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ABSTRACT 
It is argued in co-operative literature that a distinctive feature of consumer co-operatives is the 
strong linkage between customers and their co-operative organization.  Another distinctive 
feature identified is the nature of ownership.  Bridging these two is the claim that is the nature of 
ownership that creates the special bond between customers and their cooperatives.  In this 
theoretical paper, we elaborate this idea further, employing a psychological ownership 
perspective.  Limiting our work on the individual-level, we analyze co-operative literature 
through the definition of psychological ownership, development mechanisms, and underlying 
motives showing that the feelings of ownership can be an essential part of being a member.  Our 
concluding remarks are for the attention of both researchers and practitioners. 
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Many co-operative scholars (e.g., Normark, 1996; Giroux, 1992) have argued that the 
association of the roles of customer and owner promote the development of an intimate 
relationship between the customer and the co-operative a special ‘co-operative link.’  That is, 
“The co-operative form of organization has the potential to develop unusually strong linkages 
between the user and the focal enterprise” (Normark, 1996: 433).  This link has the potential to 
develop under conditions of ownership that is not speculative nature, but associational instead 
(i.e., one that produces benefits through use and includes an equal voice in governance; cf. 
Hansmann, 1996; Bager, 1994). As Giroux (1992) maintains: “It is indeed the special member-
user status of owners that constitutes the co-operatives specific nature” (p. 7).  Evidently, the 
special relationship between the customer and the cooperative is seen a source of psychological 
rewards for the member and, thus as a source of competitive advantage (e.g., Jussila, Tuominen, 
& Saksa, 2008).  Less evident are the meanings of ‘strong linkage’ and the mechanisms through 
which member association with the co-operative contributes to it. Giroux (1992), though, notes, 
“participation appears essential because it sustains the relations of meaning, use, and property 
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that form the co-operative link” (p. 24). We also know that the special bond between the 
members and their co-operatives result from the fact that members are able to influence the co-
operative both in their role as a user and as an owner (Hirschman 1979). 
 
In addition, the work of Normark (1996) speaks to the importance of knowledge in creating the 
link. Finally, Giroux (1992) also argues that: “In the co-operative, members pool their 
aspirations, their needs, and their resources to produce relations based on meaning, use, and 
property which link the associated members and the enterprise they have created.”  (p. 7).  In 
other words, the variety of ways members invest themselves into the co-operative is seen to 
contribute to the emergence of the ‘co-operative link.’ 
 
Lacking a Coherent Framework 
So far, it seems that there is no co-operative literature that brings the above notions under a 
coherent framework. A line of research has emerged that offers us the possibility to do that.  To 
be more precise, as an outgrowth of scholarship (e.g., Klein, 1987; Long, 1979, 1980; Rousseau 
& Shperling, 2003; Tannenbaum, 1983) that addresses the role of formal ownership 
arrangements (e.g., ESOPs) in the attempts to create more intimate ties between employees and 
their employers, literature (e.g., Brown, 1989; Dirks, Cummings & Pierce, 1996; Pierce et al., 
1991; Pierce et al., 2001; Pierce &Furo, 1990; Pierce, Kostova, & Dirks, 2003; Pierce, 
O’Driscoll, & Coghlan, 2004; Pierce & Rodgers, 2004; VandeWalle et al., 1995; Van Dyne & 
Pierce, 2004; Wagner, Parker, & Christiansen, 2003) has emerged that addresses the role of 
psychological ownership in creating a stronger link between organizational members and their 
organizations. Psychological ownership is that cognitive/affective state in which the individual 
feels as though the target of the ownership, or a piece of it, is “hers” or “his” and in which the 
individual feels as though s/he is psychologically tied to that object, the extended self (Pierce et 
al., 2001). In this literature, property is recognized to exist on both objective and subjective 
levels (Etzioni, 1991), and the targets of ownership are seen to be of both tangible and intangible 
nature (e.g., Beaglehole, 1932; Isaacs, 1933). Most influential developers of psychological 
ownership theory have been Pierce and his colleagues (e.g., Pierce, Rubenfeld, & Morgan, 1991; 
Pierce, Kostova, & Dirks, 2001, 2003; Van Dyne & Pierce, 2004).  They maintain that – as a 
state of mind – psychological ownership (e.g., the possessive feeling that some organizational 
object is ‘MINE’) may develop even in the absence of legal ownership.  Considering the 
audience of this journal, perhaps their most important notion is that the psychological experience 
of possession is likely to be promoted by formal ownership if it is participatory in nature (e.g., if 
it encourages personal investments and provides the members with control and knowledge). 
 
While psychological ownership has not been studied in co-operatives with a particular focus on 
user ownership, several studies do refer to co-operatives as organizations in which psychological 
ownership is likely to manifest it.  That is, Pierce et al. (1991) and Pierce and Rodgers (2004), in 
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their discussion of employee ownership arrangements, refer to (worker) co-operatives as a 
potential target of ownership feelings (e.g., “This is MY co-operative!”).  In addition, at least one 
empirical study also uses data from co-operatives.  In their study on ownership feelings and 
commitment, Vandewalle et al. (2005) gathered a sample from residents of a co-operative 
housing arrangement at the University of Minnesota- Minneapolis.  Finally, Jussila, Saksa, and 
Tienari (2007) as well as Tuominen, Jussila, and Saksa (2006) use psychological ownership as 
part of their frameworks employed to analyze management and governance of customer-owned 
co-operation. In other words, there already exists some literature published in English that 
contributes to co-operative researchers’ understanding of the psychological aspects of 
cooperative ownership.  However, extant co-operative literature does not use the theory of 
psychological ownership to conduct a detailed analysis of the routes through which this 
psychological state develops or the origins of that state.  It is towards that end this paper is 
directed. 
 
LINKING PSYCHOLOGY OF OWNERSHIP TO COOPERATIVE MEMBERSHIP 
The innovative approach in our paper is in the following.  First, we take the opportunity to define 
the special co-operative link between the members and their co-operatives as the operational 
cognitive/affective state of psychological ownership (cf. Van Dyne & Pierce, 2004).  This 
provides us with possibilities for future empirical research investigating that relationship.  
Second, we explore some of the mechanisms through which psychological ownership emerges.  
This serves the management of member-cooperative- relationships: the reinforcement of the 
cooperative link.  Third, we introduce the motivational underpinnings of the ‘co-operative link’ 
from the psychology of possessions perspective.  This contributes to our understanding of the 
reasons for member participation that go beyond commonly highlighted economic motivations.  
A detailed discussion of the whole variety of consequences (attitudinal, behavioral and 
motivational) that are seen as an out-growth of psychological ownership (see Pierce, Jussila, & 
Cummings, 2009), is not feasible in this paper and, thus, is left for future considerations. 
 
In this paper we limit our brief analysis to the satisfaction members get via the fulfillment of 
their motives for possession in the co-operative organization.  This brings us to our forth 
contribution, which is the identification of previously unspecified satisfactions a consumer co-
operative can bring to a member’s life.  Finally, we note that many of these factors may be 
applicable to other co-operative contexts.  However, we limit our discussion to consumer co-
operatives for a clear purpose.  We believe it crucial to the development of co-operative research 
that different types of co-operatives are discussed separately, unless comparisons across them are 
an explicit aim of research.  In this paper, that is not the case. 
 
Our paper is structured as follows.  First, we briefly introduce the reader to the background of 
psychological ownership research and to the origins of those definitions that are the basis of our 



Exploring the Consumer Co-Operative Relationship with Their Members: An Individual Psychological 
Perspective on Ownership 

 

© The International Journal of Indian Psychology, ISSN 2348-5396 (e)| ISSN: 2349-3429 (p) |    125 

work.  Second, we discuss the motives for psychological ownership, specifying also related 
satisfactions.  Third, we explore the routes through which this psychological state emerges.  
Finally, after summarizing our discussion, we put forward a number of conclusions that we 
believe to be of value to future research on co-operatives. 
 
Psychological Ownership in Organizations 
The theory of psychological ownership (Pierce et al., 2001, 2003) has its roots in a wide variety 
of fields.  Various aspects of ownership have been topics of academic discussion in the realms of 
psychology, philosophy, human development, social psychology, and consumer behavior, for 
example.  Long ago, James (1890), addressed psychological perspectives on ownership in his 
work on the principles of psychology, and Sartre (1969) wrote of ownership as an integral part of 
human existence.  Isaacs (1933) and Furby (1978a, b, 1980) illustrated the role of possessions in 
human social development.  Furby (1978b), in her empirical work on meaning and motivation of 
human possessions, states that possession is ubiquitous in our everyday lives. Beagle hole 
(1932), studying the psychological basis of the institution of property, found a wide variety of 
objects in human life that the human could call her/his property.  Legally we may be owners of 
certain physical objects, but it is also common for people to psychologically experience the 
connection between themselves and various targets of possession, such as homes, automobiles 
and other people (Dittmar, 1992).  We may also develop feelings of ownership toward non-
physical entities, such as ideas, artistic creations and privileges (Beaglehole, 1932; Isaacs, 1933; 
Heider, 1958). 
 
Some scholars have emphasized the fact that we tend to perceive certain objects as closely 
related to ourselves (Prelinger, 1959).  For example, James comments on the fine line between 
“me” and “mine”: “A man’s self is the sum total of all that he can call his” (1890: 291).  Sartre 
observed that “the totality of my possessions reflects the totality of my being…I am what I 
have…What is mine is myself” (Sartre, 1969: 591-592).  Some others (e.g., Belk, 1988; Dittmar, 
1992; Furby, 1978b) have argued that individuals regard possessions as part of the self (identity): 
“what is mine becomes (in my feelings) part of ME” (Isaacs, 1933: 225).  Thus, it is argued that 
often possessions come to play such a dominant role in the owner’s identity that they become 
part of the ‘extended self’ (e.g., Belk, 1988; Cram & Paton, 1993; Dittmar, 1992). This is based 
on the above philosophically and empirically anchored literature that Pierce et al. (2001) 
developed in their definition of psychological ownership.  They maintain that the core of 
psychological ownership is constructed of two intertwined feelings: 1) the feeling of 
possessiveness (i.e., “It is mine!”), and 2) the feeling of being psychologically tied to an object, 
the extended self (i.e., “It is part of me”) – feelings that are part of the human condition.  This 
definition is also the foundation of our work.  Extant literature with references to or data from a 
co-operative context (e.g., Jussila et al., 2007; Tuominen et al., 2006; Pierce & Rodgers, 2004; 
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VandeWalle et al., 1995; Pierce et al., 1991) has already addressed the fact that psychological 
ownership manifests itself also (if not even in particular) in cooperatives. 
 
As declared in the data of Tuominen et al. (2006: 15), “essential is … that the members of the 
regional co-operative retailer feel that it is their own firm.”Thus, we will simply point out that a 
sense of ownership manifested by statements such as “I feel this co-operative is MINE”, “I feel a 
high degree of personal ownership for this co-operative.” and “I sense this co-operative is part of 
me” are likely to be put forward by members of consumer co-operatives.  In our view, these 
statements are indicative of the special co-operative link between the members and their 
cooperative organizations referred to by Normark (1996) and Giroux (1992) among others.  
Considering future research, it is noteworthy that Van Dyne and Pierce (2004) have offered a 
valid individual-level operationalization of psychological ownership along with measurement 
variables. 
  
Why should the above statements be considered as indicative of the co-operative link?  This is 
because that link is seen because of member co-operative interaction that involves the control of 
members over the co-operative, their intimate knowledge and understanding of the co-operative, 
and their investments into the co-operative project (e.g., Normark, 1996; Giroux, 1992; 
Hirchman, 1979).According to Pierce and his colleagues (2001), these are precisely the 
mechanisms though which the psychological state of ownership develops. 
 
Routes to Psychological Ownership 
According to Pierce et al. (2001), psychological ownership emerges through three major, 
potentially interrelated routes: 1) control over the target, 2) intimate knowledge of the target, and 
3) investment of the self into the target.  As introduced, formal ownership of an organization has 
the potential of promoting the emergence of ownership feelings (Pierce & Rodgers, 2004; Pierce 
et al., 1991).  This will be the case if formal ownership helps the individual travel down one or 
more of the above-mentioned routes to psychological ownership.  As the above discussion entails 
and the following discussion shows, the nature of co-operative consumer-ownership meets these 
conditions. 
 
Control 
The right to use an object and/or to exercise control over it have been among the most frequently 
mentioned characteristics of possession and ownership (Furby, 1978a; Rudmin& Berry, 1987).  
According to literature on co-operatives (e.g., Hansmann, 1996), these rights are also in the core 
of co-operative ownership.  Moreover, it is argued that members are able to influence the co-
operative both in their role as a user and as an owner (Hirschman 1979).  As maintained by 
Tuominen et al. (2009), members may exercise control over their co-operative directly and/or 
indirectly, through market and/or voice mechanisms (cf. Chaves et al., 2008; Spear, 2004). 
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Most interesting considering the aims of this paper is that control exercised over an object 
eventually gives rise to feelings of ownership, as shown in research on the psychology of 
possession (e.g., Csikszentmihalyi & Rochberg-Halton, 1981; White, 1959). Further, it is argued 
that the greater the amount of control, the more the object is experienced as part of the self 
(Furby, 1978a; Prelinger, 1959).  Thus, it can be argued that co-operative members may also to 
develop feelings of ownership towards the co-operative (i.e., come to the subjective experience 
of the co-operative as ‘theirs’ and as part of the extended self).  Pierce et al. (2001) note that in 
general, organizations “provide members with numerous opportunities to exercise varying 
degrees of control over a number of factors, each of which is a potential target of psychological 
ownership” (p. 301).  However, whether or not this actually takes place (and to what extent) is a 
matter of personal choice (to what extent a member uses one’s opportunities to exercise control).  
In consumer co-operatives, one may choose to simply use the services without the use of voice, 
while others sit in customer committees and boards.  As Giroux (1992) put it: “In co-operatives, 
the associated members collectively delegate their power as owners to elected representatives, 
while, most often, exercising their rights as users on an individual basis” (p. 6).  Thus, some 
members may take the route of control towards feelings of ownership towards the co-operative, 
while others will not. 
 
Self-investment 
The relationship between personal investment and ownership was a popular discussion topic 
during the industrialization period.  Locke (1690), for example, in giving his views on property 
and government stated that work and labor were ways for people to become (individual) owners 
of (common) property.  This can be applied to co-operatives as well, where the cooperative is in 
fact, as Jussila et al. (2008) maintain, to great extent a collective possession.  As Giroux (1992) 
put it: “Participation … allows members to contribute to the co-operative (“to do their share”)” 
(p. 6). The target of contribution is not the share (‘possession’) of just any member, but that of a 
particular individual. Locke’s (1690) notion was based on the following argumentation: we own 
our labor (that to which we direct our bodies), we associate our labor with the resulting products 
or creatures, and therefore we own that which we create, shape, or produce.  Most important 
considering our efforts is the psychological explanation offered by Csikszentmihalyi and 
Rochberg-Halton (1981).  They suggest that the investment of an individual’s energy, time, 
effort, and attention in objects causes her or him to become one with the object and to develop 
feelings of ownership toward it.  Investment of the self comes in many forms: of one’s time, 
ideas, skills, and physical, psychological, and intellectual energies.  Because of personal 
investment, the individual may begin to feel that the target of ownership flows from the self.  
Thus, as Pierce et al. (2001) argue, the more individuals invest themselves in a target, the 
stronger their psychological ownership of that target will be.  The work of Giroux (1992) seems 
to be consistent with these ideas.  In other words, her work suggests that the variety of ways 
members invest themselves (personal resources) into the co-operative (creation) contributes to 
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the emergence of the ‘co-operative link.’  Organizations provide a wealth of opportunities for 
their members to invest themselves in a variety of facets. This applies to co-operatives as well.  
To benefit from the co-operative, it is not sufficient that a member pays the co-operative 
(financial) contribution. 
 
One has to invest also one’s time, energy and physical resources to the use of services. The 
amount of investment is seen to differ from that of the investments made by regular customers to 
non-cooperative firms.  For example, as a result of the combined roles of customer and owners, 
the member will be “more willing to provide higher quality, more frequent, and greater amounts 
of information than would a customer…of an IOF” (Cook, 1994: 53). 
 
Overall, the member has an interest to invest oneself in the co-operative in order to get more 
benefits (Jussila et al., 2008).  Just as proposed concerning control and knowledge, it is likely 
that there are great differences between members in the amount of their investment (of their 
selves) to their co-operatives.  It can be assumed that the most passive members simply invest 
the minimum time and energy required to manage their purchases.  According to Giroux (1992), 
the most active ones make considerable investments into the co-operatives, for example, in terms 
of time and communication.  
 
Thus, there are members who invest a great deal of themselves to their co-operatives and, thus, 
travel far and deep to the feelings of ownership, while others do not.  Having discussed the 
routes to psychological ownership (i.e., direct causes for its occurrence), an important question 
asks: Why do some members take these routes?  (i.e., what are the primary reasons for 
ownership feelings?).   
 
Motives for Psychological Ownership 
Pierce and colleagues (2001) note that some scholars explain the emergence of psychological 
ownership as the innate human need to possess (e.g., Burk, 1900; Porteus, 1976; Weil, 1952), 
while others suggest that ownership and its psychological state is the product of socialization 
practices carried out in society (e.g., Furby, 1978b; Kline & France, 1899). According to 
Dittmar(1992), both genetic factors and experiences are important: “psychological ownership 
emerges because it satisfies certain human motives, some of them genetic and others social in 
nature” (Pierce et al., 2001: 300).  Pierce et al. (2001, 2003) suggest that the roots of 
psychological ownership are to be found in four basic human motives: 1) efficacy and 
effectance, 2) self-identity, 3) “having a place,” and 4) stimulation.  As the following discussion 
shows, existing co-operative literature seems to carry the idea that these motives can be satisfied 
in co-operatives. 
 
 



Exploring the Consumer Co-Operative Relationship with Their Members: An Individual Psychological 
Perspective on Ownership 

 

© The International Journal of Indian Psychology, ISSN 2348-5396 (e)| ISSN: 2349-3429 (p) |    129 

Efficacy and Effectance 
Effectance motivation aims for the feeling of efficacy (White, 1959).  Several authors, including 
Furby (1978a), Isaacs (1933) and Porteus (1976), have recognized that the motive underlying 
possession is, by and large, the individual’s ability to produce effects in the environment – to 
experience causal efficacy and control.  In her cross-cultural studies, Furby (1978b) found 
empirical evidence supporting these notions, since the desire for control was cited frequently as a 
motivation for ownership.  Possessions provide control for their holder, and ownership allows 
individuals to explore and alter their environment: thus possessions and ownership serve 
effectance and competence motives.  Beggan (1991) continued on the theme by empirically 
demonstrating the link between motivation for control and possessive behavior. 
 
Co-operative literature (e.g., Münkner, 1981; Normark, 1996; Nilsson, 1996; Casadesus-
Masanell & Khanna, 2003) leads us to believe that members’ need to manage their lives (both 
economic and social aspects of it) is and has been a central impetus also for facilitating (and 
possession of) co-operative organizations. For example Münkner (1981) states that an individual 
(i.e., member) engages in voluntary association with others to meet her/his needs – through self-
help action, a member overcomes one’s own weaknesses.  By collaborating and networking in 
the form of co-operative, individual’s ability to produce effects in the environment increases 
(Normark, 1996). 
 
Thus, the co-operative is one of those objects in the members’ lives that can promote their 
feelings of efficacy and effectance.  As Pierce et al. (2001) note, the desire to experience causal 
efficacy in altering the environment leads to attempts to take possession (to exercise control) 
and, thus, to the emergence of ownership feelings (Pierce et al., 2001).  As previously discussed, 
control can be exercised in many forms, in different roles, and towards a variety of targets. 
Whether or not the individual will exercise control over the co-operative depends on the extent to 
which the member’s need for efficacy and effectance is active. 
 
Self-identity 
Objects constitute a system of socially shared symbols, particularly symbols of identity, which 
means that possessions – material or immaterial – also serve certain symbolic functions that are 
interpreted through one’s culture (Dittmar, 1992).  According to Porteus (1976), possessions 
such as the ones we use to personalize our homes help us to determine ourselves (to answer the 
question: “Who am I?”)  – “The thingsthat surround us are inseparable from which we are” 
(Csikszentmihalyi & Rochberg-Halton, 1981: 16). 
 
Possessions also play an important role in maintaining the sense of self over time (Cram & 
Paton, 1993).  As Pierce et al. (2001) summarize, people use ownership for the purpose of 
defining themselves, expressing their self-identity to others, and ensuring the continuity of the 
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self over time.In literature on co-operatives (e.g., Münkner, 1981; MacPherson, 1995; Nilsson, 
1996), it is maintained that membership in a co-operative helps an individual reproduce and 
express one’s self-identity (e.g., an image that “I am a co-operator”).  That is, members build up 
their roles though the association with cooperatives and through the contributions, they make to 
the co-operative as customers (Münkner, 1981).  The co-operative resulting from collective 
action of members, manifest the values and goals of those members. Note-worthy, the principle 
of political and religious neutrality promotes the idea that members participate as individuals, not 
as representatives of some political or religious interest group (cf. Münkner, 1981; MacPherson, 
1995). 
 
Thus, the co-operative is an object that has the potential of satisfying the members’ needs for 
selfidentity.  As Dittmar (1992) and Porteus (1976) argue, through our interaction with 
possessions, coupled with a reflection upon their meaning, we may also reproduce and transform 
our self-identity and expressour individuality (Dittmar, 1992; Porteus, 1976).  As earlier 
discussion suggests, the interaction and association (coming to know) can occur in many forms, 
in different roles, and with many objects of material or immaterial nature.  Whether or not the 
individual will exercise control over the co-operative depends on the extent to which the 
member’s need for self-identity is active. 
 
Having a Place 
Ownership and the associated psychological state can also be explained (in part) in terms of the 
individual’s motive to possess a certain territory or space (Ardrey 1966; Duncan, 1981; Porteus, 
1976; Weil, 1952).  Ardrey (1966) suggests that our attachment to property, such as territory, is 
of an ancient biological order: having a place is an important “need of the human soul” (Weil 
1952: 41).  Heidegger (quoted in Dreyfus, 1991: 44-45) argues that we need objects in order to 
be as we are “When we inhabit something, it is no longer an object to us, but becomes a part of 
us and pervades our relation to other objects in the world.”According to Duncan (1981), who 
writes of various aspects of home ownership, satisfying the motive of having a place is closely 
related to satisfying the motives of self-identity and effectance: “The ideal home environment is 
a place for self-expression and a feeling of control” (p. 113). 
 
The work of Tuominen et al. (2006), on regionalist and locality in management of customer-
owned cooperatives, provides us with initial understanding on the role of consumer co-operatives 
as the satisfiers of territorial motives.  It describes co-operatives, such as co-operative retailers 
and co-operative banks, as organizations with two important features: 1) clear geographic 
boundaries and 2) permanent embeddedness within the region or locale they operate.  While not 
clearly stated in the work of Tuominen and colleagues (2006), it seems that these features are 
seen to help consumer co-operatives – the member’s own organizations – make their members 
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feel at home.  In other words, consumer co-operative can offer a member with placement and 
understanding of him/herself in the time and space. 
 
Thus, it is within the co-operative that members find place and home – be successful infusing 
oneself in time and space, and developing a sense that one is ‘’within’’ and a “part of ’’ some 
particular place.  As Pierce et al. (2009) suggest, this state reflects the discovery of personal 
meaning and comfort in time and space.  It is in this context that psychological ownership 
develops through interaction with one’s surrounding (i.e., through the mechanisms listed above).  
As earlier discussion indicates, this interaction with the co-operative may occur in various forms, 
in many roles, and include a variety of different targets of material or immaterial nature.  
Whether or not the individual will exercise control over the co-operative depends on the extent to 
which the member’s need for place is active. 
 
Stimulation 
Several scholars (e.g., Duncan, 1981; Porteous, 1976) have suggested ownership serves yet 
another human need: the need for stimulation (activation, arousal).  Kamptner (1989), when 
commenting upon the psychological meaning of possessions, noted that the targets of ownership 
serve as ‘the storehouses of life’s meanings.’  The works of Jussila et al. (2007) and Tuominen et 
al. (2006) from the co-operative context seem to indicate that consumer co-operatives can 
occupy such roles.  
 
Thus, from an emotional perspective, consumers’ co-operative societies provide entertainment to 
their members in terms of their being repositories holding memories of the past.  Interacting with 
elements of the co-operative organization that serve as ‘memory triggers’ needing to be taken 
care of, serves as a source of stimulation for the member.  Stimulation can be derived, for 
example, from one’s using, thinking about, improving, observing, caring, and defending one’s 
possessions (e.g., Kamptner, 1989; Duncan, 1981; Porteous, 1976). 
 
Thus, considering that use in the core of cooperation, it seems obvious that also the need for 
stimulation can be served by co-operative membership.  When using the co-operative, one 
cannot avoid observing it and thinking about it.  There is also an incentive for the members to 
care for and improve their co-operative (Mills, 2008).  Engagement in thoughts and (other) 
actions of caring and improving will provide the member with stimulation.  As Jussila et al.’s 
(2007) work suggests, members are also known defend their co-operatives – the storehouses of 
the communities’ local meanings – and, thus, be aroused by them. In this context, feelings of 
ownership are likely to develop and be maintained through traveling the routes described above. 
As preceding discussion suggests, the routes to psychological ownership can be traveled in many 
ways, in different roles, and to many destinations material and immaterial in nature.  Whether or 
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not the individual will exercise control over the co-operative depends on the extent to which the 
member’s need for stimulation is active. 
 
CONCLUSION 
The content of ‘the co-operative link’ (Giroux, 1992) and ‘the strong linkage’ (Normark, 1996) 
is, to great extent, psychological ownership.A clearly defined individual-level cognitive/affective 
state can be measured with the instrument validated by Van Dyne and Pierce (2004).  In other 
words, when investigating the depth of a member’s relationship with the cooperative, the 
construct of psychological ownership and the existing measure for it are extremely useful. 
 
In research on consumer co-operatives, the psychological state of ownership has been previously 
referred to in the work of Jussila et al. (2007) and Tuominen et al. (2006).  We went beyond their 
work to analyzing in detail the mechanisms through which psychological ownership emerges. 
We believe that addressing the role of control, knowledge, and self-investment in the 
development of the well-recognized strong linkage (psychological ownership) between the 
member and the co-operative adds value to cooperative research.  Especially valuable we 
consider our work to be for researchers of co-operative management, since that special 
relationship manifested by psychological ownership is seen as a source of psychological rewards 
for the members and, thus, competitive advantage for the co-operatives (Jussila et al., 2008). 
 
It is well known among co-operative researchers that the motives for membership are not limited 
to economic utility, even if it is often seen as the primary reason for establishing co-operatives. 
In this paper we have addressed the roles of several human needs that can also be seen as 
important reasons for participating in co-operative projects.  Efficacy and effectance motivation 
as well as the needs for self-identity, place, and stimulation contribute to our understanding as to 
why consumers are willing to participate in cooperation both as users and as owners.  It is 
expected satisfaction of these motives (pleasure) that facilitates the interaction leading to 
psychological ownership. 
 
Managerial Implications 
It is not only the uncovering of the consumer – cooperative – relationship and pointing out a 
useful measure that we believe to be of practical value.  Our specification and analysis of the 
routes to psychological ownership will help co-operative managers reinforce of the co-operative 
link and, thus, contribute to their organizations’ favorable position in the market place.  
Noteworthy, this can be seen to be in line with the purpose of consumer co-operatives, when 
managerial action of this sort is aimed at creating additional value to the customer-owner that is 
not attempted to materialize in price increases.  What can managers to develop a stronger and 
more intimate link between the consumers and their cooperatives – one that is manifested with 
feelings of ownership and a sense of being one with the cooperative? 
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Our work suggests that this can be achieved by promoting the consumers’ opportunities to 
interact and associate with the co-operative.  Developing new ways of influence and control, 
providing the members with efficient ways to come to know the qualitative properties of co-
operatives, and introducing additional ways and forums for members to investment their 
energies, intellect, and knowhow into the co-operative serve to increase the potential for the 
development of psychological ownership among members. However, it seems that the members’ 
role as owners and the potential ways of participation need to also be communicated well.  
Psychological ownership will not develop if the members do not realize their status.  Further, 
considering that the expectation of satisfaction is central to the motives, it seems that stories of 
highly satisfied active members could help eliminate some of the passiveness and promote 
member interaction with the co-operatives. 
 
Future Research 
As introduced, a detailed discussion of the whole variety of consequences that are seen as an 
outgrowth of psychological ownership is something that needs to be done in the future.  The 
work of Pierce et al. (2009) among others specifies a variety of attitudinal consequences of 
psychological ownership in addition to satisfaction.  These include, for example, organizational 
commitment and a sense of responsibility.  That work addresses also behavioral effects such as 
extra-role behavior, taking personal risks, and making personal sacrifices (to the benefit of the 
target of ownership).  We believe that the employment of the effects – side of the psychological 
ownership theory in the analysis of consumer – cooperative – relationships would benefit co-
operative scholarship and practice.  Theoretical work address in the connections between 
psychological ownership and the attitudes and behaviors identified as being manifested in co-
operatives is an alternative. 
 
Considering that the effects may be mixed and more contextual factors must be taken into 
account, a case study taking cognize of the full variety of dynamics associated with the 
psychological state might be more appropriate.  However, a quantitative survey is not thinkable 
option either, since (to our knowledge) many elements of the homological network already have 
established measures. 
 
Finally, on the more abstract level, much of what is put forward above applies not only to 
consumer cooperatives, but to other types of co-operatives as well.  However, given that co-
operatives are different in terms of who owns them and, thus, in their operation and purpose, we 
would like to offer a word of caution.  Considering the potential of co-operatives as satisfiers of 
the above mentioned motives, it is likely not to be the same across consumers’ and workers’ 
cooperatives and those co-operatives that at best reflective of multiparty alliances of 
entrepreneurs.  Probably the relative ‘weight of’ objective and subjective elements of (motives 
for) ownership is likely to be vary across these types.  We also assume that context will make a 
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difference in particular when analyzing the consequences of psychological ownership and the 
dynamics associated with them in these different types of co-operatives.  Of course, future 
research can prove our assumptions wrong. 
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