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Abstract: The social economy holds promise for rural comnyudévelopment through local capacity
building, improving political engagement, expandirejworks and increasing productivity by reducing
transactions costs. In this study the contributiboo-op membership to rural community population
growth is estimated, along with standard growtledeinants. A unique dataset comprising all non-
financial co-ops in Canada is utilized to examime ¢o-ops' impact at the national and regionall$eas
well as by co-op type and industry category. Thitadet allows us to conduct the first comprehensive
national-level appraisal of the role of cooperatiueaffecting community growth, as far as we know.
With minor exceptions, the results do not supguetéxpectation that co-ops improve the population
growth prospects of rural communities. A possibfelience from these results is that the currency (o
obsolescence) of social capital may be a factasiproductiveness' at the community level.
Alternatively, social capital in the form of co-opmy be serving as a substitute for private sector
enterprise or other forms of social capital moreatly associated with community population retemti
and growth. There may be scope for co-ops to reametheir roles in rural community growth.
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Co-operatives and Rural Community Population Growth Evidence from a Canadian Study

1. Introduction

Long term trends including labor saving technidamge, globalization and urbanization have
tended to disadvantage many Canadian rural comiasiiit terms of population growth (Bollman and
Mendelsonl998; Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada 2002; Rotheteal. 2002). Past empirical studies
find that rural community growth is positively afted by the development of an amenity based local
economy, close proximity and/or good access torudmglomeration economies, and other idiosyncratic
effects (Deller et al. 2001; Ferguson et al. 2@Bdetz and Rupasingha 2002; Partridge et al. 2007a).

The role of the social economy in community groatid vitality is also receiving attention. The
social economy concept, originating in France aetl @stablished in the Latin countries of the Ewamp
Union that have historically had a strong co-opeeatnovement, has more recently emerged in Canada.
The government of Canada, in 2007, committed $1il®min support of the social economy through
capacity building, provision of finance, and resbasupport (HRSDC 2007). The social economy builds
on and produces social capital, social cohesiorrelational assets (OECD 2003; Gui 2001). Satre
Anlander (2001) proposes that rural developmeah@sof the key areas of interest for the social
economy; more specifically, co-operatives may pteva model for rural development. Indeed, she
argues that the main factor uniting people in trentition of co-operatives has become the wishviih
a certain region, as opposed to the other motinatinich as class or profession-based struggles.

Universal empirically-based conclusions regardimgrole of the social economy in community
economic development have been somewhat elusivaeriamber of reasons. The means through which
the social economy is proposed to exert influeaceprding to the OECD definition above, is through
building on and producing 'social capital, sociathesion and relational assets.' Major problems of
definition have made measurements, and thus rigaempirical studies, difficult to undertake at best

(DeFilippis 2001; Durlauf 2002).While social capital has proven a prolific aré@arsuit in the

1 While the definitional and measurement problenmteeo all of social capital, social cohesion, aeldtional
assets, the discussion here is limited to socjaitalainasmuch as the latter is the most likely wawhich co-
operative activity will influence community poputath growth and retention.



literature, Durlauf (2002) concludes that 'obseoratl data to identify substantive forms of sociapital

is unlikely to be successful, largely because giuemess in the term. Instead, he argues, economic
experiments based on the social psychology liteeanay be more productive. Glaeser et al. (200R)tpo
to the successful theory and empirical evidenctheeffectsof social capital on economic outcomes,
noting that the underlying mechanisms tra@atesocial capital are largely not understood.

Despite definitional and measurement problemsstiogal economy, especially through the
development and use of social capital has gendraty found to have a positive impact on commuitie
(Westlund 2006). Social capital has been proposdewto healthy communities as a result of its
positive externalities through improving politiGalgagement, supporting a range of local organizstio
building trust and increasing economic productiykypack and Keefer 1997; Putnam and Helliwell
1995; Rupasingha et al. 2000). The ability to eegagcommunity development has been argued to
depend in large part upon the existence of soelationships or networks that enable community
organization, problem solving, and decision makKifigra 1998).

However, while social capital and the social ecopame often viewed as having positive
externalities for community well being, there is@athe possibility of a negative influence. Jusy@sd
networks and mutual loyalties can lead to positineeomes, there is the risk that exclusion,
discrimination against outsiders or corruption nhiglso result (Durlauf 1999; Woolcock 2000). Irusal
development context, Satre Ahlander (2001) pointstwt productive social capital in one era may
become non-productive if the values and knowletlgebased on become obsolete. It is argued that
social capital could then actually prevent the tigwment of businesses that operate on the globedana
or ones that are capable of adaptation to nat@maliinternational developments. Glaeser et al.{g00
an empirical study based on an optimal investmerdah conclude that social capital accumulation
decisions are driven by individual incentives, gaiup membership. They point to the importance of
understanding the externalities generated by soafatal investments, concluding that it is notacle
whether social capital should be cast as networlts positive externalities or status with negative

externalities. Of course, it could be both depegdin the particular community or setting.



The intersection of an interest in rural commuipidypulation growth and co-operatives in Canada is
not surprising since co-operatives have histordadld a strong presence in many rural communities
(Fulton and Ketilson 1992; Fowke 1973). Gaining neaiam after 1900, particularly in the prairie regio
of Canada, early co-ops were formed to addrespriftdems farmers faced regarding control over bgiyin
and marketing their inputs and products respegti@llowing these early farmer based co-ops, the c
operative retailing system of Western Canada erdenggh roots in the initiatives of rural community-
based kinds of co-operatives (Simbandumwe et &1 ;1Bairbairn 2005). Indeed for declining rural
communities, the local co-operative is commonlywed as a community stalwart even in light of other
business exits (Fairbain et al. 1990; Fulton antil$Gn 1992).

Co-operative core values and principles emphasizielsresponsibility and community
development, foundations of the social capital imithcommunity (Restakis and Lindquist 2001). Co-op
networks facilitate communication and informatitmws, can mobilize, train and develop community
members and leaders, and link the community andteggests to the broader economy. It may thus be
reasonable to posit that those rural communitigls 8trong co-op membership may be relatively more
attractive locations for households and firms, botgrowing and declining rural communities.

In this paper we empirically estimate the role of+iinancial co-op membership in the population
growth and retention of rural communities in Canttahe 1991-2001 period. Co-op membership is
taken to proxy a component of the social economg,specifically the role of the social capital ermdieol
in the co-operative institutions. We utilize a wregdatabase provided by the Co-operative Secretdria
Agriculture and Agri-food Canada on the presenaktgpe of co-operatives geo-coded to a very fine
level of detail. These data, along with a rich date of detailed community characteristics, incigdi
amenities and spatial identifiers, are used tossstbe marginal impact of the presence of co-opsrad
community population growth. In sum, these unigatdllows us to conduct the first national level
assessment of the role of cooperatives on commigwugt growth (as far as we know). The findings do
not generally support the expectation that commypoipulation growth is positively affected by highe

co-op membership of the residents.



This paper is organized as follows. The next saghi@sents an overview of co-ops in Canada,
followed by the theoretical framework that will oxfn the empirical analysis. Section 4 contains the
empirical model. The results are presented in@e&;j followed by conclusions and policy implicai$o
2. The Co-operative Sector in Canada

The co-operative movement found its way into Carexdand the 1860s, with 'the well-to-do and
the intellectuals' developing co-operative socget@ehelp 'the poor and the ignorant' escape fham t
socio-economic ills which industrialization and aniisation brought upon them (MacPherson 1979). The
roots of consumer co-ops were found in mutual imsce organisations formed by farmers and co-
operative stores in mining communities across tunty between the 1860s and 1880s. The firstiera o
these user co-operatives began in Stellarton, I$oadia, in 1861 (Quarter 1992; Birchall 1997). kate
series of other smaller consumer co-ops spreadrtimgndistricts in British Columbia, Alberta and tioe
larger cities of Halifax, Montreal, Winnipeg androato (McPherson 1979). Early agricultural dairy,
poultry and egg co-ops in Ontario and Quebec weoetdived (Birchall 1997).

Co-ops serving the farming community, especiallyMastern Canada, were founded in the early
1900s as farmers tried to counter large corporatiotooth the marketing of their products and bgyin
inputs. The greatest progress was made in Praaia garketing, through the emergence of grain
growers associationin 1906, and by the turn of the®™6entury, this group overshadowed the early
revolutionary movement by urban workers (Fairbd®g80).

The equivalent of German credit co-operatives eegkig Canada to address problems of lack of
credit support for urban working class citizengl#dnse Desjardins started the first credit co-dperan
Quebec City, 1900. While these co-ops later spreather parts of Canada, most credit unions,
especially in western Canada, were created aftét (@raig 1993; MacPherson 1979; Fairbairn 1990).

Canadian worker co-ops are employee-owned coagpdistinguished from the European worker

co-ops which were consumer co-ops formed by ‘waerk&hese Canadian worker co-ops never became

The Grain Growers Company was the biggest of thegias growing association and later became knavn a
United Grain Growers; the latter, in turn becamet phAgricore United in 2001.



an integral part of the Canadian working clas$ieoextent of the consumer co-ops formed by British
workers. According to Fairbairn (1990), the majmintentive was the sparse concentration of urban
workers as well as the heterogeneity in the workilags structures.

Housing co-ops, traced back to the early 1970gjraied as a way to increase affordable housing,
particularly in Toronto and Vancouver. They wengédy enabled by an amendment to the Housing Act
in 1973 that allowed non-profit corporations toesxloans to start house building projects. These
funding opportunities, however, ceased in 1996e0liealth and social care co-ops such as day odre a
community co-ops are most prominent in Quebec [Billc1997).

In Canada there is a regional dimension in co-agld@ment. For instance, Quebec has the fastest
growing worker, housing and consumer co-ops. Theipce of Saskatchewan has developed one of the
most powerful co-operative sectors, mostly consuwemeragriculture marketing co-ops, attributablén®
degree of government support extended to co-operatin terms of leadership, advice and legislation
(Quarter 1992; Fairbairn 2001). In general, Canaitla close to 7,000 co-operatives (including finahc
co-operatives) and a total membership of over diomjltranslating into about 700 co-op memberships
per 1,000 population, has the most co-operativa@oy in the Americas.

In Canada, among the non-financial co-operativessamer co-ops comprise the largest share,
accounting for 69% of all co-ops, followed by produco-ops at 19%. The average age of co-ops varies
by type: producer co-ops are the oldest (50 yesf)sumer co-ops have an average age of 43 withework
co-ops the youngest with an average age of 27n@ysitry agriculture co-ops have an average ag8 of 5
followed closely by retail co-ops at an average @gel, with housing co-ops being the youngesiat 2
years. One implication of the regional diversityhat if co-op intensity affects community outcomes
there is enough geographical variation to produierthg community outcomes across regions.

Spatial differences in the concentration of co-apees is evident in Figure 1, showing the co-ops

(all types, except financial) across Canada. Glahd co-ops are widely distributed throughout rura

The Housing Act, first passed in 1938, providedpgwpby way of low interest mortgages. Politicapopition led
to the discontinuation of this support, but it wamstated in the 1970s.



areas of the Prairie region and to a lesser extehtlantic Canada while being largely absent imthern
Ontario and Quebec as well as interior British Gabia. In southern Quebec and Ontario, the co-op
presence appears closely correlated with the biigtan of urban centres.

The Canadian Prairies are the northern portioh@fGreat Plains region of North America
characterized by an extensive agricultural basehths experienced labour-reducing technical change.
This region's distance from major markets has &chthe growth of new economic activities that would
utilize the surplus labour, thus leading to longrteopulation declines in the resource-based areds.
As shown in Figure 1 this region has strong co-@pniership throughout its rural areas, a pattem als
evident to some extent in the Atlantic regionslithus of keen interest to test whether those rural
communities with higher co-op membership are beiée to withstand economic decline, or facilitate
the development of new economic bases that woyddastia local population.

3. Population Growth Theoretical Framework

Community level population growth reflects a muidie of location decisions by firms and
household$.While the relative availability of jobs is a kegtdrminant, there is some debate about
whether 'people follow jobs' or the other way amb(iRartridge and Rickman 2003). In either case, the
interaction between the location decisions of hbakis and firms is central to modeling population
change. Thus, our theoretical framework followshia tradition of Roback (1982), and subsequent
literature (e.g. Beeson and Eberts 1989; Voith 193ittridge et al. 2007a,b). Both ongoing external
demand and supply shocks and technical changé&algto have spatially differentiated impacts.
Responses by households and firms, along with agglation economies as articulated by the New
Economic Geography (NEG), will define the communéyel experiences in terms of population growth.

A community's economic strength often relates tetiér the region's mix of industries is faring
well nationally (Partridge and Rickman 1996; Sini®®8). Resource-based communities have generally

suffered a long term decline in labour requiremamis therefore population size. Agglomeration

* While it is community population change that ispoinary interest, the discussion and frameworki$es on the
net migration determinants inasmuch as it is tbimgonent that is most responsive to changing ecanom
conditions and other community characteristicstriRigre and Rickman (2003) show that population @anigration
are highly correlated, which is why many migratgindies use population change.



economies have been shown to have a strong infuyat builds on the existing productivity strersgth
of larger concentrations of economic activity, thbwltimately moderated by congestion effects
(Krugman 1991). Along with urban amenities, natarakenities such as a clean environment, beautiful
vistas, and abundant recreation opportunitiesialsease rural community population growth, espicia
in the U.S. (Deller et al. 2001; McGranahan andl®&g802; Ferguson et al. 2007).

In addition to agglomeration economies and amemitiee roles of social capital/cohesion have been
found to be instrumental in explaining the relatuecess of some North American communities. Social
capital is purported to result in reduced transasticosts, and thus, higher productivity and better
economic growth prospects (Flora 1998; Kilkennglel999; Putnam 1993; Turcotte 2005). These
effects are seen as positive externalities ofiefiicsocial organization and/or strong networkdtmun
mutual trust and common norms (Durlauf and Fafclea2gip4).

In our framework, households locate to maximizétyiin the consumption of traded goods (X),
and amenities (Amen):

(1) U= U(Xk, Ameny)

wherek denotes the community of residence. Traded goodservices consumed in commurktgnay

be purchased either in the home commukity in other communitie$, Similarly amenity consumption
relies on the stock of amenities in commutiyAmery), as well as those accessiblg proximate
regions. Urban amenities include diverse consumpportunities available in higher-tiered urbasaar
(Glaeser et al., 2001). The cost of accessing dreerind goods and services outside the commuity i
constrained by the distance between commurktaasdj; the consumption of traded goods is also
constrained by the budget which is in turn deteadiby a range of economic variables including labou
income () both in the home community and communities witommuting distance. Wage levels
reflecting productivity will be influenced by thgglomeration economies achieved in each locati®rs a
the case for urban amenities The level of socigitabin communityk (SoG) contributes to the quality
of life, partially through the consumption of am@&s but also through reduced transactions costs in

finding employment and improving productivity. Likese, social capital as manifested through co-ops,



for example, can reduce business costs througlitditiog access to inputs and the distribution wipaits.
The resulting indirect utility function can be vieih as:

(2) V= Vi(Amen, SoG, Wy, Gg).

Utility is higher where earnings are higher, whigrere is better access to an array of employment

opportunities, and to more amenities. Social capéa perform a facilitative role in quality oféif

considerations and in both accessing amenitiesra@chployment opportunities.

When the expected utility is different across comities, households will move from relatively
low-utility communities to those with higher expedtutility, subject to moving costs. Interregional
equilibrium implies equalized utility across spaiteugh adjustments to both demand and supply shock
may occur more or less continuously. Further, imi@iion constraints and moving costs mean that
migration may only partially adjust in a given petito utility differentials. Thus, net migration (N
into communityk in a representative period relates to the diffeedn expected household utility between
communityk and all other communities (Y
(3) NM= (Vk—=VR), 0 1,
where is the adjustment rate.

Equations (1)-(3) can be used to derive a reduaed &quation for population growth. Population
growth in both communiti (and other potential locations) is related toléwels of amenities (both
natural and urban based), the level of agglomeraamnomies (Agglom), the underlying local economic
and demographic structure (Econ), the stock ofas@eipital, and distances between the communities:
(4) PopGg = h(Amen,, Agglom,, Econ, SoG, d).

Population growth is expected to be positivelyteao access to agglomeration economies, amenity
levels, and the level of social capital; the efiefctlistance is ambiguous and potentially varying
depending on whether there are positive or negapitvers.
4. Empirical Implementation

The change in population between 1991 and 2004piessed as a function of 1991 agglomeration,

other economic/demographic, amenity, and co-op neeshiip characteristics:



(5) %DP2001 1991= f(Agglomgg;, ECORgg1, AMeRgg;, COOR g2, P, €) .

This specification of population change being iaflaed by pre-existing (1991) conditions helps ratgg
problems of statistical endogeneity.

Agglom s a vector containing variables that representrifieence of local agglomeration
economies, or access to those in nearby urbanreeiffiteese include the size of the nearest (or own)
CMA, own community population as well as that ¢# surrounding communities, and distances to urban
areas of different sizes (to represent accessgiomgration economies).

TheEconvector includes pre-existing community economic dachographic conditions, including
the employment rate, industry structure (sharamgileyment in agriculture, other primary and
manufacturing), and self employment as a percenbonfarm employment to represent entrepreneurship.
A high initial employment rate will, all else coast, make the community a more attractive locafon
households. Industry structure is important becaosee industries are growing more rapidly at the
national levef. Also included in thé&con vector are: the population share with an aboriginaestry,
and the percentage of population over 15 yeartale a university degrééboriginal share of the
population is expected to have a positive effeciugh natural increase, inasmuch as the rate ofadat
increase among the Aboriginal population remainssicterably higher than the rest of the population
(Bollman 2006). Education has an ambiguous effectgopulation growth. Higher levels of education
are expected to result in higher productivity lsyehaking the community attractive to firms. Ifyhe
however, result in higher labour costs they maymmthe community's attractiveness for businesses.

The Amen vector is a combination of climate/weather chamastics and 'built’ amenities. Among
the climate/weather variables considered, only delgtive humidity and the average January tempezat
are included in the final specification. For baithenities we considered the per capita numberlafgoo

stations, acute care hospitals, cinemas, golf esuieng term acute care hospitals, outpatienicslin

® Preliminary investigations also included the alii991 share below the low income cutoff (or avgny rate’),
the unemployment rate, and per capita total incdmethese were not included in the final specifamadue to
multicollinearity.

® Initially human capital was represented by thepetage that falls into six education attainmetegaries
(individuals with less than grade 9 to those tleateha graduate degree) but only the universityakegias retained.



educational institutions and tourism sites, as agltheir respective distance measures. Of thagethe
per capita number outpatient clinics and numbeairegmas were adopted for the final base model.

Of major interest in our investigation is t8eC vector representing the role of social capital in
community population growth. Initial investigatiomeluded the per capita number of co-ops within a
community as well as some spatial co-op variahles sis co-ops within 200km or 200km, fulltime or
part-time co-op employment, communities, and ppitaassets of the co-operatives. Out of the bsehd
of co-operative variables that we explored for gmesexplanatory power, given the high degree of
multicollinearity, the per capita co-op membersiigt membership from the surrounding commuriities
were chosen to represent a measure of the intesfsity-op activity in the community. One of the
innovative elements of the analysis is the assassofievhether co-ops of different types (worker,
consumer and producer), in different regions, eops in different industries (agriculture, retailda
service co-ops) have distinct effects on their comity population growth.

Provincial dummy variablegp€) control for factors that vary by province, sushdifferences in
legislation or regulation, especially with respecto-operatives. Thus, the explanatory variables a
measuring how changes within a province affectiredacommunity growth. The error term, assumed to
be normally distributed, is included @sWe use the Stata cluster command to adjust ftredp
autocorrelation of the error terms within each @ersubdivision (see the notes to Table 1).

Co-operative activity seems to be prevalent inlrareas, and some studies have clearly indicated
that social enterprises, particularly co-ops, mayehallowed many small rural communities to pdstial
offset decline (Fulton and Ketilson 1992; Reime®7p For these reasons our model was estimated
separately for rural and urban communifiérban communities consist of Census Agglomerations

(CAs) and Census Metropolitan Areas (CMAS)f the 2,601 communities, 2,086 are rural, 51%arb

" We use surrounding community attributes e.g. ppita membership of surrounding communities, tdwap
spillover effects.

8 In this study communities are classified as rifrtiley do not geographically overlap part of asienmetropolitan
area (CMA), or a census agglomeration (CA). Refdootnote 7 for definitions of CA and CMA.

® According to Statistics Canada, a census metrmpotirea (CMA) or a census agglomeration (CA) iar@a
consisting of one or more adjacent municipalititsased around a major urban core. To form a CMw&, drban
core must have a population of at least 100,00Fofima a CA, the urban core must have a populatfat o

least 10,000. Accessedtdtp://www12.statcan.ca/english/census01/Produefefi@nce/dict/geo010.htm




4.1. Data Sources

Population data and other socio-economic variatiégined from the 1991 and 2001 Statistics
Canada Census of Population. Additional data ssunscribed in Appendix Table 1, include
Environment Canada, DMTI database, the Data Liblratiative (DLI) and the Canada Rural Economy
Research Lab (CRERL). All the data are aggregatelet Census Consolidated Subdivision (CCS) level,
which represent communities for our purpoes.

Data for co-operative activity variables are olbgdifrom the Co-operative Secretariat, Agriculture
and Agri-Food Canada. Two types of data sets wireedl. First, a dataset was accessed from wiheh t
Co-operative Secretariat collects information dmedistered co-operatives such as status of co-
operatives (whether they are still functional ot)nthe year in which the co-operative was begud, a
their types. The second dataset was derived fremarinual mail survey of co-operatives with datzon
operative membership, employment, sales and asdetnents; the survey has a 75% response rate.
5. Results

Descriptive statistics presented in Appendix Ta&bshow that the average rural CCS lost 0.9 percent
of its population between 1991 and 2001, with almateeper decline of about 2.4 percent between 1996
and 2001. In these two time frames, the averagetgrm urban CCSs was 11 and 3 percent respectively
Another indicator of the relative economic strengftithe two types of communities is the employment
rate of 76 percent for urban areas compared withebéent for rural. Rural communities, have a highe
membership in co-operatives compared to urban ®@Sed on co-op membership, the population
affiliated with a co-op is 11 percent for rural aoomities and 6 percent for urban.

5.1 Base Model Regression Results—All Co-ops

Table 1 presents the base model results for rachligban communities. Following Partridge et al.
(2007a, 2007Db), the first three variables desdhke=ffect of the community's remoteness from

successively larger urban centres. The first vigighdistance from a CMA, that is, an urban comityun

statistics Canada defines a Census Consolidatedivisibn (CCS) as a grouping of adjacent censuslisigions.
Generally urban census subdivisions (towns, vikagéc.) are combined with the surrounding, largete rural
census subdivision, in order to create a geogrdph@ between the census subdivision and the seadisision.



with a core population of at least 100K. The otiway variables are then the incremental distances fo
accessing goods and services or employment in ssiwedy larger urban centres, first 250-500K arehth
500K+. For both rural and (smaller) urban commaesitremoteness from larger centres has a congystent
significant and negative effect on population gfowfor instance, for a one kilometer greater distan

that a rural community is located from the cor¢hef nearest CMA (urban center of 100K), population
growth is reduced by about 0.022 percentage pohtthe mean distance of 139K, this translates anto
penalty of 3.1% less growth. The actual size ofrtbgative effect is largest for the incrementatethise

from the largest category centre, 500K+.

The three population size variables reveal the ahphscale considerations, both of the community
itself and of the surrounding and nearby urban camities. First the size of the nearest CMA has a
strong positive effect on population growth foralu€CSs, as well as urban CCSs. Second, for rural
communities, the size of the aggregated populatidssirrounding CCSs also exerts a positive and
significant influence. These effects underlineithportance of access to urban agglomeration eca®mi
and nearby markets for rural communities. The rcoahmunity's own population, is however, not
statistically significant because regional effearts so dominant.

The key co-op activity variables are representeiti@per capita co-op membership in the CCS as
well as in the surrounding CCSs. Per capita co-embership in the community, however, does not have
a significant influence on population change ih@itrural or urban communities, and it has a negati
sign. Co-op membership in surrounding communigesdso insignificant for urban communities, but
highly significant and, contrary to expectationsiegative influence for rural communities. To théeat
that co-op membership represents a community'siscapital, these results do not reveal a positive
influence of social capital on community populatgmowth. Among the possible explanations, it is
possible that co-op activity is a substitute favgte sector activity or for other forms of soaabital,
thus making no net contribution to community growtiough it may have other effects. However, the

results could be reflecting a great deal of hetenegy regionally, by co-op type or industry, sticht



offsetting significant impacts within the groupsyntse masked by the aggregate measures. Thus, below
we estimate the models for by co-op type, and byeregion and industry.

With regard to the economic variables, we findithpact of the employment rate was positive as
expected for both samples. The share of peopleasmglin the agriculture sector is inversely reldted
population growth, as was the case for the shapeaple employed in the other-primary sector. The
negative effect of % manufacturing may be attriblgdo increased productivity growth.

Education levels, represented by the proporticin@labour force that has a university degree, are
statistically insignificant in both the rural antban samples. A possible explanation is that theab
education may be absorbed in some of the otheahlas such as the employment rate or industry
structure. The share of the population that isbafrigjinal origin is positive and significant for thathe
rural and urban samples, probably reflecting hightes of natural increase (Bollman 2006). Finally,
there is a somewhat mixed pattern regarding theente of the amenity variables.

5.2 Co-op Activity by Co-op Type

Our data on co-ops allows us to divide co-operatimg consumer, producer, worker, multi-
stakeholder, and federation and wholesale typesalge the latter three had very low numbers, they
were combined into a single category that we \eifiér to as ‘other' co-ops. Consumer co-ops makbeup
bulk of the co-operatives, 2,863 of the 3,633 totabps in the study. These co-ops, owned by their
customers, provide services to households suobtait services, health care, and housing amongathe
Membership in consumer co-ops constitutes more 89&f of the total members (1,961,189 of
2,334,919). The 615 producer co-ops are owned ynbgtfarmers to process and/or to market their
products. Producer co-ops may also provide supptiegrvices for their members.

Worker co-ops are owned by employee members andomégund in all economic sectors, but at
106 in number, are less common than other types-ops. They are most prevalent in the forestry
industry. The last category comprised of the comtbiwholesale (4), federations (42) and multi-

stakeholder co-ops (3) are basically co-ops whasmpership includes different categories of members



who share a common interest in the organizatioat ) a variety of stakeholders unite their efda
provide a service. For instance, wholesale co-opstgeir local co-ops the benefit of mass buying.

Results by co-op type, presented in Table 2, sheauvih neither rural nor urban communities do we
find membership in worker or producer co-ops peslyi influencing population growth. Nor are there
positive neighborhood effects accruing from wor&rd producer co-op membership in the surrounding
communities. Producer co-operatives in rural comiregimay have been formed to offer solutions to
various producer marketing and input-supply prolsi@tthe beginning of the ®@entury, but their
effect on population growth, if ever present, appéa have dissipated. In the case of the morentigce
developed worker co-ops, their presence is alseamtributing to current net community attractivesie
The current role of these co-ops in their commanitippears to be independent of factors that would
attract population to their communities, or medielines in those rural resource-dependent
communities experiencing long term declines.

Community consumer co-op membership, accountingiare than half of all co-op membership in
Canada, is insignificant in rural community popigdatgrowth, and negative and significant in urban
communities. The results do not support a positile for these co-operatives providing retail, treal
care or housing services, in community populati@mwgh or retention over the period under
investigation. While these co-ops, as a form ofaamapital in their communities, may perform fupats
for their memberships, their role is not one thamhslates into improved population growth or ratemt
Consumer co-op membership in surrounding communitges a positive influence on rural community
population growth, suggesting the possibility afngopositive regional spillovers.

Unlike other co-op types, we observe positive agdificant effects of per capita membership in the
‘other’ co-ops category on rural community populatgrowth. However, given the heterogeneous nature
of this group and the small numbers (49 aggregatee3e results must be treated with caution.

5.3 Co-op Activity by Region and Industry Category

There is a possibility that the broader economigares in the country represent fundamentally

different settings for economic growth and thushpes for the role of co-ops. In this regard we



conducted an analysis of the determinants of ptipalgrowth by dividing the data into five regichs
British Columbia (BC); Saskatchewan, Manitoba atigefta (Prairies), Newfoundland and Labrador,
Prince Edward Island, Nova Scotia and New Bruns\#dlantic Canada), Quebec and Ontario.

The results for rural and urban communities (nowst) revealed an impact of co-op membership by
region very similar to that at the national leweith few variations. For example, per capita co-op
membership had a positive though not a significapgct on community population growth for both the
rural and urban samples in the prairie region, wltlee per capita co-op membership is the highest in
Canada. Another variation, co-op membership haasdipe coefficient in the urban Quebec sample.

The results (not shown) for community populatioavgth determinants by industry category
(agriculture, retail, housing, and 'Other servicakso confirmed national level results with few
exceptions. For example, higher per capita co-ombagship in retail co-ops hagasitiveimpact on
population growth in urban communities, as doesgorembership in “Other service” co-ops in
surrounding communities; housing co-op membershgurrounding communities exertp@sitive
influence on community growth in rural areas oly.industry, as was the case at the aggregatenatio
level, for co-op types, and for regions, co-opsidbappear to generate positive externalitiesrimsgeof
making their rural communities more attractive plator population growth and retention. As manykur
communities face population loss or stagnatiorhas economic bases decline and population
concentrates in urban centres, there is no evidgratdigher levels of social capital as represehieco-
op membership ameliorates this trend.

5.4 Sensitivity Analysis

Table 3 replicates the national results from Tdb{eols. 1, 5), along with a number of sensitivity
runs. Even though 1991 predetermined values foexipéanatory variables are used in our explanations
of subsequent population growth, some endogenertgarns may remain. Introducing longer lags further

reduces the potential concerns of simultaneityegerse causality between the population growthtlaed

! Aside from these being standard economic regioi@ainada, there are also province-specific chaisibs; for
example, the co-operative sector in Quebec is dazgdrdifferently than the rest of Canada (Fulta®9@).



explanatory variables including co-op activity. Blggion change 1981-1991 was added 84%-91pop)
as an explanatory variable (cols. 2, 6), to asstaesher past or persistent population growth treds
driving our results. That is, if co-ops are predaeant in communities that have long been undergoing
population decline, the lagged dependent varidibels capture this effect, leaving other explanator
variables, including co-op activity to pick up thewn marginal contribution. The results in Table 3
showed that no such pattéfriVe thus infer that the persistent lack of sigaifice of the co-op
membership variable is not due to co-op activitnessociated with communities experiencing long
term population decline.

Another sensitivity analysis was undertaken to ssddagging the socio-economic variables by 10
years might affect the results. In this regressnen1991 to 2001 population change in the base hwde
expressed as a function of 1981 economic varidbtgs. 3, 7). Following Glaeser et al. (1995), such
deep lags, especially the share of individuals witompleted high school education, influence later
growth. The results suggest no major differencesfthe base model, with the possible exception that
there is an increase in significance, especiallgggflomeration factors. We attribute this to thet that
the impact of these variables on population grandly take a long time to be fully realized.

A final sensitivity estimation to test the importanof a lag structure was undertaken using 1996-
2001 change in population as the dependent vaneibtel991 explanatory variables (cols. 4, 8). No
positive link between co-op activity and commurptypulation growth emerged.

6. Conclusion

Community commitments, trust and networks thatchiracteristic of social capital and consistent
with the development of co-operatives may be exgoetd make rural communities more attractive to
households and businesses. However, in our motiptgpalation change, after controlling for prevadji
socio-economic and spatial attributes of the comtias) there is little evidence of this. In natigres

well as co-op type and regional and industry typelets, co-op membership does not make a positive

?The correlation between 1981-91 population chamgeper capita membership was .14 for rural CCSs Hhdor
urban.



contribution to rural community population growtlitlwa couple of minor exceptions.

The social economy has recently been hailed in @&aa positive contributor to community
economic growth and vitality. It is proposed tHabugh building on and producing social capitag, th
social economy may be particularly important faafulevelopment. Co-operatives are often proposed a
the vehicle by which this may occur. Findings te tontrary in our study suggest there is needuidhér
research. One possible area of pursuit is a batiieulation of the nature of the social capitabeatied
in the social economy structures. It may be that ¢mne some social capital becomes a barrier to
innovation or to broadening the markets or capdm#tyond the particular site of the social capital.
Another area for further research is the possjtitiit co-ops represent a substitute for privatéose
economic activity; further research could assesstidr co-ops crowd out private enterprises with
specific attention to the types of sectors.

Within the aggregate of social capital, co-ops malystitute for other types of social capital thaym
be more influential in making communities attraetfor population growth and retention. More reskarc
is required to investigate why co-ops are not pigyhis role in their communities. Indeed, it ispible
that co-ops could have other social goals that pa&eedence over goals related to broader community
development. A similar assessment using co-opshier @ountries would also be useful because their
histories and goals may differ—e.g., France oithed States. Finally, in terms of this particudaudy,
the addition of financial co-operatives would besalue in assessing more completely the role of co-

operatives in community economic development.
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Figure 1: Per Capita Co-op Membership at the CG&I.€anada, 2006.
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Table 1: Rural and Urban 1991-2001 % opulation, Base Model Regression Re8filts

Explanatory Variable Rural Model Urban Model
Dist_cma_100 -0.000+** -0.0002¢**
(-4.01 (-4.32
Incre_dist_250 -0.0000* -0.0001**
(-1.66 (-2.29
Incre_dist_500 -0.0002:3** 0.€000¢
(-2.85 (0.58
Nearest/own_cmapop_ 1.64E-08** 1.52E-08**
(2.18 (2.35
Pop_surr_9 2.80E-Q7*** -9.46E-09
(3.93 (-0.84
Own_ccspop_¢ 5.44E-07 -8.02E-08
(0.51 (-1.61
Percapita_memb -0.0087¢ -0.0151:
(-1.02 (-0.48
Percapita_mem_st -0.0399** 0.0368¢
(-2.04 (0.92
Employ_rati 0.2544%** 0.344 2%+
(5.70 (3.99
Share_agric_empl -0.41137*** -0.446¢*
(-7.32 (-2.21
Share_prim_emplc -0.5294#** 0.2160¢
(-4.89 (0.83
Share_manu_empl -0.2€69€*** 0.926€
(-3.50 (0.4
%nonfarm_self_emplc 0.0668¢ 0.514¢*
(0.73 (2.11
Share_unidegrt 0.0942¢ -0.0711¢
(0.5) (-0.46
Share_abori 0.1573¢ 0.3228¢**
(1.68 (2.05
July_rh -0.0000: 0.0009*
(-0.09 (1.98
Jan_tem 0.00262* -0.002:*
(2.61 (-1.97
Percapita_cinemr 334.4* 34.6¢
(1.95 (0.9
Percapita_outpatient_clir 10.4( -133.5:
(0.63 (-0.76
Constar -0.0200: -0.2006¢&*
(-0.33 (-2.56
Observation 199t 51C
R-square: 0.316! 0.478¢

®Northern Territories are excluded from the samBighust t-statistics are reported in parenthesesdjigst for
spatial autocorrelation, the t-statistics are adpifor the clustering of the error terms withigigen Census
Division. Census divisions are 288 regions (in J)38@t contain about 10 CCSs on average. Geneth#y,are
constructed to approximate a cohesive regionalgingu*, ** and *** denote significance at 10%, 5% 1%
respectively. X denotes that provincial dummiesiactuded in the modefSee Appendix Table 1 for variable
definitions.



Table 2: Rural and Urban 1991-2001 %opulation, Regression Results, by Co-op Tbe

Explantory Rural Urbar
Variable¢ Consume Produce  Workel Other Consume Produce Workel Other
Dist_cma_100 -0.0002**  -0.0002** -0.0002*** -0.0002** |-0.00(3*** -0.00(3*** -0.00(3*** -0.0003***
(-4.04 (-4.12 (-4.00 (-4.26 (-3.68 (-4.32 (-4.37 (-4.37
Incre_dist_250 -0.0000* -0.0000¢ -0.0000¢ -0.0000¢ |-0.0001** -0.0002** -0.0001**  -0.000**
(-1.69 (-1.75 (-1.66 (-1.74) (-2.57 (-2.21 (-2.23 (-2.23
Incre_dist_500 -0.0002#** -0.0002** -0.0002:** -0.0002*** | 0.000: 0.0000¢ 0.0000¢ 0.0000¢
(-2.78 (-2.72 (-2.62 (-2.75 (0.6) (0.56 (0.46 (0.57
Nearest/own 5.E0E-07** 5.2E-07** 5.1E-07** 1.67E-08** |1.E1E-08** 1.48E-08** 1.47E-08** 1.50E-08**
cmapop_9 (2.19 (2.17 (2.16 (2.22 (2.34 (2.29 (2.30 (2.30
Pop_sur 2.3E-07%** 2.8E-07*** 2.EE-07*** 2.73E-7*** | -9.22E-09 -8.13E-08 -7.94E-09 -8.E6E-09
(3.97 (3.90 (3.88 (3.72 (-0.76 (-0.74 (-0.76 (-0.75
Own_ccspop_19¢ 5.50E-07 5.21E-07 5.10E-07 4.93E-07 | -7.96E-08 -7.03E-08 -7.94E-09 -7.54E-08
(0.51 (0.48 (0.47 (0.46 (-1.46 (-1.52 (-1.53 (-1.52
Percapita_con: -0.010° -0.09€8***
membe (-1.04 (-2.95
Percapita_con: 0.0390¢ -0.4649¢
mem_sur (1.75 (-0.68
Percapita_proc -0.0109¢ -0.2247%**
membe (-0.73 (-3.90
Percapita_proc -0.0037¢ 0.1359¢
mem_sur (-0.05 (0.82
Percapita_workel 0.0295: -5.0882.
merr (0.47 (-1.27
Percapita_workel -0.8454* -0.2068t
mem_sirr (-2.54 (-0.12
Percapita_othe 4,9578*** 0.020¢
membe (3.44 (0.19
Percapita_othe 1.4899¢** -0.0128
mem_ sur (4.19 (-0.25
Employ_rati 0.2582*+*  (0.252** (0.2537** (0.254** | 0.3413** (0.34€3** 0.3415**  (.3422***
(5.73 (5.79 (5.73 (5.68 (3.96 (3.99 (3.87 (3.82
Share_agric_emplc  -0.414¢**  .0.4132** -0.416(** -0.416*** | -0.46(2** -0.4462* -0.43E2**  -0.4313**
(-7.29 (-7.59 (-7.48 (-7.35 (-2.29 (-2.18 (-2.16 (-2.15)
Share_prim_emplc  -0.5262** -0.528¢%** -0.5273*** -0.5162~** | 0.1942! 0.2012: 0.1961¢ 0.2091
(-4.85 (-4.92 (-4.94 (-4.76 (0.75 (0.77 (0.76 (0.81
Share_ma._employ  -0.264*** -0.2678*** -0.27(2** -0.275¢%** | 0.06488 0.1047. 0.1203¢ 0.1105:
(-3.53 (-3.53 (-3.55 (-3.59 (0.28 (0.46 (0.53 (0.48
%nonfarm_self 0.0659:. 0.0638: 0.0616: 0.0619: | 0.518¢* 0.522°**  (0.50:8** 0.518%*
employ (0.71 (0.69 (0.67 (0.67 (2.11 (2.14 (2.07 (2.14
Share_unidegre 0.0966¢ 0.106: 0.1065: 0.1133: | -0.0692! -0.0808: -0.0691: -0.067:
(0.51 (0.56 (0.56 (0.6) (-0.45 (-0.52 (-0.44 (-0.42
Share_abori 0.1589¢  0.1630¢ 0.1629*  0.1544. | 0.2953* 0.3217** 0.3219%*  0.3230%*
(1.70 (1.74 (1.75 (1.65 (1.83 (2.03 (2.03 (2.04
July_rk -0.0000:  -0.0000: -0.0000: 0.0000: |0.0009+* 0.0009%**  0.000¢ 0.0009%*
(-0.0¢) (-0.13 (-0.07 (0.04 (2.00 (2.04 (1.92 (2.01
Jan_tem 0.00262* 0.0026X* 0.0025¢* 0.002%* | -0.0018: -0.0027** -0.0021+*  -0.002*
(2.60 (2.52 (2.49 (2.45 (-1.64 (-2.09 (-2.00 (-1.98
Percapita_cinen 334* 3371* 33 213 30 28 43 41
(1.98 (1.96 (1.98 (1.37 (0.77 (0.79 (1.08 (1.05
Percapita_outpatie 10 9 9 9 -167 -13¢€ -15C -14¢
(0.63 (0.53 (0.52 (0.53 (-0.98 (-0.78 (-0.87 (-0.87
Observation 199 199 199¢ 1994 51C 51C 51C 51C
R-square 0.315¢ 0.314¢ 0.3157 0.318¢ 0.483¢ 0.481: 0.478; 0.477:

@Jrefer to Table 1; Constant term and provincial thies included, not shown.




Table 3: Rural and Urban 1991-2001%opulation, Sensitivity Analysis Resdifs

Rura Urbar
Lagged poj Lagged Lagged poj Lagged
change 81- Econ Dep. var. change 81- Econ Dep. var.
Variable¢ 91-01 91 vars.,81 96-01% 91-01 91 vars.,81 96-01%
Dist_ cma_100  -0.000: -0.000: -0.000:  -0.000: | -0.0002 -0.000: -0.000¢ -0.000:
(-4.01)***  (-3.87)*** (-3.81)*** (-4.18)*** | (-4.32)*** (-4.40)*** (-4.16)*** (-2.56)**
Incre_250 -0.0000° -7.40E-05 -8.70E-05 -2.20E-05| -0.0001: -0.000: -0.000: -0.000:
(-1.66)*  (-1.69)* (-1.99)** (-0.65 (-2.29)**  (-2.40)** (-2.77)***  (-1.63
Incre_500 -0.0002!  -0.000: -0.000¢  -0.000: 0.0000¢ 0.000: -0.000:  8.64E-0%
(-2.85)***  (-2.72)***  (-3.18)*** (-2.83)*** (0.58 (0.48 (-0.7) (1.4,
Cmapoy|_81 2.35E-08 2.25E-08
n/e n/e (2.45)* n/e n/e n/e (2.33)** n/e
Cmapop_9 1.64E-08 1.62E-08 2.87E-09| 1.52E-08 1.37E-08 4.89E-0¢
(2.18)*  (2.20)** (0.93 (2.35)** (2.28)** n/e (1.16
Pop_sut 2.80E-07 2.82E-07 4.16E-07 1.03E-07| -9.46E-09 -4.51E-09 -1.93E-08 4.89E-0¢
(3.93)***  (3.98)***  (4.25)***  (2.48)** (-0.84, (-0.4 (-1.28 (1.47
Own_ccspop n/e n/e 1.08E-07 n/e n/e n/e -8.02E-08 n/e
981 (-0.09 (-0.79
Own_ccspop 5.44E-07  7.04-07 n/a 4.92E-07 | -8.02E-08 -6.83E-08 n/a 5.32E-03
1991 (0.51 (0.63 (0.66 (-1.61 (-1.61 (0.51
Change_Pc n/e 0.056¢ n/e n/e n/e -0.0€12 n/e n/e
| 91_8: (1.14 (-1.92)*
Percapita -0.0087¢  -0.007" -0.008¢  -0.004: | -0.0151: -0.018¢ -0.054°  5.67E-04
membe (-1.02 (-0.88 (-1.03 (-0.77 (-0.48 (-0.61 (-1.76)* (1.05
Percapita_men -0.0399: -0.037: -0.06: -0.008¢ 0.0368t 0.042- 0.01¢ 0.002¢
surl (-2.04)**  (-1.91)* (-2.78)*** (-0.52) (0.92 (-1.04, (0.25 (0.09
Employ_rat 0.2544;. 0.2031 0.171« 0.105: 0.344: 0.415: 0.079: 0.040¢
(5.70)*  (3.49)***  (2.79)*** (3.26)*** | (3.93)***  (6.72)*** (0.56 (-1.12
Share_agric -0.4113°  -0.373t -0.328¢  -0.148: -0.446¢ -0.423¢ -0.237: -0.019¢
employ (-7.32)***  (-5.34)*** (-5.00)*** (-3.37)***| (-2.21)**  (-2.46)** (-1.6) (-0.25
Share_prim -0.5294:  -0.518: -0.645°  -0.264: 0.2160¢ 0.182¢ -0.274¢ 0.099¢
employ (-4.89)***  (-4.57)*** (-6.77)*** (-3.07)*** (0.83 (0.75 (-1.37 (0.76
Share_mar -0.2669¢  -0.248:¢ -0.272¢  -0.060¢ 0.0926¢ 0.110¢ -0.492¢ 0.053¢
employ (-3.50)*** (-3.16)*** (-3.51)** (-0.97 (0.4 (0.5) (-2.08)** (0.54
%_non_farn 0.0668! 0.064" 0.02¢ 0.039: 0.514¢ 0.46¢ 0.083" -0.032¢
self-empl (0.73 (0.71 (0.25 (0.72 (2.11)* (1.98)* 0.4, (-0.32
Share_unidegre  0.0942! 0.092: 0.332¢ 0.028° -0.0711¢ -0.063: 0.087¢ 0.262:
(-0.5) (0.49 (1.24 (0.26 (-0.46 (-0.43; (0.4, (3.12)***
Share_abori 0.1573t 0.144° 0.22¢ 0.111¢ 0.3228t 0.366: 0.213: -0.018¢
(1.68)* (1.53) (1.95)*  (1.72)* | (2.05)** (2.21)* (1.55) (-0.26)
July_rt -0.0000 -0.000: 0.000: -0.000: 0.0009: 0.001: 0.000: 0.001:
(-0.09) (-0.15) (0.54) (-0.6) (1.98)* (2.23)** (0.33) (3.21)***
Jan_tem 0.0026: 0.002¢ 0.002¢ 0.001: -0.002: -0.001¢ -0.000¢ -0.001¢
(2.61)*»*  (2.53)*» (2.28)**  (1.86)* (-1.97)* (-1.66) (-0.53) (-1.5)
Percapita 334 351 391 92 35 -36 -4 13
cinema (1.95)*  (2.12)**  (2.25)** (0.83) (0.9) (-0.97) (-0.12) (0.89)
Percapita -10 -1 -6 9 -134 -143 -12C -44
outpatient (-0.63) (-0.79) (-0.32) (0.48) (-0.76) (-0.82) (-0.67) (-0.61)
Observation 199¢ 199¢ 199¢ 199( 51C 51C 51C 51C
R-square 0.316 0.317¢ 0.293¢ 0.184: 0.478t¢ 0.48¢ 0.208t 0.345:

< refer to Table 1; Constant term and provincial des included, not showf/a denotes the variable does not apply.




Appendix Table 1: Description of Variables used andData Sources

Dependent Variable Description Source
91-01_POP_CHANG Percentage Change in the total populal991to 2001 91 and 01 CoP
96-01_POP_CHANG Percentage Change in the total population lto 2001 Auth2

Agglomeration

DIST_CMA_100K
INCRE_DIST_250}°

INCRE_DIST_500t

% _81-91 POI
NEAREST/OWN_CMAPOI
OWN_CCSPOP_¢
POP_SURR_¢

Economic

Distance from centroid of nearest or own (°to CMA
with a population of 100,00(

Incremental Distance from centroid of CMA witt
population of 100,000+ to a CMA with a populatioin
250,000+. Computed from the difference between
INCRE_DIST_250tand DIST_CMA_100l
Incremental Distance from centroid of CMA witt
population 250,000+ to CMA with population of 5000+
Percentage Change in the total population -1991
Population of the nearest/own Census Metropolitae
Own Census SD nor-institutionalPop.

Sum of 1991 Populaticfrom surrounding CC¢

CRERLS, IDLS?

81 and 91 Col
Author

81,91 CoP
CRERL

SHARE_ABORIG_PO
SHARE_UNIDEGREI

EMPLOY_RATE
SHARE_AGRIC_EMPLO®

Percentage of total n-institutional population reportin
an Aboriginal Identit

Percentage of population over 15 years of age, &
Universily Degret

Individuals 15+ employed divided by total populatibs+
All individuals 15 years and over employed in
Agriculture Sector divided by total population :

81 and 91 CoP,

SHARE_PRIM_EMPLO® All individuals 15years and ovemployed in the Primar Author
Sector divided by total population 1
SHARE_MAN_EMPLOY All individuals 15years and over employed in
Manufacturing Sector divided by pop 1
%NOMFARM_SELF_EMPLOM |Individuals 2%-54 whose major job is self employme
(non-farm) divided by total population between ag8és
and 5:
Amenities
JULY_RH 20 year average July Relative Humidity data Environ Can
JAN_TEMF 20 year average January mid temperatures (de "
Celsius CRERL
PERCAPITA_CINEMA Density of cinemas irhe CCS per 1,000 populat DMTI, CRERL,

PER_OUTPATIENT_CLINIC

Social Capital

Density of out patient clinics in the CCS per 1,
populatior

91 CoP, Author

PERCAPITA_MEMBEF

PERCAPITA_MEM_SURI

Own CCS C-operative membership divided CCSpop

Ca-operative membership from surrounding CCS divi
by total population from surrounding C

Ca-op Sec.,
CRERL, 91 CoP,
Authot

®Author -denote data that was modified by the ath@oP-Census of Populati(?ﬁ;CS stands for Census Consolidated
Subdivision, which is our unit of observation, $eetnote 8 for descriptioffCRERL-Canada Rural Economy Research Lab
(www.crerl.usask.gaexamines all issues that affect the vitality eir&d Canada from a diversified economy, healthcare,
environment, amenities, transportation, to a praéde@nd sustainable agricultural sector. ILDS telinet Data Library System
provided data that was used in the conversion afiapdata®The variable INCRE_DIST was obtained by subtractirg
distance to the nearest mega center from the dist@nthe nearest urban cenf®ata to proxy for social capital was generated
from the 1992 Co-operatives Secretariat yearly perative mail survey.




Appendix Table 2: Consolidated Census SubdivisioCCS) Descriptive Statistic&”

Rural Urban

Mean Std. Dev Mean Std. Dev
Pop Change (9-01)
CANADA -0.C09 0.17(¢ 0.10¢ 0.14¢
BC 0.090 0.15¢ 0.15¢ 0.48¢
PRAIRIES -0.067 0.16: 0.1(5 0.14(
ONTARIO 0.05¢ 0.211 0.12¢ 0.151
QUBEC 0.Co6 0.17¢ 0.10¢ 0.25¢
ATLANTIC -0.062 0.15:2 0.043 0.12¢
Pop Change (6-01) CA -0.02¢ 0.10¢ 0.03: 0.07:
Agglomeration
DIST_CMA_100k 139.46¢ 114.36t 80.01¢ 109.54.
INCRE_DIST_250t 104.07( 153.07! 73.28¢ 128.89:
INCRE_DIST_50K 49.79( 130.16¢ 50.26¢ 129.76:
NEAREST/OWN_CMAPOP_¢ 581,37. 886,49¢| 936,41 1,222,05!
POP_SURR_¢ 27,39 45,331 | 222,33t 410,12
OWN_CCSPOP ¢ 2,77 3,77( 41,72 112,29
Economic
SHARE_ABORIG_9 0.04¢ 0.11C 0.03t 0.05¢
SHARE_UNIDEGREE_9 0.04¢ 0.03¢ 0.10¢ 0.07¢
EMPLOY_RATE_9: 0.55¢ 0.16: 0.76¢ 0.245
SHARE_AGRIC_EMP_9 0.10: 0.11¢ 0.03: 0.04¢
SHARE_PRIM_EMP_9 0.01¢ 0.03¢ 0.01¢ 0.03(
SHARE_MAN_EMP_9 0.04: 0.05( 0.04: 0.031
%NONFARM_EMP_9. 0.07: 0.051 0.08: 0.02¢
Amenities
JULY_RH 58.522 9.34¢ 58.43¢ 9.215
JAN_TEMF -11.92¢ 4.397| -11.58¢ 4.28:¢
PERCAPITA_CINEMA 1.69E-06  1.45E-0t | 1.45E-0% 4.45E-05
PERCAPITA_OUTPATIEN" 4.25E-05  2.06E-04 | 8.75E-0€ 5.75E-06
Social Capital
Cc-op Member per capi
CANADA 0.10¢ 0.29¢ 0.06: 0.17:
BC 0.03¢ 0.02% 0.03: 0.15¢
PRAIRIES 0.29¢ 0.01¢ 0.22¢ 0.03:
ONTARIO 0.01:2 0.04¢ 0.010 0.12%
QUEBEC 0.07¢ 0.11: 0.13¢ 0.08¢
ATLANTIC 0.07: 0.751 0.04¢ 0.251
PERCAPITA_MEM_SURI 0.13¢ 0.20: 0.07 0.13(
PERCAPITA_CONS_MEMBE! 0.06¢ 0.21: 0.047 0.14(
PERCAPITA_CONS_MEM_SURI 0.09¢ 0.15¢ 0.06t 0.11¢
PERCAPITA_WORKER_MEMBEI 0.00z 0.01¢ 0.00(¢ 0.001
PERCAPITA_WORKER_MEM_SUR 0.001 0.00¢ 0.00(¢ 0.00:
PERCAPITA_PROD_MEMBE! 0.02:2 0.111 0.007 0.03¢
PERCAPITA_PROD_MEM_SUR 0.01¢ 0.04¢ 0.007 0.02¢
PERCAPITA_OTHERMEMBER 5.41E-05 1.49E-03 | 1.63E-04 1.75E-03
PERCAPITA_ OTHER_MEM_SUR 3.75E-04 0.00¢ 0.00¢ 0.04:
N 2,08¢ 515




