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Abstract
This study investigates the commitment of farmermem-
bers to traditional and hybrid cooperatives, and exam-
ines how and why their commitment has changed over
time. The empirical basis consists of three surveys of
representative samples of Finnish farmers conducted
in 2010, 2013 and 2016. Dairy cooperatives in Finland
have a traditional organizational form. Animal breeders
deliver to hybrid cooperatives that have some external
investors, but farmers have the majority of the votes.
In both industries, the farmers are committed to their
cooperatives and increasingly so over the years. This is
particularly true of dairy farmers. However, the mem-
bers’ commitment is based more on their satisfaction
with the cooperatives’ business activities rather than
on any cohesion within the cooperative societies. One
explanation for this is that primary agriculture is becom-
ing more consolidated, with fewer but larger farms
whose owners are business oriented and professional.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The traditional form of cooperative business has historically demonstrated its strength by sup-
plying large volumes of standard products at low cost (Iliopoulos & Valentinov, 2018). However,
intensified competition has led many cooperatives in Western economies to follow differentiated
marketing strategies, which require significant financial resources, highly skilled leadership and
quick decision-making, all of which are difficult to combine with the attributes of traditional
cooperation (Kyriakopoulos et al., 2004). Therefore, in recent decades, many agricultural coop-
eratives that run along traditional lines have been converted into hybrid cooperatives (Bijman,
2010; Fulton & Giannakas, 2013; Kopka, 2023).
Cooperatives are sometimes said to have a hybrid business form because they operate like a

business in the marketplace while also having a hierarchical coordination structure (Ménard,
2018). The concept of a “hybrid cooperative”, however, means a cooperative that has substituted
traditional attributes in terms of ownership and control with more or less individualised owner-
ship and control (Kopka, 2023; Nilsson, 2018). They may provide residual rights that are not only
linked to member patronage, but “cooperatives’ business operations may be financed, in whole or
in part, via debt or equity from both users and non-users of the cooperative” (Kopka, 2023, p. 103).
The residual rights may be transferable, even at a market rate (Chaddad & Cook, 2004). Hybrid
cooperativesmay diverge from the principle of full member control, as external investors can have
formal influence (Grashuis, 2018). The operations may take place within limited companies that
the cooperative society owns with outside investors.
Despite these attributes, hybrid cooperatives can be said to comply with the general defini-

tion of cooperatives: “In a cooperative, the user is the focal point, with the direct status of user,
owner, and control vested in the same individual” (Dunn, 1988, p. 85). This definition allows a vari-
ety of organisations, including hybrid cooperatives, to be called cooperatives (Hansmann, 1996).
Farmers may also consider hybrid cooperatives to be cooperatives.
There is considerable variety among hybrid cooperatives because they may distribute prop-

erty and decision rights to members and external actors in different ways (Chaddad & Cook,
2004; Grashuis & Cook, 2017). For example, in New Generation Cooperatives, the members have
individual ownership of the cooperative (Franken & Grashuis, 2023). However, this study con-
cerns the type of hybrid cooperatives where external investors are co-owners, but the farmers
have a controlling right. This is because there are different types of stock and the farmers control
most of the stock, which implies large voting powers. This type of cooperative is also known as a
farmer-controlled business (Hess et al., 2013).
The fact that traditional andhybrid cooperatives have different attributesmayhave implications

for a farmer’s motivations for being a member of a cooperative (Hogeland, 2015). In a cooperative
with external owners, the business operations have the goal of sharing capital returns between
the external owners and the cooperative society. This is a restriction in comparison with the tradi-
tional goal of a cooperative of promotingmember interests. This will influence themembers’ view
of their cooperatives. However, in a study about farmers’ attitudes to a firm that had converted
from a cooperative into an investor-owned firm, the authors found that many farmers were not
aware of the change in organizational form (Nilsson et al., 2014). In addition, other major organi-
zational changes may occur without the members noticing them (Nilsson et al., 2009). Members’
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perceptionsmay also differ over time as both traditional and hybrid cooperatives gradually change
their attributes when adapting to market changes.
A large number of empirical studies have explored farmers’ commitment to their cooperatives

(Barraud-Didier et al., 2012; Feng et al., 2016; Grashuis & Su, 2019; James & Sykuta, 2006; Nilsson
et al., 2014). However, no study has specified to what extent and how the investigated cooperatives
are traditional or hybrids of any kind. It is likely that the researchers assume that the investigated
cooperatives are traditional.
In general, previous studies have concerned social and socio-psychological variables, such as

trust, satisfaction, loyalty, commitment, knowledge and social coherence (Apparao et al., 2019;
Bhuyan, 2007; Borgen, 2001; Hansen et al., 2002; Österberg & Nilsson, 2009). However, these
variables are related to the economic conditions that the cooperatives offer the member, such
as transaction cost reduction, prices and economic stability (Ferreira et al., 2021; Franken et al.,
2022; Hess et al., 2013).
The above-mentioned studies about farmers’ views of their cooperatives are based on data

from cross-sectional studies, making it impossible to identify changes over time. A few stud-
ies have investigated how members’ commitment to their cooperatives has changed over time,
but these studies do not provide explanations about the changes. Hakelius & Hansson (2016a;
2016b) found that Swedish farmers’ commitment and trust increased from 1993 to 2013. Based
on the same dataset, Morfi et al. (2021) investigated members’ willingness to be elected repre-
sentatives, whereby they found that the importance of social capital within the memberships had
increased over a period of 20 years. These studies indicate thatmembers’ cooperative commitment
is high and has even slightly increased over the years. However, these studies concern traditional
cooperatives and do not include any hybrid cooperative.
The present study focuses on the long-term consequences of changing cooperative structures

for the members of Finnish cooperatives that have a strong position within the country’s agri-
cultural sectors. Different agricultural sectors exhibit different forms of cooperative, i.e. both
traditional and hybrid cooperatives. This allows analyses of possible heterogeneity in farmers’
commitment to their cooperatives.
The aim of this study is to explore how andwhymembers of traditional and hybrid cooperatives

have changed their commitment to the cooperatives over a number of years. This implies com-
parisons of farmers’ views at different times and the views of different categories of farmers. So,
by introducing different cooperative models as well as a time dimension, this study contributes to
the strand of research about farmers’ views of their cooperatives.
Section 2 presents a conceptual framework and derives the research hypotheses. Section 3

gives a presentation of the Finnish cooperative sector, from which the data originates. Section 4
describes the econometric methods. The results are presented in Section 5. Section 6 comprises a
discussion of the results and Section 7 states the conclusions.

2 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

2.1 Cooperatives’ responses to intensifying competition

Many cooperatives have an expansion strategy (Cook, 1995). Through horizontal expansion, it is
possible to reap scale economies, thereby reducing the required amount of investment per unit of
processed product (Van der Krogt et al., 2007). Horizontal expansion implies that a cooperative
maintains its type of operation, ensuring that members still have knowledge about the indus-
try. Nevertheless, horizontal expansion leads to larger and more heterogeneous membership,
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making it harder for the farmers to run the cooperatives’ operations and, consequently, possi-
bly giving the cooperatives’ leadership more power. Governance issues may also arise from larger
geographical, organizational and social distances betweenmembers as well as between the mem-
bers and the leadership. Therefore, horizontal expansion is likely to have consequences on the
members’ commitment to the cooperatives, even if they preserve their traditional cooperative
form.
Another way of dealing with intensifying competition is to have differentiation strategies,

which are often linked to vertical expansion. Such strategies require considerable investment in
downstreamor upstream activities. Owing to themembers’ lack of capital and risk aversion,many
cooperatives turn to external investors, giving the cooperative its hybrid character. As members
will have to share their residual rights with external owners, the cooperative cannot continue to
focus fully on its members (Hogeland, 2015; van der Krogt et al., 2007: Alho, 2015; Nilsson, 2018).
Hybrid cooperatives focus on profits. The cooperative may take on operations that are remote
from the members’ businesses. Vertical expansion may involve further processing of the mem-
bers’ products, processing of non-members’ products and undertaking operations that are not
related to members.
Vertical expansion does not necessarily affect the membership composition per se, so mem-

bership heterogeneity does not present a major problem. However, complex business activities
mean that members become less willing or able to govern (Feng et al., 2016; Österberg & Nils-
son, 2009). Furthermore, the members’ decision-making rights become limited, as the external
owners will have representatives on the board. As a result, vertical expansion may lead members
to feel increasingly detached from their cooperatives. Large and complex cooperatives are likely
to suffer from poor commitment from members, less willingness to invest and less willingness to
participate in their governance (Feng et al., 2016; Nilsson et al., 2012).

2.2 Hypotheses

According to Section 2.1, both horizontal and vertical expansion strategies may have negative
consequences for the social capital within cooperative societies. This is to say that the social
relationships become weaker and the members’ control of the cooperative declines. However,
members have another, business related relationship with the cooperative as a business firm. This
relationship as well is affected by the horizontal and vertical integration strategies. An interesting
question is whether one relationship or the other is the most important one for the members.
The driving force behind the development of the cooperative sector is intensifying competi-

tion. Likewise, increasing competition and, therefore, tougher economic conditions lead to fewer
and larger farms, whereby the farmers become increasingly dependent on each other (Emery,
2015). Likewise, the farmers become more and more dependent upon the processing firms. This
interdependency makes the farmers more committed to their cooperatives—both traditional and
hybrid cooperatives. Cooperatives are usually the main provider of income for the farmers. As the
farmers are dependent upon the cooperatives for as long as they can foresee, they will probably
have a positive image of their cooperatives. One condition is that farmers perceive themselves as
being fairly treated. This is achieved when the cooperatives follow the cooperative principle of
equal treatment of individual members. At the same time, the competitive intensity forces both
traditional and hybrid cooperatives to run their operations as efficiently as possible.
However, the intense competition at all stages of the value chains makes the coopera-

tives behave in a more business-like way in their dealings with members. This may result in



THE COMMITMENT OF FARMERS TO TRADITIONAL AND HYBRID COOPERATIVES 953

increasing similarities between the two cooperative types. Farmers may even be uncertain about
the ownership structure of their trading partner (Nilsson et al., 2014).
When a traditional cooperative is converted into a hybrid cooperative, the members lose some

decision-making power, which in itself may be expected to cause dissatisfaction. On the other
hand, the members may get some economic benefits and also hybrid cooperatives defend their
members’ interests. Therefore, the farmers may gradually get a more positive view of their hybrid
cooperatives, even though the loss of decision-making power will remain on the negative side.
This discussion gives a hypothesis:

H1: Members of both traditional and hybrid cooperatives have a fairly strong, and even
increasing, commitment to their cooperatives.

Despite increasing similarities between the two cooperativemodels, differences remain. On the
one hand, members of hybrid cooperatives have to share both the residual rights and decision-
making rights with external investors. The cooperatives are oriented towards vertical integration
and profit making. So, they often invest in activities that are not directly related to the mem-
bers’ farm operations. Part of the hybrid cooperatives’ activities may be completely unrelated
to the members and even run in other countries on the basis of non-members’ farm prod-
ucts (Ollila et al., 2014). Members of traditional cooperatives, on the other hand, are the sole
owners and decision-makers. They are, therefore, focused on the processing of farm products,
not having financial resources to invest in other business activities. However, members of a
traditional cooperative are more likely to care about their cooperative (Borgen, 2001; Morfi
et al., 2015; Nilsson, 2023). The cooperative societies of hybrid cooperatives have the primary
task of owning stock in a joint-stock company, even though earnings from this ownership
are paid to the members in the form of product prices. Based on this, a second hypothesis is
stated:

H2: Members of traditional cooperatives tend to be more committed to their cooperatives than
members of hybrid cooperatives.

3 AGRICULTURAL COOPERATIVES IN FINLAND

This section presents Finnish agricultural cooperatives as organized at the time of data collection
between 2010 and 2016. During that period, there were no structural changes in the cooperative
sector, but some restructuring has since occurred.
Most Finnish farmers work in animal husbandry, producing dairy products, pork, beef, poultry

and eggs. In all agricultural sectors, cooperatives have maintained a strong position for decades.
Farmers are typically members of cooperatives in several agricultural industries. A couple of for-
eign cooperatives have operations in Finland, but Finnish farmers are notmembers of them, solely
suppliers. There are profit-oriented firms in all agricultural industries.With the exception of some
small units, Finland has neither farm supply cooperatives nor grain marketing cooperatives.
Cooperatives within different agricultural industries have different organizational structures.

The present study focused on dairy cooperatives and meat cooperatives. Dairying and meat pro-
duction are by far the largest agricultural industries in Finland and both are dominated by
cooperatives. Dairy cooperatives have a traditional form, while meat cooperatives have a hybrid
form with capital from external sources.
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Slaughterhouses deal with pigs, dairy cows and calves, beef cattle, chickens and laying hens.
There are four primary cooperatives in the meat sector, but none conducts their business within
a cooperative society except in relation to the collection of slaughter animals from suppliers and
the provision of supplier services. The remainder of the operations take place in one of the two
limited companies that the societies own with external financiers. The cooperatives’ main func-
tion is, therefore, to hold stock in the corporate firms (Pyykkönen et al., 2012). Three cooperatives
control one of the limited companies (Atria) with investors at the Helsinki Stock Exchange, while
the fourth owns stock in another limited company (HK Scan), which is also listed on the stock
exchange. The twomeat companies compete in the market for slaughter animals and for finished
products.
The farmers consider the limited companies to be cooperatives because, thanks to the use of

two kinds of stock, the cooperative societies have the majority of the votes. The cooperative soci-
eties mainly have stock with ten times more voting power than the holdings owned by external
investors. The limited companies’ capital is invested in value chains formeat products. These oper-
ations also include production in neighboring countries, with products bought from producers in
these countries (Ollila et al., 2014).
The dairy sector is dominated by a limited company (Valio Ltd.), which is owned by seventeen

local and regional dairy cooperatives. All follow traditional cooperative principles with equal vot-
ing rights and boards consisting solely of farmers, etc. (Ollila & Pyykkönen, 2012). All their equity
comprises suppliers’ shares and accumulated earnings. The milk price is equal for all dairy farm-
ers within each cooperative. The jointly owned limited company takes care of a large part of the
cooperatives’ processing and marketing activities on behalf of the cooperatives. Some coopera-
tives sell all of their milk to the limited company, while others let the limited company process
some of their milk or collaborate with other partners. The limited company is also responsible
for export activities and has considerable sales from dairy technology licences worldwide. It runs
dairy processing in Russia and Estonia, although producers in these countries are solelymilk sup-
pliers. There is competition from a few small dairy cooperatives as well as a multinational dairy
processor.
The limited dairy company has statutes, implying that its ownership and governance structures

make it operate like a second-tier traditional type of cooperative. Its governing bodies mainly con-
sist of farmers. It pays the same milk price to all the owner cooperatives. Its equity comes from
the owner cooperatives as well as accumulated earnings. The profits are paid to the owner coop-
eratives in proportion to their volumes of milk delivered, although some is saved in unallocated
funds. Even the profits from the sales of dairy technology licences are distributed in the same way
to the owner cooperatives.
The consolidation of cooperatives in the dairy and meat sectors has occurred in different ways.

In the 1980s, there were discussions about merging all local and regional dairy cooperatives into
one single cooperative, which would have a nation-wide monopolistic and monopsonistic status,
but this idea never came to fruition. Instead, the decision was made to establish the jointly owned
limited company that exists today, which would partly fulfil the same purpose. There were never
any serious discussions about a hybrid dairy cooperative such as the one in the meat cooperative
sector.
In themeat industry, the shift from traditional cooperatives to hybrid ones took place gradually.

In the late 1980s, there was such competition between the various traditional meat coopera-
tives that their earnings suffered. An early step was to establish fully owned subsidiaries. The
cooperatives then acquired slaughter firms and some cooperatives merged. When these measures
of merging activities did not strengthen, i.e. did not successfully increase the competitiveness
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of, the cooperatives, the idea of involving external ownership arose. At first, the cooperative
decision-makers thought that members’ interests would be protected if stock with limited vot-
ing power were introduced on the stock exchange. However, as further acquisition opportunities
presented themselves, the amount of stock listed on the stock exchange had to increase, even
though the cooperatives retained the majority of the votes. Throughout this restructuring pro-
cess, debate raged in Finland about issues of corporate governance in collectively run cooperatives
(Österberg, J., & Nilsson, 2009; Borgström, 2013; Holmström, 1999; Pellervo Confederation of
Finnish Cooperatives, 2000).

4 METHODOLOGY

4.1 Data collection

In order to collect data for comparisons over time, a repeated cross-sectional design was selected.
In this way, identical questions were sent to a selection of Finnish farmers in 2010, 2013 and
2016. A repeated cross-sectional survey design means that the same individuals do not com-
plete the surveys. Data from different periods can also be collected via a panel data design,
whereby the same sample of respondents is surveyed in different data collection rounds. How-
ever, this kind of approach could not be used without adjusting for structural change in the
population of farmers when representativeness is required. Compared with the first collection
of data, the respondents of the second and third surveys will be older and the composition of
cooperative members versus non-members will have changed. The structural development in
Finnish agriculture means that the sample size may perhaps have been reduced to about 10%
fewer farmers in 2016 than in 2010. Consequently, a panel data design would have given biased
results.
The datasets were collected by a market research company that conducts omnibus surveys of

samples of Finland’s farming population, both members and non-members of cooperatives, on
behalf of different organizations in the agro-food sector. The surveys are conducted twice a year
and have been running for decades. The company’s surveys were conducted at times when the
farmers’ workload was less intense, namely once in the spring and twice in the autumn. The
respondents could submit completed questionnaires either by post or electronically. As a market
research company collected the data, it was not possible to send reminders to non-respondents or
analyse any non-response bias. The market research company ensures that representativeness is
guaranteed in its sampling procedure.
The market research company used the same data collection procedures in all three survey

years. For the present study, a set of identically phrased questions was included in the market
research company’s questionnaires. The sample in 2010 consisted of 2,400 farmers, of whom
1,296 responded, corresponding to a response rate of 47.3%. In 2013, there were 677 responses,
corresponding to a response rate of 37.6%. The survey in 2016 comprised 3,345 farmers, of whom
1,021 responded, i.e. the response rate was 30.5%. The majority of respondents were cooperative
members.
In all three surveys, many respondents did not complete the questionnaire in full. Missing val-

ues were treated as missing. No attempts were made to impute these values because the values
referred to respondents’ personal views and opinions. The three datasets were merged. In doing
so, some information was lost because the datasets did not fully correspond with each other. The
merged dataset therefore contained a total of 2,631 observations.
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4.2 Variables

4.2.1 Dependent variable

Owing to the hybrid cooperatives’ downstream and foreign operations, as well as the influence
of external investors, the commitment of members to these cooperatives may diverge from the
cooperative ideology that characterises traditional cooperatives, i.e., the conception of coopera-
tives as expressed by traditional cooperative principles. In order to shed light on how farmers
are affected over time by the character of their cooperatives, the members’ view of their coop-
erative was operationalised in the questionnaire as: “Cooperative ideology keeps me a member of
my cooperative”. This questionnaire item was treated as the dependent variable within the anal-
ysis. The respondents were asked to answer on a Likert scale, ranging from 1 (fully disagree) to
5 (fully agree). It cannot be ruled out completely that respondents interpret cooperative ideology
differently. This raises the potential problem of biased results. However, to minimise this problem
within the econometric model, several control variables were used to characterise the farmers
in the sample. It is assumed that similar farmers (with respect to their characteristics, e.g. type of
farm, type of cooperative towhich they belong, number of animals they own) interpret cooperative
commitment and ideology in a similar way.

4.2.2 Independent variables

The questionnaire contained a number of questions that may explain the respondents’ answers
to the above-mentioned issue. To model the development of the cooperative commitment over
time, the year of observation has been included in the analysis: 2010, 2013, and 2016. Several items
were included in the omnibus questionnaire. Most of these were to be answered by a number.
The variables are presented in table A1. The sample included farmers who deliver to a traditional
dairy cooperative and to an investor-owned dairy processor (IOF). For the meat producers, two
hybrid cooperatives, a subsidiary of one of them and two IOFs were included in order to represent
their distribution channels. This information provides the possibility of investigating differences
in farmers’ views of the cooperative ideology in multiple ways: (i) cooperative members can be
differentiated from producers who deliver to IOFs, (ii) the view on the cooperative ideology of
members who deliver to a traditional dairy cooperative can be compared with meat producers
delivering to hybrid cooperatives or their subsidiary, and (iii) it enables a general comparison of
dairy and meat-producing farmers.
Other variables were designed specifically for this study. Respondents were asked to indicate

the specific cooperatives to which they belong. Furthermore, it was asked for members’ views on
competition from other farmers. The respondents were asked to state either 1 (I regard them as
competitors) or 2 (I do not regard them as competitors) for each of the following six categories:
(i) my neighbor in the same field of production, (ii) members in the same cooperative as me, (iii)
members of other cooperatives, (iv) farmers who sell to investor-owned firms, (v) producers in
neighboring countries in the same field of production and (vi) producers in neighboring coun-
tries delivering to the same firm as me. The questionnaire asked for a statement regarding the
members’ views on the cooperative’s internationalization activities: “My cooperative must invest
in internationalization” and “Anyone who delivers to my cooperative must also be a member”
where the respondents were asked to answer on a Likert scale, ranging from 1 (fully disagree) to
5 (fully agree).
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Other variables were included that revealed respondents’ views on the benefits of cooperative
membership where they were asked to give answers to the following statements on a Likert scale,
ranging from 1 (fully disagree) to 5 (fully agree): (i) “Membership offers protection against large
buyers”, (ii) “Following my own interests and making advances through the power of the coop-
erative”, (iii) “Membership is purely a business decision for me” and (iv) “Members’ long-term
experience of cooperation”.

4.3 Statistical analyses

The dependent variable y (“cooperative ideology keepsme amember”) is discrete, while the order
of discrete categories has a meaningful interpretation, such as “increasing order of answers” or,
in the present case, Likert categories of 1 to 5 implying subsequently higher levels of agreement
regarding the degree to which cooperative commitment may keep the respondent a member of
the cooperative.
In general, an ordered logit or ordered probit model applies to surveys where the dependent

variable represents an ordinal ranking (as in the present case):

𝑦 = 𝐿𝑖𝑘𝑒𝑟𝑡 𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑔𝑜𝑟𝑦 1 < 𝑦 = 𝐿𝑖𝑘𝑒𝑟𝑡 𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑔𝑜𝑟𝑦 2 (1)

The more frequently used multinomial logit model does not restrict the discrete outcomes
to be ordered (e.g. y = “wheat” versus y = “maize”, etc. would be sufficient for a multi-
nominal approach, but not for an ordered approach). The probabilities, which enter the log
likelihood function in an ordered probit model, can be stated as follows (Greene & Hensher,
2010):

𝑃 ( 𝑦𝑖 = 𝑗) = 𝑃
(
𝑦∗
𝑖
𝑖𝑓 𝑤𝑖𝑡ℎ𝑖𝑛 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑗𝑡ℎ 𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑔𝑜𝑟𝑦 𝑜𝑓 𝑦𝑖

)
(2)

By this approach, the empirical effect of each explanatory variable on the probability of a
respondent’s answer falling into one of the observed 𝑗 = 1, … , 5 (Likert) categories of the
dependent variable is estimated.
However, variables related to farmers’ stated opinions about cooperative commitment or

motivation and the status of their cooperative memberships are endogenously related to the
redistribution policies of the cooperatives’ economic surpluses. It can be expected that the stated
cooperative commitment and internal redistribution policies are mutually related within cooper-
atives, since provision of the service and redistribution of earnings are the very reasons for their
existence. Therefore, the analysis has to take the following steps into account: First, in each survey
year, the endogenous self-selection of farmers into one of the groups ofmembers or non-members.
This provides an opportunity to test empirically whether members changed their views over time
or if the composition of members changed due to some, for example, being dissatisfied with the
way in which any surplus was returned and dropping out. Second, endogenous effects of time for
each of the three survey years. Structural change, changingmarket conditions, changing lifestyles,
etc. affect members’ views on cooperative commitment. An endogenous treatment effect may
occur for variables that define the view on internationalisation strategies and the development of
a cooperative mentality.
Due to the endogeneity of these variables, the hypotheses were assessed based on an ordered

probit model that accounts for endogenous sample selection in the group of members and the
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exogenous treatment effects of time, as represented in the three survey periods. The estimations
were conducted using the eoprobit command in Stata 17 (StataCorp LLC, 2019).
The three-staged regression model including a sample selection and endogenous treatment

component, therefore, took the following general form for 𝐼 = 1,… ,𝑁 questionnaires:

𝑦∗
𝑖
= 𝑋𝑘𝑖 𝛽 +𝑊𝑐𝑖𝛽𝑐 + 𝑉𝑡𝑖𝛽𝑡 + 𝑒𝑐𝑖𝑡 (3)

where 𝑒𝑐𝑖𝑡 is the composed error term following a standard normal distribution. The above model
was estimated via pseudo maximum likelihood with 𝑘 = 1,… , 𝐾 explanatory variables in the
vector X, 𝑐 = 1,… , 𝐶, sample selection regressors represented in𝑊𝑐𝑖𝛽𝑐, explaining the motives
for cooperative membership, and 𝑡 = {2010, 2013, 2016} treatment effect regressors 𝑉𝑡𝑖𝛽𝑡, pro-
viding explanations for the development of cooperative commitment over time. An overview of
the mapping of the variables included in the estimated model to the respective vectors X,W and
V is presented in Table A1.
A disadvantage of the ordered probit approach is that marginal effects on y of a one-unit

change in x are not directly given by the estimated coefficients. Therefore, neither the sign nor
the magnitude of the estimated β receives a direct interpretation. Instead, marginal (also known
as “partial”) effects have to be calculated separately (Greene, 2003), according to the first-order
partial derivatives:

𝜕𝑃( 𝑦𝑖 = 𝑗|𝑥)
𝜕𝑥

(4)

These marginal effects for a given regressor, when added, should sum to zero by cancelling
each other out across the response categories. The coefficients (dy/dx), therefore, reflect the esti-
mated change in the dependent variable after a one-unit change in the corresponding explanatory
variable. In order to detect multicollinearity, variance inflation factors (VIF) were computed in
preliminary tests, with VIF up to the critical level of 5 tolerated.
To establish the effect of the observed year on the importance of the cooperative ideology, the

average treatment effect of the discrete treatment variable 𝑡𝑖 “survey year” (taking 𝑣1, … , 𝑣𝑇 levels
for 𝑗 treatment groupswith 1= 2010 as a base, 2= 2013, 3= 2016) was calculated for every outcome
category ℎ of the dependent variable (Wooldridge, 2010):

𝐴𝑇𝐸ℎ𝑗 = 𝐸
{
1
(
𝑦𝑖𝑗 = 𝑣𝑖𝑗

)
− 1

(
𝑦1𝑗 = 𝑣ℎ

)}
= 𝐸

{
𝑇𝐸ℎ𝑗 (𝑥𝑖)

}
(5)

5 RESULTS

5.1 Descriptions of the samples

As seen in Table 1, the number of respondents fell from 1,206 to 831 during the investigated period.
This reflects the structural change in Finnish agriculture in general. Similarly, the number of
cooperative members fell from 915 to 522. The share of cooperative members rose from 2010 (76%)
to 2013 (83%), but fell in 2016 (63%). This development indicates flexibility, perhaps in response
to changing market conditions, and the existence of opportunities to deal with firms that have
different ownership structures.
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TABLE 1 Descriptive statistics of the sample composition in each survey year.

Variable Year
Total Sample
Size

Number of
cooperative
members

Share of
cooperative
members (%)

Members of
cooperatives

2010 1,206 915 76

2013 903 748 83
2016 831 522 63

Members in traditional
cooperatives

2010 1,206 297 25

2013 903 218 24
2016 831 225 27

TABLE 2 The size of operation of the farms surveyed in each survey year.

Variable Year
Number of
farmers

Total
Sample Size

Share of the
total sample
(%)

Minimum
number of
animals / size

Maximum
number of
animals / size

Dairy farmers 2010 308 1,206 25.54 1 200
2013 227 903 25.14 1 230
2016 247 831 29.72 1 185

Meat producers
(cattle)

2010 413 1,206 34.25 1 480

2013 75 903 8.31 1 145
2016 72 831 8.66 1 140

Meat producers
(pigs)

2010 105 1,206 8.71 1 1850

2013 60 903 6.64 1 3200
2016 32 831 3.85 1 2000

Acreage (hectares) 2010 1,206 0 690
2013 903 0 990
2016 831 0 599

Table 2 shows that, in the years from 2010 to 2013, there was a trend towards larger acreages,
more dairy cows and more sows on average. For the average number of mother cows and piglets,
the trend reverted in 2016 compared with 2013. Similarly, the maximum number of animals on
any of the farms in the sample indicated a general trend towards large-scale operations, especially
compared with the first year. The fact that the maximum number of dairy cows and number of
piglets fell between 2013 and 2016may indicate disinvestment among very large farms or an inten-
tional split-up of large businesses due to tax regulations or incentives set by agricultural policy.
For the analysis, the categories that capture the number of animals per farm differentiate between
dairy cows, cattle for meat production and pigs, as these characteristics are assumed to control
for the farmers’ sales channel and may also capture their individual evaluation of cooperative
ideology.
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F IGURE 1 Responses to the statement “Cooperative ideology keeps me a member of my cooperative”.

5.2 Farmers’ cooperative commitment over time

Figure 1 shows the respondents’ responses to the statement “Cooperative commitment keeps me
a member of my cooperative” for each of the three survey years. In 2013, when the share of coop-
erative memberships was at its highest (83%) (Table 1), cooperative commitment was at its lowest.
In 2016, the share of cooperative memberships was at its lowest (63%), but 2016 saw the highest
share of farmers who fully agreedwith cooperative commitment as a reason for remaining in their
respective cooperative.
This finding can be explained by structural changes within the composition of the member

groups. A high share of membership goes along with a relatively large number of members who
have an opportunistic attitude towards cooperatives. When the cooperatives’ performance is less
attractive than that of another business partner, farmers may abandon their cooperatives. There-
fore, an explanation for the smaller share of cooperative members in 2016 may be that the farmers
who have remained in the cooperative are those who feel the most cooperative commitment.
This may indicate a trade-off between a large number of members on the one hand and mem-

ber commitment on the other. Farmers who were only slightly committed in the preceding years
will have left their cooperatives by 2016 and the remaining members are more committed. The
reverse relationship between cooperative membership and farmers’ commitment requires an
explanation. It is hypothesized that the farmers’ changing views may be related to the character
of the cooperatives’ members, not least the cooperatives’ character as traditional or hybrid. This
character may be related to the farmers’ production orientation, their age or their assessment of
the cooperatives.

5.3 Why cooperative members have stayed or left

The estimation strategy outlined in Section 4.3 was used to analyse simultaneously the deter-
minants of cooperative membership, the effect of the respective survey year and the farmers’
cooperative commitment. Table 3 presents the estimation results from the first stage of this



THE COMMITMENT OF FARMERS TO TRADITIONAL AND HYBRID COOPERATIVES 961

TABLE 3 Determinates of cooperative membership. Dependent variable: Member = 1 if yes.

Variable Coeff. Robust std. err. z P > |z|
Dependent variable: Membership in a cooperative (yes = 1)
Competitors: in the same field of
production (yes = 1)

−0.091 0.096 −0.95 0.3420

Competitors: in the same cooperative as
me (yes = 1)

0.593 0.107 5.53 0.0000

Competitors: sellers to other companies
(yes = 1)

0.189 0.065 2.91 0.0036

Competitors: members of other
cooperatives (yes = 1)

0.161 0.108 1.49 0.1373

Farmer’s year of birth 0.004 0.002 2.02 0.0437
Acreage of the farm 0.001 0.001 0.64 0.5205
Gender (female = 1; male = 2) 0.037 0.092 0.40 0.6884
Full-time farmer (yes = 1) 0.048 0.055 0.87 0.3872
Years left in farming −0.174 0.024 −7.16 0.0000
Number of dairy cows 0.012 0.003 3.93 0.0001
Number of cows for meat production 0.001 0.001 0.59 0.5541
Number of pigs 0.001 0.000 3.34 0.0008
Constant −0.301 0.221 −1.36 0.1727
Correlation of errors: cooperative
membership and commitment

0.317 0.064 4.98 0.0000

simultaneous estimation where it was estimated whether, and to what extent, structural factors
may explain farmers’ characteristics that determine whether a farmer joins a cooperative or not.
The estimation results refer to vectorW in Equation (1), including the variables mapped to this
vector according to Table A1.
There may be differences between the various cooperative industries with regard to whether

farmers’ cooperative commitment affects their willingness to be members. Therefore, Table 3
shows a relationship betweenmembers’ characteristics and especially their views on competition
with other farmers and their membership.
Farmers’ willingness to be members may be related to their perception of competition, such

as whether they think that members of their own cooperatives or suppliers to other processing
firms are competitors (as opposed to collaborative partners) (see “competition” variables, Table 3).
Table 3 shows that there is a greater likelihood of membership among farmers who consider other
members of their own cooperative, as well as suppliers to other companies, more as adversaries.
This indicates that the members may regard their membership in a cooperative as offering pro-
tection against competition from other producers. Furthermore, with respect to competitiveness
with other members of the cooperative, there is a limited feeling of community within the mem-
berships or the members are disappointed because they would like to have more of a sense of
community. It can be seen that a higher competitive spirit overall or a greater threat from other
producers makes the farmers more likely to belong to a cooperative.
Table 3 shows that producers with a large number of animals are more likely to be coopera-

tive members. Farmers with a large number of dairy cattle are generally more likely to belong
to a cooperative compared with farmers who keep cattle for meat production. Likewise, a larger
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number of pigs has a positive effect. This supports the hypothesis that the hybrid cooperatives,
which dominate the meat-processing sector, may have business relations that are attractive, espe-
cially for large-scale producers. These producers may not be interested primarily in cooperative
values. However, in the dairy sector, the traditional cooperative character seems to prevail.
The farmers’ acreage is of no importance, which is explained by the fact that the number of

animals is not strictly related to acreage and the farmers investigated mainly work in animal
husbandry. Neither the farmers’ gender nor whether the farmers have full-time or part-time agri-
cultural activities has a statistically significant effect as a determinant of cooperativemembership.
These findings are noteworthy, as part-time farmers may be less dependent on their agricultural
operations and, therefore, more likely to choose a business partner who is reliable and easy to deal
with. The age of a farmer has a positive effect on cooperative membership. Since younger farmers
are generally more business-oriented and often more indebted than older farmers, they are less
likely to stick with a specific trading partner.
The number of years until a member plans to retire has a significant negative relationship

regarding the effect of commitment on cooperative membership. This indicates that a longer time
horizon for continuing farming may increase the probability of being a member of a cooperative.
Therefore, this variable not only says something about a member’s age, but also about whether
financial difficulties may cause a member to stop farming.

5.4 Cooperative commitment as a reason for membership

The next step is an analysis of what determines whether cooperative commitment or ideology
is a reason for membership. This was tested in the second part of the simultaneous estimation
approach of the extended ordered probit model procedure outlined in Section 4.3. The effects of
the included variables of the vector X (see Table A1) on the cooperative ideology as a factor that
keeps a farmer a member in a cooperative were tested in this context.
Answers to this question were recorded on a five-point Likert scale, for which increasing values

implied increasing agreement with this statement (see Figure 1). The five levels of the outcome
variable were addressed through derived marginal effects of the ordered probit model that refer
to each of these categories separately. In other words, the model predicts the partial effect of a
one-unit change in each of the explanatory variables on the probability that a recorded answer
will fall into the specific outcome category of the dependent variable. These marginal effects are
displayed in Table 4.
The marginal effects in the table can be interpreted as follows: dairy farmers who deliver to an

IOF have an 8.26% lower probability to “fully agree” that cooperative ideology would ensure they
remain a member of a cooperative. In contrast, delivering to a traditional cooperative has a statis-
tically significant positive effect on the perceived importance of cooperative ideology (marginal
effect of 3.25%). In the case of meat-producing farmers, the model shows that differences exist
both between different hybrid cooperatives and between different IOFs. While delivering to the
hybrid cooperative labelled A shows a positive effect of cooperative commitment, delivering to a
cooperative’s subsidiary reveals at least a slightly negative effect on the commitment (marginal
effect of −0.92% to agree on the importance of cooperative ideology). Furthermore, delivering to
hybrid cooperative B has no statistically significant effect on cooperative commitment. Produc-
ers delivering to this cooperative do not evaluate cooperative commitment to be a reason for or
against membership. Instead, it seems that the cooperative is seen as a trading platform inde-
pendent from ideological values. Delivering slaughter animals to IOFs furthermore indicates an
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TABLE 4 Marginal effects (dy/dx) of the extended ordered probit regression.

Dependent variable: “Cooperative ideology keeps me a member”

Explanatory Variable
Fully
disagree Agree Neutral Agree Fully agree

Dairy farmer delivering to an IOF dy/dx 0.0975 0.0457 −0.0014 −0.0592 -0.0826
P > |z| 0.0000 0.0000 0.8183 0.0000 0.0000

Dairy farmer delivering to a traditional
cooperative

dy/dx −0.0383 −0.0180 0.0005 0.0233 0.0325
P > |z| 0.0062 0.0075 0.8142 0.0050 0.0128

Meat producer delivering to hybrid
cooperative A

dy/dx −0.1319 −0.0618 0.0019 0.0801 0.1117
P > |z| 0.0000 0.0000 0.8192 0.0000 0.0000

Meat producer delivering to hybrid
cooperative B

dy/dx −0.0300 −0.0140 0.0004 0.0182 0.0254
P > |z| 0.0723 0.0771 0.8313 0.0669 0.0586

Meat producer delivering to a subsidiary
of a hybrid cooperative

dy/dx 0.0152 0.0071 −0.0002 −0.0092 −0.0129
P > |z| 0.0431 0.0719 0.8210 0.0372 0.0622

Meat producer delivering to IOF A dy/dx 0.0598 0.0280 −0.0009 −0.0363 −0.0507
P > |z| 0.0000 0.0000 0.8207 0.0000 0.0000

Meat producer delivering to IOF B dy/dx 0.0405 0.0190 −0.0006 −0.0246 −0.0343
P > |z| 0.0136 0.0305 0.8106 0.0159 0.0321

Competitors: in the same field of
production

dy/dx −0.0017 −0.0008 0.0000 0.0010 0.0014
P > |z| 0.8923 0.8923 0.8833 0.8925 0.8926

Competitors: members of my cooperative dy/dx 0.0448 0.0210 −0.0006 −0.0272 −0.0380
P > |z| 0.0001 0.0025 0.8181 0.0002 0.0011

Competitors: members of other
cooperatives

dy/dx 0.0183 0.0086 −0.0003 −0.0111 −0.0155
P > |z| 0.2087 0.2293 0.8274 0.2053 0.2151

Competitors: suppliers to other
companies

dy/dx −0.0040 −0.0019 0.0001 0.0024 0.0034
P > |z| 0.8544 0.8552 0.9013 0.8542 0.8543

Farmer’s age dy/dx 0.0017 0.0008 0.0000 −0.0010 −0.0014
P > |z| 0.0000 0.0001 0.8196 0.0001 0.0000

Acreage of the farm dy/dx 0.0001 0.0001 0.0000 −0.0001 −0.0001
P > |z| 0.3694 0.3743 0.8435 0.3644 0.3581

Gender (1 = female, 2 =male) dy/dx −0.0051 −0.0024 0.0001 0.0031 0.0043
P > |z| 0.6928 0.6894 0.7877 0.6939 0.6947

Full-time farmer dy/dx 0.0029 0.0014 0.0000 −0.0018 −0.0025
P > |z| 0.6995 0.7011 0.8387 0.6970 0.7027

Years left in farming dy/dx −0.0074 −0.0035 0.0001 0.0045 0.0062
P > |z| 0.4047 0.4122 0.8411 0.3900 0.4072

Survey year = 2013 dy/dx −0.3203 −0.0168 0.025 0.0632 0.2489
P > |z| 0.0000 0.0003 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Survey year = 2016 dy/dx −0.5020 −0.0646 −0.0360 0.0367 0.5660
P > |z| 0.0000 0.0000 0.0001 0.0000 0.0000

Number of dairy cows dy/dx 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
P > |z| 0.9478 0.9477 0.9572 0.9477 0.9476

(Continues)



964 HANSEN et al.

TABLE 4 (Continued)

Dependent variable: “Cooperative ideology keeps me a member”

Explanatory Variable
Fully
disagree Agree Neutral Agree Fully agree

Number of cattle for meat production dy/dx 0.0003 0.0001 0.0000 −0.0002 −0.0002
P > |z| 0.0000 0.0000 0.8160 0.0000 0.0000

Number of pigs dy/dx 0.0001 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 −0.0001
P > |z| 0.0000 0.0000 0.8115 0.0001 0.0001

aversion to cooperative commitment (marginal effect of 5.98% for IOF A and 4.05% respectively
for IOF B to fully disagree on the importance of cooperative ideology for remaining a member of
the cooperative). This signals that meat producers who currently deliver to IOFs do not want to
switch to a cooperative.
Table 4 (rows with “competition” variables) shows how farmers view cooperative ideology

when they have stated that their main competitors are fellow members or suppliers to investor-
owned firms. It shows that the perceived competition is related to cooperative commitment in
a different way to cooperative membership (Table 3). As expected, farmers who consider fellow
members to be competitors are less likely to agree or fully agree with cooperative commitment
as a reason for membership. This indicates that the respondents do not interpret cooperative
commitment in terms of segregation from non-cooperativemembers. Instead, this view is primar-
ily related to internal member attitudes and membership structure. Cooperative commitment on
average does not seem to be a concept against other farmers. Rather, it explains whethermembers
enjoy collaborating with other members.
According to the marginal effects, farmers with a large acreage are not less likely to agree or

fully agree with cooperative commitment as a reason for membership. Nevertheless, farmers with
a larger number of cattle for meat production are less likely to agree or fully agree with coopera-
tive commitment as a reason for membership. The same is true for pig farmers: if their farm size
increases, the probability of perceiving cooperative ideology as a reason for membership declines.
In contrast, the farmers’ number of dairy cows is not statistically related to their cooperative com-
mitment. If farmers belong to a traditional (dairy) cooperative, it is likely that farm size no longer
affects their view of cooperative ideology. In the dairy sector, large-scale farmers are committed
to cooperative ideologies in the same way as small-scale farmers and do not seem to be driven by
pure business strategies, which is in contrast to their beef cattle farming colleagues.
Socioeconomic factors indicate some statistical effects. Older farmers (with an earlier birth year

and with fewer years left as farmers) are less attracted to cooperatives. Younger farmers are more
likely to agree or fully agree with cooperative commitment as a reason for membership.

5.5 Development of cooperative commitment

The results of the endogenous treatment effect estimation as part of the three-step ordered pro-
bit model take the endogeneity of variables into account. These vary with respect to the year of
observation (see variables with the vector symbol V in Table A1). In line with the summary of
descriptive statistics depicted in Figure 1, the results of the estimation of endogenous treatment
effects show that the ideological connection to the cooperative is of increased importance in later
years of observation. In comparisonwith 2010, the importance of cooperative ideology in 2013 and
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2016 increased by about 23% and 58% respectively (see Table A2 – average treatment effects). With
regard to the decreasing number of members of cooperatives, this can be interpreted in two ways:
over the years, belonging to a cooperative as a sales channel has become an ideological decision
and only those members who feel a certain degree of cooperative ideology tend to remain mem-
bers of the cooperatives. This is especially true formeat producers with a small number of animals
and for dairy farmers who belong to a traditional cooperative. In other words, while membership
in cooperatives declined overall, the average amount of cooperative ideology among the remain-
ing members appeared to stabilize, if not increase. The age of a farmer supports this suggestion,
as younger farmers in general are less likely to belong to a cooperative, but, if they do join, they
are motivated by cooperative ideology on a higher level.
Furthermore, the effects of the endogenous treatment variables (listed in Table A3) indicate

that, in 2013 and 2016, the cooperative commitment was positively related to the functions of
cooperatives that provide protection and the possibility of benefiting from their cooperatives. In
contrast, using the cooperative as a pure business partner became less popular over the years.
Farmers’ views on cooperatives’ investment in unrelated business operations and in internation-
alisation do not seem to have become more important over the years and had no statistically
significant effects with respect to the members’ cooperative commitment. This finding is inter-
esting because it rejects the core idea that cooperative commitment depends on redistribution of
earnings and is in potential conflict with internationalisation strategies. Nevertheless, it is becom-
ing increasingly clear that it is more important that only members of the cooperative be accepted
as suppliers. The significantly positive sign of the coefficient for the variable “Anyone who delivers
to my cooperative must also be a member” implies that farmers with a strong cooperative commit-
ment prefer exclusive delivery conditions, perhaps in order to prevent free-riding on cooperative
benefits. According to the results, this effect seems to have become stronger over the years of data
coverage.

6 Discussion

The findings presented above support the hypotheses. Among members of both traditional and
hybrid cooperatives, member commitment was relatively strong and increased slightly in the
survey period 2010–16 (Hypothesis 1). Member commitment among dairy farmers, i.e., in the tra-
ditional cooperatives, was higher than that among cattle breeders, i.e., in the hybrid cooperatives
(Hypothesis 2). Table A2 shows the development towards increasing commitment over the years,
while Table 4 shows the effects of traditional and hybrid cooperatives.
A reason for these findings is structural changes in primary agriculture. When farmers expand

their operations and the number of farmers falls, the economic relationships between the remain-
ing farmers and cooperatives become closer (Hakelius & Hansson, 2016a; Morfi et al., 2021; Ollila
et al., 2014). The processing firms becomemore dependent on farmerswith large delivery volumes
and large-scale farmers are dependent on the processing firms for handling their produce (Emery,
2015). This interdependence forces cooperatives of both organizational types to act in a strictly
commercial way in relation to their suppliers (Franken, Cook and Pennings, 2022). So, when the
respondents state that they are committed to their cooperatives, they are referring mainly to their
economic relationships with the cooperative business firms and less to the social cohesion within
the cooperative societies. A consequence of the commercial relations is that the tensions inherent
in the hybrid cooperatives between members and external investors ease, although they do not
disappear entirely (Alho, 2015; Ollila, 2015).
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The findings show that farmers primarily have economicmotives for belonging to a cooperative,
but their commitment can also be seen as related to socio-psychological factors like cooperative
ideology, the core element of which is that a cooperative should promote members’ economic
interests. Thereby, economic and social variables are intertwined (Ajates, 2019). As a result, the
cooperatives will support their members and the farmers will remain loyal as long as the coop-
eratives adapt to changing market conditions and farmers’ needs. Also, young farmers could
potentially be attracted by cooperative ideology, even though many young farmers do not realise
that cooperatives are important for the reduction of transaction costs in the ever more globalised
markets (Ajates, 2019, 2020).
If the market pressure increases for a farmer and alternative selling options are limited, as is

often the case in Finland, a cooperative membership provides an attractive marketing platform
even though the motive for this membership is not ideology per se (Ajates, 2020).
As the conversions of the former traditional cooperatives into hybrid cooperatives took place

gradually over several decades, farmers became accustomed to the hybrid cooperatives’ attributes.
Farmers may also realise that it is better to have a hybrid cooperative than no cooperative at all
and they have learnt that both traditional and hybrid cooperatives have to adhere to the commer-
cial rules of intense competition. Likewise, technological developments contribute to making the
power balance between farmers and processing firms of all kinds less skewed. Thanks to modern
information technology, farmers are better informed about market prices and other conditions,
and improved logistic solutions reduce the problem of limited spatial competition. Large-scale
farmers can deliver a full truckload of produce over long distances, thereby saving costs for the
processing firms. So, the cooperatives and their members increasingly depend upon each other,
which explains whymembers’ commitment to both traditional and hybrid cooperatives increased
during the period observed.
Themembers of the two types of cooperative rank differently in terms of their cooperative com-

mitment and there are differences compared to farmers who deliver to non-cooperatives. The
fact that members of traditional cooperatives demonstrate a somewhat stronger cooperative com-
mitment than members of hybrid cooperatives is likely to depend on the characteristics of the
individual cooperatives rather than the type of organization per se. There are differences between
cooperatives that have the same organizational structure. One of the hybrid cooperatives is appre-
ciated more by its members than another hybrid cooperative. Even though two cooperatives have
the same ownership structure, one of them is better at satisfying the farmer members’ demands
and interests (Ollila & Pyykkönen, 2012).
Traditional dairy cooperatives follow established cooperative principles with regard to own-

ership, trade conditions and governance. However, local and regional cooperative societies have
placed a large part of their business operations in a jointly owned limited company. This organi-
zation functions as a second-tier traditional cooperative, with statutes incorporating cooperative
principles. The dairy cooperatives have mainly chosen a strategy of horizontal expansion in
an attempt to acquire market power. The dairy farmers appreciate their cooperatives adhering
to traditional cooperative principles. Despite structural changes that affected the dairy sector
in the past, farmers’ membership in a cooperative is, nonetheless, stimulated by cooperative
commitment and dependence on services provided by the cooperative.
The answers to the question about whether the farmers’ main competitors are members

within their own cooperatives or those supplying other cooperatives or IOFs indicate that
cooperative commitment is related more to a cooperative’s performance and less to the com-
munity within the cooperative society (Fulton & Giannakas, 2013; Nilsson et al., 2012). This
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indicates that cooperative commitment is a matter of economic benefits offered by the respective
cooperative.
Large-scale members of hybrid cooperatives are less committed to their cooperatives, probably

because they have better opportunities to switch to another processing firm. Some members of
hybrid cooperatives think that these cooperatives focus on non-member and foreign operations,
and are, therefore, less oriented towardsmembers. Nevertheless, thesemembers think that hybrid
cooperatives embrace traditional cooperative values, which are reasons for farmers to remain as
members.

7 CONCLUSIONS

This study explored how the commitment of Finnish farmers to their cooperatives has changed
over a six-year period from 2010 to 2016. The data originated from Finnish dairy andmeat produc-
ers who aremembers of traditionally organized cooperatives and hybrid cooperatives respectively.
In the period between the first and third surveys, there were no organizational changes in either
of the cooperative sectors.
The results indicate that themembers of both types of cooperative exhibit a fairly high degree of

cooperative commitment, particularly in the traditional cooperatives but also in the hybrid cooper-
atives. Minor changes can be identified over the years. For example, the cooperative commitment
of members has increased.
However, there seem to be differences between different hybrid cooperatives as the mem-

bers lean towards a different cooperative commitment. The importance of the cooperative
commitment depends on the internal structure of the cooperative.
Although it is unclear whether the findings concerning differences between members of tra-

ditional and hybrid cooperatives are only related to the cooperative business models or to the
business logics of farmers in different agricultural industries as well, this study contributes signif-
icantly to knowledge about farmers’ views of cooperatives. This study is also the first to explore
how farmers’ views of cooperatives have changed over time and to compare members of cooper-
atives with different organizational models. However, the extent to which the findings from the
Finnish agricultural cooperative sector can be transferred to other situations remains unclear. Fur-
ther studies of farmers’ relations with their cooperatives will tell, especially their relations with
hybrid cooperatives.
This study exhibits a pattern that is in line with recent research about farmers’ views of their

cooperatives as well as theoretical treatments of this subject. The structural development towards
fewer and larger farms implies that farmers are increasingly dependent upon their cooperatives.
This dependence fosters higher commitment to the cooperatives’ business operations, though not
as much to the social life within the cooperative societies. In this sense, this study may have a
widespread applicability, although it is not possible to claim that the specific findings hold true
outside the Finnish context.
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