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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

A cooperative is defined as "A business voluntarily organized,
operating at cost, which is owned, capitalized and controlled by
member-patrons, sharing risks and benefits proportional to their

participation.“1

Cooperatives are unique among business organizations
in that they are democratically owned and controlled by the same people
who use their services. Today's cooperatives are becoming increasingly
large and complex business organizations, but they afe still dependent
upon active support by member-patrons. This active support is generally
thought to be dependent upon members having favorable attitudes toward
their cooperatives.2

The word "attitude" is one of the most commonly used terms in the
social sciences. Its definition is as varied as the authors trying to
define it. Probably the most accepted definition is that of G. W.
Allport, who defined attitude as "a mental state of readiness, organized

through experience and exerting a directive influence upon the indi-

vidual's response to all objects or situations with which it is

1E. P. Roy, Cooperatives: Today and Tomorrow, 2nd edition, Inter-
state Printers & Publishers, Inc., 1969, p. 1.

2H. C. Spurlock and D. E. Crawford, Farmer Needs, Attitudes and
Participation in Selected Cooperatives in South Carolina, sulletin 380,
South Carolina Agr., Expt. Sta., Clemson University, Jan. 1975, p. 2.
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associated."3 It is also thought that attitudinal behavior is learned,
and is therefore, subject to modification through further 1earn1‘ng.4

Cooperative leaders have long realized the importance of developing
and maintaining favorable attitudes toward their organizations. The
Rochdale Pioneers were among the first to recognize that the process of
member education was necessary for the continued success cf their
or‘ganization.5 It was felt that members needed to be continually
reminded of the positive aspects of the cooperative, lest they forget
why they joined. Since the Rochdale times, specialized member relations
programs have been developed to improve the attitudes and understanding

which farmers have toward cooperative organizations.

Problem and Objectives of the Study

It is known that cooperatives are dependent upon favorable member
attitudes to achieve success and it is felt that attitudes can be
improved through the use of effective member relations programs. In
order to develop an effective member relations program, however, the
attitudes and understanding that members, and farmers in general, have
toward their cooperatives must be known,

Numerous studies have been conducted across the nation with the

intent of measuring farmers feelings toward cooperatives. Differences

3Gordon W. Allport, "Attitudes," Readings in Attitude Theory and
Measurement, Martin Fishbein, ed., John Wiley & Sons, Inc., New York,
1967, p. 3.

4Nige] Lemon, Attitudes and Their Measurement, John Wiley & Sons,
Inc., New York, 1972, p. 15.

5H. E. Erdman and J. M. Tinley, Tne Principles of Cooperation,
Bulletin 758, California Agr. Expt. Stat., Berkeley, Calif., Feb. 1957,
o. 19,




in the structure of cooperative systems, as well as differences in
characteristics about farmers from different regions make it difficult
to apply the results of studies from different regions. For instance,
the results of an attitude study for members of a centralized California
vegetable cooperative are not necessarily representative of the atti-
tudes for members of a federated Kansas grain marketing cooperative.
Changes in attitudes over time also justify the need for continued
updating of such studies.

A similar attitude study was conducted in 1964 by the Farmer
Cooperative Service branch of the U.S.D.A. However, only partial
analysis was made of the data and published results were incomplete.
The original data‘base was kept intact and new analysis and tabulation
was made. This study provides a base from which conclusions about
changes in farmer attitudes since 1964 can be drawn.5

This study, then, is designed especially to measure the attitudes
and understanding that Kansas farmers have toward cooperatives in 1977.
The results of this study may be of.use to interested researchers in
other states and at other times, but the primary emphasis is to help
Kansas cooperative leaders better understand the attitudes of the
farmers which their organizations are designed to serve.

The primary objectives of this study are:

1. To determine Kansas farmers current attitudes and understanding

toward their local cooperatives and cooperatives in general.

slnwin Rust, What Kansas Farmers Think About Cooperatives--and Why,
F.C.S. Report No. 81, F.C.S., U.S.D.A., April 13966.




2. To compare current Kansas farmers attitudes and understanding
to those determined in 1964 and to analyze any changes that have taken
place.

3. To identify those factors which influence Kansas farmers

attitudes toward cooperatives.

Review of Literature a3

An examination of the literature on farmers' attitudes toward their
cooperatives reveals that relatively few studies have been conducted on
such a large sample of farmers as this study. In addition, most of the
studies involved only farmers who were already members of farmer cooper-
atives and did not survey non-member farmers for their attitudes. The
results of nearly all previcus studies show that there is general
agreement on the importance of favorable member attitudes for the
success of any cooperative.

A survey of 481 members of‘f@e1ve Missouri cooperatives fbﬁﬁd that
farmers who do a large share of_tﬁeir business with cooperatives are
more likely to agree that the success or failure of their local cooper-
ative depends_on their support. The study also found favorable
attitudes toward the local cooperative growing larger, but unfavorable

7 Most of

attitudes toward expansion of regional cooperative activities.
these unfavorable attitudes were tied to a lack of knowledge about the
regional organization. Likewise, a random sample of 200 Missouri

farmers surveyed in 1974 found that farmers views were positively

7Car] Utterstrom, WiTliam deffernan, and Randall Torgerson,
Farmers' Attitudes Toward Cooperatives, Missouri Agr. Exp. Stat. Special
Report 181, University of Missouri, Columbia, Missouri, March 1976, p. 5.




related to understanding about the cooperative, especially at the
regional 1eve1.8 The study also found that positive attitudes were
highly associated with farmers relying on the cooperative management and
employees for their information about cooperatives.

In 1973, 500 randomly selected members of twenty South Carolina
cooperatives were in strong agreement that their continued participation
was important to the success of their cooperatives.9 Members expressed
a high degree of satisfaction with the operation of their cooperatives
and also felt that cooperatives were adequately performing their role in
helping farmers and the community.

A study of Oregon cooperative members found that well-informed
members were the basic means of building favorable attitudes toward
~ cooperatives. The annual member meeting was found to be the most
effective method of informing members, provided there was good attend-
ance. The newsletter published by the cooperative was also found to be
highly effective in building favorable attitudes.10

A 1971 survey of 450 members of nine North Dakota cooperatives,
found that members had favorable attitudes toward their cooperatives,
and that those attitudes were positively related to their cooperative's

financial performance and to the extent of their patronization of that

8Randaﬂ Torgerson; Stephen Plank, and William Hefférnan, Farm
Operators Attitudes Toward Cooperatives, Missouri Agr. Exp. Stat.
Special Report 143, University of Missouri, Columbia, Missouri, March
1976, p. 15

9Idem, Farmer Needs, Attitudes, and Participation in Selected South
Carolina Cooperatives, South Carolina Agr. Expt. Sta. Report 380,
Clemson University, January 1975, p. 23.

]OGerald Korzan, Member Attitudes Toward Cooperatives, Oregon Agr.
Exp. Sta, Bulletin 509, Oregon State University, Corvallis, Oregon,
January 1952, p. 5.




cooperative.]1

No relationships were found to exist between attitudes
and gross farm income, farm size or farming experience. Older members
were more favorable towards cooperatives in general than were younger
members, but were less favarable in their attitudes toward the local
cooperative.

A study of Kansas urban officials in 1964 found them to have
slightly negative attitudes toward farmer cooperatives. Most felt that
farmers had a right to organize cooperatives, but that those coopera-
tives had a negative impact on other forms of businesses. A great deal
of misunderstanding about public policies affecting cooperatives was
revealed by the urban officials. As understanding improved, so did
attitudes. Urban officials were more negative in their attitudes toward
cooperatives in general than they were toward Kansas cooperatives.

Those officials with negative attitudes tended to have strong feelings
about their views. Demographic characteristics of the urban officials
were found to have Tlittle or no significant influence on their attitudes.
Those officials with more negative attitudes tended to rely on pamphlets
published by business organizations for their information about coopera-
tives, while those with more favorable attitudes relied on cooperative
pamphlets for their infonnat'ion.12

The farmer attitude study conducted by the Farmer Cooperative

Service for Kansas (1964) involved sampling 1,200 Kansas farmers on

nLuis A. Navarro, Members' Attitudes and Their Cooperatives'
Financial Performance, Master's Thesis, Dept. of Ag. Economics, North
Dakota State University, Fargo, N. Dak., December 1971, pp. 113-117.

]ZAgri-Research, Inc., Attitudes Toward Farmer Cooperatives By
Urban Officials in Kansas, Unpublished Research Report for F.C.S.,
U.S.D.A., October 1964, pp. s-2 - s-6.
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13 The survey found that Kansas farmers

their views toward cooperatives.
had a good over-all understanding of cooperatives. They understood the
nature and operation of cooperatives better than the role or public
policies affecting these organizations. Farmers were found to have
slightly better understanding of cooperatives than did Kansas urban
officials. In terms of attitude scores, farmers were found to have only
slightly favorable attitudes toward coopéfétives. Attitudes toward
local cooperatives were slightly more favorable than attitudes toward
cooperatives in general. The sources of information about which cooper-
atives have the greatest control (managers, employees and directors),
were associated with favorable attitudes, while those information
sources about which cooperatives have least control (pamphlets from

business organizations and talking with neighbors) were associated with

unfavorable attitudes.

Methodology of the Study

In order to insure more unffgnm survey results, each interview was
conducted on a personal basis. Interviewers were volunteers from Kansas
cooperatives, working in conjunction with the Kansas Cooperative Council.
The questionnaire was designed so it could be completed in 45-60 minutes.
Only actual farm operators were interviewed. In a few cases, farm wives
agreed to complete the survey in the absence of their husbands when they
felt sufficiently involved in the farm business. Each.interviewer was
supplied with a map of his assigned area showing the pre-selected sample

sections. Al1 farm operators within the sample sections were to be

]3Idem What Kansas Farmers Think About Cooperat1ves-—And Why,
F.C.S. Report No. 81, F.C.S., U.S.D.A., April 1966.
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surveyed. The sample areas had been selected in 1964 from the U.S.D.A.

14 Nearly all the sample areas used in

Master Sample of Agriculture.
this survey were the same ones used in the 1964 survey. This was done
so that theoretically, the same farm operators would be resurveyed to
detect any attitude changes. The sample sections were transferred from
the 1964 county highway maps toc more recently updated highway maps. In
some cases, the newer maps showed that certain areas sampled in 1964
were either no longer farming areas, as in the case of the Fort Riley
Military Reservation expansion in Geary County, or they showed that no
farm operators were currently living in the sample areas. In these
instances, new sample areas of equal size and shape were chosen by
strict randomization procedures. Al]l of the primary sample areas were
-adjoined by an alternate sample area from which farm operators were to
be surveyed in the event it was not possible to interview those within
the primary sample area.

This survey was conducted from December 1976 through April 1977,
Each interviewer was responsible for surveying all farm operators in the
areas assigned. In total, 1,041 useable questionnaires were completed,

18

representing a 1.3 percent sampie of all Kansas farm operators. This

compares to 1,148 farmers surveyed in 1964,

14The Master Sample of Agriculture is an area frame for sampling
characteristics associated with farms. It was constructed in 1950 at
Iowa State University with the U.S.D.A. and Bureau of Census cooperating.
The sampling frame consists of county maps upon which minor civil divi-
sions and county units, each containing a specified number of segments,
have been delineated. Each segment was equalized to contain approxi-
mately four farms. This was considered the minimum number that would
produce segments for which acceptable boundaries could be found on
county maps.

Vgased on 1974 Census of Agriculture data.



The eight-page questionnaire (Appendix A) includes all the gques-
tions asked in the 1964 survey without any wording changes. In addition,
several questions which covered topics of special interest to today's
cooperatives were included. Also, more detailed background information
was requested from the farm operators in the 1977 survey. Each inter-
viewer attended a training session where topics such as, how to contact
the farmers in the sample, conducting the interview, the meaning behind
each question and what to do with the completed survey forms were
discussed. Interviewers were also supplied with a set of written
instructions to use as a reference guide when actually interviewing.

The completed forms were returned to the Department of Economics where
they were coded and punched onto data processing cards for analysis and
.tabu]ation. '

The questionnaire had originally been developed by the Farmer
Cooperative Service branch of the U.S.D.A. in Washington and was care-
fully designed to provide an accurate measurement of farmers attitudes
and understanding of cooperatives. The questionnaire consists of six
sections, The first section deals with the background information about
the farm operator such as age, farm size, education, cooperative member-
ship, cooperative patronage, and if his father was a member of a
cooperative. The second section contains fifteen attitude questions
concerning the local cooperatives in the respondent's part of Kansas.
The third section contains eleven attitude questions concerning cooper-
atives in general. The fourth section of the questionnaire has eleven
factual questions designed to test the farmer's understanding of coop-
eratives. The fifth section contains thirty-one information sources

which the farmer might use to inform himself about cooperatives. The
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last section of the questionnaire provided space for the farmers to make
any additional comments they felt might be useful in expressing their
beliefs.

In measuring attitudes, the wording and construction of the ques-
tionnaire has much to do with the usefulness of the results. Carefully
thought-out principies were utilized in the design of the questionnaire.
First, the questionnaire was designed to obtain as much information as
possible in the 45 to 60 minutes of interviewing time. Questions were
designed for "first-reaction" answers and every effort was made to use
familiar wording so as to lessen the chance of misinterpretation. The
questions in sections II and III of the survey were designed to measure
the farmer's attitudes, the strength of their feelings and their willing-
ness to express an opinion. These questions covered three general
subject categories: (1) the nature and operation of cooperatives,

(2} the economic role of cooperatives, and (3) public policy affecting
cooperatives. Questions covering each of these categories were randomly
mixed throughout the gquestionnaire so as to minimize any possible bias
caused by "interview fatigque." Farmers could give any one of five
responses to the twenty-six questions asked in sections II and III. The
responses were "definitely agree," "generally agree," "no opinion,"
"generally disagree," fdefinite1y disagree." Questions were stated
rather strongly so one could be sure that farmers who checked the
"definitely agree" or "definitely disagree" had strong feelings on the
subject.

Responses to the eleven factual questions in section IV could be
given as "correct," "incorrect,” and "no opinion." These questions were

designed to measure the farmer's understanding of cooperatives, as well
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as his willingness to express some knowledge of cooperatives, whether
right or wrong. The questions were divided among the three subject
categories, nature, role, and policy and were randomly mixed as before.

The information sources in Section V were grouped under four main
headings: (1) Personal contacts, (2) Meetings, (3) Press, Radio and
Television, and (4) Other activities. Responses to each source of
information could be recorded as of "major importance,” "some impor-

tance,” "little importance,” or "no importance" to the farm operator.
These responses were not included in the computation of the attitude or
understanding indexes, but are utilized in a separate summary and
analysis.

A significant source of bias can result when respondents show a
tendency to agree with questions as they are stated in the questionnaire,
whether they are stated in the positive or negative form. This tendency
is referred to as the Halo Effect. Separate analysis allows this
tendency to be measured and analyzed. This analysis is discussed in
Chapter III. To minimize any bias caused by the Halo Effeci a balance
was maintained between questions stated in the positive form and ques-
tions stated in the negative form. Each subject category was covered by

several questions so as to minimize any influence caused by misinter-

pretation of a question,

Computation of the Indexes

The responses to the twenty-six attitude questions in Sections II
and III and the eleven factual questions in Section IV were used to

derive a complete series of five indexes for each respondent. Each
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index has a possible score ranging from 0 to 100. An expianation of the
meaning for each of the five indexes follows:

1. Attitude Index - A measure of the degree of respondent's

approval or disapproval of the nature and role of cooperatives and
public policies affecting them. An index score of 50 indicates a
neutral attitude, index scores greater than 50 indicate relatively
favorable attitudes and index scores less than 50 indicate relatively
unfavorable attitudes. A score of 100 would indicate a very strong
favorable attitude and a score of 0 indicates a very strong unfavorable
response to all attitude questions used in that index.

2. Feeling Index - A measure of how strong the respondent's

feelings are about cooperatives whether his attitudes are favorable or
unfavorable. An index score of 100 would indicate that the respondent
checked all the questions either "definitely agree" or "definitely
disagree." A score of 0 would indicate all questions were responded to
with "no opinion."

3. Opinion Index - The percentage of attitude questions in

Sections II and III about which the respondent expressed an attitude.
A score of 100 indicates an opinionated response to all questions while
a score of 0 indicates a "no opinion" response to each question.

4, Understanding Index - A measure of the respondent's under-

standing of cooperatives. An index score of 100 indicates complete
understanding and a score of 0 shows complete misunderstanding.

5. Knowledge Index - The percentage of factual questions in

Section IV about which the respondent professed some knowledge whether

he knew the correct answer or not. An index score of 100 indicates a
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response of "correct" or "incorrect" to all questions and a score of 0
would signify "no cpinion" responses to each question,

Each of the five above types of indexes were derived separately for
the three subject categories of role, nature and public policy. As
discussed before, there were separate questions relative to local
cooperatives and cooperatives in general, so indexes were further
divided to cover each of these subjects. A total of thirty-two separate
indexes were computed. Table I-1 provides a summary of the indexes
computed. Eighteen additional indexes were derived to analyze the Halo

Effect and these are discussed in Chapter III.

Table I-1

Summary of Indexes Derived

Attitude Feeling Opinion Understanding Knowledge

Cooperatives
in General
Nature X X X 'S X
Role X : X X X X
Policy X X X X X
Local
Cooperatives
Nature X X X
Role X X X
Policy X X X

The questions whith were used in the computation ﬁf gach index are
shown in the index code in Appendix A. Certain questions were broad
enough to be used in both the attitude indexes ard the understanding
indexes. Some sample questions used in the respective indexes are shown

below. Note that both the positive ana negative forms are shown.
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Sample Attitude, Feeling and Qpinion Questions

Positive Form

Negative Form

I. The Nature and Operation of Cooperatives

Local Cooperatives--

Serve both large farmers and

small farmers, without subsidiz-
ing either group at the expense

of the other.

Cooperatives in General--

Serve both large farmers and

small farmers, without subsidiz-
ing either group at the expense

of the other.

II. The Economic Role

Local Cooperatives--

Have helped in the economic
development of this community.

Cooperatives in General--

Are helping to preserve the
family farm by increasing
farmer's incomes.

Are controlled by large organi-
zations in cities like Kansas
City, Topeka, Hutchinson,
Manhattan, rather than by local
farmers.

Have lost touch with the farmers
whose interests they are
supposed to serve.

of Cooperatives

Have Tacked the leadership and

management needed to be effec-

tive in setting the competitive
pace.

Are outliving their usefulness
as farms are continuing to
become larger and more commer-
cialized.

IIT. Public Policy Affecting Cooperatives

Local Cooperatives--

Must pay all local property
taxes at the same rate as any
other type of business.

Have hurt private businesses in
this area because of the tax
exemptions and special treatment
they receive.
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Cooperatives in General--

Have been successful because of Should be subject to every tax
good management rather than that other private businesses
because of tax advantages and must pay.

special treatment.

The eleven factual questions from Section IV of the questionnaire
were not divided between local cooperatives and cooperatives in general,
but instead were directed toward all cooperatives. Sample questions

used in the indexes of understanding and knowledge are shown below.

Sample Understanding and Knowledge Questions

Positive Form Negative Form

I. The Nature and Operation of Cooperatives

Farmers Cooperatives--

Are controlled by members on a Are owned jointly by their
one-member one-vote basis regard- employees and their farmer
less of money invested or volume customers,

of business in the co-op.

II. The Economic Role of Cooperatives

Farmer Cooperatives--

Have formed federated coopera- Sell feed, fertilizer and other
tives whose members are other farm supplies at prices below
cooperatives rather than those charged by private dealers.

individual farmers.

[II. Public Policy Affecting Cooperatives

Farmer Cooperatives--

Are incorporated under special Are totally exempt from many
state laws rather than the taxes which must be paid by
general laws for incorporation. private businesses.

Each of the various indexes were derived through specific computa-

tional methods, starting directly with the responses to the
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questionnaire. Responses to the attitude questions in Sections II and
I11 were scored as +2 for "definitely agree," +1 for "generally agree,"
0 for "no opinion," -1 for "generally disagree, -2 for "definitely
disagree." Responses to the factual questions used to derive the
indexes of understanding and knowledge were scored as +1 for "correct,"
-1 for "incorrect," and 0 for "no opinion." This scoring was utilized
in the computation of all indexes.

Each of the five types of indexes had a slightly different compu-
tational method. The complete computational procedure for each index is
detailed in the index code (Appendix A).

The indexes of attitude were obtained by adding algebraically the
corresponding response scored for each question used in that index.
Responses to questions stated in the negative form were summed sepa-
rately and the sum multiplied by -T to make them comparable to the sum
of the positively stated questions. These two sums were then added
together to provide a raw attitude score. This score could range from a
+2 times the number of questions to a -2 times the questions used in
that index. These raw scores were converted to index numbers by adding
a positive number equal to twice the total number of questions used in
that index and then multiplying the number by a positive number equal to
100 divided by four times the number of questions used.in that index.

An example of how an attitude index might be computed should help to
clarify the procedure. The general policy attitude index (index 11 in
the Index Code) provides a good example. Suppose Farmer Brown took the
survey and "generally agreed" with the positive questions and "generally
disagreed" with the negative gquestion used in this particular index. We

start by adding the scores of his responses to the negative questions.
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There are two negative questions and he has a score of -1 on each so we
add the two scores. This equals -2 so now we multiply this by -1 and
the raw score for negative questions is +2. Now the positive response
scores are summed and since there are three positive questions, his sum
is +3. Now we add the two raw scores together so that our raw index
score is +5, Since there were five questions used in this index we add
two times five to the raw score, giving us 15. We then multiply 15 by
100 divided by 4 times 5, or 5 and this gives us the final index score
of 75. Farmer Brown has a fairly favorable general policy attitude.

The raw feeling scores were cbtained by summation of the absolute
values of the response scores to the attitude questions used in each
index. These raw scores varied from a possible low of zero to a
possible high of twice the number of questions in each index. These raw
scores were converted to indexes by multiplying by a positive number
equal to twice the number of questions used in each index. Again,
looking at Farmer Brown's responses for the questions in the general
policy index we get a raw score of 5 by summing the absolute of -2 and
+3, This raw score is multiplied by ten (100 divided by twice the
number of questions) and the index of feeling is 50.

Raw opinion scores were obtained by counting the number of zero
scored responses to questions used in each index and subtracting the sum
from the total number of questions used in that index. Raw opinion
scores varied from a possible Tow of zero to a possible high equal to
the total number of questions in the index. The raw scores were
converted to index numbers by multiplying by a positive number equal to
100 divided by the total number of questions in the index. Since Farmer

Brown did not answer any of the questions in the general policy index
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with-a "no opinion" he has no zero scores and his opinion index is
5 times 20 (100 divided by 5) or 100.

Indexes of understanding were computed in the same manner as the
attitude indexes. The raw understanding scores were obtained by summing
algebraically the responses scores for each of the factual questions
used in that index. Responses to questions stated in false form were
summed separately and the result multiplied by -1 before adding the sum
obtained for questions stated in true form. The raw scores could vary
from a possible -1 times the number of questions used in that index to a
possible +1 times the number of questions. The raw scores were
converted to indexes by adding a positive number equal to the total
number of questions used in therindex and multiplying the result by a
positive number equal to 100 divided by twice the number of questions in
the index. Suppose that Farmer Brown had answered all the questions in
the index of policy understanding as "correct."” Two of the questions,
however, are stated in the false form so he has answered them wrongly
and his index score will show it. His raw score is +2 times -1 plus +3
or +1. Now we add to the raw score one times the number of questions in
the index or 5. This gives a total of 6 and we multiply this by 10 (100
divided by 2 times 5) and the index number for policy understanding is
60.

Knowledge indexes were computed in the same manner as opinion
indexes except that they were based on responses to the factual ques-
tions rather than attitude questions. The raw scores were obtained by
counting the number of zero scored responses and subtracting the sum
from the total number of questions used in the index. Knowledge raw

scores could range from a possible Tow of zero to a possible high equal
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to the total number of questions in the index. The raw scores converted
to indexes by multiplying a positive number equal to 100 divided by the
number of questions used in the index. Since Farmer Brown answered all
the questions pertaining to the policy knowledge index as "correct" he
has no zero scores and his raw score is 5. We multiply this score by 20
(100 divided by 5) and his knowledge index score for policy is 100.

While no indexes were calculated for the information sources in
Section V of the questionnaire, the responses were still given numerical
scores. The responses were scored as 8 for "major importance," 4 for
"some importance," 2 for "little importance," and 0 for "no importance.”
This scoring provided a tool for summarizing, measuring, and analysis of

the relative importance of each information source to Kansas farmers.
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CHAPTER II

CHARACTERISTICS OF FARMERS IN THE SURVEY

Size of Farm Operation

The 1,041 farm operators participating in this study were fairly
typical Kansas farmers. In terms of farmm size, the sample of Kansas
farmers in this survey included slightly more larger farmers than the
1974 Census of Agriculture would indicate. Census data show only
36.7 percent of Kansas farms were over 500 acres, while the survey data
show that 53.6 percent of those interviewed farmed more than 500 acres.
This was also increased over the 1964 farmer attitude survey which
showed only 37.1 percent of the farms were over 500 acres. The informa-
tion on farm size for the 1977 and 1964 surveys, as well as the 1974

Census is shown in Table II-1.

Table II-1

Comparison of Size of Farming Operation for 1977 and
1964 Surveys with 1974 Census Data, Kansas

1974 Censusa 1977 Survey 1964 Survey

) (percentages)
Under 200 Acres 3545 113 22,1
200-499 27.8 29.1 40.3
500-999 20.3 28.3 37 ]b
1,000 & Qver Acres 16.4 25.3 )

31974 Census of Agriculture, Kansas, Vol. 1, Part 16, Section I,
Table 2, Page 2.

bThese categories were combined in the 1964 survey.
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Age of Farm Operator

The average age of farmers in the 1977 attitude survey was 50.4
years, slightly below the 1974 Census average for Kansas farmers of
52.2 years. The survey data showed a higher percentage of farmers under
the age of thirty-five than comparable Census data would indicate. This
could be partially due to the greater numbers of young men going into
farming since the 1974 Census was completed. Table II-2 shows the
percentages of farmers in each of three age categories. Only three age
categories are used, due to a difference in age brackets for Census data
and survey data, even though more detailed age information is available
in Appendix Table B-1. In Table II-2 the Under 35 age category repre-
sents the younger, less established farmers. The 35-64 age category
represents the more establishéd, middle-aged farmers, and the Over 65
category represents the retiring and less active farm cperators. The
1964 survey respondents were asked only to respond if they were over
40 years old or under 40 years old. Table II-3 shows how this informa-

tion compares with the 1977 survey.

Table II-2

Comparison of Age of Farm Operators in 1977 Survey
with 1974 Census Data, Kansas

1974 Census? 1977 Survey
(percentages)
Under 35 Years 13+3 15.8
35-64 Years 65.7 69.1
65 Years & QOlder 20.8 15.1
Average Age 52.2 years 50.4 years

41974 Census of Agriculture, Kansas, Vol. 1, Part 16, Section I,
Table 3, Page 2.



Table II-3

Comparison of Age of Farm Operator in 1977 and
1964 Attitude Surveys, Kansas

1977 Survey 1964 Survey
(percentages)
Under 40 Years 24,3 25.4
40 Years & Older 75.7 74.3
Education

0f all farmers surveyed in 1977, 18.0 percent had eight years or

less of formal education, while 50.8 percent had graduated from high

school and 21.4 percent of the farmers had at least some college educa-

tion. Bréaking the farmers down into age categories showed that there

was a highly significant difference in education between the various

groups., Using the Chi-Square Proportionate Difference test, the differ-

ence in education between the six age groups was significant at the

.005 level. Table II-4 summarizes the age and education comparisons.

Table II-4

Comparison of Age to Highest Level of
Education Attained, Kansas, 1977

Age of Farm Operator

Education Under 35 35-39  40-49  50-59  60-64 65-0Older
8th Grade 3.0 1.1 6.6 17.2 26.2 52.2
High School 34.8 50.6 56.6 62.0 57.2 34.4
Some College 40.9 31.5 24.1 17.2 10.3 9.6
College Degree 213 16.9 1248 346 6.2 3.8
Total 100.0 100.0 - 100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0

*Significant at .005 level, Chi-square = 289.5; critical value
d.f. = 15 is 32.80.
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Note that 97 percent of the farmers under thirty-five had completed high
school while only 47.8 percent of those over sixty-five had done the
same. The results of this tabulation showed that, as expected, younger
farmers tended to have more years of formal education.

Further analysis indicated that those with college education tended
to be the larger farmmers. Table II-5 shows how farm size compared to
education in the 1977 survey. The differences in farm size between the

various education levels were also significant at the .005 level.

Table II-5

Comparison of Farm Size to Education, Kansas, 1977

level of Education

: High Some College
Farm Size 8th Grade School College Degree
(percentages)

Under 200 Acres 25.1 36.9 24.1 13.9
200-499 Acres 12.0 30.4 28.7 23.8
500-999 Acres 7 12.6 26.9 29.6 30.9
1,000 & Over Acres 14.7 12.7 31.4 41.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

*Significant at .005 level, Chi-square = 46.52; critical value
d.f. = 9 is 23.59.

The 1964 farmer attitude study did not ask questions concerning the
farmers' level of education, therefore no comparison could be drawn

between the two surveys.
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Cooperative Membership

Nearly 91 percent of the farmers surveyed in 1977 belonged to at
least one farmer cooperative, while 40.7 percent belonged to at least
three or more cooperatives. The average Kansas farmer belonged to two
cooperatives. Table II-6 shows the comparison of 1977 and 1964 member-
ship figures. In percentage terms, more farmers belonged to farmer
cooperatives in 1977 (90.9 percent) than in 1964 (88.7 percent). How-
ever, due to the declining farm population, total membership in farmer
cooperatives had been decreasing since 1955, For the United States,
total cooperative membership had declined 13.5 percent from 1964 to

1975. 18

"Table II-6

Cooperative Membership of Farmers Surveyed, Kansas

Number of Cooperatives

Farmers Belong to 1977 1964
_ (percentages of all farmers surveyed)

None 9.1 11.3
1 19.7 21.5

2 30.5 34.2

3 22.0 28,2

4 11.6 8.4

5 4.4 - 3.1

6 2.4 0.7

7 0.0 0.3

8 0.0 0]

9 0.3 0.0
Total 100.0 100.0

16Stat‘.stics for Farmer Cooperatives, Farmer Cooperative Service,
Research Report 39, April 1977, Table 3, p. 9.
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- A further breakdown of cooperative membership shows that there was

a highly significant difference in cooperative membership between the

various size farmers., Table II-7 shows that the larger farmers were

more likely to be members of cooperatives and that generally, those who

did belong were members of more cooperatives than their smaller counter-

parts. A greater percentage of smaller farmers were not members of

cooperatives and those who did belong generally, were members of only

one or twao.
Table II-7
Comparison of Cooperative Membership
and Farm Size, Kansas, 1977
Farm Size
Number of Cooperatives Under
Farmers Belong to 200 Acres 200-499 500-999 1,000-0ver
(percentages)
None 23.6 8.6 6.1 3.0
1 32.8 22.4 16.3 11.4
2 25.0 36.6 3.2 26,2
3 14.4 20.5 25.1 25,5
4 3.3 73 12.9 20.9
5 0.0 3.6 5.8 6.8
6 0.6 1.0 2.4 5.3
9 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.8
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

*Significant at the .005 level, Chi-square = 166.75; critical value

d.f. = 21 is 41.40.

A comparison of age to cooperative membership shows that younger

farmers were less likely to be members of cooperatives than were older

farmers. However, the difterence was not great enough to be



statistically significant, even at the .10 level.

the comparison.

Comparison of Cooperative Membership to Age
of Farm Operator, Kansas, 1977

Table II-8
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Table II-8 summarizes

Age
Number of Coop-
eratives Farmers Under 65 &
Belong to 35 Yrs. 35-39 40-49 50-59 60-64 Older
(percentages)
None 12:2 10.1 9.9 7:3 7.6 8.9
1 23,2 8.7 16.0 175 22.1 24.8
2 28.0 315 26.4 30.7 37.9 30.6
3 18.9 28.1 25.9 22.3 16.6 21.0
4 11.6 . 10,1 113 13.9 9ud 10.8
5 4.3 1.1 6.1 6.2 4.8 0.6
6 1.8 3.4 3.3 1.5 1.4 3.2
9 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.7 0.0 0.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

*Not significant at .10 level, Chi-square
d.f. = 35 is 45.25.

= 30.80; critical value

Education also appeared to have an effect on cooperative membership

but, as in the case of age, the differences shown in Table II-9 were not

great enough to be statistically significant at the .10 level.

Those farmers who responded that they were not members of any

farmer cooperative (9.1 percent of all farmers) were asked to indicate

if they patronized any cooperatives.

A total of 57 percent of the

non-member farmers (5.2 percent of all farmers) said that even though

they did not belong to any cooperatives they did conduct some of their

business through them.

This left a total of only 3.7 percent of all
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farmers surveyed who neither belonged, nor patronized farmer coopera-

tives.
Table II-9
Comparison of Cooperative Membership
to Education, Kansas, 1977
Level of Education
Number of Cooperatives High Some College
Farmers Belong to 8th Grade School College Degree
(percentages)
None 10.7 10.2 5.8 7.8
1 23.0 19.3 20.6 134
2 30.5 33.5 24,2 28.4
3 21,9 19.1 - 27.4 25.5
4 ‘7.5 113 13.0 17.6
5 4.3 4.7 4.9 2.0
) 2l y P 4.0 2.9
9 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.7
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

*Not significant at .10 level, Chi-square = 27,09; critical value
d.f. = 21 is 29.62.

Father's Cooperative Membership

Survey respondents were also asked if their father had been a
member of a farmer coobérative. Nearly two-thirds (65;97percent)
responded that their father did belong to a cooperative. A useful
analysis is to compare the son's cooperative membership to the father's.
The percentages of farmers whose father belonged to a cooperative ranged
from 25.8 percent among farmers who did not belong to a cooperative
themselves, to 100.0 percent for those farmers belonging to nine cooper-

atives. Table II-10 shows the percentages of farmers belonging to each
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number of cooperatives whose father also belonged to a cooperative. The
differences were highly significant at the .005 level indicating that a
strong relationship existed between the father belonging to a coopera-
tive and the son also becoming involved. Only 1.3 percent of all
farmers surveyed reported that their fathers did not belong to a coop-
erative. The remaining 32.8 percent either did not know if their father

had been a member or gave no response to the question.

Table II-10

Comparison of Son vs. Father Cooperative
Membership, Kansas, 1977

Membership by Father
Number of Cooperatives the

Respondent Belongs to Yes No Don't Know? Total
(percentages)

None 25.8 1.1 73.1 100.0

1 50.2 2.4 47.3 100.0

2 69.1 1.9 29.0 100.0

3 72.5 0.9 26.7 100.0

4 87.6 0.0 12.4 100.0

5 89.1 0.0 10.9 100.0

6 92.0 0.0 8.0 100.0

9 100.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

Includes those who gave no response to the question.

*Significant at the .005 level, Chi-square = 140.6; critical value
d.f. = 14 is 31.32.
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CHAPTER III
MEAN SCORES FOR INDEXES AND INFORMATION SOURCES

Mean Index Scores

As was mentioned in Chapter I, the responses to the twenty-three
attitude questions and eleven factual questions were used to develop
fifty-two separate index scores for each respondent. These index scores
were designed to measure farmers attitudes, feelings, willingness to
express an opinion, understanding and willingness to profess knowledge
7about cooperatives. The computational method, as well as the questions
used to calculate each index, are shown in Appendix A. The range and
explanation for each index are given in Chapter I.

For summary purposes, the scores of all respondents for each index
were averaged so that a mean index score for each index could be
obtained. Then, to provide for more useful analysis, the respondents
were categorized into various demographic categories and mean scores
were computed for each index and each category. (These scores are shown
in Tables III-1 - III-S),* Analysis of variance between the mean scores
was used to analyze differences between index scores when broken down
into various categories. The F-ratios are also indicated in
Tables III-1 - IlI-8 and the significance of each ratio is indicated by

the subscript beside it.
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Understanding

Mean scores for all respondents showed that Kansas farmers gener-
ally had a good understanding of cooperatives. They showed somewhat
better understanding of the nature and operation of cooperatives than
they did fbr both the role of cooperatives and public policies affecting
them. Farmers had higher understanding scores when questions were
stated in positive form, as opposed to those questions stated in the
negative form. In comparing mean understanding scores for each of the
demagraphic categories, we see that the mean scores for all six under-
standing indexes were significantly different between the various sizes
of farming operations. Generally, farmers with the larger farming
-operations tended to have a beﬁter understanding of'cooperatives than
did farmers with smaller operations. There was an especially noticeable
di fference in understanding between farmers having 1,000 or more acres
and those farming less than 200 acres. The differences in mean scores
between the various sizes of farms were especially large in the index
measuring over-all dnderstanding. Although the differences in mean
scores for policy understanding were significantly different, the
F-ratio was not as high as for the other indexes.

The mean scores for understanding were significantly different
between age groups for-five of the six indexes. Mean scores for
over-all understanding (pos. questions) were not significantly different
between age groups. Generally, farmers under 40 years and over 65 years
tended to have slightly less understanding of cooperatives than did
middle-aged farmers. The differences in role understanding were espe-
cially notable where farmers under 35 had understanding index well below

those of middle-aged farmers. These findings tended to underscore the
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importance of cooperative educational programs directed especially
toward younger farmers.

Differences in mean scores between the various levels of education
were significant for all understanding indexes, except for policy under-
standing. Those farmers with college education tended to have better
understanding of cooperatives than did farmers with eighth grade or high
school educapion. It was reported in Chapter II that farmers with
college educations tended to have larger farming operations, so some of
the differences in mean scores between education groups may have been
tied in with differences in farm size. The lack of a significant
F-ratio for policy understanding indicated that more years of formal
education does not necessarily me an that the level of cooperative policy
understanding by farmers will also increase.

Differences in mean understanding scores between farmers belonging
to different numbers of cooperatives were significant for all six
indexes. The differences are especially significant in the aover-all
and nature understanding indexes. As farmers belonged to more coopera-
tives, their understanding of those organizations increased. Although
in several indexes, the mean understanding scores appeared to decrease
for farmers who were members of five, six and nine cooperatives, this
was likely due to the small number of farmers included in these cate-
gories. Role understanding showed the least significant difference
between the cooperative membership categories for any of the indexes.
However, even in this index, farmers who did not belong to a cooperative
had significantly lTower levels of understanding than did farmers who

belonged to one or more cooperatives.
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- The mean scores for understanding between farmers whose fathers
were members of cooperatives and those who were not are not signifi-
cantly different. Although the understanding scores for those farmers
whose fathers had been cooperative members were higher than for those
whose fathers had not been, the differences were not great enough to be

significant at the .05 level.
Knowledge

The mean scores for indexes of knowledge, Table III-2, show that
Kansas farmers were willing to profess some knowledge about cooperatives
on 77.3 percent of the over-all knowledge questions, 90.1 percent of the
nature knowledge questions, and 80.5 percent of role knowledge questions.
Farmers were less willing to'p}ofess knowledge to questions concerning
public policy issues affecting coopératives (64.4 percent).

Larger farmers were generally more willing to profess knowledge
about cooperatives than were smaller farmers. This coincides with the
understanding indexes, where larger farmers scored higﬁef than smaller
farmers. As in the understanding indexes, the differences in mean
scores for public policy knowledge were less than for the other knowl-
edge indexes.

None of the four knowledge indexes showed significant differences
between educational groups for Kansas farmers. Apparently, more formal
education did not help farmers to feel they had more knowledge about
cooperatives.

The mean scores for knowledge indexes did show significant differ-
ences between groups of farmers belonging to different numbers of

cooperatives. Knowledge toward the nature of cooperatives showed the
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35

Comparison of Mean Index Scores Between Demographic Categories
for Indexes of Knowledge, Kansas, 1977

Knowledge Knowledge

Role Policy
Knowledge Knowledge

Mean Scores for all

Respondents . . . . .

Farm Size
Under 200
200-499
500-999
1,000 & Over

F-ratio

Age of Farm Operator
Under 35
35-39
40-49
50-59
-60-64
65 & Qlder

F-ratio

Level of Education
8th Grade
High School
Some College
College Degree

F-ratio

Cooperative Membership

None

WO U W —

F-ratio
Father a Co-op Member

N QNP0 —

o
7]

SLEBEIRE

—
o
[

Don't Know
Yes
No

F-ratio

w
(=]
oo

- -

~]
~
(Y]

80.6 64.4
73.0 60.2
79.5 63.4
82.4 63.9
85.0 69.3
10.002 3.90%
77.6 54.0
83. 1 61.8
80.5 67.8
8.9 68.8
80.0 68.7
78.9 61.5
1.31° 6.952
80.9 63.0
80.0 64.8
80.6 62.8
83.2 68.8
0.53° 1.14°
65.9 53.2
78. ] 60.5
79.6 64.9
83.7 68.0
87.6 67.5
90.5  69.6
88.8 79.4
17.7 60.0
8,272 4,394
72.2 59.1
83.4 67.3
75.9 62.7
7.582 2.37P

F-ratio is significant at .05 probability level.

bF-ratio is not significant at .05 probability level.
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greatest differences between those not belonging to any cooperatives and
those belonging to several. Policy knowledge showed the least differ-
ences between the various membership groups, although it was still
highly significant. Farmers who belonged to several cooperatives had
better understandings of cooperatives and were more willing to profess
this knowledge than were farmers who did not belong to cooperatives.
There may have been an important and unclear cause and effect relation-
ship at work here. It és not known here whether the act of belonging to
more cooperati?es improves understanding, or whether improved under-
standing is causing increased cooperative membership. The relationship
is probably working in both directions and will be discussed in more
detail in Chapter IV.

The mean scores for profeésion of knowledge showed significant
differences between the three group-s of farmers concerning the father
being a cooperative member, However, the differences were greatest
between those answering "Don't Know" and the other two responses,
instead of being between those who answered "Yes" or "No." Apparently,
farmers who answered "Don't Know" were also less willing to profess
knowledge about cooperatives. The mean scores for policy knowledge

index were not significantly different.
Attitudes

The mean attitude scores for all respondents, Tables I[II-3 and
111-4, show that Kansas farmers had slightly favorable attitudes toward
cooperatives. Attitudes toward cooperatives in general ranged from 54.3
for over-all policy attitude to 56.8 for over-all role attitude. Atti-

tudes toward the local cooperatives ranged from 52.9 for local nature



Indexes of Attitude Toward Local Cooperatives, Kansas, 1977

_ Table III-3
Comparison of Mean Index Scores Between Demographic Categories for
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Over-all Local Local Local
Local Nature Role Policy
Attitude Attitude Attitude Attitude
Mean Scores for all
Respondents . . . . . 60.4 52.9 65.3 70.6
Farm Size
Under 200 57.9 48.8 62.0 67.4
200-499 60.0 51.3 65.5 69.0
500-999 60.6 54.4 65.2 71.3
1,000 & Qver 62.2 55.7 67.3 73.8
F-ratio 3,012 4,333 4,77° 4.74%
Age of Farm Operator
Under 35 59.5 53.2 62.7 66.2
35-39 59.0 50.3 65.3 69.9
40-49 589.7 51.5 65.5 70.8
50-59 60.9 54.3 66.0 71.8
_60-64 60.5 51.9 64,7 72.0
65 & Older - 62.0 54.7 66.7 71.9
F-ratio 0.78° 0.86° 1.50° 2.22°
Leve]l of Education
8th Grade 61.7 51.6 67.0 72.1
High School 59.1 50.7 64.4 69.7
Some College 61.3 565.5 65.7 70.9
College Degree 62.9 60.5 66.1 71.8
F-ratio 3.142 6.72° 1.71° 0.88°
Cooperative Membership
None 822 44.5 " 55,7 60.3
1 55.8 46.1 60.6 66.4
2 60.9 52.6 65.0 70.8
3 63.6 57.0 69.2 73.7
4 65.9 89.2 71.8 76.1
5 62.3 57.2 68.5 73.6
6 67.3 65.6 69.9 77.9
9 67.0 63.7 74.0 83.3
F-ratio 12.82°2 8.722 16.632 8.55%
Father a Co-op Member
Don't Know 59.7 49.9 65.0 69.3
Yes 62.0 55.0 66.9 72: 4
No 50.6 37.5 57.8 67.0
. a a a b
F-ratio 4,76 5.38 3.15 1.33

% _ratio is significant at .05 probability level.

bF-ratio is not significant at .05 probability level.
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Chmparison of Mean Index Scores Between Demographic Categories for

Indexes of Attitude Toward Cooperatives in General,

Kansas, 1977

Over-all Over-all Over-all Over-all
National Nature Role Policy
Attitude Attitude Attitude Attitude
Mean Scores for all
Respondents . . . . . 57.2 562 £5.8 54.3
Farm Size
Under 200 54.2 52.9 62.1 51.9
200-499 56.6 55.2 65.6 53.6
500-999 57.9 57.0 66.2 54,7
1,000 & Over 59.2 58.5 68.0 56.3
F-ratio 5.98° 5.522 6.042 3.912
Age of Farm Operator
Under 35 56.4 55.5 63.4 53.6
35-39 55.7 54,3 59.0 65.0
40-49 57.2 55.4 59.7 65.9
50-59 58.1 57.1 66.7 55.5
60-64 57.1 56.3 65.3 53.9
65 & Qlder - 57.5 57.1 67.3 53.4
F-ratio 0.72° 0.72° 1,510 0.71°
Level of Education '
8th Grade 56.7 55.5 67.0 83.6
High School 56.4 55.2 64.6 53.9
Some College 58.9 57.3 66.9 56.5
College Degree 58.6 59.8 67.5 54,2
F-ratio 2.43° 3.09% 2.63° 2.51°
Cooperative Membership
None 48.9 48,7 65.2 47.1
] 53.8 51.7 60.8 52.0
2 57.6 56.2 65.6 54.3
3 59.5 59.1 69.7 5.6
4 61.8 60.6 72.7 58.1
5 59.8 58.0 69.7 57.5
6 60.3 63.0 7k.5 62.6
9 56.0 58.3 74.3 53.3
F-ratio 13.08% 9.63% 20.402 8.02°
Father a Co-op Member
Don't Know 55.6 54.5 65.3 51.1
Yes 58.7 57.9 67.5 55.6
No 50.9 46.9 57.9 50.4
F-ratio 4,372 4.83% 3.84° 3.94%

_ratio is significant at .05 probability Tevel.

bF-ratio is not significant at .05 probability level,.
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attitude to 70.6 for local policy attitude. Generally, Kansas farmers
had more favorable over-all attitudes toward their Tlocal cooperatives
(60.4) than they did for cooperatives in general (57.2). This was
especially noticeable in policy attitude scores, where the local poligy
attitude score was 70.6 (highly favorable) and policy attitude scores
for cooperatives in general average only 54.3 (slightly favorable).
Kansas farmers appeared to have less favorable attitudes toward the
nature and operation of cooperatives, at both the local and national
level, than they do toward the role of cooperatives.

In all eight attitude indexes, the differences in mean scores
between the various farm sizes were significant. Larger farmers had
more favorable attitudes toward_a]1 aspects of both local and national
cooperatives, than did sma]lef'farmers. The differences were largest
between farmers who farm over 1,000-acres and those farming less than
200 acres. This was highly important to cooperatives, since it indi-
cated that large farmers, who are capable of annually generating large
volumes of business, were viewing cooperatives in a favorable manner.
However, the less favorable views of the smaller farmers could be of
some concern since these farmers are the majority and cooperatives are
controlled by the majority through democratic process. It is important
to note that farmers whg farm under 200 acres even had slightly negative
attitudes toward the nature and operation of the local cooperative.

The mean scores for attitudes between the various age groups of
farmers showed that only in the Tocal policy attitude index, were the
differences significant. The mean scores for all the other attifude
indexes were not significantly different between the different age

groups. Analysis of variance showed that farmers under 35 years of age
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had slightly less favorable attitudes toward public policies affecting
the local cooperative than did older farmers. Those cooperatives using
special educational programs especially for their young farm members may
want to put more emphasis on public policy issues affecting cooperatives.

The mean scores for attitudes between the various educational
groups showed that only three of the attitude indexes had significant
differences. The over-all local attitude, local nature attitude, and
nature attitude toward cooperatives in general all showed significant
differences. Farmers with college degrees had slightly more favorable
attitudes toward these three aspects of cooperatives. The fact that
more education did not seem to help improve policy attitudes should
cause cooperative leaders to re-evaluate materials about this aspect of
cooperatives used in formal éhénne]s.

Differences in mean scores for number of cooperatives that farmers
belonged to were significant in all eight attitude equations. Farmers
who belonged to none or only one or two cooperatives have less favorable
attitudes than farmers who belonged to three or more cooperatives.
Farmers who did not belong to any cooperatives had slightly negative
attitudes toward the nature and operation of local and national coopera-
tives, national policy attitude and over-all attitudes toward coopera-
tives in general.

The analysis of variance showed that differences in mean scores
between farmers whose fathers were or were not members of a cooperative
were significant in seven of the eight attitude indexes. Only in the
local policy attitude index were the differences not great enough to be
considered significant. The real differences in mean scores were

between those farmers whose father was a member and those farmers whose
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father was not. Respondents whose fathers were members had much more
favorable attitudes towards cooperatives than those respondents whose
fathers were not members. Respondents answering "No" to the father
membership question had highly unfavorable attitudes toward the nature
and operation of both local cooperatives (37.5) and cooperatives in
general (46.9), but had slightly favorable attitudes toward most other

aspects of cooperatives.
Feelings

The average scores measuring strength of feelings for all Kansas
farm operators are shown in Tables III-5 and [II-6. These scores indi-
cate that genéra]]y, farmers did not express particularly strong
feelings about cooperatives ohé way or another. Most respondents
checked the attitude questions with'"genera11y agree or disagree" rather
than "definitely agree or disagree." While the differences were small,
farmers had slightly stronger feelings toward public policies affecting
cooperatives (56.6), than they did toward the nature or role of cooper-
atives (56.6 and 54.8, respectively). Kansas farmers held stronger
feelings toward their local cooperatives (55.1) than they did toward
cooperatives in general (54.3).

Analysis of variance showed that farmers with larger operations had
stronger feelings about their attitudes towards cooperatives than
farmers with smaller operations did. The differences between farm sizes
were significant in all eight feeling indexes. This indicated that the
larger farmers, who had more favorable attitudes also had stronger
feelings about those attitudes than did smaller farmers who had less

favorable attitudes.
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Coﬁparison of Mean Index Scores Between Demographic Categories for
Indexes of Feeling Toward Cooperatives in General, Kansas, 1977

Over-all Over-all Over-all Over-all
National Nature Role Policy
Feeling Feeling Feeling Feeling
Mean Scores for all
Respondents . . . . . 54.3 56.6 54.8 56.6
Farm Size
Under 200 50.0 49.9 50.0 54,8
200-499 53.2 55.5 53.9 54.4
500-999 53.4 56.2 54.8 54,8
1,000 & Over 59.7 62.7 59.1 62.1
F-ratio 12.162 17.10° 10.03% 7.018
Age of Farm Operator
Under 35 51.3 53.6 51.1 48.0
35-39 52.5 54.4 53.9 53.8
40-49 53.9 572 55.0 57.6
50-59 55,3 57.8 55.6 58.4
60-64 57.0 59.7 57.5 59.8
65 & Older 55.0 54,9 55,1 58.7
F-ratio 2.02° 2.22° 2.30° 6.312
Level of Education
8th Grade 85,2 B5.5 56.2 60.1
High School 54.0 56.8 63.7 56.5
Some College 54.1 56.9 85.3 54.0
College Degree 55.3 56.7 56.8 557
F-ratio 0.31° 0.22° 1.58° 2.51°
Cooperative Membership
None 43.7 2.1 43,8 50.3
1 49.4 52.2 50.7 51.9
2 54.9 57.6 54.8 56.0
3 56.1 58.6 57.2 55.6
4 62.2 64.1 62.6 61.8
5 60.7 64,7 59.7 63.2
6 60.1 60.9 60.7 64.3
9 76.3 75.6 66.7 80.0
. a a a a
F-ratio 13.07 14,86 12.59 4,95
Father a Co-op Member
Don't Know 47.8 48,2 48,7 55.6
Yes 56.4 59.3 56.8 575
No 47 .4 51.4 505 53.6
F-ratio 8.53% 11.712 7,233 2.15°

3F-ratio is significant at .05 probability level.
F-ratio is not significant at .05 probability level.

b



Table III-6

Comparison of Mean Index Scores Between Demographic Categories for
Indexes of Feeling Toward Local Cooperatives, Kansas, 1977
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Over-all Local Local Local
Local Nature Role Policy
Feeling Feeling Feeling Feeling
Mean Scores for all
Respondents . . . . . 55.1 53.8 56.0 55.7
rarm Size
Under 200 50.1 47.6 50.7 521
200-499 53.9 52.9 54.9 53.9
500-999 8541 54,3 56.1 54,3
1,000 & QOver 59.9 58.7 60.8 61.9
F-ratio 12.19% q.40° 11.46° 5.97%
Age of Farm Operator
Under 35 49.4 48.1 51.7 45,2
35-39 53.9 51.5 55.7 53.5
40-49 56.6 56.5 57.2 58.1
50-59 56.4 54.9 57.2 58.8
.60-64 5.3 58.7 58.1 58.9
65 & Older ~ 54,6 51.3 54.9 56.7
F-ratio 5,252 4,92° 2,622 6.31°
Level of Education
8th Grade 56.5 53.5 56.8 £8.9
High School 54.6 54.8 54.7 851
Some College 54.8 52.8 o2 B33
College Degree 55.8 52.3 58.6 54.0
F-ratio 0.61° 0.76° 1.97° 1.23°
Cooperative Membership
None 44.0 41.7 44,1 48.2
1 51.6 52,1 51.7 51,0
2 55.0 54.2 56.0 54.7
3 57.6 55.3 59.3 58.0
4 61.4 59.7 63.4 60.3
5 61.2 59.4 61.0 67.6
6 60.7 56.6 60.4 67.8
9 65.7 61.3 66.7 83.0
F-ratio 11.412 6.172 12.402 4.85%
Father a Co-op Member
Don't Know 48.9 47.6 49 .4 50.3
Yes 57.0 55.8 58.1 57.1
No 8.7 58.2 48.9 55.2
F-ratio 7.062 4,252 8.552 1.76

3 _ratio is significant at .05 probability level.
bF-ratio is not significant at .05 probability level.
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-The mean scores for feeling between age groups showed that the
differences were significant in seven of the eight feeling indexes.
Only the over-all national feeling index did not have a significant
difference. The data showed that farmers under 35 had much milder
feelings toward cooperatives than did older farmers. Younger farmers
feelings were especially milder toward public policies affecting both
local cooperatives and cooperatives in general.

The differences in mean scores between the various educational
groups were not significant in any of the eight feeling indexes. Eighth
grade educated farmers had relatively the same strength of feelings as
college educated farmers.

Férmers who belonged to one or more cooperatives tended to have
stronger feelings about theif-éttitudes toward cooperatives than did
farmers who were not members of a cboperative. The differences in mean
scores between cooperative membership groups were significant in all
eight feeling indexes. This type of data was quite important, in that
while non-members tend to have slightly unfavorable attitudes, they did
not hold as strong of feelings about their attitudes as did cooperative
members with more favorable attitudes.

Although farmers whose fathers were members of cooperatives had
stronger feelings about their attitudes than did farmers whose fathers
were non-members, a greater difference was shown between those farmers
who answered "Don't Know" and those who answered "Yes" to the father
membership question. The differences in mean scores were not signifi-
cant for Tlocal policy feeling and over-all policy feeling indexes. All

of the other six feeling indexes had significant differences.
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Opinion

Tables III-7 and III-8 show the mean scores for farmers' willing-
ness to express an opinion to the attitude questions. Most Kansas
farmers surveyed were willing to express an opinion to the attitude
questions, although they were less willing to express an opinion about
questions dealing with local policy topics (79.9 percent), as compared
to local nature and local role topics (83.4 and 85.1 percent, respec-
tively). The same was true for questions dealing with over-all policy
{82.5) as compared to over-all nature and role (82.9 and 85.5 percent,
respectively). Willingness to express an opinion toward the local
cooperative (84.1) was the same as for cooperatives in general (84.1).

Larger farmer§ were more highly opinionated thén were smaller
farmers. The differences in mean scores between the farm size groups
were significant in all eight opinion indexes. This indicated that
those with the more favorable attitudes (larger farmers) were also more
vocal about those attitudes.

Differences in the mean scores between the various age categories
were not significant for any of the opinion indexes, indicating that
younger and older farmers were equally willing to express opinions about
cooperatives.

Likewise, mean scoﬁés between educational categor%eé were'not
significantly different for any of the opinion indexes. Farmers with
eighth grade educations were equally likely to express an opinion as
college educated farmers.

The differences in mean scores between the cooperative membership
categories, however, were significant in all eight opinion indexes. The

data indicated that farmers who were non-members were less likely to



Table III-7

Comparison of Mean Index Scores Between Demographic Categories for
Indexes of Opinion Regarding Cooperatives in General, Kansas, 1977

Over-all OQver-all Qver-all Over-all
National Nature Role Policy
Opinion Opinion Opinion Opinion
Mean Scores for all
Respondents . . . . . 84.1 82.9 85.5 82.5
Farm Size
Under 200 78.4 74.2 79.0 80.9
200-499 85.1 83.6 86.4 83.6
500-999 83.0 83.3 86.1 79.2
1,000 & Over 87.9 87.7 88.4 86.2
F-ratio 10.802 17.19° 11.662 4,882
Age of Farm Operator
Under 35 81.4 81.2 83.6 73.1
35-39 84.0 82.1 84.9 80.4
40-49 84.3 84.1 86.1 84.1
50-59 84.4 83.8 86.3 84.8
60-64 85.9 84.5 87.1 85.6
65 & Older - 84,2 80.6 84.6 84.7
F-ratio 4.33° 1.00° 0.91° 7.42°
Level of Education
8th Grade 82.5 79.7 84.1 84.7
High School 83.7 82.9 84.9 82.7
Some College 85.0 84.5 86.9 80.4
College Degree 86.7 85.8 88.6 82.3
F-ratio 1.52° 1.80° 2,240 1.16
Cooperative Membership
None 68.9 62.6 69.3 74.0
1 79.4 78.0 82.6 79.3
2 85.9 85.4 86.9 83.0
3 86.8 86.1 88.2 24,8
4 91.3 90.8 92.1 86.7
5 88.3 89.4 90.2 83.8
6 88.6 88.0 90.2 90.5
9 1.3 91.7 90.7 86.3
F-ratio 17.59° 23.74° 19.042 3.75%
Father a Co-op Member
Don't Know 75.3 73:8 78.6 76.4
Yes 86.5 86.3 88.0 83.4
No 83.8 81.0 85.6 89.4
F-ratio 13.69°2 16.01°2 11.13°8 3.382

qF_ratio is significant at .05 probability level.

bF-ratio is not significant at .05 probability level.
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Table III-8

Cbmparison of Mean Index Scores Between Demographic Categories for
Indexes of Opinion Regarding Local Cooperatives, Kansas, 1977

Over-all Local Local Local
Local Nature Role Policy
Opinion Opinion Opinion Opinion
Mean Scores for all
Respondents . . . . . 84.1 83.4 85.1 79.9
Farm Size
Under 200 77.2 74.2 78.0 77 .1
200-499 84,7 84.3 85.3 81.5
500-999 84.6 84.6 86.3 77.0
1,000 & Over 875 87.3 88.4 833
F-ratio 13.642 10.972 12.63% 2,712
Age of Farm Operator
Under 35 79.8 78.2 83.5 67.8
35-39 82.1 81.1 84.0 75.2
40-49 85.7 86.6 85.6 82.8
50-59 85.9 85.1 86.3 84.3
60-64 86.1 87.1 86.3 82.4
65 & Older - 82.4 79.0 83.4 81.5
F-ratio 3,99° 0.88° 7.422 0.52°
Level of Education
8th Grade 83.0 81.4 83.3 83.0
High School 83.9 84.0 84.4 80.4
Some College 84.6 83.6 86.6 77.6
College Degree 85.9 83.7 89.0 76.8
F-ratio - 0.70° 0.53° 1.97° 1.52°
Cooperative Membership
None 67.1 63.9 67.2 70.4
1 81.4 80.1 82.9 76.4
2 85.3 85.2 86.4 80.1
3 86.8 86.1 88.0 82.5
4 89.7 80.7 91.3 82.8
5 89.0 89.2 89.6 85.1
6 90.3 91.3 89,1 ' 91.2
9 88.3 88.3 85.3 99.0
F-ratio 19.922 12.16° 18.592 2.86°
Father a Co-op Member
Don't Know 77.6 76.9 77.4 77.6
Yes 86.5 86.0 87.9 80.9
No 86.1 89.7 83.4 88.
F-ratio 10.20% 4.67° 12.84° 0.83°

3F.ratio is significant at .05 probability level.
bF-ratio is not significant at .05 probability level.
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express opinions about cooperatives, either for or against, than were
farmers who were cooperative members. The differences between members
and non-members were greatest in the nature opinion index and least in
the policy opinion index.

Differences in mean scores between categories regarding the
father's cooperative membership status were significant in seven of the
eight opinion indexes. Only the local policy opinion index did not have
scores which were significantly different. The greatest differences in
mean scores were between those who answered "Don't Know" and those who
answered "Yes," and not between those who answered "Yes" or "No" to the

father membership question.
Summary of Mean Scores

Generally, the Kansas farmers surveyed exhibited a good under-
standing of cooperatives and were willing to express some degree of
knowledge about cooperatives in a high percentage of the questions. The
farmers surveyed had slightly favorable attitudes toward cooperatives in
general and were even more favorable in their attitudes of local cooper-
atives. The farmers exhibited relatively mild feelings, but were
willing to express an opinion on a high percent of the questions
concerning cooperatives. -

Larger farmers tended to have better understanding and were more
willing to profess knowledge than were smaller farmers. The larger
farmers also had more favorable attitudes toward cooperatives, held
stronger feelings, and were more highly opinionated than their smaller

counterparts.
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-0Older and younger farmers tended to have less understanding of
cooperatives than did middle-aged farmers. The attitudes of younger
farmers were not different from other farmers, but they did have milder
feelings about their attitudes. Al1l age groups were equally well
opinionated about cooperatives.

Farmers with college education tended to have a better under-
standing of cooperatives but were no more willing to profess this
knowledge than were farmers with fewer years of formal education. The
farmers with college educations did exhibit more favorable attitudes
toward the nature and operation of cooperatives, but showed no differ-
ences in attitudes for the other indexes. No major differences in
strength of feelings or willingness to express an opinion were detected
between the different education groups.

Farmers belonging to cooperatives tended to have better under-
standing and were willing to express more knowledge about cooperatives
than were non-members. Cooperative members also tended to have more
favorable attitudes, held stronger feelings about those attitudes and
were more highly opinionated than were their non-member counterparts.

Farmers whose fathers had been a cooperative member tended to have
slightly more favorable attitudes toward cooperatives than those whose
fathers had not been members. Most other indexes did not have signifi-

cant differences between the membership groups.
Halo Effect

Analysis of the bias caused by a "halo effect,” more commonly known
as response bias, was made for five of the attitude indexes and five of

the feeling indexes. The indexes analyzed were, over-all local,
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over-all nature, over-all role, over-all policy, and the index for over-
all cooperatives in general.

Response bias is brought about when the respondents have a tendency
to agree with statements as they appear on the questionnaire, whether
they are in true or false form. A common way to avoid such bias is to
design the questionnaire so that a balance is maintained between ques-

. tions in positive form and those in negative form. The differences
between index scores based on questions in positive form and those based
on negative form give a direct measure of the halo effect. Table III-9

shows the magnitude of response bias for each of the indexes.

Table II1-9

Comparison of Halo Effects in Responses to
Attitude Questions, Kansas, 1977

Positive Negative Halo
Index Questions Questions Effect
Attitude
Over-all ] 60.0 55.5 + 4.5
Local 61.7 59.5 - 2.2
Nature 71.1 53.9 +17,2
Role 65.0 66.9 - 1.9
Policy 57.9 48.9 + 9.0
Feeling .
Over-all - 55.8 53.1 + 2.7
Local 55.7 54.3 + 1.4
Nature 61.4 51.8 + 9.6
Role 54.4 55.4 - 1.0
Policy 555 57.9 - 2.4

Examination of the halo effect showed a slight positive difference

for local attitude indexes. The differences for national attitude
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indexes were even slightly larger. This tended to indicate that farmers
were slightly more willing to agree with positively stated questions
than they were to agree with negatively stated questions. There was
even greater evidence of response bias for the nature attitude and
policy attitude indexes.

There was less of a halo effect for the feeling indexes. Local
feeling, national feeling and nature feeling all showed positive differ-
ences in the index scores. Farmers tended to express slightly stronger
feelings toward the positive questions than they did toward the negative
questions. Palicy feeling halo effects were slightly negative, indi-
cating that farmers had stronger feelings toward the negatively stated
policy questions than toward the positively stated ones. This was in
contrast to policy attitude,-where the halo effect was positive. The
role indexes showed a negative haToreffect for both the attitude and
feeling indexes, indicating that farmers tended to be more willing to
agree with the negatively stated questiong than they were to agree with
the positively stated questions. They also tended to have stronger

feelings toward questions stated in negative form.

Comparison of 1977 and 1964 Mean Index Scores

One of the purposes of this study was to compare 1977 farmer atti-
tudes and understanding of cooperatives to those which had been found in
1964. The mean scores for the three aspects of cooperation are shown in
Table III-10,

Comparison of these scores indicated that farmers had slightly

better understanding of cooperatives in 1977 than they had in 1964,



Table III-10

Comparison of Mean Index Scores for 1977 and 1964, Kansas

Index 1977 1964
Understanding

Nature 79 78

Role 68 67

Policy 69 66
Knowledge

Nature a0 87

Role 81 77

Policy 64 64
Attitude :

Nature 56 : 54

Role O 66 64

Policy , 54 72
Feeling

Nature 57 78

Role 55 67

Policy ) 57 66
Opinion

Nature 83 59

Role 86 58

Policy 83 65

*Possible range on-all indexes, 0 to 100.
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Policy understanding showed the greatest improvement with a three-point
rise.

Attitude changes between the two years were mixed in their
direction. Attitudes toward the nature and role of cooperatives were
more favorable in 1977 than they had been in 1964, but policy attitude
was a great deal more unfavorable in 1977,

Farmers were found to have much milder feelings about their atti-
tudes in 1977 than they had in 1964, but they were much more willing to
express an opinion than earlier respondents. Farmers were also more
willing to profess knowledge to the factual statements regarding cooper-

atives in 1977 than they had been in the 1964 survey.

Mean Infarmation Source Scores

In Section V of the questionnéire, respondents were asked to indi-
cate the importance that each of thirty-one sources of information had
in informing them about cooperatives. The possible responses were, "of
major importance," "of some importance," "of little importance," and
"of no importance." The scores given to each response were 8, 4, 2, and
0, respectively. Scores for each source of information were averaged
providing an over-all mean score for all respondents. Respondents were
then divided up into various demographic categories and mean scores for
each information source were computed. These mean scores are given in
Table III-11. Analysis of variance was used to test the differences in
mean scores between the various demographic categories. The resulting
F-ratios were considered to be significant at the .05 probability level

or less,



Comparison of Mean Importance Scores Between Demographic
Characteristics for Information Sources Farmers Can
Use to Learn About Cooperatives, Kansas, 1977

Table III-11
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Talking with
Cooperative Mgr.,

Talking with

Talking with

qF_ratio is significant at .05 probability level.

bF-rat‘lo is not significant at .05 probability level.

Fieldman, or Cooperative Cooperative
Employee Director Member
Mean Score for all
Respondents . . . 3.07 2.43 2.64
Farm Size
Under 200 2.69 2.06 2.51
200-499 3.09 2.38 2.72
500-999 3.1 2.53 2.66
1,000 & Over 3,28 2.65 2.60
F-ratio 13,162 13.95° 2.59°
Age of Farm Operator '
Under 35 ' 3.05 2.40 2,77
35-39 - 3. 14 2.43 2.66
40-49 3.20 2.48 2.61
50-59 3.14 2.54 2.65
60-64 2.99 2.42 2.69
65 & Older 2.85 2.22 2.43
F-ratio 2.902 2.19° 2,782
Level of Education
8th Grade 2.91 2ae3 2.54
High School 2.99 2.36 2.60
Some College 3:28 2+H3 2.74
College Degree 3.36 2.72 2+18
F-ratio 9.09° 9.24° 3.24°
Cooperative Membership
None 2.19 1.76 2.19
1 2.69 2.17 2.53
2 322 2.56 2.73
3 331 2.56 2.63
4 3.42 2.75 2.81
5 3.26 2.61 2.91
6 3.56 2.48 2.64
9 4.00 2.67 3.33
F-ratio 24.30°2 12.02°2 6.592
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Table III-11--Continued

Talking with  Talking with Other Annual

Neighbors Extension Personal Member
or Friends Personnel Contacts Meeting
Mean Scores for all
Respondents . . . . 2.65 1.90 1.16 2.81
Farm Size
Under 200 2.56 1.83 1.18 2.31
200-499 2.73 1.83 1.1 2.84
500-999 2.61 1.94 1.15 2.97
1,000 & Qver 2.66 2.00 1.20 295
F-ratio 1.78° 1.74° 1.31° 15,182
Age of Farm Operator
Under 35 2.78 1.97 1.26 2.71
35-39 2.89 2.03 1.19 2.74
40-49 2.55 1.96 1.12 2.91
. 50-59 : 2.60 1.90 ' 1.16 2,595
60-64 2.70 1.88 1413 2.88
65 & Older 2.52 1.71 1.18 2.54
F-ratio 3.78° 1.79° .68 3.33
Level of Education
8th Grade 2.57 1.70 1.09 2.71
High School 2.65 1.92 1.14 2.77
Some College 2.70 1.96 1.22 2.95
College Degree 2.63 2.07 1.24 2.93
F-ratio 0.80° 3.78% 2.49°  2.10°
Cooperative Membership
None 2.60 2.60 1.08 1.61
1 2.61 1.71 1.08 2497
2 2150 1.96 1.18 2.92
3 2.62 1.93 1.13 3.11
4 2.69 2,21 1.22 3.08
5 2.80 2.06 = 1433 3.17
6 2.60 2.24 1.44 3.20
9 2.00 2.00 1.00 4.00
. a a b a
F-ratio 3.61 4.00 2«56 23.65

qF_ratio is significant at .05 probability level.

bF-ratio is not significant at .05 probability level.
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Table III-11--Continued

District Service Club

Member or Church Other Cooperative
Meeting Meeting Meetings Magazine
Mean Scores for all
Respondents . . . . 1.73 188 =13 2,92
Farm Size
Under 200 1.44 1.43 1.09 2. 82
200-499 1.64 1.59 112 2.94
500-999 1.80 1.59 1.11 3.01
1,000 & Over 1.95 1.66 1.19 3.02
F-ratio 11.202 3.19% 1.87° 7.792
Age of Farm Operator
Under 35 1.73 1.65 1.14 2.87
35-39 1.87 1.79 1.09 3.02
40-49 1.74 1.63 1.10 2.94
50-59 : 148 . . 1.57 1.17 3.00
60-64 e 1.49 1.01 2.97
65 & Older 1.61 1.41 1.22 2.69
F-ratio 0.85° 3.382 3.042 2.572
Level of Education
8th Grade 1.58 1.50 1.10 2.83
High School 1.68 1.58 1.11 2.87
Some College T«E3 1.62 1.16 3.04
College Degree 2.05 1.60 1.20 3.10
F-ratio 6.43 0.87° 1.29° §.27%
Cooperative Membership
None 1.34 1.51 1.04 1.98
1 1.51 1.44 1.08 2.69
2 1.83 1.63 1412 3.06
3 1.80 1.58 1.21 3.06
4 1.60 1.69 1.13 3a2]
5 1.65 1.67 1.24 3.28
6 2.00 1.68 1.08 3.24
9 3.00 1.33 1.00 4.00
F-ratio 6.15° 1.76° 1.84° 22.27°

a

F-ratio is significant at .05 probability level.

bF-ratio is not significant at .05 probability level.
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Cooperative Special Newspaper Magazine
News letter Flyers Articles Articles
Mean Scores for all
Respondents 2.63 2.31 2.46 2.52
Farm Size
Under 200 2.29 2.04 2.35 2.40
200-499 2.63 245 2.44 2.52
500-999 2.75 2.34 2.45 252
1,000 & Over 2.73 2.51 2.56 2.62
F-ratio 8. 422 9.702 2.31° 2.36°
Age of Farm Operator
Under 35 2.54 2.28 2.45 2.60
35-39 2.69 2.39 2:61 2.64
40-49 2.59 2.38 2.45 2.59
50-59 2.70 2.35 - 2.51 2.51
60-64 2.65 2.26 2.39 254
65 & Qlder 2. 61 2 17 2.40 2 40
F-ratio 0.62° 1.18 1.09° 1.08°
Level of Education
8th Grade 2.60 223 2.42 2.42
High School 2.59 2.26 2.43 2.49
Some College 2.69 2.36 2.46 2.60
College Degree 2.78 2.60 2.64 2.73
F-ratio 1.22 4.262 1.73° 3.53%
Cooperative Membership
None 1.74 1.60 A 2.24
1 2.41 2.09 2.29 2.40
2 2.65 2.36 2.60 2.51
3 2.74 2.41 282 289
4 3.11 2.66 2.62 279
5 3.1 2.54 2.63 2,59
6 3.20 2.80 2.52 2.64
9 3.67 4.00 3.67 3.67
F-ratio 19.24° 15.36° 4.17% 5.94°

AF_patio is significant at .05 probability Tevel.

bF-ratio is not significant at .05 probability level.
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Table III-11--Cantinued

Newspaper
Advertise- Cooperative Business University
ments Pamphlets Pamphlets Pamphlets
Mean Scores for all
Respondents 2.34 2.33 1.80 1.97
Farm Size
Under 200 2.20 2.12 1.69 1.82
200-499 2.40 2.32 1.71 1.80
500-999 2.37 2.36 1.78 1.99
1,000 & QOver 2.38 2.45 2.00 2.34
F-ratio 2.00° 4.35° 6.62° 1172
Age of Farm Operator
Under 35 2.31 2.40 1.9 2.11
35-39 2.35 - 2.43 1.87 2+11
40-49 236 2,33 1.78 2.01
50-59 2.36 2.36 '1.84 1.98
60-64 2.3 2.39 1.83 1.92
65 & Older 2.33 2.07 1.55 1.70
F-ratio 0.17° 2.96° 3.343 3.72°
Level of Education
8th Grade 2.34 2.18 1.73 1.69
High School 2.29 2.29 1.76 1.94
Some College 2:3] 2.42 1.85 2.10
College Degree 2.46 2.58 1.97 2.31
F-ratio 1.31° 4.96° 2.32° 11.152
Cooperative Membership
None 2.10 1.73 1.53 1.66
1 2. 12 2.22 1.61 1..75
2 2.43 2,38 1.87 2.01
3 2.44 2.40 1.85 2.03
4 - 2.50 2.65 1.93 2.17
5 2.33 2.48 1.87 - 2.28
6 2.40 2.56 2.12 2.20
9 2.67 3.33 2.00 2.67
F . a a a a
-ratio 5.84 9.16 4.10 4.96

qF_ratio is significant at .05 probability level.

bF-ratio is not significant at .05 probability level.



59

Table III-11--Continued

Govt. Other
(USDA) Printed Radio Television
Pamphiets Material Programs Programs
Mean Scores for all
Respondents . . . . 1.93 1.13 2.38 2.38
Farm Size
Under 200 1.87 1.09 2:21 2.29
200-499 1.94 1.15 2.40 2.33
500-999 1.86 1.14 2.38 2.38
1,000 & Over 2.03 Fa 13 2.49 2.46
F-ratio 1.73° 0.61° 3.172 1.72°
Age of Farm Operator
Under 35 2.01 1.19 2.34 2.46
35-39 1,98 1.14 2.34 2.51
40-49 1.87 1] 2.43 2.40
50-59 - 1.94 | 2.42 2,39
60-64 1.97 1.10 2.4 2,40
65 & Older 1.85 1.13 2.30 2.15
F-ratio 0.75° 0.55° 0.57° 2.472
Level of Education
8th Grade 1.82 1.12 2.30 2,33
High School 1.89 1.13 2.37 2.36
Some College 1.99 1.14 2.46 2.43
College Degree - 2.18 T T3 2,40 2.40
F-ratio 4.00% 0.06° 1.02° 0.46°
Cooperative Membership
None 1,79 1.09 2.24 2.23
1 | ) 1.11 2.11 2.09
2 1.98 115 2.42 2.47
3 1.95 1.12 2.51 2.49
4 2.10 1.08 . 2. 62 2.58
5 1.96 1.33 2.48 2.50
6 1.92 1.24 2.36 2.08
9 2.00 1.00 1.67 1.67
F-ratio 1.94° 1.59° 4.87% 5,422

qF_ratio is significant at .05 probability level.

bF-ratio is not significant at .05 probability level.
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Tours of Speaking Vocational College
Cooperative or Essay Agriculture Short
Plants Contests Classes Courses
Mean Scores for all
Respondents . . . . 2.13 1.34 1.68 1.39
Farm Size
Under 200 172 1.24 1.63 1.25
200-499 2.04 1.33 1.58 1431
500-999 2.17 1.32 1.66 T.437
1,000 & Over 1.45 1.84 1.84 1.60
F-ratio 15.67° 3.49° 3.702 9.022
Age of Farm Operator
Under 35 2.18 1.46 2.04 1.58
35-39 2.11 1.40 1.90 1.46
40-49 2,38 1.37 1.80 1.43
50-59 2. 17 1.34 1.58 1.37
60-64 1.96 1.24 1.48 1.26
65 & Older 1.82 1.21 1.34 1.26
F-ratio 5,152 3,01 12.52% 3.72°
Level of Education
8th Grade 1.82 1.29 1.38 1.24
High School 2.08 1.29 1.85 Te:31
Some College 2.36 1.47 1.86 1.59
College Degree 2.43 1.42 1.94 1.66
F-ratio 10.19° 4,45° 11.93% 12.93%
Cooperative Membership
None 1.62 1.25 1.63 1.28
1 1,78 1.18 1.49 1.19
2 2,27 1.39 1.69 1.39
3 2.26 1.32 1.74 1.42
4 2.46 1.52 1.77 1.59
5 2.46 1.46 1.76 1.61
6 2.44 1.40 1.84 1.68
9 3.00 1.00 1.00 3.67
F-ratio 9,272 3.59° .84 7.942

% _ratio is significant at .05 probability level.

DE_patio is not significant at .05 probability level.
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Table III-11--Continued

College
Regular F.F.A. 4-H Club Other
Courses Activities Activities Activities

Mean Scores for all

Respondents . . . . 1.37 1.68 1.85 1.06
Farm Size
~ Under 200 1.28 1.64 1.76 1.03
200-499 1.27 1.63 1.80 1.04
500-999 1.34 1.67 1.88 1.08
1,000 & QOver 158 1.80 1.94 1.09
F-ratio 7.90° 1,747 1.39° 1.49°
Age of Farm Operator
Under 35 1.64 1.96 2.06 1.10
35-39 1.40- 1.85 2.06 1.09
40-49 1.42 1.78 1.94 1.05
'50-59 : 1.31. 1.59 1.80 1.06
60-64 1.20 1.59 1.83 1.07
65 & Older 1.22 1.39 1.50 1. 03
F-ratio 7.20° 7.878 6.68° 0.70°
Level of Education
8th Grade 1.23 1.50 1.68 1.02
High School 1.25 1.64 1.80 1.07
Some College 1.50 1.83 2.00 1.09
College Degree 1.87 1.89 2.07 1.05
F-ratio 24,122 6.022 5,532 1.39°
Cooperative Membership
None 1.30 1.55 1.61 1.02
] 1.18 1.49 1.73 1.04
2 1.42 1.76 1.87 1.09
3 1.38 1.74 1.84 1.04
4 1.50 1.75 2.05 1.07
5 1.39 1.67 2.04 1.17
6 1.52 1.72 2.16 1.00
9 2.67 2.67 2.67 1.00
F-ratio 4.00% 2.443 2.812 1.53°

qF.ratio is significant at .05 probability level.
bF-ratio is not significant at .05 probability level.

*Method for scoring was 8 for "of major importance," 4 for "of some
importance," 2 for "of 1ittle importance," and 0 for "of no importance."
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“For comparisdn purposes, the information sources were divided into
four main headings, personal contacts, meetings, press, radio and tele-

vision, and sponsored activities.
Personal Contacts

Among the personal contact sources of information, farmers gave the
greatest average importance score to talking with a cooperative manager,
fieldman or employee, The average score for all respondents was 3.07
(between some and little importance). This was the highest average
score given to any of the thirty-one information sources. The differ-
ences in mean scores for this information source were significant
between the groups of farmers with different sizes of farming operations.
Larger farmers gave higher scofes to talking to cooperative personnel
than did smaller farmers. The differences in mean scores were also
significant for the various age groups. Older farmers were less
inclined to rely on cooperative personnel for their information about
cooperatives than were younger or middle-aged farmers. Farmers with
college educations gave significantly higher scores than did farmers
with eighth grade or high scheool educations. Differences in mean scores
for cooperative membership were highly significant for this information
source. Cooperative members gave much higher importance to talking with
cooperative personnel than did non-members. This could be expected
since farmers who are not cooperative members would not have as much
contact with cooperative personnel.

The personal contact source of information to receive the next
highest average score was "talking with neighbors or friends." The

over-all average score for this source was 2.65, slightly above "of
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littie importance." The differences between farmers having different
sizes of farming operations were not significant, indicating that large
and small farmers were equally inclined to rely on neighbors and friends
for information about cooperatives. Younger farmers, however, were more
inclined to rely on neighbors and friends for information than were
older farmers. Differences in mean scores between education groups were
not significant, but the analysis showed that farmers who were not
cooperative members gave significantly less importance to this source
than did farmers who were cooperative members.

Talking with a cooperative member, as an information source,
received an average score of 2.64 for all respondents. The farm size
categories showed no significant differences in thefr mean scores.

Older farmers were less incifnéd to rely on this source of information
than were other farmmers. The scores for farmers under 35 were not
significantly different from middle-aged farmers, however. Farmers with
a college degree gave more importance to this source than did farmers
with an eighth grade education. Also, cooperative members géve signifi-
cantly higher scores to talking with other cooperative members than did
non-member farmers.

Talking with a cooperative director was given an average importance
score of 2.43, slightly .above "of little importance." -Cperators of
larger sized farms gave significantly higher scores of cooperative
information than did operators of smaller farms. The differences were
especially large between farmers who farm over 1,000 acres and those
farming under 200. College educated farmers gave higher importance
scores to talking with cooperative directors than did high school or

gighth grade graduates. Cooperative members also gave significantly
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higher importance scores than did non-members. The differences in mean
scores between age groups were not significant, however. It is inter-
esting to note the comparative ranking of this information source among
all others. The ranking of all thirty-one sources is shown in
Table III-11. In a 1976 survey, cooperative managers ranked the
cooperative directors as their third most important communication
channel to farmers, while farmers in 1977 rated directors ninth in
importance to them.

Talking with Extension Service personnel had a average score for
all respondents of 1.90, slightly less than "of little importance." The
differences in mean scores were: not significant in either the farm size
or age groups. Farmers with college degrees showed significantly
greater reliance on extensioﬁ'personnel for information than did farmers
with fewer years of formal education. In contrast to other sources of
information, farmers who were not members of a cooperative showed
greater reliance on Extension personnel for information than did cooper-
ative members.

Other personal contacts received an average score of 1.16. Differ-
ences in mean scores were not significant between farm size, age, educa-

tion or cooperative membership groups.
Meetings

The average importance score given to the annual member meeting was
2.81, This rated third highest among farmers and first by cooperative
managers in order of importance. The differences in mean scores were
significant between farm sizes. Operators of larger farms gave higher

importance to the annual meeting than did operators of smaller farms,
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Older farmers were lass inclined to rely on the annual meeting for
information than were farmers in general. Differences between educa-
tion groups were not significant, however. Cooperative members were
more likely to give a higher importance score to the annual member
meeting than were non-member farmers.

District member meetings received an average score of 1.73 for all
respondents. Larger farmers gave more importance to this source of
information than did smaller farmers, while there were no significant
differences in mean scores between the various age groups. Farmers with
college degrees were significantly more inclined to rate these meetings
as being important to them than%were the other farmers. Cooperative
members also rated district mee;ings higher than non-members.

Service club or church héetings were given an average score of 1,58
by all farmers. This source of information was ranked twenty-fourth by
farmers and nineteenth by cooperative managers. Larger farmers rated
this source higher than smaller farmers, also, younger farmers rated
these meetings highér than older farmers. The differences in mean
scores between education or membership groups were not significant.

The average score given to other meetings was 1.13. This source of
information was rated twenty-ninth by farmers and thirtieth by coopera-
tive managers. The differences in mean scores for any. of the demo-

graphic characteristics were not significant.
Press, Radio and Television

The average score for cooperative magazines was 2.92, which was the
highest among the printed material sources. Farmers ranked these

magazines second in importance among all information sources, while
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cooperative managers ranked their magazines as only their sixteenth most
important channel to reach farmers with. Differences in mean scores
showed that larger farmers had more reliance on such magazines than did
smaller farmers. Farmers over 65 years old had less reliance on cooper-
ative magazines than did other farmers. Those with fewer years of
formal education also placed less reliance on these magazines than did
farmers with more years of education. Non-member farmers also placed
less importance on such magazines than did cooperative members.

Cooperative newsletters scored an average importance of 2.63.
Larger farmers relied more on this source than did smaller farmers,
while differences between age and educational categories were not
significant. Farmers who were gopperative members placed greater
importance on these newsletters than did non-member farmers.

Special flyers was scored an average of 2.31 by all survey respond-
ents. Larger farmers, college educated farmers and cooperative members
had significantly higher importance scores than did their respective
counterparts. Differences in mean scores between the age categories
were not significant.

Magazine articles about cooperatives received an average score of

2.52 for all respondents. This means that it averaged slightly more
than "of little importance" in informing farmers about. cooperatives.
The differences in mean scores were not significant in either the farm
size or age groups. Farmers with college educations, however, did show
significantly higher scores than did farmers with fewer years of formal
education. Also, farmers who were cooperative mermbers gave greater

importance to magazine articles than did non-member farmers.
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“Newspaper articles about cooperatives were scored an average of
2.46. This is slightly below the average score for magazine articles.
The differences in mean scores between the various demographic cate-
gories are the same as for magazine articles, with the exception of the
education groups, where there were no significant differences for news-
paper articles.

Newspaper advertisements received an average importance score of
2.34., Farmers ranked this source twelfth in importance of informing
them about cooperatives, while cooperative managers had ranked it as
their fourth most important communication channel to farmers. The
differences in mean scores between farm size, age, or education groups
were not significant, but farmers who were cooperative members did give
significantly more importance fo newspaper ads than did non-member
farmers.

Cooperative pamphlets received an average score of 2.33, with
farmers having over 1,000 acres scoring it significantly higher than
farmers having under 200 acres. Farmers over sixty-five years old gave
these pamphlets less importance than other age groups, while college
educated farmers gave greater importance than did eighth grade graduates.
Cooperative members also showed significantly greater reliance on these
pamphlets than did non-members.

University pamphlets were scored slightly below "of little impor-
tance" at 1.97. Farmers with larger operations, younger farmers, and
those with college educations were all significantly higher in their
scoring than their respective counterparts. Cooperative members showed

a tendency to rate university pamphlets higher also.
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- Government (USDA) pamphlets were slightly below university pam-
phlets, with an average score of 1.93. No significant differences were
detected in the mean scores between farm size or age groups. Farmers
with college degrees did give higher scores than those with fewer years
of formal education, but differences in mean scores for membership
categories were not significant.

Pamphlets published by business organizations and associations
received an average score of 1.80. Larger farmers relied more on these
publications than did smaller farmers, but farmers over sixty-five were
less inclined to rely on them than other ages of farmers. The mean
scores for cooperative members were higher than non-members, but the
educational groups showed no significant differences.

Other printed materia]siﬁere rated last among the printed sources
of information with an average score of 1.13. There were no significant
differences in mean scores between any of the demographic categories.

Radio programs sponsored by cooperatives received an average score
of 2.38., This source of information was ranked tenth in importance by
farmers and sixth by cooperative managers. The differences in rankings
by the two groups is much Tike that found in newspaper advertisements
and could be the result of the two media being used essentially for the
same purposes by cooperatives. Farmers with larger operations rated
radio programs higher than did smaller farmers. College educated
farmers also rated these programs higher than those farmers with fewer
years of formal education. Differences in mean scores between age and
membership groups were not significant.

Television programs sponsored by cooperatives received the same

average score as radio programs, 2.38. Differences in mean scores for
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farms size however, were not significantly different. Younger farmers
did feel that these programs had more importance to them than did older
farmers, but differences between the education and cooperative member-

ship groups were not significant.
Sponsored Activities

Tours of cooperative plants received an average score of 2.13.
This was the highest rated sponsored activity but it was only rated
fifteenth among all information sources in importance. Larger farmers,
college educated farmers and cooperative members all placed more impor-
tance on these tours than did their respective counterparts. Older
farmers, however, placed less importance on these tours than did the
other ages of farmers.

Participation in 4-H activities was scored 1.85 by all respondents.
This was ranked only nineteenth by farmers and fifth by cooperative
managers in importance. The mean scores for farm size showed no signif-
icant differences, but younger farmers gave 4-H participation a signi%—
icantly higher ranking than older farmers. This could be partially due
to the greater emphasis on cooperatives in 4-H programs in the last
twenty-five years. College educated tarmers also rated 4-H participa-
tion higher and this cpu?d be associated to the age differences, since
most college educated farmers are the younger ones. Cooperative members
also gave greater importance scores to 4-H activities than did non-
members.

Participation in vocational agriculture classes in high school was
scored an average of 1.68 by respondents. Larger farmers and college

educated farmers rated this participation more importantly than their
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respective counterparts. O0lder farmers were significantly less inclined
to rely on such classes than other farmers. This could be due to the
same circumstances discussed for 4-H. No significant differences were
discovered between the cooperative membership categories.

Participation in F.F.A. activities also received an average impor-
tance score of 1.68. There were no differences in scores between farm
size categories, but older farmers were less inclined to rely on such
activities for their information about cooperatives. College educated
farmers and cooperative members gave higher scores to F.F.A, activities
than did their counterparts.

College short courses were. scored an average of 1.39 by all
respondents. Larger farmers, college educated farmers, and cooperative
members all gave significantiy higher importance scores to these courses
than did their respective counterparts. Farmers under thirty-five also
gave higher scores than did the other age groups.

College regular courses were scored slightly Tower at 1.37. The
differences in mean scores followed the same patterns as those discussed
in the college short course discussion.

Participation in cooperative speaking and essay contests were
scored an average of 1.34 by all respondents. The differences in mean
scores also followed the same patterns as in the college course informa-
tion sources.

Participation in other activities was ranked last among all infor-
mation sources with an average score of 1.06., None of the mean scores
for any of the various demographic categories had any significant

di fferences.



Table III-12

Relative Ranking of Information Sources by Average

Importance Scores, All Respondents, Kansas
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1977 1964 19772
Farmer Farmer Cooperative
Information Attitude Attitude Information
Source Survey Survey Survey
Talking with a cooperative
manager, fieldman, or employee 1 1 2
Cooperative magazine 2 3 16
Annual member meeting 3 2 1
Talking with neighbor or friends 4 5 =P
Talking with a cooperative member 5 4 8
Cooperative newsletter 6 6 9
Magazine articles about
cooperatives 7 9 26
Newspaper articles about
cooperatives 8 8 11
Talking with a cooperative
director 9 7 3
Radio programs spongored by
cooperatives 10 10 6
Television programs sponsored
by cooperatives 11 12 17
Newspaper advertisements 12 13 4
Cooperative pamphlets - - 13 11 13
Special flyers 14 14 12
Tours of cooperative plants 15 15 ’4
University pamphlets 16 20 -
Government pmaphlets 17 16 P
Talking with Extension Service
personnel 18 18 18
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Table III-12--Continued

1977 1964 1977°

Farmer Farmer Cooperative
Information Attitude Attitude Information
Source Survey Survey Survey
4-H Club activities 19 22 5
Business organization pamphlets 20 21 D
District member meetings 21 19 22
Yocational agricultural classes 22 25 14
F.F.A. participation 23 24 10
Service club or church meeting 24 23 19
College shart courses _ 25 27 .
College regular courses | 26 28 23
'Cooperative public speaking v
and essay contests 27 26 25
Other personal contacts 28 29 20
Other meetings 29 30 15
Other printed material 30 17 24
Other sponsored act{vities 31 31 21

Mi1ton L. Manuel, Allen L. Hurley and Richard Phillips,
Information Programs Used by Kansas Farmer Cooperatives, forthcoming
extension publication, Kansas Agr. Expt. Sta., Kansas State University,
Manhattan, Kansas.

bThese information .sources were not included in the-survey of
cooperative managers and therefore, could not be ranked.
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CHAPTER IV

FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH DIFFERENCES
IN ATTITUDES

One of the primary objectives of this study was to determine those
factors which influenced farm operators attitudes toward cooperatives in
1977. Some individua] farmers had very favorable attitudes toward
cooperatives and some had highly unfavorable attitudes. Certainly,
there must be reasons for such yaried differences in attitudes among
Kansas farm operators. Mu]tipTé regression analysis was used to deter-
mine those characteristics of i&dfviduaI farmers which can be associated
with differences in their attitudes toward cooperatives. Four regres-
sion equations were developed using four separate attitude indexes as
dependent variables. These indexes were, General Attitude (Index 15};
Nature Attitude (Index 14); Policy Attitude (Index 13); Role Attitude
(Index 12). Each of these four indexes was taken to be a function of
twelve different characteristics about the respondents. The form of the

regression equation can be expressed as:

Y = (X, X5 X X

3* 12)

The definitions for each of the variables are shown in Tables IV-1 =

IV-4, Note that five of the independent variables are other indexes,
each dealing with the same subject category as the dependent variable.
The other seven independent variables are demographic characteristics

about each respondent.
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Table IV-1

Definiﬁions of Variables Used in Combined Attitude
Regression Equation, Kansas, 1977

Variable Definition
Y1 Index of attitude toward cooperatives in general
X] Index of attitude toward local cooperatives
X2 Index of over-all understanding of cooperatives
X3 Index of over-all knowledge of cooperatives
X4 Index of feeling toward cooperatives in general
X5 Index of opinion toward cooperatives in general
X6 Area of state
X7 Size of farming operation
X8 Age of farm Eperator
X9 | Level of education of farm operaﬁor
X10 Cooperative membership
XH Father a cooperative member
X12 Cooperative patronage
Table IV-2
Definitions of Variables Used in Nature Attitude
Regression Equation, Kansas, 1977
Variable Definition
Y2 Inde§.of attitude toward the natureﬂqf cooperatives
X1 Indéx of attitude toward nature of local cooperative
X2 Index of understanding toward nature of cooperatives
X3 Index of knowledge toward nature of cooperatives
X4 Index of feeling toward nature of cooperatives
XS Index of opinion regarding nature of cooperatives
X, - X Same as in Table IV-1
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Table IV-3

Definitions of Variables Used in Role Attitude

Regression Equation, Kansas, 1977

Variable

Definition
Index of attitude toward the role of cooperatives

Index of attitude toward the rgle of local
cooperatives

Index of understanding toward the role of
cooperatives

Index of knowledge toward the nature of cooperatives
Index of feeling toward the role of cooperatives

Index of opinion regarding the role of cooperatives

Same as in T&b]e Iv-1

Table IV-4

Definitions of Variables Used in Policy Attitude

Regression Equation, Kansas, 1977

Variable

Y

4

Definition

Index of attitude toward the public policies of
cooperatives

Index of attitude toward policies of local
cooperatives

Index of understanding toward policies of
cooperatives = i

Index of knowledge toward policies of cooperatives
Index of feeling toward the policies of cooperatives
Index of opinion regarding policies of cooperatives

Same as in Table IV-1
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-Table IV-5 shows the regression coefficients for each of the
independent variables (X.I - X]Z) in the four regression equations. A1l
of the coefficients are positive, except for those which are preceded by
a minus sign, and those are negative. The level of significance for
each regression coefficient is indicated by the subscript beside it.17

The test used to determine if the regression coefficient is signifi-

cantly different from zero was the two-tail t-statistic, where;

Hy: b = zero
Hy: b # zero
Test statistic is t =L
3t
5 E =
where: 5 = _u___z_ and s ) =\[(E(Y = ;) )
| y 2
and (Y - Y)z = z(Y - ?)2 _ [E(X - X) - (Yz_ 1
(X - X)
Wetpa-22 2% Epy.p Accept H
Otherwise Re ject H0

Also shown in Table IV-5 is the coefficient of determination (Rz) values
for each of the four regression equations. These coefficients indicate
the percentage of varigtfon in the dependent variable that is explained
by variation in the independent variable.

The correlation coefficients for all variables used in the regres-

sion analysis are shown in Appendix Table C-1.

17A level of significance of .01 would indicate that there is a
one percent, or less, chance of Type I error. Type I error occurs when
it is said that a coefficient is significantly different from zero,
while in fact, it is not.
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Table IV-5

Regression Coefficients of Relationship Between Attitude Indexes
and Respondent Characteristics, Kansas, 1977

Attitude Attitude Attitude Attitude

in toward toward toward
General Nature Role Policy
Local Attitude 5342 .5942 .878° .4202
Understanding .1512 027 -.004d 2132
Knowledge -.002% .0582 - JoTes .0512
Feeling .034° .0382 .069%  -.183?
Opinion .006° 0128 .010° -.omn®
Area of the State et Lose® Lore? Li3ed
Size of Farm Operation 12717 Ja72% 0 Los8f .-
Age of Farm Operator ©  .052° .137° 1898 -.374¢
Level of Education 2645 -, 448¢ 593" —
Cooperative Membership REE -.291° .3642 .7102
Father a Cooperative Mbr 1758 .439d .0198 -.567d
Cooperative Patronage -.192° -.451° 7R .360°
(Y intercept) 9.552 16.526 1.808 17.376
R? 52.874  73.849  89.964  51.558
R 72.714%  85.935%  94.849%  71.804°

aSigm’ﬁcant at 01 probability level.
bSigniﬁ'cant at .05 probability level.
“Significant at .10 probability Tevel.
dSigm'ficant at .20 probability level.

Not significant.
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Discussion of the Relationships Found

Some highly significant relationships were found to exist in 1977
between the attitudes of Kansas farm operators toward cooperatives and
the twelve characteristics utilized in this analysis. In terms of
explained variation, the twelve independent variables explained 52.9 per-
cent of the variation in combined attitudes toward cooperatives,

73.9 percent of the variation in attitudes toward the nature and
operation of cooperatives, 90.0 percent of the variation in attitudes
toward the role of cooperatives, and 51.6 percent of the variation in
attitudes toward public policies affecting cooperatives.

In each of the four regression equations, nearly all of the total

R2

value was accounted for by the. first independent‘variab]e, local
attitude index. In the equation for combined attitudes toward coopera-
tives, the local attitude index accounted for all but 3.3 percent of the
total explained variation in the dependent variable. For the equation
concerning nature attitudes, the Tocal nature attitude accounted for all
but 1.8 percent of ﬁhe total explained variation. The local attitude
index accounted for all but 1.0 percent of the explained variation for
attitudes toward role of cooperatives. In the equation for policy
attitudes, the local attitude accounted for all but 12.3 percent of the
total explained variation.

The regression coefficients for local attitudes in the four equa-
tions were all highly significant and positively correlated with the
over-all attitudes. An increase of 10.0 points in the local attitude
score would be associated with an increase in attitude scores of 5.34
points for combined attitudes toward cooperatives, 5.54 points for

attitudes toward the nature of cooperatives, 2.78 points for attitudes
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toward the role of cooperatives, and 4.20 points to attitudes toward
public policies affecting cooperatives. Such strong casual relation-
ships between attitudes toward the local cooperative and attitudes
toward cooperatives in general, indicate that farmers base their judge-
ments about cooperatives mainly upon their experiences with local
cooperatives, This evidence gives emphasis to the need for a strong and
active member relations program built around the local organization.

The regression coefficient for local policy attitude indicated that the
local organizations are not so strongly linked to cooperatives in
general in the public policy area. This may be an area where educa-
tional and promotional programs: could be handled more effectively with
some help from regional cooperatives,

" The regression coefficiénfs for XZ, the index of understanding,
indicated a highly significant relationship between the level of under-
standing farmers have of cooperatives and the attitudes they hold in
only two of the equations. The understanding scores for combined
attitudes and policy attitudes were significant at the .001 Tevel and
were positively related to favorable attitudes. An increase in under-
standing of 10.0 points would cause the combined attitude index to
increase by 1.51 points and the policy attitude index to increase by
2.13 points. The strong relationship between good understanding and
favorable public policy attitude should be of interest to cooperative
leaders. It emphasizes the importance of a strong and effective member
education program in the public policy area. The coefficient for under-
standing in the other two equations, role attitude and nature attitude,

were neither significant, nor stable in their sign. The level of



understanding did not seem to affect farmers attitudes in these two
areas concerning cooperatives.

The regression coefficients for X3 indicated that professed knowl-
edge had only a small influence on farmers attitudes toward cooperatives.
For the combined attitude equation, the knowledge coefficient was not
significant at any level. Profession of knowledge did appear to have a
highly significant association to favorable attitudes toward the nature
of cooperatives. An increase of 10.0 percent of the factual questions
about which some knowledge was professed results in a more favorable
nature attitude of 0.58 points. Knowledge appeared to be negatively
related to attitudes toward the role of cooperatives. The level of
significance at .20 is somewhat questionable, however. The coefficient
shéwed that professing knowledge 6n 10.0 percent more factual questions
would reduce role attitudes by only 0.12 points. The coefficient for
knowledge in ihe policy attitude equation was significant at the .01
level and was positively related to favorable policy attitudes. This
supports earlier findings that those who know and understand coopera-
tives tend to have more favorable attitudes toward public policies
affecting them.

The coefficients for X4, strength of feelings, were mixed in their
direction, as well as, their significance. However, all _can be
considered to have a fairly significant influence on attitudes. An
increase of 10.0 points in the score for strength of feeling would be
associated with an increase in the score for combined attitudes of 0.34
points, a 0.38 point increase in the index of nature attitude, an
increase of 0.69 points in the role attitude index, and a decrease of

1.83 points in the policy attitude index. The significant negative
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relationship between strength of feelings and policy attitudes would
indicate that those farmers with negative attitudes hold strong feelings
about their convictions. This could be of some concern to cooperative
leaders, in that, unfavorable policies affecting cooperatives could be
initiated by a minority of farmers with negative attitudes, who also
hold strong feelings about those attitudes.

The coefficients for X5, willingness to express an opinion, were
not significant at any level and did not appear to be associated with
any change in the four over-all attitude indexes.

In Tooking at the demographic characteristics concerning Kansas
farm operators, we see that the. area of the state in which the farmer
lives had no, or only questionable, association to his attitudes. The
coefficients for area of the-state, X6 were not significant in the
combined attitude and nature attitude equations. The coefficients were
significant in the role and policy attitude equations, but only at the
questionable level of .20.

The size of farming operation, X7, also appeared to have no rela-
tionship to farmers attitudes towards cooperatives. The coefficients
were not statistically significant in any of the equations. This is in
spite of the fact that operators of larger farms had significantly more
favorable attitudes than operators of smaller farms.

The coefficients for XS’ the age of the farm operator, are mixed in
their statistical significance. Age did not appear to be in the nature
attitude scores. Age was significant at the .10 level and positively
correlated to favorable attitudes toward the role of cooperatives. This
would indicate that the older the farmer was, the more favorable his

attitude toward the role of the cooperative in the community. This can
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be justified by the fact the more older farmers may have lived in times
before cooperatives were founded in their area and are more aware of the
service initiation and increased free-market competition brought on by
many cooperatives. Younger farmers are more likely to have grown up
taking cooperatives for granted as another business establishment and
may be Tess aware of the cooperatives true role in helping farmers.
Increased age seemed to have a negative effect on attitudes toward the
public policies affecting cooperatives, although the statistical signifi-
cance of the coefficient was questionable. If this relationship does
exist, it would indicate that younger farmers would be more open to
favorable public policies affecting cooperatives.

| The coefficients for Xg, 1gye1 of education, indicated that the
relationship between education and the combined attitude toward coopera-
tives was positive, but not statistically significant. Increased
education appeared to have a negative relationship with attitudes toward
the nature and operation of cooperatives. The coefficient was of
questionable éigniffcance at the .20 level, but still this factor should
be of concern to cooperative leaders and educators involved in the
cooperative movement, Increased education appeared to have just the
opposite effect on attitudes toward the role of cooperatives. The
coefficients in this equation showed there was a positive association
and that it was at a fairly high level of significance. Apparently,
educators are doing a good job of helping farmers develop positive
attitudes toward the nature of cooperatives. Education bore no rela-
tionship to attitudes toward public policy affecting cooperatives.

It could be logically expected that membership in cooperatives

would have a positive effect on farmers attitudes toward those
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cooperatives. However, this was not necessarily the case. The coeffi-
cients for xlo, cooperative membership, showed a highly significant
positive relationship in only two of the four regression equations.
These were the equations for role attitude and policy attitude, where
their coefficients of .364 and .710, respectively, were significant at
the .01 Tevel, Membership coefficients were not significant in the
other two equations, combined attitudes and nature attitudes. The
coefficient for nature attitude even indicated that a negative relation-
ship may have been present. It is probable, that with cooperative
membership, the cause and effect works in reverse, or from Y to X.
Farmers will join more cooperatjves because they already have favorable
attitudes toward them and not chause the act of joining the cooperative
causes attitudes to become mdré favorable,

While being a cooperative membér appeared to have at least some
relationship with favorable attitudes toward the role of cooperatives,
the coefficients for XH show that the same was not necessarily true
wnen the father of the respondent had been a cooperative member. The
coefficient for the father being a member in the role equation was
positively correlated but not statistically significant. The coeffi-
cient associating the father being a member with combined attitudes was
not statistically significant either., The father being a member was
positively re1ated to favorable nature attitudes although the Tlevel of
significance was questionable at the .20 level, but in this case, the
two variables were negatively associated. This indicates that fathers
may have passed negative attitudes toward policies affecting coopera-
tives on to their member sons. It might be an important consideration

when planning future educational programs.
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- Cooperative patronage was not a significant factor in helping to
explain the attitudes of Kansas farmers in 1977. The coefficients did
not exhibit either a statistical significance or a consistent relation-
ship to the various attitudes. Part of this lack of association might
be explained by the small percentage of farmers involved in this cate-
gory, only 9.1 percent of all surveyed who were not already members of a
cooperative. The question pertaining to cooperative patronage dealt

only with those farmers who were not members of a cocperative,

Comparison of 1977 and 1964 Regression Analysis

Another important objective of this study is to compare the rela-
tionships found between the characteristics of the respondents and their
attitudes toward cooperativeérin 1977 to those relationships which had
been found to exist in 1964. To accomplish this objective, multiple
regression analysis was performed on the 1964 survey results. Again,
four regressijon equations were developed using the same attitude indexes
for dependent variables as in the 1977 equations. The variables used in
the 1964 equations are summarized in Tables IV-6 through IV-9., Note
that only nine dependent variables were used in the 1964 equations, as
opposed to twelve in 1977. This was due to the fact that questions
concermning the farmer's Tlevel of education and the father's membership
in cooperatives had not been asked in the earlier survey. Also, irregu-
larities in the data concerning cooperative patronage made it unuseable
for the 1964 regression equations. All other dependent variables were
the same for the two sets of equations. The 1964 regression coeffi-
cients and their corresponding level of significance are shown in

Table IV-10. A1l coefficients are positive except those preceded by a
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Table IV-6

Definitions of Variables Used in Combined Attitude
Regression Equation, Kansas, 1964

Variable

Index
Index
Index
Index
Index

Index

Definition
of attitude toward cooperatives in general
of attitude toward local cooperative
of over-all understanding of cooperatives
of over-all knowledge of cooperatives
of feeling toward cooperatives in general

of opinion regarding cooperatives in general

Area of the state

Size of farming operation

Age of farm-épérator

Cooperative membership

Table IV-7

Definitions of Variables Used in Nature Attitude
Regression Equation, Kansas, 1964

Variable

Index
Index
Indéx
Index
Index

Index

Definition
of attitude toward the nature of cooperatives
of attitude toward nature of local cooperative
of understanding toward nature of cooperatives
of knowledge toward nature of cooperatives
of feeling toward nature of cooperatives

of opinion regarding nature of cooperatives

Same as in Table IV-6




Table IV-8

Definitions of Variables Used in Role Attitude

Regression Equation, Kansas, 1964

Variable

Definition
Index of attitude toward the role of cooperatives
Index of attitude toward role of local cooperative
Index of understanding toward role of cooperatives
Index of knowledge toward role of cooperatives
Index of feeling toward role of cooperatives
Index of opinion regarding role of cooperatives

Same as in Table IV-6

" Table IV-9

Definitions of Variables Used in Policy Attitude

Regression Equation, Kansas, 1964

Variable

Y

4

Definition

Index of attitude toward public po]iéies affecting
cooperatives

Index of attitude toward policies affecting local
cooperatives

Index of understanding of policies affecting
cooperatives

Index of knowledge of policies affecting cooperatives

Index of feeling toward policies affecting
cooperatives

Index of opinion regarding policies affecting
cooperatives

Same as in Table IV-6
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Regression Coefficients of Relationship Between Attitude Indexes
and Respondent Characteristics, Kansas, 1964

Attitude Attitude Attitude Attitude
in toward toward toward
General Nature Role Policy
X; Local Attitude .564° .5752 .8982 L4242
X, Understanding 1402 .038°  -.008® .2172
X; Knowledge -.029¢ 0058 B 0562
X, Feeling .024° 0517 0682  -.1832
X Opinfon .0314 028 -.0122  -.051°
X Area of the State 1218 -.038% .045°% .076%
X, Size of Farm Operation -.298% -.394% .016% -.133°%
Xg Age of Farm Operator .802¢ .340° 5629 -.6agt
Xg Cooperative Membership 1.088°2 .6922 .4302 1.243%
a (Y intercept) 6.960 16.970 2.550 17.686
G 60.298 76.293 90.668 62,262
R 77.652%  87.348%  95.220%®  78.906%

Significant at .01 probability level.

OSignificant at .05 probability level.

cSigniﬁ’cant at .10 probability level.

955 gnificant at .20 probability level.

SNot significant.
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minus sign, and those are negative. The coefficients of determination
(R2 values) are also shown in Table IV-10. The inter-item correlation
coefficients for all variables used in the 1964 analysis are shown in

Appendix Table C-2.

Discussion of the Relationships Found

Significant relationships were found to have existed in 1964
between the characteristics utilized in the analysis and the attitudes
of farm operatofs toward cooperatives. Some similarities, and a few
important dissimilarities were found to exist in the factors which had
influenced attitudes in 1964 as compared to 1977.

The first comparison was how well the regression equations perform
in explaining variation in tﬁe'dependent variable. Even though the 1964
equations had contained three fewer independent variables, the R2 values
in all four equations were higher than those generated in 1977. For
combined attitudes, 60.3 percent of the variation had been explained in
1964 as opposed to 52.9 percent in 1977. In the nature attitude
equation, 76.3 percent of the variation had been explained in 1964, and
only 73.9 percent in 1977. Explained variation was nearly the same for
the two years for role attitude, 90.7 percent in 1964 and 90.0 percent
in 1977. The policy attitude equation for 1964 had provided a much
better explanation at 62.3 percent than did the 1977 equation with
51.6 percent of the variation explained.

Most of the higher R values for 1964 had been caused by higher R®
values for the first independent variable, local attitude index. While
nearly all of the total explained variation in the 1977 equations was

contributed by the local attitude index, an even greater share of the
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total explained variation was contributed by the local attitude in 1964.
In the combined attitude equation, local attitude accounted for all but
3.2 percent of total explained variation. For nature attitude, the
local attitude accounted for all but 2.9 percent of total explained
variation. The local attitude accounted for all but 0.7 percent of
total explained variation on role attitude. For policy attitude the
local attitude accounted for all but 15.6 percent of the total R® value.
The regression coefficients for local attitudes in the 1964 equations
were all significant and positively correlated with over-all attitudes.
The coefficients were also slightly larger than those found in the 1977
equations. This information seems to indicate that while farmers were
stil] basing their. judgements on cooperatives primarily from experiences
with their local cooperativeé,‘the relationship had been slightly
stronger in 1964,

The coefficients for X2 showed that the level of understanding had
about the same influence on attitudes for both years. The coefficients
were highly significant and positively correlated in two of the 1964
equations, combined attitudes and policy attitude. The coefficient of
understanding in the nature attitude equation lost some significance as
we went from 1964 to 1977. The level of understanding did not appear to
have a significant influence on attitudes toward the role of coopera-
tives in either year. In general, it appears that increasing the
farmer's level of understanding did not have as much impact on his
attitudes in 1977 as it would have in 1964.

The coefficients for X3, profession of knowledge, were mixed in the
direction of their association, as well as, in their statistical signifi-

cance for the two years. Knowledge did not have a significant
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association to the combined attitude index for 1977, but it had shown a
negative relationship in 1964, although the significance was question-
able at the .20 level. In the equation for nature attitude, the
knowledge coefficient indicated a highly significant positive relation-
ship in the 1977 study, but no significant relationship in the 1964
study. Knowledge also provided no significant relationship to role
attitudes in the 1964 equation, but it did have a negative association
that was significant at the .20 level in 1977, The coefficients for
knowledge associated with policy attitudes were highly significant and
positively correlated in both years. The 1964 knowledge coefficient had
been significant at the .001 level while the 1977 coefficient was
significant at the .01 level. This information seems to indicate that
the profession of knowledge did have a limited effect on certain aspects
of attitudes toward cooperatives, But its effects and change from 1964
to 1977 was inconsistent.

The coefficients for X4, strength of feelings, indicated a highly
consistent relationship for this variable between the two studies. The
feeling coefficients in all eight equations showed a high level of
significance, The strength of respondents feelings were positively
associated with combined attitudes, nature attitudes, and role attitude.
Role attitude showed the greatest association between the two variables
for both years. An increase in the strength of feeling of 10.0 points
would cause an increase in role attitude of 0.69 points in 1977 and 0.68
points in 1964. The coefficients generated for feeling in the policy
attitude equation were exactly the same for the two years. Both coeffi-
cients were highly significant and negatively correlated. This indi-

cated that those farmers with negative attitudes toward cooperatives
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held stronger feelings about those attitudes in 1964 and still do in
1977. 1t may take very specialized public relations programs to help
neutralize such strong feelings for those with negative attitudes.

The coefficients for x5, willingness to express an opinion, were
not statistically significant in any of the four 1977 equations. The
coefficients for this variable had been, however, highly significant in
two of the 1964 equations. Those were the nature attitude and the
policy attitude equations. The coefficient in the combined attitude
equation was significant, but only at the questionable level of .20.

The association between willingness to express an opinion and policy
attitude had been negative for 1964, indicating that those with unfavor-
able attitudes were more vocal about their opinions. Even though a
similar negative re]ationshiﬁ Qas found for 1977, it was not great
enough to be significant. |

Comparing the demographic characteristics for farmers in 1964 and
1977 we see that coefficients for X6, area of the state, and X?, size of
farming operation were not significantly related to any of the over-all
attitudes studied in either year.

Age of the farm operator, X8’ appeared to be only questionably
related to any of the four attitudes studied for both years.

Cooperative membership was the only demographic characteristic to
vary in its relationship to the attitudes between the two studies. For
1977, cooperative membership did not have a significant influence on the
combined attitude or the nature attitude indexes. In 1964, however,
cooperative membership had shown a highly significant relationship. The
coefficients for role and policy attitude were significant in both

year's equations, at .001 level in 1964 and .01 level in 1977. There
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appeared to be a reduction in the values of the regression coefficients
for this variable between the two years in all four equations. The
impact of those reduced regression coefficients was partially neutral-
ized by the greater percentages of farmers who belonged to cooperatives
in 1977 as compared to 1964. It still should be taken as an important
point that even membership in the cooperative does not guarantee
favorable attitudes and that continued active member relations programs
are a must.

Information Sources Associated with
Changes 1n Attitudes

Kansas farm operators were asked to indicate how important each of
thirty-one differeﬁt sources of information about céoperatives were to
them. The mean scores for these information sources, as well as a
discussion of their differences, are presented in Chapter III.

Farmers indicated a fairly heavy reliance on many of the informa-
tion sources for their information about cooperatives, but without
additional analysis, it is difficult to determine how much influence
those sources had on farmers' attitudes. Multiple regression analysis
was used to estimate the relationships between the attitudes of Kansas
farmers and their reliance on various sources of information about
cooperatives. The formulation of the regression equatiohs uséd in the
analysis was similar to that of the equations used comparing respondent
characteristics to attitudes, earlier in this chapter. Four equations
were developed with the same dependent variables as before; combined
attitude index, nature attitude index, role attitude index, and policy

attitude index. The independent variables in this analysis were the
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thirty-one sources of information from Section IV of the questionnaire.
All four regression equations used the same information sources as
independent variable. The four dependent variables were taken to be a
joint function of the thirty-one information sources. The equation can

be expressed as;

Y = f(X), Xy, X X

30 +or X3q)

Definitions for sources of information, as well as partial regres-
sion coefficients for each source, are shown in Table IV-11. The level
of significance for each coefficient is shown by the subscript beside it.
Those coefficients preceded by a minus sign indicate a negative relation-
ship between the information source and the attitude index. Those
coefficients withoﬁt a minus .sign indicate a positiQe relationship.

The coefficient of determination (Rz) values are also shown in
Table IV-11. Note that the explained variation was quite small and much
lower than in the earlier regression analysis. Total explained varia-
tion was 29.3 perceqt for the combined attitude equation, 25.3 percent
for the nature attitude equation, 32.4 percent of the variation in the
role attitude index and only 19.3 percent for the policy attitude index.
Over half of the total explained variation in the combined, nature, and
role attitude equations was explained by variation in reliance upon the
cooperative manager and employees for information. In the po]fcy
attitude equation, over half of the total explained variation was
explained by variation in reliance upon the annual member meeting for

information about cooperatives.
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Table IV-11

Regression Coefficients of Relationship Between Attitude Indexes
and Information Sources, 1977

Attitude Attitude Attitude Attitude

in toward toward toward
General Nature Role Policy
X1 Talking with cooperative 5 4 5 P
manager and employees 1.93 230 3.21 1.06
X Talking with cooperative
2 director 0.72¢ 0.94° -0.14° 1.19°
X Talking with cooperative
3 member 0.70% 7.45° 0.62° 0.85¢
X Talking with neighbors
% or friends 1,898 -2.16° -174b -1.44C
XS Talking with Extensiaon , d a c e
Service personnel . 0.54 0.14 0.89 0.08
XS Talking with other & & # b
personal contacts 0.62 0.43 -0.39 11
X7 Annual member meeting 1.02°8 0.61° 1.308 1.702
Xq District member meeting 0.88° 1.582 0.61° 0.13%
X Service club or church
9 meeting -0.53%  .0.41®  -0.a8® 0.17°
Xig Other meetings 1,342 1.72¢ 2.03° 0.45°
x]] Cooperative magazine 1.34b 1.04b 1.792 0.97b
X12 Cooperative newsletter 1.372 1.722 1.912 O.GSd
X;3 Special flyers 0.1  -0.43° -0.53% —omef
X14 Newspaper articles ?.lgd -0.44° —0.87d 0.07°
X]S Magazine articles 0.93d S ].63b S
X16 Newspaper advertisements -0.23° -0.418 -0.15% e
X Pamphlets published by
17" cooperati ves 2.04° 1789 1.14° 1.872
X Pamphlets published by
18 business organizations s -0.12% 0.56° -0.07°
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Attitude Attitude Attitude Attitude
in toward toward toward
General Nature Role Policy
Xig University pamphlets 0.8a8  0.428 o022 -0.70°
X5y Government (USDA) pamph. 0.28° -0.14¢ -0.16° ot
Xy, Other printed material  -1.66%  -2.81°  -1.86°  -0.36°
X Radio programs sponsored

22 by a cooperative 0.82b -0.40°% 0.74% -0.26°
X Television program

23 sponsored by a coop. 0.38% 1.07d 0.45b 1.0?d
X Tours of cooperative

2% facilities 0.86° 2.81° 1.00° 0.46°
x25 Participation in coopera-

tive speaking or essay = d d a g
contest -1.20 -1.15 -0.72 -0.27
X Participation in Vo-ag |

26 Classes 0.67° 0.08° o -0.07°
Xy College short courses -1.66°  -2.28%  -0.34° 1.18°
X28 College regular courses 0.38° 1.32° -1.20b -0.19%
X Participation in F.F.A.

23 activities -0,36%  -0.%0° 0.442  -0.10°
Ky Participation/4-H activ. — ----% -0.29° -0.15° 0.09%
X3y Other activities -0.45°% -1.33° -0.59°% -0.20°
a (Y intercept) 36.05 37.12 38.63 33.01

R 29.33 25.26 32.42 19.28
R 54.16° 50.26° 56.94°% 43.91°

aSignificant at
bSignificant at
CSigm‘ficant at
dSignificant at
Not significant.

.01 probabitity level.
.05 probability level,
.10 probability level.
.20 probability level.
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" Information Sources Associated with
Favorable Attitudes

Talking with a Cooperative
Manager or Employee

Talking with a cooperative manager, fieldman, or employee had a
definite positive influence on the attitudes of farmers. The coeffi-
cients for this information source were significant at the .001 level.
Relying on the cooperative manager and employees for information had the
greatest effect on role attitude, where a one point increase in the
importance score caused an increase in the role attitude index by 3.2
points. Talking with the cooperative manager had the least influence on

policy attitude, but the coeffiﬁient was still high}y significant.

Annual Member Meeting

Those farmers relying on the annual member meeting for information
about cooperatives had significantly better attitudes. The annual
meeting had a significant influence on three of the four regression
equations. It was not a significant factor in the attitude toward
nature and operation of cooperatives. This may be of some ccncern since
one of the main purposes of the annual meeting is to inform members of
the operational results of their cooperative. The regression coeffi-
cients for annual member meeting were largest for poliey- attitude, where
a one point increase in importance caused a 1.7 point increase in policy

attitude.

Cooperative Newsletter

Reliance on the cooperative newsletter for information about

cooperatives was associated with favorable attitudes. This was
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especially true for the nature attitude and role attitude equations,
where a one point increase in importance caused a 1.7 point and 1.9
point increase, respectively, in those attitude scores. Reliance upon
the cooperative newsletter for information was not associated so highly
with favorable attitudes toward policies affecting cooperatives. The

coefficient was positive, but of guestionable significance.

Pamphlets Published by Cooperatives

The coefficients for this source of information were positive and
significant in all four equations. A one point increase in importance
of these pamphlets to farmers resulted in a 2.0 point increase for
combined attitudes, 1.7 point ihcrease for nature a;titude, 1.1 point
increase for role éttitude and a 1.9 point increase for policy attitude.
Apparently, cooperative pamphlets are doing a good job of informing
farmers of policy issues affecting cooperatives when farmers read them.
Getting farmers to read them may be a problem, however, since this

source ranked only thirteenth in .importance to farmers as a whole.

Tours of Cooperative Facilities

Tours of cooperative facilities were positively associated with
favorable attitudes toward cooperatives. The coefficients were signif-
icant in the combined attitude, nature attitude, and role attitude
equations. The coefficient was especially large for nature attitude
equation where a one point increase in importance caused a 2.8 point
increase in nature attitude. It appears that local cooperatives are
already taking advantage of this relationship through their increased
touring of regional cooperatives. The regression coefficient for policy

attitude was not significant even though it was positive.
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Talking with a Cooperative Director

Talking with a cooperative director had a significant influence on
the policy attitude equation. An increase in the importance score of
one point was associated with an increase in policy attitude of 1.2
points. This indicated that cooperative directors can be highly useful
in creating favorable attitudes toward policy issues affecting coopera-
tives. The coefficient for this source was also positively related to
nature attitude and was significant at the .10 level. The coefficients
were not significant in the combined attitude or the role attitude

equations.

Talking with a Cooperative Member

Talking with E cooperative member had a signif{cant positive
influence on nature attitudes. A one point increase in importance
caused a 1.45 point increase in nature attitude. The regression
coefficients in the other three equations were either not significant,

or were of questionable significance.

Talking with Other Personal Contacts

Other personal contacts did have a significant positive association
to policy attitudes toward cooperatives, but the coefficients were of no

significance in the other three equations. s

Cooperative Magazine

Reliance upon the cooperative magazine for information was signifi-
cantly and pasitively related to favorable attitudes in all four
equations. The coefficients were largest in the role attitude equation,

where a one point increase in importance caused a 1.8 point increase in
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that attitude. The coefficient was lowest in the policy attitude
equation, where a one point increase in importance caused exactly a
one point increase in policy attitude.

Television Programs Sponsored
by Cooperatives

Television programs which cooperatives sponsored had a significant
influence on attitudes of farmers toward the role of cooperatives and
public policies affecting them. They did not have a significant
influence on the combined attitudes and only a guestionable influence on

nature attitude.

QOther Meetings

Other meetingé had a significant influence on combined attitudes
~and role attitudes, but in terms of total importance to farmers, this
source was ranked twenty-ninth out of thirty-one information sources.
Those farmers which do use these meetings are apparently receiving
favorable information about cooperatives. The coefficient for nature
attitude was also positive, but was only significant at the .10 Tlevel.
The other meetings had no significant influence on attitudes toward
public policies affecting cooperatives.

Information Sources Associated with- -
Negative Attitudes

Talking with Neighbors or Friends

Talking with neighbors or friends had the largest negative coeffi-
cients of any of the information sources. The coefficients showed that
a one point increase in the importance of neighbors or friends in

providing information about cooperatives results in a deterioration of
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combined attitude index of 1.9 points, 2.2 points in nature attitude,
1.7 points in role attitude, and 1.4 points in policy attitude. This is
highly significant, in that farmers indicated a heavy reliance on this
source for their information about cooperatives, It ranked fourth out
of the thirty-one sources in order of importance. The main problem
concerning cooperatives with this finding is that it is an information
source over which their organization can exert Tittle direct control.

It is interesting to note that nearly 91.0 percent of all Kansas farmers
were members of farmer cooperatives and that cooperative members, as
sources of information, were related to favorable attitudes, while
neighbors and friends (90.0 percent of whom were probably cooperative

members) were related to unfavorable attitudes.

Other Printed Material

Other printed material as an information source, had a significant
negative influence in all equations except policy attitude. The
coefficient for nature attitude indicated that the relationship was

especially significant.

College Short Courses

College short courses showed a significant negative relationship
with the combined attitude and nature attitude indexes. - The coefficient
for nature attitﬂde showed a particularly strong negative influence,
where a one paint increase in importance of these courses caused a 2.3
point decrease in nature attitude. There was, however, a significant
positive relationship between college short courses and policy attitude.

The coefficient was significant at the .05 level.
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Sources of Information Not Associated
with Changes in Attitudes

Talking with Extension
Service Personnel

While the regression coefficients for this source of information
were all positive, they had only questionable or no significant influ-
ence on the attitudes studied. Farmers ranked this source eighteenth

out of thirty-one in importance to them.

Service Club or Church Meeting

Farmers ranked this source as having very little importance in
informing them of cooperatives._ Likewise, the regression coefficients
show that this source of inform;tion bears no relationship to their
1étfitudes. The coefficients weéé-inconsistent in their sign and were

of no statistical significance.

Special Flyers

The coefficients for special flyers were not significant in any of
the four equations.- They were not consistent in their signs, either,

Farmers ranked this source fourteenth in order of importance to them.

Magazine Articles About Cooperatives

While magazine articles were ranked fairly high]yiby farmers
(seventh out of thirty;one), they showed no significant influence on
combined attitudes, attitudes toward nature, and attitudes toward policy.
They did show a slight positive relationship to the role attitude, but

the statistical significance was somewhat questionable.

Newspaper Articles About Cooperatives

Newspaper articles were also highly ranked in importance to farmers
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(eighth), but had no influence on attitudes. The coefficients were

neither stable in their sign, nor statistically significant.

Pamphlets Published by
Business Organizations

It might be expected that pamphlets published by competitive
business organizations could be linked with negative attitudes toward
cooperatives. This was not the case, as none of the regression coeffi-
cients were significant or consistent in their direction. Farmers did

not rank this information source as being very important to them.

U.S.D.A. Pamphlets

Such government pamphlets were ranked sixteenth in order of impor-
tance of infonning‘them of coqpéfatives. Furthermore, none of the

regression coefficients carried any statistical significance.

Radio Programs

While television programs sponsored by cooperatives were associated
with favorable attitudes in three of the four equations, radio programs
apparently have little or no effect on attitudes. Radio programs were
ranked fairly highly by farmers (tenth), but the coefficients were
generally neither significant nor consistent in their sign., Coopera-
tives need to carefully evaluate the content of such radio programs, if
their main purpose is to affect attitudes, since the lack of association
to attitudes may not justify the high cost of this form of media.

Public Speaking and Essay
Contest Participation

This source of information is generally not utilized by Kansas

marketing and farm supply cooperatives, and its use by other
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cooperatives seems to be declining. All of the coefficients for this
source of information were negative, but were only of questionable or no
significance. Likewise, farmers tended to rate this source of informa-

tion as having very little importance to them.

Regular College Courses

Such college courses were ranked fairly low in importance to
farmers. The regression coefficients for this information source were
of no statistical significance in three of the equations. The coeffi-
cient for role attitude was significant at the .05 Tevel and was

associated with negative attitudes.

Participation in F.F.A. Activities

This source of information was ranked very low by farmers and none

of the regression coefficients were statistically significant.

Participation in 4-H Club Activities

While this activity was rated slightly higher in importance than
F.F.A. activities, it was still far down the list. Also, the regression
coefficients indicate that there was no significant relationship between
4-H activities and farmer attitudes.

Participation in Vocaticnal
Agriculture Classes

This source of information was ranked last among the various
sources in informing farmers of cooperatives. The regression coeffi-
cients were not stable in their sign and were not statistically signif-

jcant.



104

CHAPTER V
SUMMARY

The main objectives of this farmer attitude study were:

1. To determine Kansas farmers' current attitudes and under-
standing toward their local cooperatives and cooperatives in general.

2. To compare current Kansas farmers' attitudes and understanding
of cooperatives to those determined in 1964 and to analyze any changes
that have taken place. |

3. To identify those factors which influence Kansas farmers'
attitudes toward cooperatives.

To accomplish these objectives, an attitude survey of Kansas farm
operators was conducted. Kansas farm operators were randomly selected
in 1964 from areas designated by the Master Sample of Agriculture. The
farmers 1iving within the sample areas had been surveyed in 1964 and
were surveyed again in 1977, so that any attitude changes could be
detected. The farmers were surveyed on a personal interview basis and
1,041 useable questionnaires were completed for the 1977 study.

Respondents were asked to respond to twenty-six attitude statements
and eleven factual statements concerning cooperatives. They were also
asked to indicate the importance that each of thirty-one sources of
information had in informing them of cooperatives.

Responses to the attitude statements were used to compute indexes

measuring attitudes, intensity of feelings and willingness to express an
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opinion for each respondent. Responses to the factual statements were
used to compute indexes measuring understanding and willingness to
profess knowledge about farmer cooperatives. Separate indexes were
computed in three categories: (1) The nature and operation of coopera-
tives, (2) The economic role of cooperatives, and (3) Public policies
affecting cooperatives. A further distinction was made between atti-
tudes toward the respondent's local cooperative and attitudes toward
cooperatives in general. In addition, indexes designed to measure any
response bias on the part of the respondent-were computed. A total of
fifty-four separate indexes were computed for each respondent.

Average index scores were tabulated for all respondents, as well as
‘for respondents broken down into yarious demographic categories.
Analysis of variance was used to test the differences in mean scores
between the various categories. The same procedure was followed for the
thirty-one information sources. The chi-square proportional difference
test was used to test differences among the demographic categories them-
seives. The demographic categories consisted of four farm size groups,
Six age groups, four education groups, eight cooperative membership
groups, and three father membership groups.

Multiple regression analysis was used to determine those character-
istics about respondents which were associated with differences in their
attitudes. This Qas done for both the 1977 and 1964 survey results.
Regression analysis was also used to determine those sources of infor-
mation about cooperatives which were associated with differences in
attitudes. The t-statistic was used to test for significance in the

regression coefficients.



106
General Patterns in Attitudes and Understanding

Kansas farmers were found to have a good over-all understanding of
cooperatives. They were also found to have slightly favorable over-all
attitudes and relatively mild feelings about those attitudes.

Pattefns of attitudes and understanding were found to vary by
aspect of cooperation. The nature and operation'of cooperatives was
characterized by relatively good understanding, mild feelings and
slightly favorable attitudes. The economic role of cooperatives was
characterized by somewhat less understanding, milder feelings, but more
favorable attitudes. Public policies affecting cooperatives were
characterized by a level of understanding slightly higher than that for
.the role of cooperatives, strquer feelings, but somewhat less favorable
attitudes. Farmers were also less willing to express an opinion to the
attitude statements and knowledge to the factual statements concerning
public policies than they were for the other two aspects of cooperation.

Farmers generally held more favorable attitudes toward their local
cooperative than théy did toward cooperatives in general. This was
especially true for attitudes toward public policies affecting coopera-
tives, One exception was for attitudes toward the nature and operation
of the cooperative, where local attitudes were less favorable than
over-all nature attitudeﬁ. Farmers also expressed slightly stronger
feelings toward their local cooperative than they did toward coopera-
tives in general.

Operators of larger sized farms tended to have better understanding,
more favorable attitudes, and stronger feelings about those attitudes
than did operators of smaller sized farms. Older and younger farmers

tended to have less understanding of cooperatives than did middle-aged
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farmers. The attitudes of younger farmers were not significantly
different from other farmers, but they did tend to have milder feelings
about their attitudes. College educated farmers had slightly better
understanding and more favorable attitudes than did farmers with-fewer
years of formal education. Cooperative members also had slightly better
understanding, more favorable attitudes and stronger feelings than did
farmers who were not cooperative members.

Comparison of the mean index scores for farmers in 1977 and 1964
showed that farmers in 1977 had slightly better understanding of all
aspects of cooperation. They also had more favorable attitudes toward
the nature and operation of cooperatives and their economic role, but
were somewhat less. favorable 1n_1977 toward public policies affecting
cooperatives. Farmers exhibftéd milder feelings in 1977 than has been
shown in 1964 for all aspects of cooperation. However, farmers were
more willing to express an opinion regarding cooperatives in 1977. The
same relationship holds true for willingness to express knowledge about

cooperatives.

Information Sources

Kansas farmers indicated some reliance on a variety of sources of
information about cooperatives. Personal contacts were the most
frequently used types of information sources. These were followed by
meetings, printed materials, radio and television, and sponsored
activities., General patterns in reliance on the information sources
were found to exist between the various demographic categories. Farmers
of larger operations, college educated farmers and cooperative members

all showed greater reliance on most sources of information than did
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their respective counterparts. Older farmers exhibited less reliance on
most information sources than did other age groups.

Talking with the cooperative manager or employees was given the
highest average score by all farmers, followed closely by cooperative
magazines and the annual member meeting. Talking with neighbors and
friends, talking with cooperative members, and the cooperative news-
letter were also highly ranked sources. Radio and television programs
sponsored by cooperatives ranked in the upper one-third of the sources,
while tours of cooperative plants were ranked slightly lower., Partici-
pation in activities other than tours were generally ranked quite low in
importance to farmers.

Factors Associated with Differences
in Attitudes

The factor found to have the greatest positive influence on farmers'
attitudes toward cooperatives in general was their attitude toward the
local cooperative in their area. This variable was highly significant
for all aspects of cooperation. Understanding had a strong positive
association to combined attitudes and attitudes toward policies
affecting cooperatives. Strength of feelings was associated positively
combined attitudes and attitudes toward nature of cooperatives.and their
role. However, strong’%eelings were negatively associ;t;d with atti-
tudes toward public policies affecting cooperatives. Willingness to
express an opinion was not associated with differences in attitude
toward any of the three aspects of cooperation.

Few significant relationships were found to exist between the

demographic characteristics of the respondents and differences in their
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attitudes toward cooperatives. Increased formal education had a
significant positive effect on attitudes toward the economic role of
cooperatives. Increased membership in cooperatives was associated
positively with attitudes toward the role of cooperatives and public
policies affecting them, as well.

Comparison of the relationships that were found in 1977 and those
which had been found in 1964 showed that the local attitude had an even
greater influence on attitudes in general in 1964. Also, the regression
coefficients for cooperative membership had been larger in 1964 than
they were in 1977. No important differences in the other variables were
found to exist between the two years.

Regression analysis was also used to determine the information
sources that were associated Q%th positive or negative attitudes. The
information sources significantly associated with positive attitudes
were; talking with cooperative personnel for all aspects of cooperation,
talking with cooperative directors for attitudes toward policies
affecting cooperatives, and talking with cooperative members for
attitudes toward the nature and operation of cooperatives. The annual
member meeting was strongly associated with all aspects of cooperation,
except the nature and operation. Cooperative magazines, newsletters,
and pamphlets were positively associated to all aspects of cooperation,
while tours of cooperative plants were positively associated to all but
the attitudes toward public policy aspects of cooperation.

Talking with neighbors and friends showed the most significant
negative relationship with attitudes among all thirty-one information
sources. This is important because farmers showed a great deal of

reliance on this source for their information about cooperatives.
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College short courses and other printed material also had negative
associations to attitudes, especially for attitudes toward the nature
and operation of cooperatives.

Some of the sources given the highest scores of importance were
found to have little or no association to the indexes of attitude.
Among these were; special flyers, newspaper advertisements, newspaper
stories, magazine stories, university and government pamphlets, radio
and television programs, Extension personnel, vocational agriculture,
F.F.A., and 4-H club activities. The remaining sources of information
were neither highly ranked nor statistically significant in their

association to attitudes.
.. Conclusions

The importance of an effectivé member relations program is empha-
sized by the strong positive relationship between good understanding and
favorable attitudes toward cooperatives. The results of this study also
indicate that member relations programs at the local level appear to
have the greatest potential in improving farmers' attitudes, since
attitudes toward cooperatives in general are developed mainly through
experiences with the local cooperative.

Farmers generally have favorable attitudes toward-cooperatives, but
their feelings aré not particularly strong about those attitudes. This
would indicate that farmers' views might be easily swayed from favorable
to unfavorable when confronted by strong opposing viewpoints., To
counter this threat, cooperatives need to develop programs which will

instill more pride and satisfaction in their owner-patrons,
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“Information sources found to be highly associated with favorable
attitudes were also the gnes over which cooperatives have the greatest
control. In contrast, those information sources which were associated
with negative attitudes were subject to little or no control by
cooperatives. Cooperative member relations programs should take full

advantage of these positively associated information sources.
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APPENDIX A
Instruments Used in the Survey

Fig. 1. Questionnaire

General Information

Attitudes Toward Local.Cooperatives
Attitudes- Toward Cooperatives in General
Understanding of Fafmér Cooperatives
Sources of Information Abdut Cooperatives
Fig. 2. Index Computation Method
Indexes of Understanding and Knowledge
Indexes of Attitude

Indexes of Feeling

Indexes of Opinion

Indexes for Halo Effect
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Views of Farmer Ceooperatives

Held by Farmers in Kansas

l. GENERAL INFORMATICN

1. Are you a farm cperater? Yes No

If '"yes,'" how many acres do you farm?

Under 200 200 to 498 500 to 999 1,000 or more

2. Are you a member of one or more ccoperatives?

Yes No Don't know
If "yes''... a. How many? {number)
b, What kind? (check each kind)
Marketing only PCA
Supply only Marketing and supply
REC Ilnsurance
FLBA Others
{Please specify others)
If "no''... a. Do you patronize cne or more cooparatives?
Yes No Don't know
b. How many? {number)
¢. What kind? (Check each kind patronized)
Marketing only Marketing and supply
Supply only Qthers

(Please specify others)

3. What was your age as of your last birthday?

L. Mhat is the highest level of education you have achieved?

a. B8th grade or less c. Some college
b. High scheol d. Caollege degree

5. Was your father a member of at least one of the kinds of farmer cocperatives
as listed beslow?

Yes No Don't know
If "yes'... a. What kind? (Check each kind)
Marketing only PCA
Supply anly Marketing and supply
REC Insurance
FLBA : Others

(Please specify others)

APPENDIX FIG, 1, A
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I{. FARMER COOPERATIVES IN YOUR PART OF KANSAS

INSTRUCTIONS: In this section we would like to have your reactiocns to a series
of statements about farmer cooperatives. Each statement is formed by completing
the sentence started by the phrase in capital letters at the top of the page.
The interviewer will record your reaction to each statement by placing an ''X"
under (1) Agree definitely, (2) Agree cgenerally, (3} No opinion, (4) Disagree
generally, or (5) Disaarce definitely, whichever most nearly describes your
reaction to the statement.

For example, if you were to definitely agree with the statement, "MOST OF THE
FARMER COOQPERATIVES WHICH OPERATE IN YOUR PART OF KANSAS---are controlled by
large organizations in cities like Kansas City, Topeka, Hutchinson, Manhattar,
rather than by local farmers,'" the first statement should be checked "Agree
definitely."

FARMER COOPERATIVES WHICH Agree Agree No Disagree Disagree
OPERATE [N YOUR PART defin- gener-  Opinion .. gener- - defin-
OF KANSAS--- itely ally ally itely

are controlled by large
arganizations in cities

like Kansas City, Topeka,
Hutchinson, Manhattan,

rather than by local

farmers. 1.

have helped in the econcmic
developrent of this com-
munity. 2.

have hurt private busi-

nesses in this area

because of the tax

exemptions and special
treatment they recelive. 1.

seil feed, fertilizer and
other farm supplies at

prices below those charged

by private dealers. 4.

have been more concerned

with their own expansion

than with the needs of

their farmer members. 5.

have helped to teach
farmers the value of
working together. 6.

AFPENDIX FIG, 1. B. ATTITUDEZS TOWARD RISPONDENTS® LOCAL COOPERATIVE



FARMER COOQPERATIVES WHICH
OPERATE IN YOUR PART
OF KANSAS---

are gradually destroying the
spirit of free enterprise

and moving in the direction
of socialism. . 7.

have been pace-setters in
introducing new technology
and increasing operating
efficiency in marketing

farm products and supplies. 8.

have lacked the leadership
and management needed to

be effective in setting

the competitive pace. 9.

must pay all local property
taxes at the same rate as

any other type of busi-

ness. 10.

provide better service
than private enter-
prise.

return tco low a portion
of earnings in cash.

need to become larger
{possibly merge or
consolidate with other

co-ops) in order to

improve services and net
savings for farmer

members. 13.

could strengthen their
marketing position {and

in return increase profits

to farmers) by encourzging
members to make firm commit=-
ments to market their
products cooperatively. 14.

tend to weaken their

position by being tco

active politically and

should adhere more to the
early cooperative principle
of neutrality regarding
politics. 15.

APPEXDIX FIG, i. B,

_3..

I1. (Continued)

Agree ‘Agree No Disagree
defin- gener-  Opinion gener-
itely ally ally

(cont'd)
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111, FARMER COOPERATIVES IN GENERAL

INSTRUCTICHS: In the preceding section you gave us your views concerning farmer
cooperatives in your part of Kansas. Please indicate now your reactions to the
following statements concerning farmer cooperatives generally.

Agree Agree No Disagree Disagree
FARMER COOPERATIVES-- defin- gener=  QOpinion gener= defin-
itely ally ally itely

are helping to preserve the
family farm by increasing
farmers' incomes. i.

benefit farmars at the
expense of private busi-
nesses and consumers. 2,

ret

are an important factor

in helping to preserve

our free enterprise

economy. : T 3

should be taxed differently
than other kinds of busi-
nesses. 4,

should be subject to every
tax that other businesses
must pay. 5.

have been successful

because of good mangement
rather than because of tax
advantages and special
privileges. 6.

rarely succeed in selecting
directors who are competent
to give effective leader-
ship to large commercial
operations. 7-

have lost touch with the
farmers whose interests

they are supposed to

serve. 8.

APPESDIX FIG. 1, C. ATTITUDES TOWARD FARMER COOPERATIVES IN GEf&RAL



(Continued)

Agree Agree No
FARMER CCOPERATIVES--- defin- gener- Opinion
itely ally

serve both large farmers

and small farmers, without
subsidizing either group

a2t the expense of the

other. 9.

are ocutliving their useful-
ness as farms are continuing
to become larcer and more
commercial ized. 10.

should limit the number of
consecutive terms a board
member can serve. 11.

APPENDIX-FIG, 1, C. (cont'd)
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IV. HOW FARMER COOPERATIVES OPERATE

INSTRUCTICNS: Eelow arc several statements about the way ccoperatives operate
today. Please indicate whether you think each statement is correct or incorrect,

or if you are uncertain.

FARMER COOPERATIVES--- Correct

held annual membership meetings to
report to those who own and use them
and to review and establish basic
policies. i.

are controlled by members on & one-
member one-vote basis regardless of
money invested or volume of business
in the co-op. 2.

are directed by a2 board which is
elected by the members from their
own number. 3.

depend upon Government loans for
at least 50 percent of their
capital. 4.

distribute earnings to members in
proportion to the volume of busi-
ness each has done with the co-op. 5.

pay employeas too much 6.

are totally exempt from many taxes
which must Le paid by private
businesses. 7.

do not pay out earnings in cash. 8.

have formed federsted coopzratives
whose members are other cooperatives
rather than individual farmers. g.

are owned jointly by their employees
and their farmer custcmers. 10.

are incorporated under special
state laws rathsr then the general
laws for carporations. 11.

No
Incorrect Qpinion

APPENDIX FIG, 1, D. UNDEASTARTING OF FARMER COQPEZRATIVES
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V. [IMPORTANT SOURCES OF INFORMATION ABOUT COCPERATIVES

INSTRUCTICHS: In this section we would like to have you indicate the relative
importance of varicus sources of information which have helped and are helping
to keep you informed about farmer cooperatives and their place in the economy.
The interviewer will check Major, Some, Little, or None---whichever most nearly
describes the importance of each source of information to you.

For example, if personal contacts with cooperative employees represent a major
source of information about farmer cooperatives for you, the Tirst type of
personal contact in the following list should be checked "Major.'

Relative |mportance to You
Source of Information as a Source of Information

Major Seme  Little None

A. Personal contacts

1. Talking with a cooperative manager,
fieldman or other employee

2. Talking with a cooperative director

3. Talking with a cooperative member

L4, Talking with neighbors or friends

§. Talking with a county agent or
other Extension Service
representative

6. Other personal contacts (describe)

B. Meetings and speeches

1. The annual member meeting

2. District member meeting

3. Service club, church, or cther
meetings at which cooperatives
are discussed

L. Other meetings (describe)

APPENDIX FIG, 1. E, SOURCES OF INFCEMATION AEBOUT COOPERATIVES
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V. (Continued)

" "Relative Importance to You

Source of Infermation as a Source of Information

Major Some Little None

.

C. Press, radio ard TV

1.

1.

12.

13.

University pamphlets

A cooperative magazine

Cooperative newsletter

Special flyers, newsletters,
notices, etc.

Newspaper articles

Magazine articles

Newspaper advertisements

Pamphlets published by cooperatives

Pamphlets published by business
organizations and associations

Government (USDA) pamphlets

Other printed material (describe)

Radio programs sponsored by a
cooperative )

TV programs sponsored by a
cooperative

D. Other sources of cooperative
information

1.
2.

Tours of cooperative plants

Participation in cooperative
speaking or essay. contests

High school vocational agricul-
tural classes

College short courses

College class-(regular program)

Participation in FFA activities

Participation in 4-H Club
activities

Other (describe)

APPENDIX FIG, 1, E, (cont'd)



3.

g.

Source

¥ind of index

OVER-ALL UNDERSTANDING

—Sectiocn

2. Negative questions IV
b, Positive questions IV
c. All questions v

NATURE UNDERSTANDING

a., Negative guestions II:1IV

b. Positive questions IV

¢. All questions

ROLE UNDERSTANDING

[ I1: II

a, Negative gquestions II: IV

o. Positive questions [V

c. All questions

POLICY UNDERSTANDING

a, Negative questions IV
b. Positive questions IL:IINIV
c. All questions I II: 111

QVER-ALL XNOWLZDGE

o: Iv

All guestions v

NATURZ XNOQWLEDGE

All guestions st
RCLE KMNCWLEDCE

All questions oIy
POLICY KNOWLZDGE

All questiens mImIv

Arrendix Fiz, 2. A,
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on schedule Summation Conversion
Cuestions Method Score Methad Irdex
4, 7, B, 10 Add: x(-1) + 4 x12.5
1, 2, 3, 5, 9, 11 Add +6: x 8,33
1-5, T-11 a+b +10: x 5,0
1;1¢ Add: x{-1}
1i243.5 Add
1: 1,2,3,5, 10 a+h + b8:x8.33
4:8 Add: x(-1)
Q Add
4: 8,9 a+h + 3: x 15,67
4,7 Add: x(-1)
10: 6: 11 Add
10:6: 4,7,11 a+b + S:x1c.0
L= count 0's:
Leds 11 - frem 190 x 10.C
5 s oy count Q0's:
1: A,2,3p3, 0 _fromé 316.57
4: 8,9 count U's: x 33.33 -
- irom 3
count 0's:
18:6: 4,7, 11 - from §

Understanding and {powledge

x 2C.0Q



10.

i1.

12.

14,

15.

Kind of index

. LOCAL ATTITUDE

a. Negative questions
b. Positive questions
¢. All questions

RCLE ATTITUDE

a. Negative questicns
b. Positive questions
c. All questions

POLICY ATTITUDE

a. Negative questions
b, Positive questions
c. All guestions

NATURE ATTITUTLE

2. WNegative questiions
b. Positive questions
c. all questions

NATIONAL ATTITUDE

Source on schedule

Section

o s o
™ o
-.ILI..O
'U‘U‘
i n

IT: 13T
1.1
II:001

II: 111
I1: 101

il

a. Negative questicns
b. Positive questions
c. All questions

LCCAL NATURE ATTITUD

Caestions

4,7,9:2,10
2,6,8,11:1,3
2‘ 416;71 8! 9. 11:
1,2,3,1¢C
3:5
10:4, 6
3,10: 4,5,6
1,5,12: 7,8,11:6

m 9

1,5,12:7,8,9,11:5

c, All questions

LCCAL RCLE ATTITUDE

c. All questions

LOCAL PQLICY ATTITUDE

c. All questions

Jassyary 2,5,7,8,10,11:8
il 1,3,4,6,9
Il l-1: 6
iI 1,5, 12
44 1,6,4,7,8,511
I 3,10

Appendix Fig, 2. B.
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Surmnmatien - Conversion
Meathed Score Method Incax
Add: x(-1}
Add
2+h + 24 x 2.08
Add: x(-1)
Add
a+b - 22: x 2.27
Add: x(-1)
Add
a+b + 10: x5.0

Add: x(-1)
Add
a+h

Add: x(-1)
Add
a+b -+

Ada: x(-1) : +

{sum 2,6,8,11)

-1{suwm 4,7, 9) + la x 337

10 -3 +

Attitude

+ 16: x 3,125

24: x 2,08

6:

"

x B, 33

x 12,5



Kind of index

i7.

18.

1s.

&%

OCAL FEZLING

a. Negative questions
5. Positive gquestions
c. All questions

EZLING

L |

RCLZ

a. Negarive questions

b. Positive questions

c. Al guestions

POLICY FZELING

2. Negative questions

b. Positive questiczns

£. All gquestions

a. Negative guestions
b, Positive guestions
c. All guestions

NATIONAL FZELING

Source on schedule

Section
(22CLIOR

a. Negative questions

b. Positive guestions

c. All guestiens

Cuestiornsg
I 1, 3.5.7; 9512
il 2,4,6,8,10, 11
il 1 -12
= 4,7,9:2,10
1 v R s L L (P
.11 2,4,6,7:8,91l:
125 3,40
.1 3:3
.11 10:4, 6
4444 3,10: 4,5,5%
IV L8 12078, 116
iz 9
priduniing 5, 1247, 8,91
1I:Iv 2,5,7,3,10,11:6
m 1,3,4,5,9
arniv 1-11:4
Apperdix Fig, 2. C Teeling
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Surmmation Cecnversion

Method Score Method Index

\’: abslt,

Z absit,

a+bd x 4,17

Lo
L abslt.
T abslt

a+b x 4,54
E abslt.
i
'y abslt,

a+h x 10,0
Ay e
), absit,
E absit.

a+bh x €.57
E abslt.
< .
;. abslt.
L e —

a+o - x 4,17
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Sourece on schedula Summaeation Cenversion
Kind of index Section Cuestions Metaod Score Method ndex
EMLIT 98 SuERS —=sction

22. LOCAL NATURE FEEZLING

c. All questions I 1,5,12 Z absit. x 16,67

23, LOCAL RQOLE FZELING

c. All questions I 24,7,8,911 ) abslt. x 8,33

24. LCCAL PCLICY FETLING

¢. Al questicns I - 3, 10 E absit, x 25,0

Appendix Flg, 2, O Faeelirg {(cont'd)



Kind of incdex

25.

26.

27.

3z.

Source o= schedule

Summation

Sagricn
LOCAL OPINION

All questions 84
R2.OLZ OPINICON

All questions 1111
POLICY QFINICN

All questicns oI
NATURE CPINION

All questions LIV

NATICNAL OPINICN

All questions oo:1v

LCSCAL MATURE OPINICN

All questiorns jad

LCCAL ROLZ OFINICN

All questions b5+

LOCAL POLICY CPINION

All guestions i

Cuestions
R L

count D's:

lw12 - from 12

count Q's:
- from 1l

count 2's:

- from 3

1.5, 12:7.8, 9,
11:6

count Q's:
- from 8

count C's:
- from 12

1=-11:6

ccunt 0's:
- irem 3

count 0's:

~ s -
‘3*16!-:81 9:11- - from7

count C's:
- frem 2

(¥7)
-
[
(@]

appendix Fig, 2. D Opinton

Miethed Score

126

Conversion

Method

Incdex

x 8.33

x 9,09

x 20.0



e

33.

35,

386,

37,

3g.

39.

40,

41,

Source on schedule

127

Summation Conversion

Xind of index Section Cuestions Method Score Method index

LCCAL ATTITUDE

a. Negative questions from 9a + 12:x 4,17 -

b. Positive questions from 9b + 12:% 4.17 -

ROLE ATTITUDE

2. Negative questions from 1Ca +10:x 5.9 _

b, Positive questions from 1Cb + 12:x 4. 17 -

PQLICY ATTITUDE

a. Negative questions from lla + 4x 12,5 .

b. Positive questions from llb + 6:x8.33 _

NATURE ATTITUDE

a. Negative guestions from l2a + l4: x 3,57

b, Positive questions from 12% + 2:x 25.0

NATICNAL ATTITUZE

a. Negative questions from i3a + l4: x 3,57

b. Positive questions from 13b + 10: x 5.0

LCCAL FEELING

2. Negative guestions irzom 17z x 8.33

5. Positive questions fzom 17b x 8,33

ROLE FEZLING

a. Negative questions irom 18a x 1C.C

b. Positive guestions from 18b x 8.33

PCLICY TEZLING

a. Negative questions from 1%a x 25.0

b. Positive questions from 19 x 16,587

NATURE TEELING

a. Negative questions from 2Ca xT.14

b. Positive questions from ZCb x 50.0

NATICNAL FZELING

a. Negative questions {rom 21a x T.14

b. Positive questions fzrom 21b x10.0

aprendix Fig, 2, B, Halo Effect
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APPENDIX B

Demographic Characteristics and Frequency Responses of
1,041 Respondents to an Attitude Survey of Kansas
' Farmers, Kansas, 1977



Selected Demographic Characteristics of Survey Respondents,

Appendix Table B-1

Farmer Attitude Study, Kansas, 1977
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Demographic Demographic
Characteristic N % Characteristic N ]
Farm Size Cooperative Membership
Under 200 acres 180 17.3 None 95 9.1
200-499 acres 303 29.1 1 205 19.7
500-999 acres 295 28.3 2 317 30.5
1,000 & over acres 263 25.3 3 229 22.0
Total 1,041 100.0 h 121 11,8
5 46 4.4
Age of Farm Operator 6 25 2.4
Under 35 years 164 15.8 g 3 0.3
-35-39 years 89 8.5 Total 1,041 100.0
40-49 years 212 20.4
50-59 years 274 26.3 Type of Cooperative
60-64 years 145 13,9  Dembersnips
65 years & older 157 15.1 Rural Electric 517 43,7
Federal Land Bank 207 19.9
Total 1,041 100.0 prog, credit Assoc. 125 12.0
Insurance 136 13.1
Level of Education Marketing Only 126 s
8th grade or less 187 18.0 Supply Only 143 13.7
High School 529 50.8  yapketing & Supply 701 67.3
Some ccllege 223 21.4 Bther 86 8.3
College degree 102 9.8 o
Total 1,041 100.0 Father of Respondent
a Cooperative Member
Don't Know 347 32.8
Yes 686 56.9
No 14 13
Total 1,041  100.0

o totals are given for responses to these items because of some
members belonging to more than one type of cooperative.
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Appendix Table B-4

Frequency Responses of Survey Respondents to Factual Statements

Concerning Farmer Cooperatives, Kansas, 1977
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general laws for corporations.

Farmer Cooperatives: Correct Incorrect No Opinion
hold annual membership meetings

to report to those who own and N 968 10 61
use them and to review and % 93.0 1.0 5.5
establish basis policies.

are controlled by members on a

one-member one-vote basis N 858 66 115
regardless of money invested or % 82.4 6.3 118
volume of business in the co-op.

are directed by a board which

is elected by the members from g 9?4? 222 662
their own number. * : :
depend on government loans for .

.at. least 50 percent of their . 2 89; 4362 4ggg
capital. e N * -
distribute earnings to members

in proportion to the volume of N 940 37 61
business each has done with % 90.3 3.6 5.9
the co-op.

pay their employees N 67 647 322
too much. 5 % 6.4 62.2 30.9
are totally exempt from many

taxes which must be paid by g 1lsg 4203 3263
private businesses. ' ' )
do not pay out earnings N 183 755 89
in cash. % 17.6 72.5 8.5
have formed federated codper- T

atives whose members are other N 397 267 370
cooperatives rather than % 38.1 25.6 35.5
individual farmers.

are owned jointly by their

employees and their farmer 2 4202 3?93 ];32
customers. : ' ‘
are incorporated under special

state laws rather than the g 227% 2?18 5g4§
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APPENDIX C

Inter-Item Correlation Matrices for Variables Used
in Regression Ana]ysis, 1977 and 1964, Kansas
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ABSTRACT

This study was designed to determine the levels of attitudes and
understanding of cooperatives held by Kansas farmers and the relation-
ships between those attitudes and (1) respondent characteristics and
(2) information sources concerning cooperatives.

Data were collected by a personal survey of 1,041, randomly
selected, Kansas farmers. The questionnaire was designed to collect
information in five areas: (1) demographic characteristics, (2) atti-
tudes toward local cooperatives, (3) attitudes toward cooperatives in
general, (4) understanding of cooperatives, and (5) information sources
used to inform farmers of cooperatives. Mean scores for fifty-four
.indexes were computed from the responses to each statement on the
questionnaire., Statistical tﬁols employed in the analysis were,
chi-square test, analysis of variance, and t-test. Multiple regression
analysis was used to identify those variables associated with differ-
ences in attitudes.

Farmers generally had favorable attitudes toward cooperatives.
Those attitudes were slightly more favorable toward the local coopera-
tive than they were toward cooperatives in general. The strength of
feelings about those attitudes, however, was relatively mild. Farmers
also showed a good understanding of cooperatives, with-the best under-
standing toward the nature and operation aspect of cooperation,

Farmers of larger operations, college educated farmers, and
cooperative members all tended to have better understanding and more
favorable attitudes toward cooperatives than did their respective

counterparts.



~The information sources about cooperatives which were given the
greatest importance by farmers were also those sources over which
cooperatives can exert the greatest control. Those ranked highest were;
talking with cooperative personnel, annual meetings, and cooperative
magazines. Sources relied on least by farmers included materials
published by organizations other than cooperatives and sponsored
activities at which cooperatives were discussed.

Regression analysis showed that farmers' views toward tooperatives
in general are based mainly from their experiences with local coopera-
tives. The local attitude index had the greatest association of any of
the variables to over-all attitude scores. Increased understanding of
ppqperatives was positively associated with combined attitudes toward
cooperatives and attitudes toQérd public policies affecting them.

Strong feelings were negatively associated with attitudes toward public
policies affecting cooperatives. No significant relationships were
detected between attitudes toward cooperatives and area of the state,
farm size or age of the farm operator. Education had a positive associ-
ation with role attitudes only, while cooperative membership was related
to positive attitudes for both the role of cooperatives and public
policies affecting them.

Attitudes toward local cooperatives and cooperative-membership were
found to have eveh stronger relationships in 1964 than they had in 1977.
No important differences in the other variables were found to exist
between the two studies.

Talking with cooperative personnel was found to have a significant
positive effect on attitudes toward all aspects of cooperation. The

same relationship was true for cooperative magazines, newsletters, and



pamphTets. Annual member meetings were associated to favorable atti-
tudes in all aspects except nature and operation of cooperatives, while
tours of cooperative plants were associated to favorable attitudes in
all but the public policy aspect of cooperation. Talking to cooperative
directors was highly associated to favorable attitudes toward public
policies affecting cooperatives.

Talking with neighbors and friends about cooperatives was consid-
ered a highly important source of information, but was assdciated with
negative attitudes toward cooperatives. Many of the other information
sources given high importance by farmers and cooperative managers were

found to have little or no association to differences in attitudes.



