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I 

SU~1ARY.' 

Ohio! s livestoc.k marketing"- system at the time of this study was made 

up of three terminal markets;· 71 auct'ions, 134 local mar~ets, 49 packer 

buying stations, and 159 de:alers~ In 1940 the marketing system was com­

prised of three terminals:,· 66: .:auctions, 117 local markets, 40 packer buy­

ing stations, and l,o5o·dealers. 

The greatest chsnge that ·took place tetween 1940 and 1958 in the num­

ber and types of Ohio livestock~markets was the large decrease in the num­

ber of bonded and licens:ed dealers operating in the state (1, 050 in 1940 

as compared to only 159 in 1958);· Also, in 1940 another type of market­

ing agency existed; namely, ·ncooperative Shipping Associations." By 1958, 

most of t,J;1ese organizatj,ons had either disappeared or had taken on new 

functions (operating auctions or local markets) such that they no longer 

could be defined simply as nshipping Associations •11 

The number of auctions,·local markets, and packer buying stations 

showed some increase between ·1940 and 1958. Also, in addition to their 

buying stations, many of the ·"packers" bou~ht livestock directly from 

farmers and took delivery .at the plant. 

The number of pa eking .. and.· processing plants shov-1ed s orne increase 

over this period with slaughter plants located closer to the source of 

supply. Local butchers, :r.etailers, and ·fa.rmers provided a market outlet 

for a small percentage oi"- the sle.·ughter livestock. 

Over 97 percent of the hogs, and about 87 percent and 77 percent of 

the cattle and sheep, respectivelY;" were·sold for slaughter. The remain­

ing percentages were sold.for feeding, breeding, and herd or flock uses. 
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Farmers have selected auctions as their principal market outlet for 

slaughter cattle with a tendency to use terminal facilities in about the 

same proportion as they did in 1?40. In 1956, over 90 percent of the cull 

dairy cows moved through auctions compared with about. 1$ percent in 1940. 

Auctions handled over 70 percent of the veal and deacon calves in 19$6 cam­

pared with 25 percent in 1940. Most of the increased auction volume was 

at the e~ens_e of local markets and dealers. 

Over 70 percent of the slaug~ter steers and heifers were shipped in 

lot sizes of 10 head and over. Near~ one-third of the other cattle and 

calves were marketed in lot sizes of four to nine head. Vealers, deacons 

and cull dairy cows were predominate~ shipped in lot sizes of three head 

or less. 

Local markets further increased in importance by virtual~ elimin­

ating dealers as a marketing outlet for slaughter hogs. In 1956, less 

than one percent of the barrows and gilts were sold through dealers, 

whereas, in 1940 dealers handled nearly 20 percent. Local markets increased 

in volume during this period by nearly the same percentage as dealers de­

clined. Th~ other outlets had relatively the same percentage volume in 

19$6 as they did in 1940. 

Over 80 percent of the barrows and gilts were shipped in lot ~izes of 

ten head and over. Less than two percent were marketed in lots of on~_ to 

three head. 

Auctions and terminal markets handled over 65 percent of Ohio's 

slaughter lambs in 1956 compared to 37 percent in 1940. Auctions also 
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handled over 72 percent of the slaughter sheep~ The remaining percent­

age was largely distributeq between local and ~erminal markets. 

Dealers and local markets declined in importance as a market out-

let for slaughter lambs. during :this, Pel'iod. . In 1940, local mArkets and 

dealers handled approxj.rnately one-thir~. o.nd. one~fifth of the supply, 

respectively,,- whereas, in 1956 loca;t, markets received less than 20 per-

cent and dealers received less than 3 percent of the sl8ughter lambs pro-

duced in Ohio. 

Direct sales to packers declined in relative importance as a market~ 

ing channel for slaughter .li;U!lbs from 10.4 percent in 1940 to 1.1 percent 

in 1956. 

Less than 10 percent ~o.t: the slaughter lambs l·mre shipped in lot sizes 

of less than 10 head, on the·other hand, ~he percentage of slaughter sheep 

shipped in small lot sizes was. copsiderably higher than for lambs. (52eL~ 

percent compared to 9.0 pcrctmt). 

Practically all slaughter lives~ock mftrketed by farmers was trans­

ported from farms by t:ruck. ~n 1956 the. roost C01nqpn methods of hauling 

were: (l) in the farmers. QWn ,truck,. (2) py c.ommercial t:ruck and (3) . . .., ~ 

by the buyers who take possession .:'t. the farms. The relative importance 

of these methods has changed appreciably since 1940. In 1940 the method 

of h<mlinc; from farms by co~ercial truckers was the mosy copunon, amount-

· ·ing to 48 perce:r"t of the cattle,, 34 _percent of the calves, 48 percent of 

the hogs and 47 percent of the sheep and lambs. By 1956 the farmers o-vm 



.. , ... 

IV 

truck was the most common, accounting for 43 percent of the cattle, So per­

cent of the calves, Sl percent of the. hogs and 43 percent of the sheep and 

lambs. 

The use of the farmers own truck increased primarily at the expense 

of the buyers truck which declined in use for all species of slaughter 

livestock. This was accounted for mainly by the sharp reduction in the 

the number and importance of livestock dealers operating in 1940 as com-

pared to 1956. 

Convenience was the most common factor given by farmers in selecting 

the market outlet for slaughter livestock. The one exception was those 

farmers who used only one type of outlet for slaughter steerS and heifers 

in which case higher price was the dominant factor. For the other species, 

higher price was the second most common reason given. In addition, good 

buyer competition, higher net return, lower selling costs, premium for 

quality, and less shrinkage were given by some farmers. However, reasons 

given by some farmers for selling livestock at one type of market were 

often the same as those given by others for selling at a different type 

of market. This was because the location of individual farmers with 

respect to specific markets of different types was taken into considera-

tion by them. 

In comparing the results with the 1940 study, it wes found that the 

major reasons given; namely, higher price, higher net returns, etc., were 
I 

quite similar, with the exception that convenience was somewhat less im-

portant to the farmers in 1940 than it was in 1956. 

" 
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Over 70 percent of the farmers either stated thc::t they had no crit­

icisms or that they vJere not familic:;r 1-Jith the mPrket outlet. Terminals 

had the highest percentage (45 .. 5 pt,rcent) of farmers who were not familiar 

with their type 'of operationo · Local me.rkcts -vwre close second with 40 .. 7 

percent of the farmers not· familiar with them. Auctions were by far the 

most familier type of market outlet with over 92 percent of the farmers 

knmdng about their operation. 

The major cirticism given for te·rminals w~s th;::t "the marketing costs 

were too high for the servic6s rendered~~· ''"Collusion among buyers and/or 

sellers" and 11 too few buyers" were the major criticisms cited against 

auctions; 

Dealers were criticized·primarily on their "prices being too low" 

and for !'s".:lspicion of weights~tt Local m.s.rkcts were criticized on these 

same· points and· for 11prices being too vo.riable • 11 

The major criticism given against packers was "prices were too vari­

able.," 

For detailed information:see the respective sections of the Bulletin. 



INTRODUCTION 

Cash receipts from farm marketings of m0~t animals in Ohio - cattle, 

calves, hogs, sheep and lambs - represented the h·.rgest share of agri­

culture's sales in 1955 and 1956, averaging about 27 percent of the total.!/ 

Of livestock sales, hogs made up the largest share with 51.5 percent, all 

cattle represented 44.5 percent, while all sheep and lambs comprised the 

remaining four percent. 

Although cattle, calves, hogs, sheep, and lambs are to be found in all 

parts of Ohio, the imp~rtance of the various species differs widely from 

one area to another within the state. Due to the intermingling of all . 

classes, it is difficult to draw lines dividing the state according to major 

types of livestock production. With this in mind, Charts A, B, and C show 

roughly the geographic disposition of livestock sold by species. 

Since livestock holds the important position that it does in Ohio agri-

culture, the availability of adequate liv~stock markets is vitallY impor-

tant to farmers and consumers. The variation in the livestock enterprises 

in various sections of the state and the wide variety of livestock on each 

farm makes the job of marketing livestock a complex one. Continuing change 

taking place in production, marketing, and processing of livestock also 

tends to complicate the marketing problem. 

The period from 1940 to 1957 was characterized by rapid technological 

~ Ohio Agricultural Statistics, 1955-1956, Research Bulletin 795, 
November1 1957, p. 53. 
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developments in nearly all areas o.f the economy. F'arming methods and 

conditions were strongly affected by conditions during and following World 

War II. A high war-time demand for agricultural products followed by high 

levels of peacetime prosperity stimulated technological improvements in 

farming methods. Thus, the livestock marketing structure has been forced 

to make substantial changes to meet the changing conditions. Changes have 

taken place in the number and location of various types of outlets, and in 

the volume i:narketed through ·varj.ous types of outlets. The number of ftmc-

tions performed by the different types of market organizations also has 

changed. Thus, it is apparent that the needs of the livestock industry are 

twofold: (1) to keep abreast of recent changes in the livestock market, 

and (2) to det~rmine what additional changes are .needed to meet these new 

conditions. This is part of a r,egional study of the 12 North Central States 

and Kentucky. This report is a ·summary of the results for Ohio. 

The study is divided into three phases of which the first phase repre­

sents· a 'study of the outlets ·used by farmers in marketing their livestock. 

This information was obtained from a representative group of farmers during 

the first three months of 1957. The objectives for this phase of the study 

were (1) to determine the importance of livestock marketing channels used 

by farmers and the alternatives av-ailable to them during 1956, (2) to de-

term:.ne the changes which have taken place j_n livestock marketing since 

19h0.~/, and (3). to determine the nature of motivating factors and attitudes 

2/ 11Ha:rke:t.ing Livestock in the Corn Bolt Region, 11 Bulletin Number 365 of 
- the South Da:~ota State Experiment Stdion, November, 1942. 
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which influence the choice of outlets used by fcrmers when selling livestock. 

This report is a condensation of tho more pertinent findings obtained 

from Ohio fnrmors and represents Ohio's contribution to tho first phase of 

the regional study0 

Pi\.OCEDUliE 

Tho methodology for this study was developed by members of tho North 

CcntrQl Livestock Marketing Technical Research Committee, and tho United 

Stetes DoPf'.rtment of Agriculture rcpresontati vas o 

The prim.:cry d2tt used in the study vmro obtained by personal interview 

of 553 Ohio fQrmers who ronde livestock sales during 1956~ The sample for 

the region w2s based on the United States Census Master Sampling Planed/ 

Twenty-one Ohio counties were sampled~~/ 
Results in this study are based on detailed information collected on 

sales of 8,376 head of cattle end calves, 20,206 head of hogs, and 4,586 

head of sheep and lambs. 

I~ ganeral, the statistical reliability of results are directly rela-

ted to tha number of head included in the study. Therefore, the reliability 

of results for sheep and lambs is less than that for the other species. 

11 For details on sampling procedures, see E. E. Houseman and T. Je Reed 
(1954)2 Application of Probability Area Sampling to Farm Surveys. 
United States Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Marketing Service 
Handbook 67, Acricultu.ral Marketing Service. 'l'he sample was dra·1m by 
Virgil Anderson and his associates, Department of Statistics, Purdue 
University. 

4/ The counties sampled were the following: Putnam, Henry, Mercer, Wood, 
- Darke, Shelby, Sandusky, Fairfield, Knox, Tuscarawas, Muskingum, Harrison, 

Warren, Crawford, Erie, Fayette, Highland, Brown, Wayne, Trumbull, and 
Guernsey. 



Chart A - Nuinber of All Cattle Sold Alive 
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Chart B .. Number of Head of All Hogs and Pigs Sold Alive 
by Farmers, Ohio, 1954 
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Chart C - Number of Head of All Sheep and Lambs Sold Alive 
. by Farmers, Ohio, 1954 
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NUMBEn AND LOCATION OF MARIG:!;TING A.G;!::NCIES IN OHIO 

Table 1 and Charts D, E, F, and G showed the number and location of 

livestock·l.lla~kets for 1958 in Ohio" Tab],e .. ·i:. ~;~· ·~:hciwed the number :of mar-. \ . ~ ··.• . . . . . ·. : : . : 

ket outlets ,that were available to Ohio fc-:r.me·b ih'l940. . . .,. . 
-· .• . . !. ~ 

TABLE I ........ ; . '\ ~ :.:·:; ... 
' 

(' 

; Number ·of. Marketing Agenc',:\es: ~·-6~i6, 
· · · · .... · · · 1940· ·and·, 1958 .. . . . . . . . ': 

•,:•. 

' ; . 

. :--. . ... 
• ! • •:. 

! 
l 

Year Teminal Auctions Local ·~~~~~ts.!l ·. . · Pascktetr. Buying.,.·. ~ .Dealer~/ 
. l ·· ' a ~ons · · 

------------------------------~-·--
.\940 

1958 

3 

3 

6f> 

. 71 

· L~17 
; . 

1 ·1,.34 
t: 

--:-

40 

49 

1,050 

159 

];./ In 1940, another type of·mark~·ti.n~' agency e~isted; namely, "Cooperative 
Shipping Associations o u :For purposes C?f analysis, they were combined 
with local markets since in Ohio the remaining ones perform essentially 
the same functions today as ~<?~.<ill markets. 

£:../ Figures represent only those ~e~·le;s that ~w:~re licensed and bonded. 

Several substantial changE!S -:took place. 'between 1940 and 1958 in the 
. · .• f' .• ,.,. •• , . . ·t! 

. ' number and types of markets in Ohio. The ~t .~triking change was the 
... · ............. . 

large decrease in the number of ·bonded anq licensed dealers operating in 
' 

the state (1~050 in 1940 as comPared to only 159.fn 1958). Another change . . . ... 

was the v-irtual elimination ~f the "Cooperative Shipping Associations" as 

they existed in 1940. By 1958, most of these organizations had either dis-

appeared or taken on new functions such that they no longer could be defined 

simply as "Shipping Associations." 

The number of auctions, local markets, and packer buying stations showed 
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-some incr6ase between 1940 and 1958. Also, in ['ddition to their buying 

.stations, many of the 11packers 11 bought livestock directly from farmers 

and took delivery at th~ plant., The number of packing and processing 

plants also showed some :j,ncrease over this period with slaughter plants 

located closer to the source·of livestock. 

In addition to the above mentioned outlets, local butchers, retailers, 

and farmers provided a market outlet for a smallpercentage of the slaughter 

livestock. · 

f~OCK~QLD FOR VARIOUS USES 

TABlE 2 

.. N~ber and Percentage of Livestock sold according to use by 
5%1 Ohio Farmers, 1956 

Cattle Hogs Sheep Use 
ifwnb~r Percent Number Percent Number Percent ----·--·------.---..;......-

Sl2nghter 
Feeder 
Breeding, Herd 
Use not known 

Total 

·? ,320 
512 

or Flock 304 
\258 

8,376 

87.2 
6.1 
3.6 
3.1 

100.0 

__ __,__..._ 

19,626 
390 
174 
16 

20,206 

97.1 
1.,9 

.9 

.1 

100,.0 

3,518 
725 
300 

43 

4,586 

76.8 
15.8 
6.5 

.9 

100.0 ---- --···- ____ ...-.. ____________________ _ 
The farmers interviewed indicated that the bulk of their liv€stock was 

sold for slaughter. Table 2 showed that over 97 percent of the hogs, and 

about 87 percent and 77 percent of the cattle and sheep, respectively, 

went for slaughter. The remainj.ng cattle and sheep were sold primarily 

for feeding and breeding, herd or flock uses. 



Chart D • Location of the Three Terminal Livestock Markets and 
the Seventy-one Auction Markets in Ohio, 1958 
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Chart .E - Location o~ the One Hundred Thirty-two Local 
Livestock Harkets in Ohio, 19.58 
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Chart G - Location of the One Hundred Fifty-three Bonded and 
Licensed Livestock Dealers in Ohio, 1958 
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There was only a small percentage of the livestock sold for which the use 

made by the buyer could not be est~ated by the farmer 0· 

The ;following sections of this report sumnu::rize the results obtained 

on the disposition of ~ivestock sold for slaughter-. 

OUTLETS THROUGH W.tiiCd li'ARNEBS 
SOLD SLA UGHT$ CATTLE 

Classes of Slaughter.Cattle 

Data obtained from farmers showing the extent to which market outlets 

of different types were used in 1940 and 1956 are presented in Tables 3, 6 

and 91 respectively. ·From the previous charts, it was demonstrated that 

in the most important livestock sections of the state they t.s.ve access: to a 
. -

number of market outlets for their livestock. However, substantial changes 
> 

have taken place since 1940 in the outlets through which livestock were sold. 

For slaughter cattle and calves, auction markets handled the bulk of 

Ohio's sales in 1956, whereas,· in 1Q40 the dispositi~n WC:lS m~ne·qr less 
. . . . 

equally distributed among auctions, dealers, local markets al}d terminals 
~ . . . 

(Table 3). In 1956, over 90 perce.nt of the 'cull dairy co'Ws moved through 

auctions compa.red with about 15 percent in 1940. Auctions handled over 70 

percent of the veal and deacon calves in 1956 compared with roughly 25 per­

cent in 1940. 

The sales pattern for terminals was quite similar to what it was in 

1940. Actually, terminals showed an overall increase in cattle marketings 

between 1940 and 1956. 

Thus, farmers have selected auctions as their principle market outlet 



- 14 -
for slaughter cattle with a tendency to use terminal facj_lities in about 

the same proportion as they did in 1940. Most of the increased auction 

volume was at the expense of local markets and dealers. 

Relative Importance of Various Size LOts of Slaughter Cattle. 

The size lots in ·which livestock was sold by farmers was important in 

that it influenced the type of marketing system in operation. It was found 

that the number of head of livestock sold per lot by Ohio farmers varied 

great~-. The lots ranged from single animals to one or more carloads. 

The size of the lot tended to vary not on~ with the species of livestock, 
. . 

but also, with the different classes. It probably also varied by seasons 

of the year althow* seasonal variations were not ascertained in this study. 

The sale of ·different siz.e lots by farmers may result from the methods 

followed in producing livestock. Farmers who diversify their production 

generally do not prod.uce livestock in large numbers for market, whereas, 

the opposite is generally true with those farmers who specialize. How-

ever, some far.mers who handle livestock in large numbers also sell in rel­

atively smalllots becaus~ they follow the practjoe of "topping-out" ani-

mals as they ~re rea~r for market. Other factors such as transportation 

facilities, convenience to market outlets, market grades, the prices paid 

and costs involved in marketing may af~ect the size of lots ~~rketed. 

Therefore it is clear that arrant:emcnts most favorable to some farmere may 

not be the most a.d-=o-ant;s:.geous: to<· others~.·~ ...... 

With the .. above thcughts in mind, separate classifications of 1-3 head, 

4-9 head, and 10 head and over (Table 4) were set up showing the percent 
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Table 3 

Percentage of Slaughter Cattle Sold By Farmers 
Through Various Outlets, by Class, 

Ohio, 1956 

Outlet 
S-teers & llelfers~Vealers & Deaconsl/ Cull tlairy Cows Other-Cattle ancrCalves 

1956 1940 1956 1940 - 1956 . 1940 . 1956~~~ -- - 19401/ 

Auction 

Terminal 

Packers 

Dealers 

4;I~.o8% 

25.7 

15.,8 

·9.2 

Local Markets · 2 t>8 

Retailers and 
Locker Plants2f 4o3 

Other 4'4 

24.1.% 70o7% 

16 .. 4 

13o~7 

19.6 

22 .. 3 

.o 

3.9 

14('0 

2c.7 

4.8 

7.4 

oO 

.,4 

·Total loo;;o%--Ioo~O%·-lao:o% 

26.2% 

17.9 

8.2 

2Qo3 

23.4 

.o 

'4.0 

90o4% 

8o3 

.o 

.-1.3 

.o 

.o 

coO 

100:~6%-- - ioo .. o% 

15,2% 69,.0$ 

4 .. 6 17.7 

11.7 3"0 

18.3 

14.6 

.o 

35.6 

2.5 

6.9 

.9 

.o 
100.0% 100.0~ - ·-- ·----- -......:..------·-------------=---------1/ Deacon·· cal vcs is the term used to refer to calves under one week of- age -wheh sold. 

2/ The 1940 study did not separate steers and'hcifers into a separate category. Thus 
- the percent·under the classification of steers and heifers repr.esents steers a~d 

heifers plus other cattle and calves. 
3/ The 1940 study did not separat.e. this outlet and this is. included in· 11 other .. 11 - . 
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of sl~ter cattle which fell into each of the respective lot sizes~ 

Over 70%.of the· slaughter steers and heifers were shipped in lot 

sizes of 10 head and over. Nearly one-third of tho other cattle and 

· calves were marketed in lot sizes of four to nine heado Vealers, deacons, 

and cull dairy. cows were predorriinately shipped in lot sizes of three head 

or less. This was lGrgely accounted for by the sale of considerable num­

bers of discarded dairy ·animals and also by the fact that livestock feed-

ing is relatively unimportant in certain areas of the state. 

,. 

Lot Size 

].Oio,3 head 

4 - 9 .head 

Percentage of.Slaughter Cattle Sold In 
Various Sized ~ots, 

Ohio, 1956 

Steers Vealers Cull Other 
·a·nd · and Dairy Cattle 
Heifers Deacons Cows And Calves 

5.9%. 86.9% 93.0~ 56.8% 

2o.a 12.3 7.0 32.4 

10 head and .over 73.3 .8 .o 10~8 

Total 100.0% 100~0% 100.0% 

.OUTLETS THROUGH WHICH FAHMERS 
SOLD SLAUGHTER HOGS 

100.,0% 

Total 

34.9% 

1a.1 

47.0 

lOOoO% 

TP.e:pattei'Il of marketing for slaughter hogs differed from that for 

slaughter cat~le mainl~ in that local markets replaced auctions as the main 

outlet (Table 5). However, the facilities of an auction are sometimes used 
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as a local market where the hogs are sold to an ~dividual tuyor without 

going tPrough the auction ring. Note that in 1956 local markets handled . . 

nearly 50 percent of the barrows.~d gilts while the remaining 50 per-

cent was fairly evenly distributed_ among terminals, ~uctions, .and packers. 

Only a very small percentage were so1d through the other marketing outlets 

listed in Table 5. 

The only significant change in t~e mar!~cting pDttern for slcughter 

hor:s between, 1940 and 1956 was that.local mrrrkots further increased in im­

portance by virtually eliminating dealers as a marketing outlet for slaugh­

ter hogs. In 1956, le.ss than one .percent of the barrows and gilts were 

sold through dealers, whercas, ilJ 1940_dealers handled ne-arly 20 percent. 

On the other hand, locnl merkc.ts increased in volume during this period 

by nearly the same percentage as dealers declined. The other outlets had 

relatively the same percent·age volume in 1956 as· they did in 1940. · 

Relative Importance of Various Size Lots of Sl~ughter H~~· 

Slaughter hogs were sold as single ani~ls or in smr.ll lots to a con-

siderably less e;tent than slaughter cattle. Over 80 percent of the bar­

rows and gilts were shippe'd in lets of 10 head and over (Table 6). Less 

than two percent were marketed in lots of one to three head. 

However, nearly one-fourth of the class termed 11 other hogan, which in-

eluded so~~rs, boars, stab-s, roughs, etc., were shipped in lots of one to 

three head. ·slaughter hogs shipped in lots of one to three head represented 

less than four percent of the total for the state, whereas, nearly 80 per­

cent were shipped in lots of 10 head and overo 
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Table 5 

Percentage of Slaughter Hogs Sold By 
Farmers Through Various 

Outlets, Ohio, 1956 

~ -Outlet BarZ:OWs & Gilts Other S"!aughter Hogs . 
1956 1940 lL. '· 1956 1940 

Local Ma:rke··~s 48.,4% 31.5% ~4)9.% 

Terminal 19(\0 16.2 9.7 

Auctions· 18.4 15.6 19.1 

Packers 13.1 15,7' 2o2 

Dealers .8 19.8 .5 

Local Retailers .2 .o .o 

Other .1 1.2. 1.6 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 

1/ The 1940 study did not analyze barrows and gilts separately, but rather, 
- made only one classification under slaughter hogs. 

Table 6 

Percentage of Slaughter Hogs Sold in Various Sized Lots, 
Ohio, 1956 

---·--· .. ·--·--·· .. ~---
Lot Size Barrows & Gilts Other Hogs Total 

1- 3 head 1.7% 2~ .• 5% 3.6% 

4 - 9 head 15.8 24.7 16.5 

10 head and over 82.5 50.8 79.9 

' -~otal 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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OUTLETS THROUGH \VJUCH Fl;fu\1ERS SOLD 
SLAUGHTER SHEEP AND LM1BS 

Auction and terminal markets handled over 65 percent of Ohio's slaugh­

ter lambs in 1956 according to this study (Table 7). This represented a 

large increase in their relative importance since 1940 at which time the 

bm types of market facilities handled about 37 percent of the total. sup-

ply. In addition to their importance a.s a market outlet for slaughter 

lambs, auctions received the. bulk of the total slaughter sheep marketings 

in 195'6 (72.3 percent). The remaining percentage was mainly distributed 

between local and terminal markets. 

On the other hand, dealers and loc~l markets declined greatly in im-

portance as a market outlet for slaugh~er lambs during this period. For 

instance, in 1940 local.markets and dealers handled approximately one­

third and one-fifth of the total supply, resrectively, whereas in 1956 lo-

cal markets received less than 20 percent and dealers received less than 

three percent of the slaughter lambs produced in Ohio. 

Table 7 also showed that direct sales to packers declined in relative 

importance as a marketing channel for slaughter lambs from 10.4 percent in 

1940 to. 1.1 percent in 195'6. 

·Relative Importance of Various Size Lots of Slaughter Sh~ep and Lambs . 

Sheep and lambs were sold in large lots to a greater extent than either 

cattle or'hogs. Less than'lo percent of the slaughter lambs were shipped 

in lot siZes of less than 10 hee::d, (Table 8) • · The percentc.ge of slaughter 
.. 

sheep shipped in small lot sizes was consJ..derably higher than for lambs., 
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However, since this class made up only a relative\y small amount of the 

supply, it still was-.:tr:Y~ that nearly 90 pe:..~cent of the total volume was 

shipped in lot sizes of 10 head and over. 

Table 7 

Percentage of Slaughter Sheep and Lambs Sold By Farmers 
Through Various Outlets) 

Ohio, 1956 

Slaughter Lambs Slaughter She~ 
Outlet .1956 194Q__ 1956 1940_. 

Auction 3~.9% 19.8% 72~3% 

Terminals 29.5 17.0 12.0 

Local Markets 19.1 34.4 15.2 

Dealers 2.8 17.7 .o 
.Packerl3 ' 1.1 10.4 .o 
Local.Retailers .o oO .o 

Other 11.6Y .7 .5 
·-·-··- ~·---

.'rotal lOOcO% 100.0% 1000 0% 

1/ The 1940 study did ~ot analyze sheep ~nd lambs separately, but rather, 
- made only one classificetion under sl.:::u.ghter sheep. 
~ Lamb pools obtained nearly all of this percentage. 
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Table 8 

Percentage of Slaughter Sheep and Lambs Sold in Various Sized Lots 1 

· Ohio1 1956 

(Rounded to nearest one-tenth of percent) 

Lot Size Lambs Sheep 

1- 3 head 1.8% 16.8% 

4 .. 9 head 7.2 35.6 

10 head and over 91.0 47.6 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 

· TRANSPORTATI•JN OF SLAUGHTER LIVESTOCK 
Bl VARIOUS METHODS 

Total. 

2.6% 

8.7 

88.7 

100.0% 

Transportation of Ohio's slaughter livestock from farms mny, for all 

practical purposes, be classified into one general typeJ namely, by truck. 

However, the livestock marketed m~ pass through many different chan­

.. nels .f~m . .farins to. slaughtering plants. The method of hauling used to some 

extent is influenced by methods of marketing. Livestock marketed direct~ 

from farms to slaufhtering plants may involve a single and continuous move-

ment by the farmers own truck, or the anllnals may be transported from the 

farm to the livestock market by the farn~rs own truck, and from there to 

the slaughtering plant by either a commercial truck or the buyers truck. 

The break in the continuity of transportation generally coincides with 

changes in ownership of the livestock. 

Only information on how slaughter livestock was being transported from 
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the farm to the market was r.ssembled in this study. 'i'he information does 

not include the distances the different lots of livestock were moved, nor 

the extent to which the transportation of individual lots of animals in­

volved more than one movement. 

As was stated earlier, practically all slaughter livestock mnrketed 

by fa~ers was movS?d from fDrms. by truck. In 1956 the most common methods 

of hauling w~re: (1) In the f~nners o1m truck, (2) by commercial truck, 

and (3) by· t-he buyers who take,possession at the farms, (Table 9). The 

relatiye imp9rtance of these mr;thods of hauling has chcmged apprecic:.bly 

since ~940. In 1940 the_method of hauling from farms by commercial truck­

ers v.tas the mostcornmon, amounting to 48 percent of the cattle, 34 percent 

of the· calves, 48 percent of the hogs, and 47 percent of the sheep and 

lambs. In 1956, _the farmers own truck was the most common, accounting for 

4J .. percent of the cattle, So percent of the calves, 51 percent of the hogs, 

.-and 43 percent of -the sheep and lambs. 

-However, with the exception of hogs, and to somE; extent cattle, com­

mercial trucks were used as prominently in 1956 as they were in 1940. The 

major ch~ge took place in the use of the buyers truck. The use of the far­

mers own truck incre?sed primarily at thQ expense of the buyers truck which 

declined in use for all spe~ies of slaughter livestock. This was accounted 

· for mainly by the sharp reduction in the number and importance of livestock 

dealers operating.in 1940 as compared to 1956. Usually when farmers soJd 

livestock to dea~ers who have trucks, the buyer generally took possession 

at the farm and assumed responsibility for transporting the animals. 
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Table 9 

Percentage of Slaughter Livestock Handled from farms 
by Various Methods, by Class, Ohio 

.· 1940 and 1956 · 

MethOd of Cattle Calves Hogs Sheep and Lamos 
Hauling 1956 1940 1956 1940.19.56 1940 19.56 

·· In farmers own truck 4360% 19.2%. 50.1% 38.6% 50.9% 27.2% 43.4% 

By Commercial truck 

By Buyers truck 

Other 

.... ·. · .. Total 

42..5 47.9 39.9 33.8 28.2 47 .. .5 49.5 

14.1+ 32.9 ·9. 7 27.6 20.3 25.3 7.1 

.1 .o .3 .o • 6 .o .tO 
-

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100~0 

REASONS FOR CHOICE OF l1t~ BKETS 
WHEN SELLJNG LIVESTOCK 

1940 

36.9% 

47.3 

15.6 
.. .o 

100~0 

The reasons· given by farmers for choice of markets when selling 

slaughter cattle, hogs, ~nd sheep varied widely (Table 10). Some of the 

· reasons apparently overlap., and thus, may not, in all cases, precisely re• 

fleet the farmer's choice. ·For purposes of publication the less common fac-

tors given by farmers were groupod into one category; namely, other. 

Convenience was the most common factor given by fe.rmers iri selecting 

the ma:rket outlet for slaughte'r livestock. The one exception was those 

· ·. farme-rs who used onlY one type of outlet for slaughter steers and ·heifers 

in · which· case higher price was the dominant factor. For the other species, 

higher price was the second most common reuson given. In addition, good 

·buyer competition, higher net return, lower selling costs:, prelniun' for 
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quality, and l~ss shrinknge were given by formers. 

However, it should be noted that reasons given by some farmers for 

selling livestock at one type of market were often the same as those given 

by others for selling at a different typo of mnrkct. This was because the 

location of individual farmers with respect to specific morkets of differ-

ent types was taken into consideration by them. 

In comparing the results with the 1940 study, it was found that the 

major reasons given; namely, higher price, higher net returns, etc., were 

quite similar, with the exception that convenience was somewhat less im-

portant to the farmers in 1940 than it was in 1956. Apparently, this was 

a strong reason why terminal livestock m;:~rkets hove declined in relative 

importanqe since 1940. Since this time, numerous other market type outlets 

such as auctions, ioc21 markets, packers, etc., have been s~t up closer to 
. . . 

the producti.on arens. Thus, it was not out of line for convenience to show 

up as the major fa.ctor for mark..;t se:lection by farmers. 

CRITICISHS OF VARIOUS HARKET . OUTLETS 

In ~ effort to determine the attitudes of farmers concerning the m2jor 

market outle~s; i1amely, terminals, auctions, local mcrkets, dealers, and 

packers, ~ac}f farmer interviewed was asked to give his criticisms regarding 
( 

these outlets. However, this does not necessarily mean that because a far-
' ' 

mer.criti~iz~d a market, he did 11:ot market.through it. Rather, he merely 
' ' 

gave his <?wn .viewpoint in· such a way thnt the market or markets in question 

would eventually benefit from the results. 
; t 



~ble 10 

Advantages of Principal Types of Market Outlets as Listed by 
Farmers Vfuo Used One Outlet and by Farmers Vfuo Chose ll.ffiong 

Several Outlets before Sale, by Class of Livestock Sold1 and 
by Otttlets Used1 Ohio, 1956 

·---Farmers ITho Used One Outlet 
Local 

/.,dvantage.s.: ~~J..~~ ~ li.uctions DGalcrs Packers . Other Total -... ------·~- ------
Slaughter Steers and He~ 

Convenient (or lower) 
Tra~sportations Costs 5.3% -% 27.1% 25.0% 16.7% 12.5% 17.4% 

Higher Price 31.6 - 22o9 25.0 16.7 25oO 25tt5 
Good Buyer Compcti tion ·28~9 50.0 JD.7 -· - -- 18.4 
Higher Not Return 9~2 - 2.1 8.3 - - 4e7 
Less Shrinkage - - -- - 11.1 - 1.0 

'IJ'\ Lm7e~ Selling Costs - - - -- 16.7 - 1.4 
C\1 Premium for Quality - - - -- ll.1 - 1.0 
I Other lle8 50o0 17.7 33o4 22.2 25.0 17.4 

No "mswer or doesn't knm·r 13.2 - 1.3.5 8.3 5e5 37.5 1.3c-2 

TGrilL lOOoO% 100~0% lOOcO% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.Q% 

other Slaughto!' CT~.L.e _? ___ .. ____ 
Convenient (or lovror) 

Transportation Costs J.4,8% 38r)l% .31.")~ .3.3 ~3% 40.0% 42o9% 29.6% 
Higher Price ~ 28~t7 19.0 1St;7 5?6 20o0 14e.3 . 17.5 
Good B~yer Competition 13o0 2.4 ' 11.3 2.8 - - 10.,1 
Higher Net RPturn 6~5 2o4 · 3.6 2.8 5oO' - 3o8 
Less .Shrinkage - 2.4 .,6 - 15.0' - e9 
Lovver Selling Costs 1 .. 9 2.4 .5 5 .. 6 5.0 21.4. 1.7 
Premium for Quality - - - 2.8 - - o1 
Other 18.5 19.0 15o5 27 .. 7 10.0 •. 7.1 16.4 
No Answer or doesn't kiiow · 164)6 14.3 21.8 1994 .5.0; 14 • .3 19tt9 

TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100 .. 0% lOOcO% 100.0% 100~0%. 100.0% 
l 

'" 



Table 10 
(Continued) 

Advantages of Prli1cipal Types of Market Outlets as Listed by 
Farmers Vfuo Used One Outlet and by Farmers ~Tho Chose Among 

Several Outlets Before Sale, by Class of Livestock Sold, and 
by Outlets Used, Ohio, 1956 

Farmers ·vVho Used One Outlet 

Local 
Advantages Terminal. Marke-t' Auctions Dealers Packers Other Total. -

Slaughter Hogs 

Convenient (or lowor) 
llc5% 29.5% 251)~ 14.3% Transportation Cost 27.9% 25.o,g 23o9% 

Higher Price 30.2 13o7 J3 .6 25.0 26.2 . 25 .. 0 : ·18.3 
Good Buyer Competition 18.8 2.5 6.8 -- -- -- 6o6 
Higher.Nct Return 8.3 6.4 6.1 25.o 23.7 25.0 a.5 

'-0 Less Shrinkage 3o9 e8 
.. 

1o9 - - - -C\1 
4.9 4.8 .. :· 25.0 Lower Selling Costs - 2.3 - ~ 3.3 

Premium for Quality 1.0 5.9 4.5 - - - 3.9 
Other 19o8 27fj9 22.0 25.0 .. 26e2 - 24.3 
No Answer or doesn t t lmovr 10.4 6.9 14.4 ,. - . 4.8 -- 9o3 :, . 

' 
.. 

TorAL 100.,0% 100.0% lOO.{rfo 100.0% 100.0}6 . ''•100.0% . ''100.~ 

Slaugh-ter Sheep .. {i~~) 
.. 

C onven:le~t ( or lower) 
.... ~ -·· ~ .. . . 

·.· .... .. .. 
'. 

Transportation Cos~ 15o4% '21·.,5% ..... 38.8% so •. CJ% ..... 50o0% :14.3% 28.5% 
Higher Pr ico 19.2 21.5 J.h.B - - ... :35.8 18o8 
Good Buyer Competition 7~7 - ... 13.0 - ... ' .. - - BoO 
Higher Net Return - 7ol ; 5.6 - so.o - 4.5 
Less Shrinkage -- ..;;.. ~ 

Low·er Selling Cost 3.8 7.1 .· - - - - 1.8 
Premium for Quality - - - -- - 7.1 .9 
Other 42.4 35.7 l3 oO 50~0 ..,_ 21.4 24.1 
No Answer or docsn t t know 11.5 7.1 l4o8 -- - 21.4 13.4 

TarAt 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.,0% -· 
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Advan"Ulges 

Convenient (or lOVfer) 
Transportation Costs 

Higher Price 
Good Buyer Compoti tion 
Higher Net Return 
Loss Shrinkage 
tarter Selling Costs 
Premium for Quality 
Other 

Table 10 
(Continued) 

Advantages of Principal Types of M~kct Outlets as Listed by 
Farmers Who Used One Outlot and by Farmers Who Chose Among 

Several Outlets Before Sale, by Class· of Livestock Sold, and 
by Outlets Used, Ohio, 1956 

Farmors Yfno Chose i\mong Several Outlets 

Local 
T'Ormii~e.l M~1:~fc8t Auctions Dealers Packers -----.. - -- . - ----·- ----

~laughter Steers and Heifers 

7,1% .18.2% 26.5% 18.7% 4.8% 
7ol 18~2 5.9 9.4 9.7 

2lo4 9~1 10o8 -- .. -
3~6 - 4.,9 6.3 .. 8.1 
3o6 9.,1 2.9 3.1 9a7 
3o6 - - 6;}3 6.,5 - - - - -

32o2 36"4 17-.6 37o5 4lo9 
No answer or doesn r t knmv 21:,4 9.,1 31~.4 18{,7" 19.,3 ----- - -·- -

TorAL 100o0fo 1003D; 100.0,6 100oQ% 100~0% 

Other ~Jl~m.shtcr Cattle - ~---........ ~- .. -·· 

Convenient (or lrnvor) 
Transportation Costs 20o0% 28.,6% 2?.6% 3Je3% 50.,0,( 

Higher Price·· · ·· .... - 20.~0 14~2. ... J..2c. 0. .. . ·-· .. 1}.,4 --
Good Buyer Competition 667 ~ 10~:;9 - -

. . 

..... 

Higher ·Nct··Return · · ··--· - · 1~0 3-<()3-· .... -- ......... 

Less Shrinkage -- - 2,.1 3')3 -
Lower Selling Cost - - - - 124'15 
Premiwn for Quality 6e7 -- -- - -Other 20.,0 

. 
.. · 28,6 1~6 20.0 2So0 

No l!Jl.swcr or doesn r t knoYr 26.6 .'28.6 3lo8 26.7 12o5 
Tar.:u. 100.0% 100.0% 1CX).O% 100~~ 100.0;& 

Other Total 

21.4%, 17o3% 
28o6 9.2 - 7.2 
21.4 6o4 
- 4.8 
- 2.8 -- -

21.4 28.9; -
?.,2 23o4· 

100.0% 100.0% 

~ ...... ·-- .... 

11n9% 25.5% 
.3..4 . .. 10e.7 . - 6.9 
__... ···- ...... . .9. 
-- lo6 
3o4 .9 
- .3 
5.1 14.5 

76.2 38.7 
100.()% 100o0,t 
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Adva:qtn.gQfl 

Convenient (or lower) 
Transportation costs 

Higher Price 
Good Buyer Competition 
Higher Net Return 
tass Shrinkage 
L!J\ver Selling Cost 
~emium for Quality 
Otner 

Table 10 
{Continued) 

~dvantages of Principal T,ypes of Market Outlets as Listed ~ 
Farmers Who Used One Outlet and by Farmers Who Chose lil!long 

Several Outlets Before Sale, by Class of Livestock Sold, and 
by Outlets Used, Ohio, 1956 

Farmers Vfno Chose i~ong Several Outlets 
Local 

Terminal MM'R£! Auction Dealers Packers 

Slaughter Hogs 

29.3% 26.0% 29.1% 50.Q% 15.8% 
10.4 8.3 10.4 - 10o.5 

lo7 4.2 12o.5 - -
3.4 2.1 - lOoO 2o6 -- 2.1 - - 10.5 
5.2 3.1 - - 5.3 
1.7 1,1 2.1 - 13.2 

29.3 27ctl 14.6 10.0 18.4 
No ll!lswor or doesn't knmv 19o0 26.0 31.3 30.0 23.7 

TOTii.L 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100o~ 

Slaughter Sheep (Lambs) 

Convenient (or lower) 

Other 

-% 
42,9 -----42o9 
14•2 

. 100.0% 

T.rnnspartntion Costs -% 16.7% 47.7% -% -% .· 7.7% 
Higher Price 50o0 8.3 9.-5 50.0 - 7•7 
Good BUyor Competition - - - -- -Higher Net Return - -· 9 • .5 - - --
Less Shrinkago - - - -Lovrer Selling Cost ' -- -- -- - - -Premium for Qu~lity 8o3 

.. 
7o7 .... - - --

Other 50.0 25.0 19.0 50.0 - -No . .:lnsner or doesnrt knovr - 41.7 14.3 - ..... 76.9 

TCYI'AL 100.0% il..OO.O% lOO.Q% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

,..,.. " "" -~ ...... 

Total 

26.2% 
lOo;l 
4.3 
2.3 
2.3 
3.1 
3.1 

23.7 
-. 24.9 

100.0% 

26.0% 
12.0 

4.0 

-4.0 
18.0 
36~0 

100.0% 

%. 
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Of the .551 farmers ihterviet-Jed, over 70.0 percent ·either ~tated that 

they had_no criticisms or that they were not .familiar with the market out-

let (Table i1). Terminals had the highest percentage (45.5 percent ) of 

farmers HhO were not familiar with their type of operation. Local mar­
kets were close second with hO. 7 percent of the farmers not .. familiar with. 

·them·. These figures are not too astounding when one observes the charts 

. on Pages 10 and 11 and finds that there we1~e only three terminal markets 
. 

operating in the stete; namely_, Cleveland, Cincinnati, Dayton:, and that the 

bulk of the local markets are concentrated primarily in the northwestern 

. · pa.rt of the state. On the other hand, auctions were by far the most fam­

iliar type of ma1~ket outlet having ·94 percent of the·· far.me.rs b,eing. familiar 

with this type of outlet. 

The major· criticism given for tenninals was that 11 the marketing·costs 

. were too: high fer .the ~ervices· r~ndered. 11 About 20'.5 percent rif ths farmers 

gave this criticism. 

· Collusion among buyers and/or sellers (9.4 percent) and too few buyers 

(8~.5 percent) lr1ere the major criti-cisms cited against auctions. Auctions . ' . ; 

had a high percentage of criticisms in the category 110ther11 due to thrfact 

that some of the criticisms only pertained to auctions. The most important 

were: (1) Auctioneer not working each lot= of livestock enough and (2) 

operator or auc~ion employees selling in own ring. Another important crit­

icism of auctions was "rough handling of livestock.u 

Dealers were criticized primarily on their prices be.ing too low (11.6 

percent) and for suspicion of weights (10.2 percent). Local markets were 

t 
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criticized on these same points, and for prices being too variable •• 

Since these criti..cisms no doubt refl3ct farmers thinking the differ-
~ . . . .. . . - . 

ent markets might well co11sider plans.for eliminuting the reasons :for such 

criticisms. 

The major critic ism g;i. v~n against packers W<~s prices were too variable 
.. , 

(7 .8 p'ercent) •, B,v this ·.it was meant that these farmers 't..,ere of the opin-

ion that some ;packers· used discrimination in quoting prices to their sup-

pliers. . . ~~ 

-·.·. . 
Since thete 1..,ere .. few criticisms sto:,ted against a particular outlet, 

it can be said in summary that as a '\'1hole farmers apparently were satis-

:fied with the ;func.tiqns ·· ~nd Qperat:\.ons being performed by these vnrious 

types of market outlets. 

• • • • t 

t •••• 
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Table 11 

,CRITICISMS OF SPJ~CIFIC TYPES OF OUTLETS BY FARMERS, BY 
. TYPE OF OUTLETS - OHIO, 1956 '-

Local 
Packer:;~ Auctions tealers Markets Terminals Total 
r- ! ! ! ~ , 

1. Familiar with this type of 
outlet but no criticism 38.2 40.7 43.9 43.7 41.2 41.6 

2. Not familiar with this type 
of outlet. 37.6 7.6 21.4 40.7 45.5 30.5 

·' J. Collusion' among buyers and/ 
or sellers. 2.7 9.!~ o.o o.1 o.7 3.6 

I 4. Suspicion of Weight. 1.6 2.2 10.2 2.7 0.9 3.5 
r-1 5. Prices are too variable. 7 .a ~a:, 4.2 3.4 3.3 0.7 2.9 ,.,.., 

6. Prices too low. o.o 0.1 11.6 0.7 0 • .3 2.6 
I 1. Too f cw buyers. 0.3 8.5 0.5 o.o o.1 1.9 

6. Y~rketing costs are too • < . . . 
high for services rendered. o.o 4.4 0 • .3 1.1 2.4 1.6 

9. Unsanitary conditions o.o .3.1 0.1 0.3 o.o 0.7 
10. Other llo8 19.8]/ 8.6 6.5 8.2 11.0 
11. N9 answer or doesn 1t know. o.o o.o o.o 0.9 o.o 0.1 

-
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

17 This percentage involved mainly those criticisms that pertained only to auction markets 
- such as "auctioneer not working each lot o-f livestock enough," troperator or auction em-

ployee selling in qwn ring,.11 etc. 
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