is so swuch sisinformation concerning the tax
sdvantege that coopsratives enjoy reletive to other forms of business
ocxganizetion, the question was 2eked, °“Dvee g co-op pay taxes slsilar
to an individusl proprietorship or s partnership?”. One point was

248..1, ep. git., p. 397,

2Harp, op. git., pp. 29-30.
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scored for the affirmative answer.,

3. Unless the individual has alresdy paid personal income tax
upcon the monsy involved in the transaction or unless the refund is from
the purchase of consumer goods, it is subject to income tax. To test
the member's knowledge of this, the question, "Do patrons pay income
tax upon refunds?” was askad. An affirmative response was scored one
point.

In the ares of tax#s paid by members, inquiry might well have
been made into the member's knowledge concerning the payment of income
tax upon intersst received from stock. However, this was overlooked at
the timeé of the construction of the interview schedule.

4, If profits are made upon non-membex business, and if these
profits are not distributed to the® non-members as patronage refunds,
the cooperative incurs corporate income tax liability upon thams. If the
respondent were eware of this, he was scored one point.

5., Savings which are not slloceted to members are taxed similarly
to the undistributed profits of a corporation. The question asked was,
“Do co-ops pay incoms tax upon any unallocated savings?". If the member
answered correctly, he received one point.

6. In this study, double taxation has reference to the practice
of taxing tha asame income upon the corporate level and upon the stock~-
holder level. Thre#e quastions wers ssked relative to it. The first was:
"what is meant by double taxation?”. If the respondent knew, he wae
scored one point and asked, "Is the income of corporations double taxed?".

If he answered correctly, he was scored one point and asked, "Are co-ops



opposed to the double taxation to which corporations are subjected?".
If he answered affirmatively, he wes acored an additionsl peint for a
total of three upon the double taxstion topic,

It may ba srgusd that thege were not questions of cooperative
principles or practices. Yet, it seemas reasonable to assume that an
individual who was femiliar with the theory and practice of cooperative
taxation would ba famfliar with the controversy surrounding it and
corporste taxation. Tharefore, it was felt that it would be relevant
and justifisbla to include these cquestions in testing member's knowledge

in this arasa.

General
It was felt that several of the guestions dealing with cooperative

principles and practices would better fit into a general category rasther
then into one of the preceding more specific classifications:

l. The first of these concernsd the reasons for cooperative
assoclations.

The cooperative movement has grown out of the economic and socizl
needs for such organizations. The cooperative form of enterpriss
supplements, competes with, or displaces other forms of business organi-
zations when those organizations are not providing adequate goods and
sexvices or when the costs of thosa goods and services are injurious
to the payee. This and tha farmer's pooitiop as a retall buyer and a
wholesale seller are the resasons that coopsrative people give for their

vertical integration efforts.
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It wae falt thet it 1s important for members to know something
of the reasons for the formwetion of thes cooperative and thet knowledge
of thia might be s factor essocleted with differentisl perticipstion,

On the basis of thé preceding diacuseion, it seemed logicel to include
the following queetion as a tee: of member's knomledge of cooperstive
principles and prectices: "“Why do fermers orgenize purchasiny zoopera~
tivea?". Om® point wes acored for each of the following answers: "to
provide mor® goods and services" and "to provide the same goods end
sarvices at lower cost.”

2. The general questien, "Dess the membexr have responsibilities
in the co-op?", was asked, If the respondent enswered "yes", he was
scored one point and asked what thess respopsibilities wars, The
structured responsss were: “attend mestings end vote,” "patronize,"
"help findnce, ™ “bear risk,"” ond "ksep informad.® I{f he did 10t Tecell
the, specific queetions were directed et determining whether or not the
zeaber was awasre of these responsibilities. The more specific qvestions
have baen included in the appropriete preceding sections. Oms hae been
included heres "la 1t your duty to get facts amd inforeation sbeut the
=-0p?”. If the member fslt it wes, he was scored ons point,

3. Inen attempt to determine the member's understanding of tiie
relationship betwean the locel cooperetive and the wholesale, two
questions were aeked. They ware: "Does the co-op wholesale produce
any benefits for the co-op eember?" end “Do;; the local co-op héve
responsibilities to the co-op wholeeale?". In each cese, the affirmative

responss was scored one point,



Analysis of Data

The possibl® range on the understanding index was from O to 40.
Actual scores ranged from 12 to 33 (Table VI). The mean score was
21.38, Respondents were equally divided sbove and below the mean.
Thirty-six of the 52 members who scored above the mean undexrstanding

score also scored above the mean participation scors. Twelve of the 13

TABLE VI. DISTRIBUTION OF MEMBERS BY UNDERSTAMDING
INDEX SCORES AND PARTICIPATION INDEX SCOREZ,
NINE SOUTH DAKOTA COOPERATIVE OIL
ASSOCIATIONS, 1958

s ——————————————

Understanding Participation index scores
index scores*® 1-% 6-9 10-13 14-17 18-21 Total

(Numbexr of members)

12 1 0 0] 0 ¢] 1
13-15 ® 6 4 0 ¢ 15
16~-18 4 6 7 0 0 17
19-21 1 B g 2 0 19
22-24 1 8 & 3 0 18
25-27 ) 5 10 3 0 21
28-30 0 18 4 3 1 9
31-33 =L ] ;. ] i 4
Total 13 34 39 16 2 104

*The mean Bcord was 21.38,.

8This observation represents & participation gcors of 7.
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highest understanding scorss wers above the mean participation score.
Thirty=one of the 52 membsrs who scorsd below ths mean undarstanding
scor® also acored bslow the mesn participatiom score, All of the 12
lowest understanding scorass fell below the mean participation scors.
Thers was s significant positive relationship between participa-
tion scores and understanding scores. The coefficient of simple
correlation was +,587 whare significance at the 1 psrcent level was
«254, The coefficient of partial correlation between participation
scores and understending scores wiih satisfaction scores, knowledge of
facts scores, and acquisition of membership scores held constant was
+.211 (Table VII). Significance st ths 5 percent level was .194,
Inaccurate knowledge scores were excluded froms the partial analysis
because they were not significantly relatad to understanding scores

(Table VIII).



TABLE VII., COEFFICIENTS OF PARTIAL CORRELATION BETWEEN PARTICIPATION
INDEX SCORES AND SCORES OF SELECTED INDEXES, NINE 30UTH
DAKOTA COOPERATIVE OIL ASSOCIATIONS, 1958

—_——————

Scores of selected indexes Participation index scores

(Cosfficlents of partial correlation)
Satisfaction T)9 3% = +.270°
Undsrstanding r13,246 = +.211P

Knowledge of facts
about cooperatives r14.236 = +.372°

Acquisition of d
menbarship T1e.34n — 1,059

®Acquisition of msmbership index scores and satisfaction index scores
were not significantly related (Table VII). Therefore they wera excluded
from these partial analyses.

33ignificant at the 1 percent lavel.

2ignificant at the & pezxcent level.

Ciignificant at the 1 percent lavel.

dlnt significant at the 5 percent level,



TABLE VIII. COEFFICIENTS OF SIMPLE CQRRELATION BETWEEN SCQRES OF SELECTED
INDEXES, NINE SOUTH DAKOTA COOPERATIVE OIL ASSOCIATIONS, 1958

I
I

Scores of Selected Indexes

Knowledge
of facts Acquisition
about Inaccurate of

Participation Catisfaction Understanding cooperatives knowledge membership

(Coefficients of simple correlation)*

Participation 1.0

Satisfaction +,48% 1.0

Understanding +.587 +.521 1.0

Knowledge of

facts about

coeperatives +,591 +.345 +,640 1.0

Inaccurate

km“lwge = +.026 -0054 -0052 1.0

Acquisition

of memberxship +.278 +.126 +.276 +.382 -.062 1.0

e —— —— — —— —— —— ———— ——— —— — ———  —
¥significance at the 1 percent level is .254; significance at the 5 percent level is .194.
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CHAPTER IV

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN MEMBER SATISFACTION WITH THE
COOPERATIVE AND NZMBER PARTICIPATION

IN THE COOPERATIVE

The concept of setisfection probably has a different meaning to
each pecson who sseks to define {t. In regard to its relationcship with
participation in the couprrative, it seems reasonable to assume that the
aore shtisflied member will participate more actively than the less
satisfied member. It 1s quite probable that the more active member's
closer association with the cooperative will disclose to him some
thiege of which he will disapprove and wish %o see changed. But more
importent, this closer associrtion should enhance his opportunity to
examina the verlous facets and functions of the organization. It should
enable him to examine not only the amount of the patronage refund aad
tha short run price--very likely the factors upon which the less active
menber is besing his satisfaction-~but alsc the factors of control,
management, finance, efficiency, and education., Thie examinetien should
enable him to predicate his overall sstisfaction upon en approvsl or
disapproval of thesa fectors. If he experiences substantial dissetis-
faction with many of them, it seeme likely that he will participate only
to a limited degree if he participetes at &ll.

suppozt for the abova sssumption is g#ined from the findings of
several earlier investigations. In his rural perticipation study,

Lindstzom examined farm workers' at:itudee ®®iard organizstions of



31

business #nd educational charlctcr.26 He concluded that “"those who did
not participate comprise the bulk of those with unfavorable attitudes;
whereas the participating members of business and educational organiza~
tions are in general favorably disposed to them". n

Stern and Doran measured attitudes upon the following topics:
the future of cooperatives, the contributions of cooperativas to
agriculture, the ability of cooperative leaders, the abllity of farmers
who support cooperatives, and tha voice that members have in running
the cooporativo.28 They found that: (1) higher attitude scores were
usually associated with those who did a greater percentage of business
with their cooperatives, (2) there was a high correlation between
favorableness of attitude and the extent to which a member participated
in the activities of his organization, and (3) lack of participation and
unfavorable attitude went hand in hand.

Beal probed satisfaction by inquiry into members' feslings
concerning benefits received from the cooperative, the price and service
influence the coopsrative exerted, the quality of cooperatively produced
goods, and the price savings of the association., His coefficient of

correlation between participation scores and satisfaction Ecores was

260rganizations studied included cooperatives, farm bureasu,
home bureau, and 4-H clubs.

2Tp. &. Lindstron, Egrces Affecting Paxticioation of Fars Pople
Organization, pp. 114-116, Agricultural Experiment Station

in Buzal
Bulletin 423, University of Illinois: Urbana, Illinois, 1936.

28stern and Doran, op. cit., pp. 27-3%.
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highly oignificnnt.29

On the basis of the above discussion and the findings of the
preceding studies, it was hypothesized that thers would be s significant
positive relationship between member participation scores and member
satisfaction scores,

Member satisfection with the cooperstive was measured by
obtaining member's opinion upon 15 topics concerning the cooperative
(Table IX). These topica were combined into an index end a satisfaction
score was Calculated for each member.

The index used in this study differed from the index used by Harp
by the inclusion of additional items to measure member‘s attitude
toward the manager, the board of directors, their voice in the coopera-
tive, the credit policy, the costs of cperation, the financial condition
of the association, and the expansion of the educstional progrll.so

The possible range on the satisfaction index was O to 15. Actual
scores ranged from 1 to 15 (Table X). The mesn score wes 11,90, Forty-
nine of tha 70 respondents who scored above the mean satisfsction score
also scored above the mean participation scors, Fifte#n of the 23
highast satisfaction scores were above the mean participation scors.
Twenty-six of the 34 respondents who scored below the mean satisfaction
score also scored below the mean participation score. Twelve of the 14

lowest aatisfaction scoras fell below the mean participation score.

295¢al, 2p. &i3-, p. 291,

3Olarp, gp. €it., p. 32,
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TABLE IX. LIST AND SCORES OF MEASURES OF MEMBER SATISFACTION,
NINE SOUTH DAKOTA COOPERATIVE OIL
ASSOCIATIONS, 1958%

-Wegsura of member satisfaction icores
Opinion that he recaivaed soms benafit from his cooperative 0-1
Opinion that the cooperative exertid a favorable com-
petitiva price influenca in thas market 0-1
Opinion that the cooperative exerted a favorable com-
petitive service influsnce in ths market 0-1
stated spiisfaction with price savings at the cooperativa 0-1
Opinion that the costs of operation of the cooperativa
compared favorably with private firms' costs of operation C=1
Opinion that the coopersgtive was financiaslly sound 0-1
itagted gatisfaction with the credit policy 0-1
Opinion thpt cooperative products were as good or better
than name brand competitors 0-1
stated satisfagction with the manager of his cooperative 0-1
Opinion thst the cooperative manager is as efficient as
the managers of non=-cooperative competitors 0-1
Opinion that the mansger's salary was too low 0-1
Stated satisfaction with the board of dirsctors of his
cooperative 0-1
Opinion that thge board of directors considered members
vigws and wishes in making the policy of the cooperative 0-1
Opinion that he had a say in running the cooperstive 0-1
Opinion that tha aducational program should b expanded
via the gmployment of a fieldmin ; 0-1

—————————x

*The qugstions and thg scoru responses can be found in the Appendix.
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TAELE X, DI3TH ISBUTION OF WaM®RS EYY SATIS F.CTION INDEX
SCORES AND PARTICIPATION INDEX SCQLES, NINE
S OUTH DAKOTA COOPERATIVE OIL
A SOCIATIONS, 19%8

= — —
-— i —

satigfagction Participation index scores
index scores* 1=% 6-9 10-13 14-17 18-21 Tots 1

(Number of members)

1 0 1 0 0 0 1
2- 3 0 0 0 0 0 0
4- 5 2 0 0 0 0 2
6~ 7 1 0 0 0 0 1
8- 9 3 5 2 0 0 10
10 - 11 3 11 4 2 0 20
12 - 13 1 12 25 8 1 47
14 - 15 3 -] 8 5 23
Total 13 34 39 16 2 104

—_ -
————

*The mean score was 11,90.

Tpere was a highly significant relationship between participation
scores and satisfaction scores. The coefficient of simple correlation
was +.,485 where significancs at the 1 percent level was .254. The
coefficient of partial corralation betwmen participation scores mnd
sati af sction scores with understanding scoxes and knowledge of facts
scores jald const gnt ws +.270 whre signififance at the l peicent level
is .254 (Table VII). Inaccugrste knowledge scor# and acquisition of

spmbership scores were gxclud e from tha partial malysis because th¥
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wire not significantly related to satimfaction scorss (Table VIII).
Perhaps a note# of caution should ba introduced at this time. 1In
the measurement of something as subjective as matisfaction, one is
desply concernad sbout the validity and reliability of tha measuring
device, Coupled with this are the problems psculiar to the interview
situation. Ths respondent may ba reluctant to express criticiems to
the interviswer, & stranger, who is asking personal questions concerning
cooperative personnel and operations. Or if very good rapport is
established, he may attempt to give the snswers he thinks the interviewer
wants., Of course, the compatent interviewer will ksep the sbove situa-~
tions to a minimum, but it is coubtful if they can be avoided completely.
Perhaps a way to improve measursment in the pttitude and satisfaction
arsa would be to us# an indirect approach such as the "arror-choice"
lothod.al’ 32 Consideration might also be givan to the designing of
questions to accomuodata s test of unidimensionality, such as the
Guttman scale mthod.33 It is suggested that futura investigators

examina thess methods.

luurray A. Straus, Direct, Indirect. and Plsquised Measuzement in
Rural seciology, pp. 9-11, Weshington Agricultural Experiment Station
Technical Bulletin 2&, State College of washington: Pullman, @ashington,
1957.

32In this method, the inquiry is described as a test of information.
The raspondent, however, is offered a choice batween two nltarnitives
which are equally wrong, but in opposite directions from th& correct
answer,

33For further discussion of Guttman scaling, see Denton E.
Morrison and G. Albert Kristjanson, Rersonal Adjustment Among Jlder
Pexsong, pp. 18-29, kural Sociology Department Technical Bulletin 21,
south Dakota Agricultural Experiment Station, tauth Dakota State College:
Brookings, South Dakota, June, 19%8.
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CHAPTER V

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWELN MEMEER KNOWLEDGE OF FACTS ABOUT
COOPERATIVES AND MEMBER PAKTICIPATIOM

IN THE COCPERATIVE

In the introduction to Chapter II1I, mention was made that many
studies hzve investigated th# relationship betwsen knowledge of facts
about cooperatives and participation in cooperatives.

Losey inquired into members knowledge of how to acquire member-
ship, the rights of patron members, who slacts the bomrd of directors,
who salects and zlecta the local and the general manager, the powers and

34He

duties of the local sdvisory committe#, and the use of profits.
found a high relstionship bstween knowledge of facts and meeting
attendance and a significant relationship between knowledge of facts
and rpgular patronagw.

Stern and Dorsn msasured msmber's knowledg® of tha volums of
business, size of pressant membership, how msmbership was attained,
evidance of membership, who i# manager, who is president, reason for
organization of the cooperative, date of organization, facilities of

the assoclstion, wha owns the facilities, and tha location of tha hsad-

quart.rt.sb They found that "the best informed wembers wers the ones who

345, Edwin Losey, Membership Relationg’of & Coope
Association, p. 227, Unpublished Ph.D. Thesis, Corngll Unlversity:

Ithaca, New York, 1940,

35tern and Doran, 9p. g¢it., p. 16-1%,
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made the most use of their cooptrativul."36

Anderson and Sanderson found that in esvery instance the patron-
mdmber, the regular patron, and the farmer who attended meetings had
more accurate knowledge of how membership is acquired, what the member's
rights are, and "how local profits are ulod.'37 They stated further
that "participation and knowledge are shown to be assoclated in almost
every situation,”

The knowledge of facts score used by Beal consisted of questions
which inquired into member's knowledge of the manager's salary, the
existence of wholesals cooperatives, whether or not ths cooperative had
an educational fund, and whether the association was partially financed
by the revolving fund method.38 He found a glghly significant relstion-
ship between participation scores and knowledge of facts scores.

From the above discussion, it ssems evident that there would be a
significant positive relationship bstween member knowledge of facts
scores and member participation scores,

Fifteen items were used to measure member's knowledge of facts
about cooperatives (Table LI). Thess items were combined into =
knowledge of facts about cooperatives index. A score was calculated

for sach xespondent.

1bid. s p. 19.
37 snderson and sanderson, gp. cit., p..30.

358eal, op. cit., pp. 233-239.



TABLE XI. LIST AND SCORES OF MEASURES OF MEMBER KNOWLEDGE
OF FACTS ABOUT COOPLRATIVES, NINE SOUTH DAKOTA
COOPERATIVE OIL ASSOCIATIONS, 1938

Measures of member knowledge of fects about cooperatives Scores
Aho owns the co=op? 0-1
Where dJoesg Your co~op buy its goods? 0-1
Axe tnere wheleesale co-ops fro@ which your co=-up ¢ould buy? 0-1
a0 owns ths co-op wholesale? 0-1
Has ysur co-op ever received dividends from the wholesale? 0-1
How ach eey does the wholesele have in running the locel

co-op? 0-1
what is your manager's name? 0=l
How are the members of the board of directors chosen? 0-1
iho are the present members of the board? 0-%
About hw long has each of these members served on the

board? O=l
who ig respongible for tha dey to day operation of the

co=op? 0-1
Who {s responsible for eaking this policy between annual

maetings? 0-1
#ho is respcrsible for meking the overall policy of the

co=0p? 0-1
Doas your co~op have a credit policy? 0-1

Does your co-op spend any money on educational work or
mambership relaticons? 0-1

S — — —_— e ———
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The poasible range on the knowledge of facts about cooperatives
index was f1o® O to 19. Actusl scores rengad fram 2 to 10 (Table XII),
The teen score wes 10,48, Forty-on® of the 56 reepondente who scored
above tht a®an knowledge of facts score elso scored ebové the wesn
pp rticiprtion score. Of the 17 highest knowledge of frcts scoree, only
1 fell D3low the mean perticipestion score. Thirty-two of the 48
respondents who scored below the @ean knowledge of fscis score also
scored below the meean participation scoxe. Of the 19 lowest knowledgs
of facts 9cor®e, only 3 were abow the m®an perticipetion ecore.

Thare wee 3 highly significent mmlationship between perticipetion
scores and knoriledge of fecta about cooperstives scoree., The coefficient
of eimple correlation wee +.591 where siqnifgfanco et tha 1 percent level
was .25%4, The cosfficient of partial correlation between participation
scores and knowlgdge of facts scores with estie faction scores, understand-
ing gcores and acquisition of emmbership scoxres hald constant wes +.372,
significancea at the 1 percant lavel was .254 (Teble VII). Insccurate
knowledje scores wars excluded frox' the partisl analysis because they

wexe not signifi;antly related to knowledge of facts acorss (Teble VIII).



TABLE XII. DISTRIBUTION OF MEMBERS BY KNOWLEDGE OF FACT:Z ABOUT
COOPERATIVES INDEX SCORES AND PARTICIPATION INDEX
SCORES, NINE SOUTH DAKOTA COOPERATIVE
OIL ASSOCIATIONS, 1958

knowledge of facts
ahoat sobpprarh net Participation index scores

index scorms® 1-% =9 10=13 1l4=17 18-21 Total

(Number of members)

2 1 1
3- 4 4 3 £ ]
5~ 6 2 6 25 10
7 - 8 2 6 6 1 15
9 - 10 i 7 4 2 14
11 - 12 3 9 10¢ 1 1 24
13 - 14 2 9 4 15
15 - 16 1¢ % 3 9
17 - 18 _ - 2 -} i -4
Total 13 34 39 15 2 104

e ——— =

#The m®an score was 10.48,
8This obsexrvation reprasents s participation score of 11.
PThese obsarvations represent participation scores of 10 and 11l.

®This obaervation represents a participation score of 8.
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" CHAPTER VI

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN MEMBER IMACCURATE KNOWLEDGE
ABOUT COOPERATIVES AND MEMBER PARTICIPATION

IN THE COQPERATIVE

Is there a relationship between member inaccurate knowledge
about cooperatives and member participation in the cooperative? This
was not considered at the inception of the study., However, as the
survey progressed, it was felt there might be a relationship between
these factors. Cooperative participation research hes neglected this
particular area of inquiry. Only one slightly relevant study was
discovered during the examination of previous literature.

In the Anderson and Sanderson analyslis, a question concerning
the amount of the salary of the president of ths Dairymen's League was
askod.39 It was found that members who had accurate knowledge were more
favorable to the organization than meabers who did not and especially
80 when compared with those who had an exaggerated idea of his salary.
The conclusion made was that inaccurate, exaggerated, or no knowledge
resulted in lack of support.‘o

In an examination of milk marketing agencies covered by the same
study, Anderson and Sanderson found further evidence to support their

conclusion, They found that those members who attended meetings most

39And.1'80n .nd SCHdorlon, 22. mog ppo 29"30.

“ONhat was meant by lack of support was not clearly explaineg.
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frequently had much moxe accurate knowledge of the sexrvice performed by
their cooperatives and this lead to more support., Members kmgw, more
accurately than past members of those who had never been members, about
the services offered by the organizations and consequently gave more
positive support. Anderson and Sanderson concluded that lack of such
knowledge was associated with withdrawal from or failure to join an

ox‘qaniution.‘u

The preceding discussion suggests that there would be a signifi-
cant inverss relationship between participatioﬁ.scoros and inaccurate
knowledge scores.

Fifteen items were used to measure member's inaccurate knowledge
about cooperatives (Table XIII). These items were combined into an
index of inaccurate knowledge. A score was calculated for each
respondent.

The index of inaccurate knowledge was constructed by the
selection of questions whose responses could bs used to fndicate
incorrect knowledge from the knowledge of fzcts mbout cooperatives
index and the cooperative understanding index. Although it was
recognlzed that in their primary function these indexes measured
different gualities, it was faslt that in thnu&t:sur;nent of inaccurate
knowledge, the inzccuracy or incorrectness of the respons# overrode the

difference in tha orientmtion of the instrument.

The possible range on the index of inaccurate knowledge was from

41M- » P 30.



TABLE XIII. LIST AND SCORES OF MEASURES OF MEMBER INACCURATE

KNOWLEDGE ABOUT CUOPERATIVES, NINE SOUTH DAKOTA
COCPERATIVE OIL ASSOCIATIONS, 1958

———————

Measures of inaccurste knowledge Scores
who owns the co-op? 0-1
Where does your co-op buy its goods? 0-1
If "don't kmnow" or "private wholesals”, are thare

wholesale co-ops from which your co~op could buy? 0-1
iha owns the co-op wholesale? 0-1
Has your co-op sver received dividends from the wholesale? 0-1
ihc are the present sembers of the board? C=3
About how long has each of these msmbers served on the

board? 0-1
#ho is responsible for the day to day operation of tha

co-op? O=1
A co-op operates in accordance with some particular policy.

#ho is responsible for making this policy between annual

meetings? 0=-1
#ho 1is responsible for making the overall policy of the

co-op? 0-1
Does your co-op have a sredit policy? 0-1
Does your co-op spend any money on educationsl work or

membership relations? 0-1
Does a co-op pay taxes similar to &n individual propristor-

ship or s partnership? 0-1
Do patrons pay incames tax upon dividends? 0-1
Do co-ops pay income tax upon non-mémber businfgs if bl

refunds are not paid to non=members?

(Continued)



TABLE XIII., LIST AND SCORES OF MEASURES OF MEMBER IMACCURATE
KWOWLEDGE ABOUT COOPERATIVES, NINE SOUTH DAKOTA
COOPERATIVE OIL ASSOCIATIONS, 1958

Measures of inaccurate knowlsdgs Scores

Do co-ops pay income tex upon any unallocated savings? 0-1

Are the earnings of a cooperative referred to as savings

or profit? =1
Is the incame of corporations doubls texed? 0-1
Are co=-ops opposed to the double taxation to which

corporations are subjacted? 0=-1
= == —=-

U to 22, Actual scores ranged from O to 6 (Table XIV), The mean score
was 1,78, Twenty-aeven of the 46 respondente Wwho scored below the mean
inaccurate knowledge score also scorsd above the mean participation
score. Thirtesn of the nineteen lowest inaccurate knowledge scores were
above the mean participation scors. Thirty of the 58 respondents who
scored gbovg the aean inaccurate knowledge score also Scored abov®& the
mean pgrticipation score. Eight of the 11 highest inaccurate knowledge
scores fgll below ths mean participation scor: s,

participation scorey and {naccurste knowledge scoras were not
significantly related. The coefficient of corralstion wés <=.044 where
significance at the 5 percent luvel was ,194,

Although the original proposition that there would be a signifi-
cant inverss corrslation betwesn participation scores &nd inaccurate

knowledge scores was not supported, it is important to note ‘that the
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TAALE XIV. DISTRIBUTION OF MEMBERS BY INDEX OF INACCURATE KN OJLEDGE
SCORES AND PAATICIPATION INDEX 5CORES, NINE 5OUTH
DAKOTy COOPELATIVE OIL ASSOCIATIONS , 1958

Indbs of Lasecwrite Participation index scores

knowledge scores* -5 69  10-13  14-17 18-32] Total
(Number of members)

0 3 3 10 3 o 19
1 5 B 9 4 1 27
2 3 11 13 ) 1 33
3 2 4 ) 3 0 14
4 0 6 1 0 0
$ 0 0 1 1 o 2
6 ] 2 £ 2 Q - |

Total 13 34 39 - 16 2 104

*The mesn score was 1.78.

correlagtion was in the negstive direction. It should be remsmbered that
thg stasurgment of inaccursts knowledgs was not on# of the original
objectives of this inquiry--that an instrument specifically designed for
measurgment in this greg was not constructed. As a result, only a
ligited nygbey of inaccurate responses--a msan of 1,78 per respondent--
were obtgined. Therefors, caution should be observed in feneralizing
from this ghalysis.

The data and the discussion of 1ncorrogf knowledge are pr ®sented
here prigarily as ;n inducement to furthar investigation in this are®

rather th,n as a contribution to this study.



CHAPTER VII

THE RELATIONSHIP BETMEEN MEMBER IDENTITY WITH THE COOPERATIVE

AND MEMBER PARTICIPATION IN THE COOPERATIVE

Beal found highly significant differences when participation
scores were compared upon the basis of member "we feeling“ or membwr

2 kembers who exhibited the greater

identity with the cooporativ:.4
amount of “we feeling" had the higher participation scorcs.

The definition and measuremant of this concept is highly sub-
jective, BHeal . #lisd slmost entirely upon the evaluation of the
interviewer. Perhaps some objectivity was gained by notation of the
respondents use of such words as "we", "our*, snd "us" as compared to
“thay”, "them", “he", and "those guys” when referring to the cooperative
snd its personnel.

The method by which the individual acquired wmembership in the
cooperative aight bes a more objective measure of his identity with it
(Table xV). It would sesm logical to assume that the individusl who
acquired mmmbership via psyment of the stock or membership fae and the
individual who patronized with the intant of becoming a member would
feel closer identity with cooperatives than that person who had
acquired membership without s particular interesgt in doing so. This
closer identity should result in mers active participation.

Stern and Doran in their 1948 Pennlylvaﬂiu study found fermers

425921, 90. cit., p. 213,
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TABLE 2V, METHODS BY WHICH RESPONDENTS ACQUIRED MEMBERSHIP
AND SCORES, NINE SOUTH DAKOTA COOPERATIVE
OIL ASSOCIATIONS, 1958

Method of scquisition of membership acorts

By patronizing without s view tosard becoming a member 1
By patronizing with a view toward bscoming a mesmber by

the allocation of patronage r¢funds to defray the

memberghip fee or to purchase stock 2

By paying the mempbership feas or purchasing stock 3
—_———eeeeeeeeee——eee——————————

whi had msmbership in cooperatives but failed to recognize the fact and
consgquegntly did not describe themselves as mmbers.“ Though they
discussed thess individuals no furthsr, it would seel reasonible to
assume that these members are inactive participators, that they fee]
little or no identity with tha association. If similar conditions
arise in this sgtudy, membars of this type will fall into the category of
thosg individyals who possass membership but who did not actively se®k
it.

On thy basis of tha preceding discussion, th# proposition wis
.u.put.d that thgre would be & significant raslationship between member
participation scores and msthod of acquisition of mambership scores.

Ind fviduals who ware interested in acquiring memvership would have the

Mg har scores.

43St.rn and Dor:'an, op. ¢it., p. 3.
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The Acquisition of Membership Index

Th me thod bywhich individu 1s could m cquireme mbership in the
cooppty tiw wemy: (1) by m tronizimg without a viaw toward becds ing a
member, (2) by pytronizing witha view toward becwe ing a member by the
g llog tion of pytrorage ¢ funds to defmiy the mabemhip fae or to
purchagy s tock, and (3) by outright payment of the meabtirship fee or
purchase of stock. The acquisition of meabership index was constructed
by thy a8s§9nment of valuss of 1, 2, and 3 respectively to the above

methods.
Analysis of Data

Acquigition of membership scores ranged from 1 to 3 (Table XVI).
onlY tws Of 15 rggpondents with scquisition scores of 1 &cored ®bove
thy maah Pasticipation score (their scorss were 11 and 13), Twenty-seven
of thg 43 rggpondents with acquigition scores of 2 scoxed above the Hean
pgticgp,tion scorg. Of the 46 rsspondents with acquisition scores of
3, 25 scorgd gJove gnd 18 below the mean participation score.

Th g r gl gtionskhip b gtween participstion scores mnd &quisition of
a2 pership cor s was pt signific mt. Although the co®fici ®t of
sl pje comgl tion was +.27 8 where significance st the 1l perc t 1 %Wel
ws 254 patl J cgFrd tion milysis between participation scor% and
Fquisition scores wi ¢ und estandin gscore ® and knowledge of facts
scor s ')pld constant rev gled gcoeffici mt o f+.059 (Table viI),

Signific pc 4 £ t pe® perc @t lev d was .194 .. Satisfaction scores ®d



TABLE XVI.
MEMEERSHIP IMUEX SCORES AND PARTICIPATION INDEX
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DISTHIBUTION OF MEMBERS BY ACQUISITION OF

SCORES, NINE SOUTH DAKOTA COGPERATIVE
OIL ASSOCIATIONS, 19%8

. ———— ]

Acquisition of
mémbership

Participation index scores

index scores* 1=5 6-9 10-13 14-17 18-21 Total
(Numbax of members)
1 6 7 2 0 0 15
2 4 12 20 6 1 43
3 = -] il A0 i -]
Total 13 34 39 16 2 104

—

*The mean score was 2.30,

“These two obsarvgtions represent participation scores of 1l and 13.

inaccurate knowledge scores were excluded from the partial analysis.

They wers not significantly relsted to acquisition of membership scores

(Table VIII).



CHAFTER VIII

THE MULTIPLE CORRELATION AND MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES
BE TREEN PARTICIPATION SCORES AND SATISFACTION SCORES,
UNDERSTANDING SCORES, AND KNG#LEDGE OF FACTS

ABOUT COOPERATIVES SCORES

Multiple correlation and multiple regression analyses were
performed bstwsen the participation index scorss and all the index
scores which partial correlation analysis revealed wers# positively and
significantly44 related to participation index scores (Table VII).

Thasa indexes were the satigfaction index, the understanding index, and
ths knowladge of facts index. The objective of the multiple correlation
analysls was to detarmine the proportion of the variance in perticipation
scorgs that was explained by these factors. The objective of the
multiple regression analysis was to determine the constants in the
regression equation gnd to gvaluate their us® in the prediction of
participation in the cooperativa.

The coefficient of multipls correlation was .6821. #An F tist

2 i
of the form, F = BZIL:%!)SIH was amployed to amcertasin th# significince

of the multiplys co.fficimt.“ Tha F value was 29.007, Significanck

at thy 1 parcent lgvel with 3 degress of freedom for the numerator and

4"l‘h. levgl of significance necessary for inclusion in the
myjtipl 3 coxrgl gtion and gpultiple regression inalyses wis 5 plirc nt,

“Sprederick C. Mills, jtatisilcal Matlodh, pp. 627-629, Third
gdition, Hmry Holt and Company: New York, 1955.
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100 degrees of freedom for the denominator was 3.98. The coefficient
of multiple corralation mas highly significant.

The square of the coefficient of multiple correlation was .4653.
This indicates thst 46.53 percent of the variance in participation
scores wis explained by the varlance in setisfaction scores, understand-
ing scores, and knowledge of facts scores.

The regression squation was of the form 3 =at b12.34x2 +
by)3,24X3 + b14,2344, The variebles in the equation represented these
factors:

X1 = participation index scores

A2 = satisfaction index scores

X3 = understanding index scores

X4 = knowledgs of fects index scores,

Calculation of the constants resulted in the equation X; = -2,126
+ .2880X) + .173X3 +.34464i,4. Tha standard srror of regression was
2.7968.

a* and the net regrestion

The partial correlation coefficients
coefficients indicate that satisfaction with tha coopsrative and
knowledge of facts about cooperatives are more important then under~
standing of cooperative principles in tha prediction of participstion
in the cooperative. The net regression coefflcients showed that en

increase of 1 in the satisfaction index score was associated with an

increase of .3808% in the participation index score; an increase of 1

4Gpages 27, 34, and 39 or Tsble VII.
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in the knowledge of fescts index score wes associated with an increass
of .3446 in the participation index score; and an increase of 1 in the
understandimng index scorw wis aasociated with an incress® of ,173 in

the participation indax score.



CHAPTER IX
S\ARARY

Thie study examined the differentiel participsticn of e sample
of Bembsrs of nine South Dakota cooperatiwe oil associations in an
attezpt to detereine sope of the factors related to cifferential
Farticips tion,

The me jor hypothesis tasted in this study was thet seabor
perticipation in cooperatives was relsted

(1) positivaly with member undezstanding of cooperative principles,

(2) positively with sember satiefaction mith the aseocistion,

(3) positively with membsr knowledge of-facts about cooperatives,

(4) regatively with member inaccurmte knowladge about coopera-
tives, and

(5) positively with member identity with ths eseociation,

The nine cooperative oil associations studied were selected on a
stratifised rendom basie fros the 140 cooperstive oil associaticas in
the state. A total of 104 schedules warse taken fzom the farmer msmbeze
of these nine cooperativees during Auguet and Septeaber, 1958, Mambers
were selected froe esch of the cooparatives on & sisple random besis.

€ach respondent was scored upon the basie of the six @uantitative
meesuras used in thr study. These measures were: (1) ths cooperative
understanding index, (2) the coopemtive setisfaction index, (3) the
knowledge of facts about csoperetives index, (4) the index of inaccurste

knowledge, (%) the acquisition of membership irndex, and (6) the



cooperative participation indax.

The cooperative participation index was used as the dependent
variable in ths study. Simple, partial, and multiple correlation
anslyses were used to measurs and test the hypothesized relstionships.
Multiple regression analysis was used to describs the ralationships.

Significant positive coefficients of simple correlstion were
found in the following cases:

(1) Between member participation scores and member understanding
of cooperative principles scores,

(2) Betwesn member participation scores and member satisfaction
scores,

(3) Batween sswber participation scores’and member knowledge of
facts absut cooperatives scores,

(4) Between membez participstion scores and method of mcquisition
of membership mcozes.

The numerical value of the coefficient of simple coxrelation
betwesn participation scores and knowledge of facts scores was +.591,
This was the highest simple cosfficisnt obtained in the study. The
coefficient of correlation between psrticipation scorea and understanding
scores was Only slightly smaller. It had & velus of +.%587. The lowst
significant simple coefficient obtsined was between participatien scorms
and method of acquisition of membership scores. Its value was +.278,

The negative coafficient of simple cofrii@tion between member

participation scores and member inaccurate knowledje scores mas not

=~

significant at the 5 percent level,
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tignificant positive partial correlation cosfficients were found
in thes following cases:

(1) Between membexr participation scores and member uaderstanding
scores with member satisfaction scores, member knowledge of facts
scorss, and member acquisition of membership scox#s hald consiasnt. This
was the lowsst partial coefficisnt obtained In tha study. Its mumerical
value was +,211,

(2) Betwsen participation scores and satlsfactlon scorss with
understanding scorss amd knowladye of facts scores held corstant.

(3) Between participation scores and knowledge of facts scorss
with satisfaction scorss, understanding scores, and acquisition of
meabership scores held constant. This was thl.highllt partisl coeffi-~
cient obtained. Its numerical value was +,372.

Multiple correlation and multiple regression snalyses ware
performed between the psrticipation index scores and all tha index
scares which partial correlation analysis revealed were positivsly and
significamtly related to participation imdex scorss. These indezms
were the understanding index, the satisfaction index, and the knowledge
of facts imdex. The numerical value of the coefficient of multiple
correlation was .(B2l. This was significant at the 1 percent laeval,
Tha sguars of the multiple corrslation comfficient was .48623. This
indicates that 46.53 percent of the variance in participation scores
was sxplained by th# variasnce i: unde#rstanding ;corll, satinfaction
scorss, and knowledge of facts scorss. Tha nat rogression coefficients

-

indicate that satisfaction with the cooperstive and kmowledge of facts



ebout moparatived are mora itportant than understending of cooperative
principles in the prediction of participetion in the cooperative,

Although thwse findings indicate that satlsfaction with tbe
cooperative , kr'owledge of facts adbout ¢ooperatives, and understanding
of ceopérgtive principles are {mportent factors In pxedicting partici-
pation in the ceoperstive, an unexplained verience of 9¢.43 percent
reaaing, Thie would sesm o frdicete the deeiradility of further study
to more pm cieely inrestigats the factors in this an3lysis &nd to

uncover otharr significant factors related to differential participation.
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INTERVIER SCHEDGLE
(Including the Scored Regponses)

Sonfidential Cooperative Ol Assoclation Member gurvey
NanbDez o Musber of Yeurs Ce-cpP %embel ___

Nuaber of Years Geeder This Co-op Interviewer

l. %at comroditios and sezvices does the Coeop sallpa
1. Patroleun Products - 7. Faeds and jeeds
e 2o TBA 8, sMachinery and Parts
3. Major Fazm Appliencss 9. Hardwaze
4, mechenic dervice ————1@s L. P, Gas
s 9. Mobile Tire Repeir 11.
6. Fertilizer 12, _— e o

*This question was not part of the anelysis in this study.

2. Of those coamodities and services sold by the Co-op that you use,
what proportion do you buy there? (Read answers)

1. 0 1
2. 1 - 248 2

a. ®-4 3 .

2 50 - 74X - 4 _
s, 73 - 99 3

& 100% . 6
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3. shere does your co-op buy its goods?

Co-op wholasale or regionsl Y Sl
Private wholesale ...._._1*
Don't know 0

#*Only one responss was scorsd.

If "don't know" or "privats sholesale", are there wholesale co-ops
from which your co-op could buy?

Yen

1l
Ko 0
0

Don't know

4, Who owns the co-op wholesale?
Local co-ops

Other

Don't know

S, Does the co-op wholesale produce any benefits for the
co-op member?

Yes

Ko

Don't know

6. Has your co-op ever received dividends from the wholeeale?

Yes v 1
_ Ko (0]
pon't know .-_—.-.—0




7. Dogs the local co-op haive any maponsibl lities to the o -op
wholegale?

Yes

Ko

——

Don't know

8. How much say does the wholesasle have in running the local co-opi*

Buch say

aOme say

e say

]

Don't know

*This guestion nat included in the analysis.

9. How much say should it have?

Much say

No say

Don't knaw

10, How does the quality of cooperatively produced goods compare with
the quality of other name hramis?

——e. A8 gOOd 1%

Batter

—— Poorer

Mixwd--some poorer, some as od, Pme batter

Frrd

Don't know

*only ong response wigs scored.



11.

12,

13,

14,

15.

63

#hat 1s your manager's name?

Knew 1

Didn't know

In view of the job to be done, do you think his salaxy is:

About right

——w Too high

Too low

Do you think he is as efficient as the manegers of other oil
stations in this asrea?

N 0
Don't know i 0

Are you satisfied with the way the co-op managexr does his job?

Yeo

No

_ Den't know

iiho are the present members of the board?

Knew none

Knew 1 - 24%

Knew 2% = 49% .

Knew 50 -~ 74%

Knew 7% - 99%

Knew 100%



16.

17,

18.

19.

How Sr¢ the zgmbery of the board of directors closen?

Elected by membirship et ennual meoting 1

Jon't know 0

About how long has sach of these membars s&Tved on th¢ boerd?

Knew 1

— Didn*t know 0

Do you believe that the meaters of this board take your views
and wishwes and tle views and wishes of the other members into
consideration when they make the policies of the Co-op?

Yes 1
— R . 0
= __ Don't know . 0_

Ate you satisfied with the way the members of the -oard carry out
theiy duties?

_ No 0
Pan't knoe 0

Do you bolieve thet you have 5 cay, or have no say, in ruaning
thie co=-op?

Have a say 1

Have ro say . 2

Don't krow = 0




21, +hy & farmkg org miz @ u th sdng coo'prativ ¢?
To provide mre gwuds or s wvice.s

To F29/ide the s a® goods or services at
lower cost

Don't kno#

#Both responses Wire scored,

22, Does th® ®inber have responsibilities in the Co-op?

s TOA

No

Doni't know

I1f yes, what are the member's responsibilities? (Recall)*

- Attend asetings and vote

Patronize

——————e——o

Help finance

— Bear risk

Keep informed

*This question was not a part of the analysis.

3. Whe ghould B* pemitted to vots ina co-op?

All members

All peopl® doing busim ss with the co~op

Other
How should ti*y vote?

One member, o vote

__On tit basis of patronage

==

One vo¥® per share of stock h'M = re
stock, more vod s) -

1*

|

ls

T FFE

14



24,

25,

26,

-

Don't know

chould sll cooperative members vote on all important questions
concerning ths co-op?

No 0
Don't know 0

#ho is responsible for the day to day operation of the co-op?

Manager — L
Board -9
Mombers —
Dor't know — —
A co-op operates in accordance with some particular policy.
aho is responsible for making this policy between annual
meetings?
——_ Board i
— ____ Hanager 0
—— MOMbErs _-—-_0
Don’t know .___...0

tho is responsible for making the oversll policy of the co-op?

Members 1

0
Boaxd ——
Mansger _.—._O
Don’t know . —




28, iiho should determine credit policy?

Members (at annual meeting) 1
Boerd e
“ansger 0
on't know e

29. Who siwuld enforce credit policy?

_ Manager 1
—— Board 0
kembers 0

Don't know = T

30. Does your co-op hevé a credit policy?

Yes é 1
No 0
- Con't know 0

3l. Do you heve any criticism of the credit policy?

Yes 0
No 1
Don't know 0

S Y -~ e—

(Ask only if not answered upon earlier responeibility question.)
22. Does “he meamber have a responsibility %o patronize his co=op?™

Yes

No -

*This question was not included in the analysis. -



33.

35.

36.

37.

68

If yes, to what extent?

100% 3

Fairly consistently 1

Give the co-op first chance 1
Does ‘he mezber look at the co=-3p as -is agent ia buying or as
another I>usinesy place compating for his dollar?

Azent 1
v Business place -
dho should provide the money to stact a co-op?

Mmbexs 1
—_— Banks for ~o=3ps 8 0

Credit facilities of regional co-ops ¥
e Private banks 0

GCoverrment o -

Don't know Q
In the year to year ~cperations, is it a member's responsibility
to finance his co-op?

Yes 1

No 0

Don't know 0
Do you feal that the Co=op is financially
sound?

Yes = . -

N9 0

Don't know 4}




38.

39,

4],

69

#nhat is = revolving surplus fund?

— Knows _._2
some ides =
Dossn't know 0

shich of the following statements best deacribes your idea of
a revolving surplus fund?

A method by which member savings are held in the
co-op to finance its activities

——

A method by which member dividends are held against
their wishes 0

dhat is a dividand?

___ A payment to members to get them to patronize 0

A return of the surplus earnings of. the cooperative
to the members who own it -

How should savings be distributed in a co-op?

———__ Returned to members on basis of their patronsge - I~
Paid sut as intereat on shares |
Don't know e Th S
How may savings be returned to patrons?
Deferred dividends 1+
Certificates of indebtednass 1*

Cartificates of equity

[
‘ I*‘

Don't know

*Al11 three responses were scored.



43,

45,

46,

Who should have the right to deterwine what should be done
with savings in your z0~3p?

vemhers

, Board (1]
e Manager 0
Don't kiow 0
Do you think you derive benefit from this co-op?
Yes 1
No 0
i Dontt know -
Do you think the co-op saves you money?
EpRTR—— _ A
No ]
Don*t know 0
If yea, are you satisfied with the savings made?
~ Yoo =5
bo LY
Don't know o
Do you think competitozs® gexvices would be as good if co-ops
were not in the market?
Yes Y
- Ko 1
Don't know - 0

70



47.

48,

Do you think competitors' prices would be as low if co-ops
were not in the markat?

Yes

No

Don't know

How did you think your cooperative's costs compare with
costs of private oil stations?

Higher

Same

Lower

Don't know

*Only one response was scored.

49.

Who owns the co-op?

Members

Board of directors

Manager

. Others

Don't know

In the event of a loss on business operations, who should
bear this loss?

Members

Directors

Manager

Govermment

Don't know

71
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5l.

52.

If a loss results because of selling at too low prices, should
tha stockholdars bear the loss, or should it be made up on the

basis of patronage?
Stockholders
Patronage

Both

|11

Don't know

Does the member look at the co-op as an extension of his
own business off the farm?

Yes

Don't know

Should co-ops pay income tax on member businen?

Yes

Don't know

If no, why not?

Es paying twice on the same income

They make no profits

|

Farmers pay enough tixes

Cooparatives still need help (govermmant aid)

#Both responses were scored.

o54.

IO Io Il-- lo

1%

ll-

lies a co=0p pay taxes similar to an individual ?roprietouhip

or partnership?

Yes




99,

57,

73

Don't know —_—

Do ps trons pay income tax upon dividends?

Yes = e
158 0
Don't kuow 0

I1f no, why not?

20 co-ops pty income tax on non-member business 1f refunds are
not paid to non-metbersg?

Yos 1
flio . 0_
Don't know 0

Do co-ops pay income tax upon any 1nallocated savings?

Yes 1
¥o 0
Don't krow 9
Are the eernings of a coopsretive referred tc as .saving
or profit?
Saving 1_
_ Profit i 0

Don®t know 0



Sl.

63,

74

ithet is meent by double taxation?

A method by which the same income is taxed twice __ 1

—Don't know o

Is the $ncan® of corperationa double taxed?

Yos 1

No o
——— XOR't koW 0
Are co-ops opposed %o the double taxation to which
corporations are subjected?

Yes 1

No =

Don't know ’ 0
Kow did you beccme a member of the Co=0p?

By psying the membership fe# or purchasing

By patronizing with a view towerd becoming a

mémber Dy the &llocation of pategpage refunds

to defray the ®embership or stock fee 2

By patronizing without a view toward becoming

a member 1
How often do You stisnd your ce-op's esnwal meeting?

Nevar 0
— Occasionally 1

— Usually 2

__ As often 88 held 3



7%

64, In tha past two years, have you raised a question for chamge

or improvement in your co-op at the annusl mwetings?

Yes

No

Don't know

65. If you are dissatisfied with some operation of the co-op,
what do you do about it?

Contact manager

Contact board

Contact other members

Do nothing

*Only one response was scored.

66. Have you discussed the co-op with the manager or a
director during the past ysar or so?

Yas

|
|

Mo

Don't know

67. Do you talk with your neighbors about the co=op?

Yes

No

68, Within th& past two yesrs, have you tried to get any of
them to join the co=-op?

Yes .

No

Don't know .

|o |O

o|.,




69.

70,

71,

72.

76

Is it your duty to get facts and infofmation about the ca-op?

Do you make an sf fort to keep informed and get facts about

Yeos
No

Don't know

your co-op?

}

#here do you get your current information about co-ops?

—— S e——
e
Y S — ———
S S —————
=

Does your co-op spend any monsy on educational work or

membership

Yes

No

Neighbors and friends
Directors

Manager

Fieldman

Newsletter

Annual meeting

Other

relations?
Yes
Mo

Don't know

i

ol...

!0—- Io—- |t—‘ \o—- lo—- 'r—- ‘w

)



73.

74,

75,

Do you think there should be s co~op fleldman to work on
co~op education?

Yeés

ko

Don't know

Hava you ever been on the board of directors?

Yes

No

I1f yes, were you chairman of the board?

Yes

No

Have you aver served on a committee in your co-ep?

Yos

No

If yes, have you ever held a committee chairmenship?

Yes

No

77
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