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Abstract 
 

Because of the ownership structure of cooperatives, the allocation of 
property rights in these organizations and other characteristics of 
cooperatives, the study of management mechanisms in the relationship 
between cooperatives and their members becomes relevant, in economic 
terms, as these companies struggle to maintain the loyalty of their members. 
The present study was undertaken to determine the effect of social 
responsibility activities on the loyalty of the members. In other words, we 
investigated whether the number of associates who conduct business with 
the cooperative (member’s loyalty) increases if the cooperative develops 
social responsibility activities. The results indicate, first, that use of special-
purpose reserves for technical, educational and social assistance programs 
and spending on education and the environment have no significant effect on 
the loyalty of the cooperative’s members. Second, the members’ loyalty 
increases if the cooperative has a greater capacity to provide services and 
generate higher returns for its members. 
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Introduction 
 
The level of commitment between an organization’s owners and their 
producer-owned company, as, for example, an agricultural cooperative, is an 
important aspect of corporate governance. It can affect the rules used to 
manage economic transactions between organization and producers. For 
instance, the presence of a high level of commitment by the members may 
reduce free-rider problems, thereby increasing the likelihood that the owners 
will invest their money in and deliver their product to the cooperative. In this 
way, the capitalization and revenues of the cooperative become more stable 
and predictable (Staatz, 1987; Cook, 1995). 

The literature documents several factors that can influence the members’ 
commitment to their cooperatives. For example, Staatz (1989), Fulton (1999) 
and Bhuyan (2007), who studied this subject, in general, noted that the 
important factors affecting members’ satisfaction include the behavior and 
performance of the manager, educational programs, and the ability of the board 
to create services and products that impact member satisfaction. However, 
existing empirical studies have not investigated the influence of social 
responsibility activities developed by the cooperatives on the level of loyalty of 
cooperatives’ members. 

Studies of investor-owned firms (IOF) by Hayibor and Agle (1999), 
Harrison and Freeman (1999), McWillians and Siegel (2001), Moore (2001), 
Machado Filho (2002), Velde, et al. (2005) and Kitahara (2007), which focused 
on stock corporations in particular, demonstrated that high levels of social 
responsibility imply increases in the premium on the company’s shares. These 
studies hypothesized that increases in such premiums can be traced to an 
interest on the part of investors in becoming owners of socially responsible 
organizations.  

Nevertheless, when comparing the number of social responsibility activities 
among cooperatives, the combination of economic and social logic and the fact 
that ownership in these organizations is not tradable make it impossible to 
develop a concise indicator of the effectiveness of social responsibility 
activities in cooperatives. 

As ownership rights in cooperative organizations are not tradable, there is 
no indicator analogous to the premium paid on shares in IOF companies. This 
motivates us to adapt this economic concept from stock corporations to 
member-owned firms (MOF). Accordingly, we assume that members respond 
to social responsibility activities by increasing the number of transactions that 
they conduct with the organization, that is, by increasing their level of 
commitment. 
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This paper aims to investigate whether social responsibility activities affect 
members’ loyalty. In other words, we investigated whether the development of 
social responsibility activities on the part of cooperatives affects the 
commitment level of their members. 

This research is important because it provides a preliminary analysis of the 
impact of social responsibility activities on agricultural cooperatives and 
determines whether such behavior can be considered an economic strategy, as 
understood from the perspective of incentive theory, to increase the members’ 
loyalty.  

The theoretical framework consists of a review of studies that have 
investigated the member loyalty problem, and leads to corporate governance 
issues such as the free rider problem. Thereafter, a review of social 
responsibility by cooperatives and its relationship to member commitment is 
also provided. Next, we present the methodology and the empirical model used 
to test our hypothesis and also describe the variables used in the model: the 
interest variables, which are utilized as proxies for social responsibility, and the 
control variables. Finally, the fourth and fifth sections present the results and 
conclusions. 

 
 

Theoretical review 
 
Jensen and Meckling (1976) described organizations as a set of contractual 
relationships between economic agents, i.e., a nexus of contracts among 
individuals who have some relationship with the company, such as 
shareholders and employees. Milgrom and Roberts (1992) concur with the 
definition offered by these authors, adding that the capacity to develop 
contracts allows organizations to be classified as either formal or informal; 
formal organizations are those structured with legal personalities, which gives 
them the right to sign contracts in their own names. 

Considering this concept, Costa (2010), in line with the ideas of Cook et al. 
(2004), states that the cooperative can be viewed as a firm that belongs to the 
members who patronize it. Thus, it is a nexus of contracts among producers 
who decided to cooperate. 

Assuming that a cooperative venture is a nexus of contracts, it is possible to 
reinforce the findings of Costa, et al. (2012). They have shown that the 
ownership of cooperatives is formalized when, for instance, a farmer signs a 
formal contract with the company and acquires an equity share in the 
organization in order to have his property rights guaranteed. 
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Ownership rights, according to Milgrom and Roberts (1992), are divided 
into two types: the right of control and the right to the residual claim. In 
Brazilian cooperative organizations, the right of control is not tied to equity 
share and is not tradable; it is characterized by a low level of redeemability and 
is not necessarily increased by interest rate payments (Chaddad; Cook, 2004; 
Costa, 2010). Additionally, the residual claim is tied to patronage rather than 
equity and differs from the ownership structure of other collective ownership 
organizations.  

According to Cook (1995), the member’s ownership rights are vaguely 
defined. Such lack of clarity in the establishment of property rights increases 
corporate governance problems in the cooperative. The author analyzes five 
important problems: the free rider, horizon, portfolio, control, and influence-
cost problems. In this paper, we investigate the first of these issues. Costa, et 
al. (2012) argue that optimal allocation of control rights mitigates some of 
these problems (control and influence costs), and hence increases 
the probability that the cooperative will survive. 

 
The free rider problem in cooperatives 
In addition to vaguely defined property rights, another characteristic of 
cooperatives increases free-rider problems: non-tradable ownership rights 
(Cook, 1995). Both characteristics create an incentive for the owners to benefit 
from patronage without paying all of the costs of generating the goods or 
services consumed. Moreover, Cook (1995) describes a more complex type of 
free rider problem in cooperatives, known as insider free riding. Its presence is 
recognized when new members entering the cooperative pay the same price, by 
virtue of their ownership rights, as older members, who had previously paid the 
additional costs of generation of existing structures. This possibility 
disincentivizes investment by older owners. According to Serigati (2008), this 
situation tends to be common in Brazilian agricultural cooperatives. 

The free rider problem was also indirectly studied by Fronzaglia (2005). 
According to the author, a member who joins the cooperative receives the right 
to deliver his product to the market through the cooperative, but whether he 
cooperates is another aspect of the transaction.  

Furthermore, membership is not a cost-free transaction because of capital 
redeemability and agency costs. In the long run, a member will not leave the 
cooperative if these costs are outweighed by the benefits of maintaining his 
membership. If entering the cooperative were a cost-free transaction for future 
members, the free rider problem would not represent a transaction cost arising 
from vaguely defined property rights, but would become a benefit of 
membership. (Fronzaglia, 2005). 
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Fronzaglia (2005) also argues that a member always withdraws 
cooperation, i.e., breaks the contractual agreement to deliver his product to the 
cooperative, when the cost of cooperating outweighs the benefits of 
maintaining the contract. In this case, the absence of commitment is a form of 
the offset costs associated with membership, given the possibility of adjusting 
the member’s product delivery through the alternative of sales on the market. 
Serigati (2008) states that, in this situation, the cooperative only fulfills the 
function of mitigating market failures. 

This economic result, that is, the possibility of free-riding by a member 
makes management of the cooperative a difficult proposition given the cost of 
a desertion and broken contract. Additionally, if the loyalty problem is added 
to the free-rider problem, we face still more complex management challenges. 
This is particularly the case in the agribusiness sector, as the managers seek to 
benefit from economies of scale in this sector, and hence the production 
volume delivered by members is crucial. 

Therefore, creating incentives for a member to commit himself to the 
cooperative is an important challenge in cooperative organizations. This 
commitment is revealed when a member delivers his product to or purchases 
inputs from the cooperative.  

Member commitment to a cooperative is an important aspect of studies on 
the corporate governance of these organizations, as it influences the effects of 
the rules used to govern transactions between cooperatives and members. A 
transaction characterized by member commitment is important because it 
reduces free rider problems and makes the capitalization of a cooperative more 
predictable. This is the case because commitment increases the likelihood that 
members will deliver their product to the cooperative. (Staatz,1987; Cook, 
1995). 

The loyalty of members, according to Fulton (1999), is crucial because it is 
a measure of how well a cooperative is able to differentiate itself from 
investor-owned firms. The greater the capacity of a cooperative to distinguish 
itself, the easier it is for cooperatives to maintain market share and the more 
difficult it is for non-cooperative companies to enter their areas of economic 
activity (Fulton, 1999).  

An element that can provide stability for a cooperative's production process 
is the commitment of its members. Therefore, a cooperative needs to create 
incentives that ensure the loyalty of its members to provide greater stability to 
its capitalization and long-term strategies (Serigati, 2008).  
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Social responsibility in cooperative organizations 
Preliminary studies on corporate social responsibility began in the seventies 
with Friedman (1970), who discussed the "mission" of corporate managers. His 
defense of social responsibility was that it would maximize the expected return 
of the company’s shareholders (stockholder view) by maximizing efficiency 
and profits. Other strands of thought emerged that contradict this view. These 
authors argue for the maximization of the interests of a company’s stakeholders 
(stakeholder view). That is, managers should maximize the wealth of 
stockholders while considering the interests of stakeholders. The latter view 
forms the basis of the current debate on corporate social responsibility. 

There is a lack of consensus regarding the concept of social responsibility, 
and many studies attempt to develop a single and comprehensive concept of 
what would constitute a completely socially responsible organization. Based on 
several other studies, Pavie (2008) defines social responsibility as a set of 
voluntary actions that the company must promote, such as improvements in 
social and environmental conditions, and a company’s responses to economic 
and technical issues and legal requirements to generate social and 
environmental benefits in addition to financial gains. 

For cooperative organizations, which aim to function as intermediaries 
between the market and their members (Hansmann, 1996), social 
responsibility, according to Quadros et al. (2003), should be aligned with the 
view that managerial models used in a cooperative must have economic and 
social dimensions, that is, the members should aspire to improve their 
economic and social circumstances. 

Cooperative ventures should respect the principles that guide the operation 
of cooperatives in Brazil and worldwide (Brazilian Cooperatives Organization, 
2011). There are seven principles, three of which (education, training and 
information; cooperation with the community; and interest in the community) 
demonstrate the cooperative movement’s concern for social activities and, 
consequently, for social responsibility itself. 

Despite all of the doctrinal guidance on social responsibility, there is no 
fundamental definition of the term as applied to cooperatives and non-
cooperatives. However, given the economic motives behind the creation of 
cooperatives and the influence of doctrinal ideology on their management, we 
can infer that these organizations have close relationships with their 
stakeholders. 

Studies relevant to this topic in Brazilian cooperatives include those of 
Peixe and Protil (2007) and Bialoskorski, et al. (2006). The authors developed 
the concept of social responsibility as it relates to the economic performance of 
the cooperative. 
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Peixe and Protil (2007) show that the indices used to measure social 
efficiency in cooperatives are directly influenced by strictly economic indices. 
This finding makes the financial performance of cooperatives an important 
subject for further investigation. Bialoskorski, et al. (2006) argue that 
organizations are social enterprises, and the development and performance of 
their membership are important for understanding the performance of the 
organizations. If the cooperative’s performance is not assessed along these 
lines, that is, for example, if the measure simply captures the cooperative’s 
effort to maximize the services and prices it delivers to its members, the 
development of the enterprise may not be measured accurately. In this case, the 
measure would be capturing the development of the individual performance of 
each partner rather than that of the cooperative as a whole. 

Thus, the development of the economic activities of its members and 
changes in the organization's membership could be used to study the 
performance and efficiency of cooperatives. Membership growth, participation 
in general meetings, and the proportion and number of members who transact 
with the cooperative are examples of indices relevant to understanding the 
performance of a cooperative (Bialoskorski; et al., 2006). 

 
Member commitment and socially responsible activities 
Several studies attempt to relate stock prices to a firm’s level of social 
responsibility, as a parallel with stock corporations. Among them, the works of 
Roman et al. (1999), Harrison and Freeman (1999), McWilliams and Siegel 
(2001), Moore (2001) and Velde, et al. (2005) are noteworthy. These studies 
indicate that elevated levels of social responsibility imply increases in the 
premium paid on a company’s stock. In this paper, it is assumed that increases 
in the premium paid on a stock are the result of interest on the part of investors 
in becoming owners of organizations that invest in social responsibility. This 
result makes it possible to evaluate the effects of socially responsible activities 
on a company. 

However, in an analogous evaluation of the level of a cooperative’s social 
responsibility activities, the combination of economic and social logic and the 
fact that ownership in these organizations is non-tradable mean that there is no 
clear indicator of the effectiveness of these activities, as there is no premium 
paid for the share capital. 

Therefore, considering the arguments of Staatz (1987), Cook (1995), Fulton 
(1999), Chaddad and Cook (2004), Serigati (2008) and Costa, et al. (2012), the 
present study assumes that a member’s level of loyalty would be a response to 
management’s decisions regarding the socially responsible activities of the 
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cooperatives or would be a response to the owners regarding the socially 
responsible activities of cooperatives. In other words: 

 
H0: Members value the social responsibility activities undertaken by 
their cooperatives, and they demonstrate this valuation by increasing 
their loyalty.

 
Hence, under this hypothesis, the commitment of members is similar to the 

premium paid for shares in corporations. This hypothesis is interesting because 
it allows the development of social responsibility activities in cooperatives to 
be perceived as an economic strategy in order to increase the members’ 
commitment. 

Although the influence of doctrinal considerations on the loyalty of 
members, as defined by Fulton (1999), cannot be denied, this paper assumes 
that a member only transacts with the cooperative if the benefits of fulfilling 
the contract outweigh the costs of breaking it. Therefore, socially responsible 
activities are to be viewed as a benefit of cooperation. 

According to Bialoskorski Neto (2007), a cooperative organization can 
have two basic objectives. The first is that the cooperative’s primary aims are 
economic outcomes (surpluses) that are distributed among cooperative 
members according to patronage. The second objective is to produce economic 
benefits that are provided to the members in the form of higher prices and 
services, the latter being the dominant means of generating benefits for 
members of Brazilian cooperatives. 

Nevertheless, from our perspective, a Brazilian producer who joins a 
cooperative not only expects benefits in the form of higher prices but also 
desires services that will influence other members to comply with the 
contractual relationship implied by membership in the cooperative. These 
benefits, provided in the form of services, may be related to environmental 
issues and the sustainability of an organization, in other words, to social 
responsibility actions. 

A demonstration of the importance of cooperatives engaging in activities to 
improve their relationship with their members is the inclusion of a special-
purpose reserve for technical assistance, educational and social activities 
(RTESA) in Law (5764/71), which regulates Brazilian cooperatives. Under this 
law, Brazilian cooperatives are required to establish a reserve account in order 
to develop educational activities for members. The RTESA consists of at least 
5% of the annual net surplus, plus the net result of transactions conducted 
between cooperatives and agents who are not members (Law 5764/71, NBC T 
10.8). 
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In addition to data on RTESA, the data used in this study include 
information on a cooperative’s total expenditures toward educational activities 
for the purpose of developing educational programs for members and their 
families (that may or may not be related to the use of RTESA) and total 
expenditures on environmental initiatives such as waste management, 
environmental safety at work, and environmental education. 

Additionally, to demonstrate the importance attached to social 
responsibility activities, an insight from Staatz (1987) is highlighted regarding 
the importance of cooperative doctrinal ideology as a means of increasing 
member loyalty. Consistent with this insight, cooperatives should invest in so 
called cooperative education, which is also supported by the practical 
observation that an investment in education can retain members, even if this 
has not been proven empirically. 
 
 
Methodology and empirical model 
 
Methodology 
Model I postulates a linear relationship between the level of member loyalty 
and social responsibility indicators, i.e., to test hypothesis H0

 
𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙_𝑚𝑒𝑚𝑏 =  𝛽0 +  𝛽1 𝑟𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑎 +  𝛽2 𝑒_𝑒𝑛𝑣 + 𝛽3𝑒 _𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑐 + 𝛽4𝑛𝑢𝑚_𝑚𝑒𝑚𝑏 

. Because it is a 
linear model, the estimation was performed using cross sectional Ordinary 
Least Squares (OLS), as the sample consists of observations from the year 
2010. 

 
+  𝛽5𝑚𝑒𝑚𝑏_𝑒𝑚𝑝𝑙 +  𝛽6𝑟𝑒𝑣_𝑚𝑒𝑚𝑏 +  𝛽7𝐻𝐻𝐼 +  𝛽8 𝑎𝑔𝑒 + µ  
 
In the model, the dependent variable (total_memb) represents the level of 

member commitment and consists of the ratio of the total number of active 
cooperative members to the total number of cooperative members. 

The first three independent variables, the research variables, are proxies for 
social responsibility, namely: RTESA, s_env and s_educ. The first (RTESA) 
represents the amount from RTESA used for education. Its value is given by 
the sum of the initial value at the beginning of the study period in a 
cooperative’s RTESA account and the allocation for the current year, 
excluding the remaining existing reserves at year-end. Data for the second and 
third variable, i.e., spending on education and spending on environmental 
activities, respectively, is self-reported by cooperatives.  
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The use of RTESA as a proxy for social responsibility has been employed 
under the assumption that the cooperative uses RTESA resources to engage in 
activities that are considered socially responsible; hence, there is a direct 
relationship between the use of these reserves and member commitment. 
Regarding the concept of social responsibility, RTESA can be considered a 
proxy variable because spending on investment in education is one of the 
indicators required in the sustainability reports currently published by both 
cooperative and non-cooperative organizations (Ethos, GRI, 2011). 

In this study, social spending consists of spending on education and 
spending on conservation activities and the minimization of environmental 
impacts. These spending categories are also indicators of social responsibility 
commonly found in a variety of methodologies for developing sustainability 
reports and other structures found in the corporate context. Therefore, these 
categories are also occasionally used as proxies for social responsibility, in 
addition to the use of RTESA. The expected effect of s_env and s_educ is 
similar to that of RTESA, but they are not linked to any specific equity reserve 
account listed in cooperative financial statements. 

The model developed by Serigati (2008) revealed factors that affect 
members’ decisions to deliver their product to the cooperative, and in this 
study, we employed some of these variables in our model as controls: the total 
number of employees, financial performance, the Herfindahl-Hirschmann 
Index and the age of the cooperative. 

The total number of employees was used to represent the size of the 
cooperative, an important variable for examining commitment because it 
reflects the level of commitment of each member. Based on the collective 
goods theory developed by Olson (1971), the larger the cooperative, the greater 
its capacity to provide incentives for members to transact business with the 
cooperative and remain active; these incentives can be characterized, for 
instance, by a higher volume of available financing, members facing reduced 
operating costs, or the ability to achieve economies of scale within the 
enterprise. However, when the cooperative is larger, the costs of coordinating 
the interests of members will also be larger, causing a tradeoff between the 
gains from collective action and coordination costs (Olson, 1971). 

The number of members served by each employee is an interesting statistic 
to examine, because it measures the cooperative’s ability to offer goods and 
services to its members (the smaller the number of members served by each 
cooperative employee, the higher the quality of service), which consequently 
has a positive impact on the level of commitment on the part of the members – 
the greater the service capacity, the greater the loyalty of the members.  
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Another question relates to the financial performance of the cooperative 
venture, as the higher the cooperative’s financial performance, the greater its 
ability to generate wealth for its members, meaning that members have an 
incentive to transact business with the cooperative to maximize their income 
and welfare, thus increasing their participation in the cooperative’s affairs. 
Thus, the sales per member measure will be used to represent the financial 
performance of cooperatives, as this is available in the database. 

The Herfindahl-Hirschmann Index (HHI) is the sum of the squared shares 
of a product in an organization’s total revenue and is a classic concentration 
indicator that is widely used in industrial economics and market analysis 
(Serigati, 2008). It measures the degree of sales concentration in an 
organization’s product base. Thus the closer the value of the index is to 1, the 
more an organization's revenues are concentrated in a few products. For 
cooperative ventures, Serigati (2008) defined the sum of the squared HHI 
values as the contribution of sales of each product to the cooperative’s total 
revenues. 

The HHI is a proxy for the homogeneity of interests, as fewer products 
being offered by the cooperative implies a reduction in the divergence between 
the interests of different members, thus reducing the coordination costs of 
providing collective goods (Serigati, 2008). These collective goods generate 
increased benefits for members, causing them to increase their transactions 
with and active participation in the cooperative. 

Finally, based on the empirical tests performed by Serigati (2008) showing 
that the age of the cooperative is important in explaining the commitment of 
members, the model assumes that the older the cooperative is the less 
committed members are to it. According to the results obtained by Serigati 
(2008), which reveal a learning effect in the relationship between the 
cooperative and its members, the older the cooperative, the smaller the 
associated impairments. 

Table 1 reports the variables in model I and their expected effects on the 
relationship between loyalty and social responsibility in cooperatives. 
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Table 1: Expected effects on the dependent variable 
 

 
Variable Interpretation 

Expected 
Effect 

Dependent 
variable 

total_memb Active members over total members 
 

rtesa Use of RTESA (+) 

s_educ Spending on educational activities (+) 
Research  
variables 

s_env Spending on environmental actions (+) 
num_empl Total number of employees (+) 

memb_empl 
Number of cooperatives served by 
each employee of the cooperative 

(+) 

rev_memb Revenue by member (+) 

HHI Homogeneity of members' interests (+) 

Control 
variables 

Age Age of the cooperative (-) 
 
 

Descriptive statistics 
The research was conducted using data on cooperatives in the State of Paraná 
collected by the System for Analysis and Monitoring of Cooperatives (SAC), 
part of the cooperative monitoring program developed by the Organization of 
Cooperatives of the State of Paraná (OCEPAR). 

From a database of 83 cooperatives, it was possible to obtain a sample of 46 
cooperatives. For purposes of analysis, the cooperatives in the study sent all of 
their information to the SAC; some observations were missing for certain 
cooperatives, and these were not included in the sample. 

Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics for the sample and indicates that 
the average percentage of active members out of the total membership is 87%, 
which may indicate a high degree of commitment to the cooperatives. The 
cooperatives in the sample have an average of 12 cooperative members for 
each employee. This is a rather low number and may indicate good service 
capacity; however, there are cooperatives that do not have such a high level of 
capacity. 
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics 
 

Variable Average StdDev Min Max 
total_memb 0.8 0.25 0.00 1.00 
rtesa  R$ 9,007   R$ 1,038,870  -R$ 4,463,331  R$ 3,860,000  
s_educ  R$ 323,173   R$ 628,377  -  R$ 2,246,905  
s_env  R$ 501,490   R$ 1,063,509  -  R$ 4,038,520  
memb_empl 13 35 0 231 
num_empl 1075 1716 1 6649 
rev_memb  R$ 5,945,606  R$ 26,389,025  R$ 4,226   R$ 176,846,636  
HHI 0.60 0.24 0.25 1.00 
age 33 20 3 86 

 
The size of the cooperatives averages 1075 employees, the average age of 

cooperatives is 32 years, and the average annual revenue is nearly two million 
euros. Note that because of the high variance in the results, the average is an 
interesting measure of the size of the cooperatives, as the state of Paraná is 
known to have both cooperatives that are extremely large and consolidated and 
new, small cooperatives, generating a high variance in the data. 

On average, the resources allocated to spending on education are greater 
than those used for RTESA, which may be considered evidence that the 
RTESA accounts are not employed to the extent required by cooperative law. 
Similarly, spending on environmental activities is greater on average than 
spending on education, which can be explained by the fact that some 
environmental activities are regulated by law; hence, the cooperatives are 
legally obliged to perform certain activities. 

Additionally, analysis of the sample of evaluated cooperatives indicated 
that those with more developed social responsibility activities allocate a larger 
percentage of their surplus to RTESA and spending on social activities. 

 
 

Results and discussion 
 
This section presents the results of tests of hypothesis H0 performed using the 
data and methodology described above. 

After adjusting the database, a correlation matrix was constructed for all of 
the variables in the model and two important results were found: a) s_educ and 
rtesa are not significantly correlated, which may indicate that the resources 
used to provide educational activities for members do not originate from the 
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RTESA account, potentially indicating that the reserve is not serving its 
intended purpose; and b) environmental costs and the number of employees as 
well as age and HHI are highly correlated. 

 
Table 3. Correlation matrix for the variables 

 

 rtesa s_educ s_env 
memb_ 
empl 

num_ 
empl 

rev_ 
memb 

HHI age 

rtesa 1        
s_educ 0.07 1       
s_env 0.00 0.54 1      
memb_empl 0.01 -0.15 -0.14 1     
num_empl -0.32 0.46 0.72 -0.18 1    
rev_memb -0.00 0.10 0.01 -0.08 0.19 1   
HHI -0.15 -0.37 -0.38 0.33 -0.34 0.25 1  
age 0.01 0.37 0.38 -0.18 0.30 -0.04 -0.65 1 

 
 
The high levels of correlation between these variables indicated the need to 

analyze interactions between them to determine the best model specifications 
for the scenario studied. Next, the number of employees and HHI were 
removed, creating the three models studied: the first considers rtesa as well as 
s_educ and s_env simultaneously. The second only includes the rtesa variable, 
and the third considers the s_educ and s_env variables. We considered three 
separate models because the three variables are considered proxies for social 
responsibility. 

The first model considers the three proxies for social responsibility as the 
variables of interest, and the results suggest that in combination, the three 
variables do not have a significant influence, positive or negative, on a 
member’s decision to remain active in the cooperative. The model’s results 
regarding the control variables are as expected, validating the expectations 
regarding the control variables. 

The second model that only uses rtesa as a proxy for social responsibility 
yielded a different result than expected, as the variable of interest did not have 
a significant effect on member loyalty, as was the case in the first model. In 
addition to this result, the age of the cooperative does not appear to have had a 
significant effect on commitment, a result that differs from the first model and 
the expected result based on theory. 
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Finally, the third model corroborates the results obtained from the other two 
models, indicating that the proxies for social responsibility in education and 
environmental spending do not have a significant effect, and the results are 
similar to expectations regarding the effects of the control variables. 

Therefore, given the results of the three models, it is possible to conclude 
that the proxies for social responsibility are not relevant in determining the 
level of commitment of members, and therefore hypothesis H0 must be 
rejected. There are several explanations for this behavior, primarily related to 
the possibility that RTESA may only serve as an equity reserve for 
cooperatives and they elect not to use these resources to promote educational 
activities (the resources for such activities come from another source within the 
cooperative) or that social responsibility actions are not relevant to the 
members’ decision to transact business with the cooperative. 

 
 

Conclusions 
 
In conclusion, this study aimed to investigate whether social responsibility 
practices affect member commitment. Among cooperatives, this commitment 
is analogous to the premium on stocks. This investigation used indicator 
variables to measure the levels of social responsibility in cooperatives such as 
the Reserve for Technical Assistance, education and Social activities (RTESA) 
and cooperatives’ spending on education and environmental activities. These 
variables were used as proxies for social responsibility. 

The results, obtained with three available combinations of the variables of 
interest and control variables in the presented model, indicate that the proxies 
for social responsibility are not relevant in determining the level of member 
commitment, leading to the rejection of hypothesis H0. There are several 
explanations for this behavior. 

While it is possible that the database used for this study is not sufficient or 
appropriate to accurately test H0, the results obtained may indicate only that 
RTESA serves as an equity reserve for these cooperatives, and they elect not to 
use these resources to promote educational activities (these resources come 
from another source within the cooperative). It is also possible that the share of 
a cooperative’s resources spent on social responsibility activities is not relevant 
to the decision of the cooperative’s members to transact business with the 
cooperative. 

In future studies, the database should be expanded to include other states to 
ensure that it is representative of member loyalty at the national level. 
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Additionally, other proxy indicators for social responsibility should be used to 
examine this relationship. 
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