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Abstract

Relationship between cooperative-member is very important for cooperatives to continue their activities
successfully and effectively. Effective management of cooperative depends on participation of members
in the process of cooperative management. The desire to participate in the management varies according
to person to person. The main purpose of this study is to determine members’ organizational trust level
and examine the willingness to participate of members’ into the decision making process according to
organizational trust level. Interviews were conducted with142 members in Izmir. Organizational Trust In-
ventory (OTI) was used. Factor analysis and cluster analysis were used to divide into groups to members’
organizational trust level. It has been determined that the members in the “non-trusting” group are more
willing to participate in the management. Age, education and organizational trust, etc. have affected a
willingness to participate in cooperative management. Professional management is necessary in order to
raise economic and social profit of members. Cooperative leaders should not ignore the opinions of its
members and they should also maintain good contact with members.

Keywords: Cooperative management, Participation, Organizational trust, Agricultural Cooperatives.

1. Introduction ocratically-controlled enterprise (ICA, 2019).
The persons who voluntarily unite to form a co-
operative are usually referred to as members or
member-owners, and one of the key attributes of

membership is active participation in the activity

It is claimed that cooperativism is the greatest
socio-economic movement in the earth and that
it is a giant institution due to its contributions to

the national economy and the advantages it pro-
vides to its members (Cikin and Karacan, 1994).

International Cooperative Alliance (ICA) de-
fines a cooperative as an autonomous association
of persons united voluntarily to meet their com-
mon economic, social, and cultural needs and
aspirations through a jointly owned and dem-

* Ege University, Izmir, Bornova, Turkey.
Corresponding author: filiz.kinikli@ege.edu.tr

of the cooperative (whether economic, business,
or social) (Lerman, 2013).

Cooperatives are voluntary and democratic
grass root organizations of people and play an
important role throughout the world in the agri-
cultural sector and especially in the dairy sector.

Cooperatives are considered as the third sec-
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tor alongside public and private institutions in
many countries. Cooperatives facilitate resolv-
ing farmers’ problems such as providing input
and loan and marketing their products. The fact
that the failure to satisfy the expectations of the
members (price, finding a ready market, time of
payment, revenue enhancement, employment
increase, reasonable rate of interest, refund and
so on) both prevents the participation of new
members in the cooperatives and causes the
present members to stay away from the coop-
eratives and remain passive. Cooperatives are
controllable organizations which are controlled
by their members who participated in general as-
sembly and board of management. Participation
of the cooperative members in the management
processes of the cooperatives is essential for the
order and durability (Cechin et al., 2013).

The members who can participate in decision
making mechanism are not obliged to follow the
decisions made by others. This situation indi-
cates the linear and close relationship of partici-
pation in management with efficiency, commit-
ment, and reliance (Talas, 1997).

An agricultural cooperative is a business that
is held cooperatively by several individual sup-
pliers. It includes both a horizontal arrangement
of members and a vertical coordination mech-
anism between the upstream members and the
downstream processor (Hakelius et al., 2013).

Agricultural Development Cooperatives which
are the most important cooperative types in Tur-
key have the most commonly organized and the
most numerous institutions among the agricultur-
al cooperatives in Turkey. They have emerged as
the most prominent type of cooperative in terms
of their members’ participation into cooperative
activities (Ozdemir, 2005). Agricultural Develop-
ment Cooperatives are independent bodies which
are established by governmental incentives in ac-
cordance with the needs of the farmers, and their
primary aim is contribute to the economic and
social development of their members. For this
reason, Agricultural Development Cooperatives
exert an impact upon the incomes of the farmers
directly. Particularly, the representation of the
farmers under the tenders made in the dairy sector
is made through agricultural development coop-
eratives (Koroglu, 2003).

Cooperative-member relationship is highly
substantial for cooperatives to pursue their ac-
tivities successfully and effectively. In this re-
spect, cooperative-member relations have been
examined in terms of cooperative types in many
regions in Turkey and the other countries in the
literature for many years (Ozdemir, 2005; Oster-
berg and Nilsson, 2009; Barraud-Didier et al.,
2012; Sahin et al., 2013; Cechin et al., 2013;
Msimango and Oladele, 2013; Algigek, 2016;
Yacob et al., 2018).

In most of the studies which were carried out,
the reasons such as the reluctance of the members
to participate in the management, the shortage of
trust in the cooperative, the failure of the coopera-
tive to fulfill the expectations of the members, led
to failure while the participation of the members
in the management brought along an increase in
production and also provided quality improve-
ment (Kubas, 1992; Ozdemir, 1996; Ertan and
Turan, 2001; Karli and Celik, 2003; Sabuncuog-
Iu and Tiiz, 2003; Eken, 2010; Kilig, 2011; Er-
tan and Kaya, 2012; Barraud-Didier ef al., 2012;
Cechin et al, 2013; Msimango and Oladele,
2013; Algigek, 2016). It is claimed that trust is one
of the most important factors about cooperatives
management. Trust is defined that “psychological
state which consists of accepting the vulnerability
resulting from the positive expectations of the in-
tentions or behaviors of the other” by Rousseau et
al. (1998; Barraud-Didier et al., 2012). There are
two components of organizational trust; trust in
the organization, and trust in manager (Nyhan and
Marlowe, 1997; Vanhala et al., 2016).

The effective management of the coopera-
tives and success depends on the participation
of the members in the management. It is shown
in Osterberg and Nilsson’s study (2009) car-
ried out with over 2000 Swedish farmers. The
desire to participate in the management varies
according to the people, while some of them are
eager to participate in the management, others
do not even attend the meetings. In the studies
which were conducted, it was found that this sit-
uation was related to the reasons such as age,
education, and size of the enterprise (Ertan and
Turan, 2001; Karli and Celik, 2003; Everest and
Yercan, 2016). In this sense, this study attempts
to examine the organizational trust levels of the
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dairy cooperative members in [zmir and to pres-
ent the participation of the members in the man-
agement according to their trust levels.

2. Materials and methods

This study was conducted in the Izmir prov-
ince which is located in the west of Turkey (Fig-
ure 1). Izmir is one of the most important cities
about dairy cooperatives and dairy sector. It has
modern dairy farms and dairy processing indus-
tries compared to other agricultural regions of
Turkey. In particular, dairy cooperatives are re-
ally effective and dominant in the dairy market
in this province. There are few successful dairy
cooperatives which are market-dominant, in Iz-
mir and they are shown an example in Turkey.
General raw milk flow in Izmir is from farmers
to cooperatives or investor-owned firms (dairy
collectors, modern processors, etc.). Direct sales
in open bazaars or on the street are really rare.
According to food safety regulations, direct sales
are restricted by law (Notification No: 2017/20).

In 2019, the total number of cattle in the prov-
ince was 780,151 head and 82% of them were
imported breeds. 39.38% of the total number of
cattle in [zmir were dairy cows. In 2019, the total
milk production in Turkey, Aegean region and
Izmir is 20,782,374 tones, 3,751,147 tones and
1,150,838 tones, respectively. Izmir has 30.68%
milk production of Aegean region and 5.54%
milk production of Turkey (TurkStat, 2022).

The main material of the study is consisted of
face-to-face surveys which were conducted with
the members of Agricultural Development Coop-
eratives who were engaged in milk processing and
milk collection activities in Izmir. Similar studies
such as articles, theses, statistical data which were
carried out earlier composed the secondary data.

The number of Agricultural Development Co-
operatives which are engaged in dairy processing
and collection activities has been reached by ben-
efiting from the data of Izmir Provincial Directo-
rate of Agriculture (Ministry of Agriculture and
Forestry, 2018). It was found out that there were
15 actively operating cooperatives and 4 of those
cooperatives were engaged in both milk collec-
tion and dairy processing, 11 of the cooperatives
were only engaged in milk collection activity. The

Figure 1 - Research area.
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number of the cooperative members composed
the study population and the number of the mem-
bers to be interviewed was determined by propor-
tional sampling method (Newbold, 1995).

"= Np(1—p)
(N=1Doj; +p(1-p)
n = Sample size
N = The number of the dairy cooperative mem-
bers in Izmir
Zx = ratio variant

%

By using the proportional sampling method
95% for confidence interval and 9% for margin of
error, maximum sample size has been determined
as 116 taking p=0.5. The sample size which was
determined as 116, was distributed proportion-
ately among the cooperatives according to the
member number. It was planned to meet with 71
members from Agricultural Development Coop-
eratives who were engaged in dairy processing
and collection activities, and with 45 members
from Agricultural Development Cooperatives
who were only engaged in milk collection activi-
ties. Nevertheless, for the comparisons to be clear,
the number of members to be interviewed from
collector dairy cooperatives was increased to 71
the study was completed by conducting survey
with sum of 142 members.

Basic descriptive statistics, mean and per-
centages was used while evaluating the study
data. Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was applied to
determine the normal distribution of the data,
analysis of variance was applied for the data
which was found to be normally distributed, and
Mann-Whitney U test was applied for the data
which was found not to be normally distributed.
By this way, it has been examined whether there
is an otherness between collector dairy coopera-
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tives and processor dairy cooperatives.

The questionnaire consists of three parts. The
sociodemographic characteristics of the mem-
bers were given in the first part. After, mem-
bers’ participation status in the management and
questions about their willingness to participate
were given in the second part. And in the last
part, we focused on the organizational trust in-
ventory. Trust is conceptualized in a variety of
ways. However, it is most often associated with
situations involving personal conflict, outcome
uncertainty, and problem solving (Nyhan and
Marlowe, 1997). Luhmann (1979) states that
systems trust is latent and stands beyond the
day-to-day experiences that influence personal
trust. Therefore, we used the organizational trust
inventory (OTI) was designed to reflect the as-
sumed differentiation of systems and personal
trust in Luhmann’s theory.

The organizational trust inventory which was
developed by Nyhan and Marlowe in 1997 was
used to determine the organizational trust levels
of the members. The scale was tested in differ-
ent organizations with many people. It has re-
liability, validity, and factor analytic data. The
scale is psychometrically adequate and stable. It
is claimed that the organizational trust inventory
is usable in both academic research and applied
settings (Nyhan and Marlowe, 1997).

The inventory consists of two dimensions and
12 questions. Dimensions were called trust in
supervisor and trust in organization in originally.
Trust in supervisor dimension has 4 items, trust
in organization has 8 items in the inventory. The
level of trust in the inventory (for all items) has
been taken with Likert-type scale (1: Near-ze-
ro; 2: Very low; 3: Low; 4: Medium; 5: High; 6:
Very high; 7: Close to %100).

Exploratory factor analysis (with the varimax
rotation method) was used to determine the di-
mensions of the inventory. Exploratory factor
analysis is used to discover the number of factors
influencing variables and to analyze which var-
iables ‘go together’. Large datasets that consist
of several variables can be reduced by observing
‘groups’ of variables (Yong and Pearce, 2013).

Factor analysis is one of the commonly used
multivariate statistics techniques which trans-
forms a vast number of interrelated variables into

a small number of significant and independent
factors (Kleinbaum et al., 1998; Kalayci, 2005).

Reliability analysis was estimated by calcu-
lating Cronbach’s alpha coefficient (Cronbach,
1951). It was used in order to test whether the
inventory and its dimensions were reliable ac-
cording to the results of the factor analysis.

Hierarchical cluster analysis was applied to
classify the members according to their trust lev-
els by using the results of the factor analysis. Clus-
ter analysis aims to divide the units into homoge-
neous groups by using some measures which are
calculated based on the similarities or differences
between the variables (Ozdamar, 2004). Cluster
analysis is a method that is used in order to gather
up the objects into groups or clusters (Malhotra,
2010). This analysis is used a variety of topics and
studies (Oz et al., 2009; Sergo et al., 2010; Vec-
chio and Annunziata, 2013; Celik, 2013; Kangalli
et al., 2014; Callieris et al., 2016; Forleo et al.,
2017; Yal¢in and Ayyildiz, 2018; Gazel and Akel,
2018; Tekin, 2018; Allahverdi and Alagoz, 2019;
Colakoglu, 2020).

We chose to use the ward method which is
the most common method of hierarchical clus-
ter method (Firat, 1997; Yaz, 2014). The Ward
method is based on optimization of the clusters’
homogeneity according to some criterion, which
is the minimizing of increase in the error sums of
squares of deviations from the points of the clus-
ter centroid (Majerova and Nevima, 2017). It
aims to classify the objects as homogenous clus-
ters as possible based on the variations which
were considered. Exploratory factor analysis
and hierarchical cluster analysis were performed
using the RStudio software program. SPSS 20.0
was used for all other statistical analysis.

3. Results and discussion

3.1. Organizational trust inventory factor
analysis

One of the main problems with cooperatives
in Turkey is trust problems. Social scientists
have classically studied trust, conceptualized as
a mental state and measured as such, because
they assume that high levels of trust reflect a so-
cial reality in which people are more trustworthy
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and tend to cooperate more frequently (Sztomp-
ka, 1999; Bauer et al., 2019). Entering a coop-
erative relationship normally requires a certain
level of trust, and the same is necessary to sus-
tain that relationship (Bauer et al., 2019). Some
researchers claim that the trust of the members
in the managers has a substantial impact on co-
operative members’ loyalty and cooperatives’
success (Bilgin ef al., 2005; Ozalp, 2019).

In this part of the research, in the first place,
the results of the factor analysis which were
applied to determine the dimension of organi-
zational trust were mentioned. The levels or or-
ganizational trust which were acquired by using
factor analysis were used as variables in cluster

Graph 1 - The results of factor loading.

analysis. A variance representing each dimen-
sion has been utilized to group the members.

The general characteristics of the members
and their participation in the management have
been examined separately according to the farm-
er groups which were obtained as a result of the
cluster analysis.

Trust in cooperatives is crucial. For this rea-
son, firstly, the organizational trust inventory
was used with the intention of determining the
status of the organizational trust of the members.

As aresult of the factor analysis, the inventory
was divided into two dimensions. The results of
factor loading according to items were given in
Graph 1.
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Table 1 - Factor analysis results for organizational trust inventory.

Mean* | Std. Deviation | Factor Loading
Organizational Trust Inventory (o= 0.955)
Trust in Managers (a= 0.956)
Levgl of tr.ust ﬂ.lat the head of the cooperative will 6.1197 106180 0.906
do his/her job rigorously
Level of trust that the head of the cooperative will
make the right decisions about his/her job 39789 1.25742 0895
Level of trust in the accuracy of what the head 6.0352 119343 0.878
of the cooperative said
Level of trust that the head of the cooperative
is technically qualified in his/her job 37465 147045 0.876
Level of trust that the head of the cooperative has
a good understanding of his/her job 6.0070 124055 0-866
Level of trust th?t thf? head .of the cooperative 6.0070 132887 0.866
is capable of doing his/her job properly
Ler?l of trgst that the head of the cooperative will 6.0775 112404 0.858
do his/her job smoothly
Level of trust that.the head of the cooperative will 5.4437 1.82389 0.584
not secede from his/her position
Trust in Cooperative (a= 0.931)
Level of trust among people in this institution 6.1690 1.08485 0.918
Level of trust among the members/administrators 6.0845 117596 0.894
of the cooperative
Leve?l f’f trust between the members and the 6.0070 1.24055 0.884
administrators
Level of fair treatment 6.1056 1.29214 0.717

Note: *1: Near-zero; 2: Very low; 3: Low, 4: Medium; 5: High; 6: Very high; 7: Close to %100.

Source: Nyhan and Marlowe, 1997.

Table 2 - Kmo-Bartlett’s test findings for organiza-
tional trust inventory.

KMO and Bartletts Test
Kaiser—M.eyer—Olkin Measure 0.901
of Sampling Adequacy

Approx. Chi-Square 2359.693
df 66
Sig. 0.000

The dimensions of the organizational trust in-
ventory, factor loadings of the items, means and
standard deviations were given in Table 1. The
factor loads of the items and the original of the
inventory were taken into consideration while
naming the dimensions of the inventory which
is divided into 2 dimensions. In consequence of
the reliability analysis of the organizational trust
inventory and the dimensions it was determined

that its reliability was quite high (o= 0.955). In
general, it was found out that the level of relia-
bility was high. It was seen that the trust in co-
operative was higher than the trust in managers
(Table 1). It has been seen in the interview that
members believe in the power of cooperatives
and collaboration, but managers are subject to
change and can manage the cooperative success-
fully or poorly. For example, this item “Level of
trust that the head of the cooperative will not se-
cede from his/her position” received the lowest
score. So, some managers fail the cooperative
management and are often thanked, good ones
are welcomed.

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test was applied to test
the convenience of the dataset for the factor
analysis. The exceeding of KMO test above
0.700 shows that the dataset is convenient for
analysis (Kalayci, 2005). The result of the
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Cluster plot

KMO-Bartlett’s test of the factor analysis which
was applied to the organizational trust inventory
was given in Table 2. Accordingly, it was deter-
mined that the dataset was convenient for analy-
sis (KMO = 0.901) (Table 2).

3.2. Organizational trust inventory cluster
analysis

Cluster analysis is calculated based on the re-
semblance among the variants and aims to attain
homogenous groups (Ozdamar, 2013).

The farmers were classified with cluster analy-
sis by using the result of the organizational trust
inventory factor analysis. In reference to the result
of the cluster analysis it was seen that the farmers
were divided into 2 groups (Graph 2). The factor
loads of the organizational trust dimensions were
noted while naming the farmer groups. Thereaf-
ter, first group was named as those who do not
trust, second group was named as those who trust.
%26.1 of the farmers took part in the group of
those who do not trust, while 73.9% of them took
part in the group of those who trust. It could be
said that the level of trust in agricultural devel-
opment cooperatives which were examined was
high in general (Table 3). A similar study was
carried out by Kilig (2011) with the agricultural
development cooperative members in Samsun
and the trust level of the members in the adminis-
trators was determined as 80%.

The Man Whitney U test was used to deter-

cluster
®1

[4] 2

Graph 2 - Farmer groups to re-
sults of cluster analysis.

mine whether there was a statistically signif-
icant difference between the trust levels of the
farmers according to the farmer groups. Conse-
quently, a statistically significant difference was
found between the groups. After examining the
distribution of the farmers which were divided
into groups based on the cooperatives that they
were a member of, %61 of the farmers who were
in the group those who trust were members of
the processor dairy cooperatives and %81 of the
farmers who were in the group those who do not
trust were members of the collector dairy coop-
eratives. It is seen that the trust in processor dairy
cooperatives appears to be higher (Table 3). This
is an expected result because of the difference of

Table 3 - Cluster analysis findings for organizational
trust inventory.

Farmer Groups
First | Second
Group | Group
Mean Mean
Trust in Managers -0.40627 | 0.14316
Trust in Cooperative -1.37579 | 0.48480
The number of farmers 37 105
Percentage (%) 26.1 73.9
Trust in managers (mean)* 4.95 6.27
Trust in Cooperative (mean)* 4.81 6.40
Collector dairy cooperatives (%) 81.1 39.0
Processor dairy cooperatives (%) 18.9 61.0

Note: * Significant at p<0.05.
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Table 4 - General characteristics of the members who were grouped by level of trust.

Trusting Non-Trusting General
Age (Years) 47.30 45.62 46.85
Education level (Years) 6.72 6.97 6.78
Household size (people) 4.49 4.49 4.48
Farming experience (Years) 24.65 22.24 24.02
Animal husbandry experience (Years) 22.07 20.73 21.71
Total Monthly income (Turkish Lira)* 10065.62 7828.54 9482.71
Note: * Significant at p<0.05.
Table 5 - General characteristics of the farms which were grouped by level of trust.
Trusting Non-Trusting General
Number of dairy cows* 15.68 13.51 15.11
Milk Production Per Day (liter) 305.98 269.62 296.51
Amount of Milk sold to the Cooperative (liter)* 306.63 201.49 279.23
Raw milk price paid to members by cooperatives
(Turkish L‘.l’ra)* P Y coop 1.08 1.10 1.00

Note: * Significant at p<0.05.

cooperatives scale. Processor dairy cooperatives
are larger in scale. They have modern proces-
sors, a packing plant, and their own brand. They
offer more services to members, like supply of
inputs, veterinary services, etc. And they have
better commercial organization. This increases
the trust of the members in the cooperative and
the managers. On the other hand, collector dairy
cooperatives are smaller in scale, and they offer
fewer services to members.

The general characteristics of the mem-
bers who were classified as regards the level
of trust as a result of the cluster analysis and
the characteristics of their farms were given
in Tables 4 and 5. Trusting members are older
and less education than non-trusting members.
The average age of the members who were in-
terviewed is 46.85 years, and their average of
education is 6.78 years. It can be said that the
population is low for the rural region when the
household size is examined (4.48).

The fact that the farming and animal hus-
bandry experience periods of the members
are close to each other could be an indication
that the members commenced farming activ-
ity with animal husbandry. It is seen that the
age, education level, household size, years of

experience in farming, and animal husbandry
of the members who were in the trusting and
non-trusting groups were quite close to each
other. When the total monthly incomes of the
members were examined, it was seen that the
monthly income of the members in the trust-
ing group was higher than the members who
were in the non-trusting group. There is also a
statistically significant difference between the
groups (p<0.05) (Table 4). The majority of the
farmers in the trusting group are members of
dairy processing cooperatives. Processor dairy
cooperatives provide higher compensation,
better technical management, better quality
control, and so on to its members. As a re-
sult, the revenue of the members grows. Col-
lector dairy cooperatives, on the other hand,
pay their members a lower price per milk liter
since they are not processors.

When the characteristics of the farms which
were classified in reference to the level of trust
were examined it had been determined that the
size of the farms (number of dairy cows) of
the members in the trusting groups were high-
er and correspondingly, daily produced milk
amount and the milk which was sold to the co-
operative was higher as well (Table 5).
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Table 6 - Members’ participation status in the management.

Trusting Non-Trusting General
Criteria
N % N % N %
Those who are on duty 7 6,7 3 8,1 10 7.0
Those who are not on duty 98 93,3 34 91,9 | 132 93.0
Those who want to participate in the management 30 32,6 13 44,8 43 355
Those who do not want to participate in the management 62 67,4 16 55,2 78 64.5

3.3 Cooperative members’ participation
in management activities

Cooperatives are organizations that are man-
aged by members. Cooperative management, tries
to achieve more effective and equitable systems
of resource management. The effective manage-
ment of cooperatives depends on the involvement
of members in governance. Unfortunately, de-
spite the large number of the cooperative is not
the dominant organization form, and we observe
a lot of cooperative failures in Turkey. Therefore,
the active involvement of members in managing
is very important for cooperatives success.

Compared to other members the members
who participate in the cooperative management
involve closely with the problems of the coop-
erative and put more effort further the develop-
ment of the cooperative. Since therefore, the sta-
tus and desire of the members to take part in the
management of the cooperative gives informa-
tion about the adherence and sense of ownership
of the cooperative.

Some studies in the literature have noted a
decrease in members’ participation in the demo-
cratic life of cooperatives even if these are indeed
their “own” (Harte, 1997; Holmstrom, 1999; Levi
and Davis, 2008; Siebert and Park, 2010).

In this part of the study, it has been examined
whether their duties like board membership, rep-
resentation, or supervisory exist at the present
time or exist in the past in order to determine the
status of participation of the cooperative mem-
bers in the cooperative management. Moreover,
the willingness to get involved in management-re-
lated tasks in the future has been questioned.

The status of cooperative members’ partic-
ipation in management and their eagerness to
take part has been given in Table 6. Currently, it
has been observed that only 7% of the members
have a task in the management (management
board members), while 93% do not. When the
members who do not have a duty in the man-
agement were asked whether they had such du-
ties in the past, it was seen that 92% of them did
not have a duty in the past either (Table 6). It

Table 7 - Factors affecting the willingness to participate in cooperative management.

Those who want Those who do not want
to take part to take part
Age** 40.09 51.21
Education level (Years)* 8.30 5.65
Household size (people) 4.44 4.46
Farming experience (Years)* 16.65 29.05
Animal husbandry experience (Years)* 15.74 25.55
Total Monthly Income (Turkish Lira) 9898.98 8992.18
Number of dairy cows 14.74 14.91
Milk Production Per Day (liter)* 304.21 283.44
Amount of milk sold to the cooperative per day (liter)* 303.47 251.15
Organizational Trust level* 5.09 6.24

Notes: *Significant at p<0.05. **Significant at p<0.10.
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can be thought that the members do not want to
participate in management for various reasons.
In a similar study it was determined that 76%
of the members of the agricultural development
cooperative in Samsun did not take part in man-
agement (Kilig, 2011). In a study which was
conducted with the members of Giilbirlik the
ratio of the members in management was found
to be 3.3% (Ertan and Turan, 2001). Another
study was determined that 11.8% of members
served in dairy cooperative management (Gray
and Kraenzle, 1998). Although the ratio of the
members who have duties in the management
is quiet low, it has been determined that 35.5%
of them want to participate in the future. This
situation can be seen as the indicator for that
the relation of the members with the cooper-
ative will continue. After examining the stud-
ies made in the literature, it was seen that the
willingness to participate in the management in
different cooperatives was low. In a study con-
ducted with the members of agricultural credit
cooperatives, it was determined that 79.38%
of the members (Everest, 2015) and in another

study carried out on the members of the agri-
cultural sales cooperative, 87.5% of the part-
ners (Ozdemir, 1996) did not want to take part
in the management.

When the members are examined in reference
to their willingness to participate in the coopera-
tive management in the future, it has been deter-
mined that age, education, farming and animal
husbandry experience, the amount of milk that
is sold to the cooperative, and organizational
trust are efficient factors. Younger, more educat-
ed, less experienced members and the members
who sell more milk to the cooperative are more
eager to participate in the management. When
the desire to participate in the management is
examined conforming to the organizational trust
level, the members with high level of trust do not
want to participate in the management. Those
members do not request to take part by reason of
they already trust in the management (Table 7).

In cooperatives, each member has the right to
a single vote, and each member has the right to
check over the activities of the cooperative and
express his/her views. General assembly meet-

Table 8 - Members’ participation status in the general assembly meeting.

Trusting Non-Trusting General
Criteria
N % N % N %
Participating 79 75,2 30 81,1 109 76.8
Nonparticipating 26 24,8 7 18,9 33 23.2
Total 105 100.0 37 100.0 142 100.0
Table 9 - Factors affecting the participation in the general assembly meeting.
Participating Nonparticipating
Age 47.46 44.88
Education level (Years) 6.78 6.82
Household size (people)* 4.36 491
Farming experience (Years) 23.99 24.12
Animal husbandry experience (Years) 22.06 20.61
Total Monthly Income (Turkish Lira)* 10696.39 5473.94
Number of dairy cows* 17.24 8.09
Milk Production Per Day (liter)* 336.37 164.85
Amount of milk sold to the cooperative per day (liter)* 313.88 164.79
Organizational Trust level* 5.34 6.39

Note: * Significant at p<0.05.
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ings are held open to all members in cooperatives
every year. Members’ participation in general as-
sembly meetings can be accepted as a substantial
indicator that the cooperatives are managed dem-
ocratically (Karli and Celik, 2003).

The fact that the members follow the coopera-
tive meetings and participate actively in the meet-
ings is seen as another indicator of participation in
the management. Members’ participation status at
the last general assembly meeting that was held
in their cooperatives was given in Table 8. It was
observed that the level of participation in the gen-
eral assembly meeting of all the members, who
were categorized into two groups as trusting and
non-trusting were very high (Table 8). The high
rate of participation in general assembly meetings
is fundamental for cooperatives. In a study which
was conducted with the members of the agricul-
tural credit cooperatives it has been determined
that nearly 55% of the members do not attend the
meetings (Everest, 2015). It can be said that the
level of participation in the meetings varies by the
types of cooperatives.

The factors affect the status of the cooperative
members’ participation in the general assembly
meetings are household population, monthly in-
come, the number of dairy cows, the amount of
produced milk and sold to the cooperative. The
members with high monthly income keep up to
date by attending the meetings. Nonetheless, the
participation of the members who have more dairy
cows and sell more milk to the cooperative is more
additional. The members with a lower level of trust
show more participation in the meetings than the
members with a higher level of trust (Table 9).

4. Conclusion

In cooperatives which the members were rep-
resented by the administrator and board of man-
agement, members’ trust in their cooperatives
based on actions taken by the administrators in
good faith that will develop the sense of trust in
members and taking the right decisions by act-
ing in the interests of the members while making
important decisions.

The cooperative members who attend the gen-
eral assembly meeting and executive meetings
have the opportunity to have a direct effect on

the politics of the cooperatives and their deci-
sions about future projects (Cechin et al., 2013).

In this study, which was conducted on the
dairy cooperative members, the members of the
cooperatives were divided into two categories as
“trusting” and “non-trusting” members as ref-
erence to their level of organizational trust. The
trust of the members categorized in the “trust-
ing” group to the cooperative is higher than their
trust in the administrators. Such circumstances
can be evaluated as a factor that enhances the
willingness of the members to participate in the
management. The trust in the cooperative union
will increase the urge to persist in the cooperative
structure without deterioration. Individuals with
a sense of trust will make a contribution to the
sustainability of cooperatives by having a voice
in the management. Since it is difficult to deter-
mine the reliability of individuals, the supervision
of the cooperative management gains importance
here. Unfortunately, due to the damage done by
some malicious managers to the cooperative, the
trust of the farmers in the cooperatives is decreas-
ing. To avoid this, the government, in particular,
must inspect the practices of cooperatives and
give punishment for irregularities.

When the condition is examined in terms of
the types of cooperative, it has been found that
the trust in processor dairy cooperatives is higher
than the trust in collector dairy cooperatives. The
fact that processor dairy cooperatives function on
a larger scale than collector dairy cooperatives
and that they are managed professionally results
in a high level of trust in these cooperatives.

It has been revealed that the daily amount of
milk and the milk sold to the cooperative affect
the willingness to take part in management pos-
itively, while age, education, household size,
years of farming and animal husbandry experi-
ence, and level of trust affect it negatively. It is a
foregone conclusion that the members who make
a living from animal husbandry and sell all the
milk that is obtained to the cooperative, desire to
have a voice in the management. Consequently,
they will be influential in the decisions taken in
the cooperative and they will have precognition
in the plans they will make about the future of
their farms. The cooperative members’ cooper-
ation with the cooperative should be considered
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in the selection of the cooperative management.
Furthermore, persons who look after the inter-
ests of members and can protect their interests
should be involved in management.

Age factor has a negative effect on the will-
ingness to participate in the management and
as the members age, their desire to take part in
the management declines. The members, who
describe themselves as “aged”, stated that they
want young people to be prevalent in decisions
made in the management. By reason of the fact
that the years of experience in farming and an-
imal husbandry are also parallel to age, it is
anticipated that the outcome is going to be the
same. It is a remarkable result that as the educa-
tional level increases, the desire to participate in
management reduces. While it is anticipated that
the members with higher educational levels to
be operative in decisions taken in management,
the exact opposite outcome has been obtained.
When examining the educational level overall,
the fact that the level is primary school makes
that outcome meaningful. The members with a
high level of trust do not want to partake in the
management of the cooperative given that they
think that the cooperative is already well-run.

Although the members’ participation level in
the general assembly meetings is high at large,
the participation of the members with a high level
of organizational trust in the last general assem-
bly meeting is less. Accordingly, members’ trust
in cooperatives and the managers, diminishes the
rate of participation in the meetings. Although this
situation seems positive, it may have unfavorable
outcomes for both members and cooperatives in
the long term. After considering the principles of
cooperatives the significance of democratic ad-
ministration is seen for one more time.

It is argued that the education of cooperative
is substantial for every individual from a soci-
ological point of view. Particularly, cooperative
education to be offered to individuals, beginning
from primary school, will facilitate the devel-
opment of consciousness and collective behav-
ior. Regarding cooperative education, the gov-
ernment agencies and cooperative executives
should invest in education for the maintainabili-
ty of cooperatives. Similar implementations can
be made by examining the illustrations in other

countries where cooperatives are successful-
ly managed. Since the trust in the cooperatives
administrators will increase members’ participa-
tion in the cooperative activities, the adoption of
a professional administration style will benefit
members both economically and socially. The
cooperative management should communicate
with the members, attach value to the views
of its members and adopt a management style
based on cooperation.
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