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I
SUMMARY ~

Ohio!s livestock markétinétSYStem at the time of this study was made
up of three terminal markets, 71 auctions, 13l local markets, L9 packer
buying stations, and 159 dealers. In I940 the marketing system was come
prised of three terminals, 66 ‘auctions, 117 local markets, LO packer buy-
ing stations, and 1,050 dealers,

The greatest chenge 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 licensed 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, "Cooperative Shipping Associations." By 1958,
most of these organizations had either disappeared or had taken on new
functions (operating auctions or local markets) such that they no longer
could be defined simply as "Shipping Associations,"

The number of auctions, loc¢al markets, znd packer buying stations
showed some increase between 1940 and 1958, Also, in addition to their
buying stations, many of the "packers" bought livestock directly from
farmers and took delivery at the plant.

The number of packing.and-processing plants showed some increase
over this period with slaughter plants located closer to the source of
supply. Local butchers, ‘retailers, and farmers provided a market outlet
for a small percentage of: the sleughter 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.caftle with a tendency to use terminal facilipies in about the
same proportion as they &id in 1540, In 1956, over 90 percent of the cull
dairy cows moved through auétions compared with about 15 percent in 1940,
Auctions handled over 70 percent of the veal and deacon calves in 1956 com~
pared with 25 percent in 19&0. Most of the increased auction volume was
at the egpénge of local markets and dealers,
| Ovér 70 percent of the slaughter steers and heifers were shipped in
lot siées 6f iO head ;nd over. Nearly one~-third of the other cattle and
calves were marketed in lot sizes of four to nine head. Vealers, deacons
and cull &airy cows were predominately shipped in lot sizes of three head
or less, | |

Local markets further increased in importance by virtually elimine
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 handléd nearly 20 percent, Local markets increased
in volume during this period by nearly the same percentage as dealers de=-
clined. The other outlets had relatively the same percentage volume in
1956 as they did in 1940, |

Over 80 percent of the_barrows and gilts were shipped in lot sizes of
ten head and over, Less than two percént were marketed in lots of one to
three head,

Auc?ions 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 distiibuted between local and terminal markets.,

Dealers and local markets declined in importance as a market out-
let for slaughter lambs during this. period., In 1940, local markets and
dealers handled approximately one-third. and.one-fifth of the supply,
respectively, whereas, in 1956 local, markets received less than 20 per=
cent and dealers received less than 3 percent of the slaughter lambs pro-
duced in Ohio,

Direct sales to packers.declined in relative importance as a market-
ing channel for slaughter lambs from 10.4 percent in 1940 to 1.1 percent
in 1956.

Less than 10 percent .of the slaughter lambs were shipped in lot sizes
of less than 10 head, on the.other hand, the percentage of.slaughper sheep
shipped in small lot sizes was. considerably higher than for lambs (52l
percent compared to 9,0 percent). |

Practically all slaughter livestock marketed by farmers was‘trans-
ported from farms by truck. In 1956 the most common methods of hauling
were: (1) in the farmers: own .truck, (2) by commercial truck and (3)
by the buyers who take possession st the farms, The relative importance
of these methods has changed appreciably since 19,0, In l9h0 the method

of heuling from farms by commercial truckers was the most common, amount-

" ..dng to 48 percert of the cattle, 3L percent of the calves, L8 percent of

the hogs and L7 percent of the sheep and lambs, By 1956 the farmers own
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truck was the most common, aécounting for 1,3 percent of the cattle, 50 per-
cent of the calves, 51 pércent of the hogs and I3 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 thé dominent factor., For the other species,
higher price was the second most common rcason given, In addition, good
- buyer competition, higher net retumn, lower selling costs s 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 1540 study, it wes found that the
vmajor reasons given; namely, higber price; higher net returns, etc,, were
quite similaf; wiﬁh the exceptioh that conﬁenience was somewhat less ime

portant to the farmers in 1940 than it was in 1956,
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Over 70 percent of the farmers either stated thet they had no crite
icisms or that they were not familisr with the merket outlet. Terminals
had the highest percentage (45.5 percent) of farmers who were not familiar
with their type ‘of operation, Local merkets were close second with L0.T
percent of the farmers not’ familiar with them. Auctions were by far the
most familiar type of market outlet with over 92 percent of the farmers
knowing about their operation,

The major cirticism given for terminals wcs that "the marketing costs
were too high for the services rendereds! “"Collusion among buyers and/or
sellers" and "too few buyers" were the major criticisms cited against
auctions,

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

and for "swspicion of weightss" Local markets were criticized on these

.. same points and for "prices being too variable.!

The major criticism given against packers was Yprices were too varie
able,"
For detailed information®see the rcspective sections of the Bulletin,

¢



INTRODUCTION

Cash receipts from farm marketings of mezt animals in Ohio - cattle,
calyes, hoés, sheep and lambs - represented the lergest share of agri-
culturets sales in 1955 and 1956, averaging about 27 percent of the total.l/
Of livestock sales, hogs made up the largest sharc with 51.5 percent, all
cattle represented Ll.5 percent, while all sheep and lambs comprised the
remaining four percent.

Although cattle, calves, hogs, shcep, and lambs are to be found in all
parts of Ohio, the importance of the Yarious 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 livestock markets is vitally impore
tént to farmers and consumers. The variation in the livestock enterprises
in various sections of the state and the wide variety of livestock on each
Jf;rm 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

y Ohio Agriculturzl Statistics, 1955~1956, Research Bulletin 795,
November, 1957, p. 53.
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developments in nearly all areas of the economy. Farming methods and
cbnditions were strongly affected by conditicns during and following World
War IT, A high war-time demand for agricultural products followed by high
levels éf peacetime pfoéperity 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 loeation of various types of outlets, and in
the volume marketed through'?arious types of ouvtlets, The number of func=
tions performed by the different £ypes of market organizations also has
chenged, Thus, it is apparent that the needs of the livestock industry are
twofold: (1) to keep abreast of recent changes in the livéstock market,
and (2) to determine what additional changes are needed to meet these ncw
conditions, This is part of a regional study of the 12 North Central States
and Kentucky, This report is a swmary of the results for Ohio.

The study is divided into three phases of which the first phase repre-
sents'é‘Study of the outlets used by farmers in marketing their livestock.
This information was obtained from a representative group of fermers 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 available to them during 1956, (2) to de-
termine the changes which have taken place in livestock marketing since

19402/ 5 and (3) to determine the nature of motivating factors end attitudes

2/ "Marketing Livestock in the Corn Belt Region," Bulletin Number 365 of
the South Dakota State Experiment Stction, November, 1942,
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which influence the choice of outlets uscd by fermers when selling livestocks
This report is a éondensation of the more pertinent findings obtained
from Ohio farmers and represcnts Ohio's contribution to the first phasc of

the rcgional study,

PROCEDULLE

The methodology for this study was developed by mcmbers of the North
Central Livestock Marketing Technical Recsearch Committee, and the United
States Department of Agriculture repfesentativcs°

The primsfy date used in the study werc obtained.by personal interview
of 553 Ohio farmers who mede livestock sales during 1956, The sample for
the region was based on the United States Census Master Sampling Planmé/
Twenty-onc Ohio countics were sampledcg/

Results in this stﬁdy are based on dectailcd information collccted on
sales of 8,376 head of cattle and calves, 20,206 head of hogs, and L,586
head of sheep:and lambs,

In general, the statistical reliabiliﬁy of results are directly rela-

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

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

2/ For details on sampling procedures, see E, E, Houseman and T, J. Reed
(1954)s Application of Probability Area Sampling to Farm Surveys.

United States Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Marketing Service
Handbook 67, Acricultural Marketing Service. The sample was drawn by
Virgil Anderson and his associates, Department of Statistics, Purdue
University.

L/ The counties sampled were the following: Putnam, Henry, Mercer, Wood,
Darke, Shelby, Sandusky, Fairfield, Knokx, Tuscarawas, Muskingum, Harrison,
Warren, Crawford, Erie, Fayette, Highland, Brown, Wayne, Trumbull, and
Guernseye



Chart A = Number of All Cattle Sold Alive

by Farmers, Ohio, 1954
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Chart B « Number of Head of All Hogs ;nd 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, 195l
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954 Ohio Census of Agriculture

6 -

OHIO ®
\ <« X
WILLIANS [~
XK 2 X [GEAUGA
XXX > X [TRuwsuLL
= N [cuvanoga
DEFIANCE oxx | R x \° X XX
XXXXXX XXX XXXXX XX PORTAGE
Xxxx WURON XX rUEoINA JsuMmIT
PAULDING Lm SENECA XXX
KKXXXXK WAHONING
PUTNAM HANCOCK XXXXXXXXX XXXXXXX XXXX X l
XXXX XXXXX XXXXXXXX XXXXXXXXX ASHL'D xX
VAN WERT XXXXX XXXXXXX fyyANDOT |CRAWFORD |RICHL'D | XXXX JWAVNE JSTARK
XXX XXXKXXX | XXXXXXX XXXX XXXX §XXXXX XX COLUMBIANA
XXXXX JAULEW XXXXXXX P oxxxxxxx | xxxx §¥*X% | xxxxx XXX
. XXXXXXXX |HARDIN XXXXXXX | yyyxxx | XXXX X CARRGLL
XXXXXXX | XXXXXXX
MERCER XXX
XXXXXXX VARION XXXX HOLMES
TXXXX AUGLAIZE] XXXXXXX XXXXXXXX XXXXX XXXX
xxx  |xxxxxxxxxx LXXXXXX | xxXxXXXx | , XXXX Cgnox KXXXXX Ixxxx XX
S I~ LoGiR wnion | XX B xx xxx H
IsnEst XXXXXXXX EXXXX | ok COSHOCTON & |HARRISON §
xxx - Pooooo RS DL 0 oo | FRre g xoox 18
DARKE XXXX XXXXXX [Lex | XXXXX » EEXXXRE | xxxxxxx 2 x|
XXXXX e EXXXXXXXX [TTEXING GUERNSEY =
XXXXX mi.ﬁ___ PAIGN | X XX X X XXXXXXXXXX AT BELMONT
XXX XX XXXXXXXXXXX v KXXXX
XXXXXXX | xxxxx XXXXXXXXXX | XXXXXXXX X
XXXX " XXXXX XX
B G bhi XXXXXXXX
~ Y XXKXXXXXX fox yxxx S v PERRY NROE
JPREBLE . XXXXXXXXX 2 Yxxx e xxxx |40
GREENE X - XXXX XX w XX
XXxx XXXXXX N s PICKAWAY XXXXXK Xx "::2‘;& 2
: XXXXXXXX [FAVETTE ] XXXXXXX XXXXX 2
MONTGOUERY] XX XXXXXXX | XXXXXXX - WASHINGTON
UTLER WARREN —TGUIT XXXXX HUCKING
N XXXKK RO tme] XX ey XXXx
XXXXX - Lyxxxx xxxxf $
XXXX VINTON
<Y XXXX XXXX
HANILTOR : < xx
GLERN'T XX ]
X xxxxx ' [PIKE JACKSON oS
XX ¥ XX
- XXXXX 3 X X
8 oA GALUIR
& yxx $C10T0
xx Cox XX
2% X
2
q,



NUMBER AND LOCATION OF MARK&TING AGINCTES IN OHIO

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

llvestock markets for 1958 in Ohio, Table l also showed the number of mar-

ket outlets that were available to Ohlo farmers iR 1940

wm;m:7. meI.45§5';
Number of Marketlng Agenc;es 1n Ohlo,
, l9h0 and 1958

S o0 uee 2y Packer Buyi
_ . o ; 1/ uying, . 2/
Year Term}nal | Auctions. Local Markete./~. Stations .. Dealers’
o 3 66 ¥ R e 1,050
1958 3 7L B 49 159

.

1/ In 1940, another type of marketing agency enlsted‘ namely, "Cooperative
Shipping Associations." :For purposes of analy51s, they were combined
with local markets since in Ohid the remaining ones perform essentially
the same functions today as local markets.

2/ Figures represent only those deeiefs that were licensed and bonded.
Several substantial changesetook place between 1940 and 1958 in the
number and types of markets in Ohlo. The moet,strlklng change was the
large decreese in the number og-ééﬁéé& and liceﬂsed dealers operating in
the state (1,050 in 1940 as:coﬁﬁefea:to only 159.ih 1958) . Another change
was the virtual elimination Qf;the "Cooperative Shipping Associations" as
they existed in 1940, By 1958, most of these organizations had either dis-
appeared or taken on new functiens steh 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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éome in¢féase between 1940 and 1958, Also, in addition to their buying
;stations, many‘bf the "packers" bought livestock directly from farmers
‘and took delivery at\fhé ﬁlant. The number of packing and processing
plants also showed some increase over this period with slaughter plants
located closer to the sou;¢e'of livestock,

In addition to the above mentioned outlets, local butchers, retailers,
and farhérs provided a market out1et for a small percentage of the sléughter
livestock.:.

LIVESTOCK SOLD FOR VARICUS USES

TABIE 2

Number and Percentage of Livestock sold according to use by
551 Ohio Farmers, 1956

Use ‘ Cattle Hogs Sheep
'  Nenoer Percent Number Percent Number  Percent
Sleughter ' ‘7,320 87.2 19,626 97.1 3,518 76.8
Feeder 512 6.1 390 1c9 725 1508
Breeding, Herd or Flock 304 - 3.6 17L o9 300 645
Use not known . 258 3.1 16 .1 L3 9
0 20,206 100,0 4,586  100,0

Total 8,376 ~ 100,

The farmers interviewed indicated that the bulk of their livestock 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 remaining cattle and sheep were sold primarily

for feeding and breeding, herd or flock uses,



Chart D & Location of the Three Terminal Iivestock Markets and

the Seventy-One Auction Markets in Ohio, 1958
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Chart E = Location of the One Hundred Thirty-two Local

Livestock Markets in Ohio, 1958
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Chart G -~ Location of the One Hundred Fifty-three Bonded and

Licensed Livestock Dealers im Ohio, 1958
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There was only a small percentage ef the livestock sold. for which the use
made by the buyer could not be estlmated by the farmer,
The following sectlons of this report summcrize the results obtained
on the disposition of livestock sold for slaughters
OUTLETS THROUGH WHICH FARMERS
SOLD SIAUGHTER CATTIE

Classes of Slaughter Cattle

Data obtained from farmers showing the extent to which market outiets
of different'types were used in 1940 and 1956 are presented in Tebles-B, 6
and 9, respectively;.}From the previous charts, it was demonstrated that
in the most importent livestock sections of the state tﬁey kave access: to a
number of market outlets for their livestock, cheﬁer, substantial changes
have taken plaee since l9h01in the outle%s through which livestock were sold,

For slaughter cattle aﬁd calves, auction markets haﬁdlethhe bulk of
Ohio's sales in 1956, whereas, in 19h0 the dispositien was.mere~or 1esé
equally distributed among auctlons, dealers, local markets and terminals
(Table 3). In 1956, over 90 percent of the cull dairy cows moved through
auctions compared with about 15 percent in 19,0, Auctions handled over 70
percent of the veal and deacon ealves in 1956 compared with roughly 25 per=
cent in 15L0.

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



for slaughter cattle with a tendency to use terminal facilities in about
the same proportion as they did in 1940. Most of the increased auction

volume was at the expense of local markcts and dealerse.

Relative Importance of Various Size Lots of Slaughter Cattle,

The size lots iniwhich livestock was sold by farmers was important in
that it infiuenced theftypé of marketing system in operation, It was found
that the nqmber of head of livestock sold per lot by Ohio farmers varied
greatly., The lots ranged from single animals to one or more carloads,
The size of the lot tended‘to vary not only with the species of livestock,
but also, wiﬁh'the}different classes., It probably also varied by seasons
of the year although seasonal variations were not ascertained in this study.

fhe saie of-different sizg lots by farmers may result from the methods
folléﬁed in producing livestock, Farmers who diversify their production
geﬁérally do not produce livestock in large numbers for market, whereas,
the‘opposite is génerallydtrué with those farmers who specialize, How-
eﬁer, some farmers who handle livestock in large numbers also sell in rel-
atively smallflots bééauSé they follow the practice of "topping=out! ani-
méls as they are ready for market., Other factors such as transportation
facilities, cﬁnvehieﬁbe té mafket outlets, market grades, the prices paid
and costs involved in marketing may afiect the size of lots marketed,
Therefore it is clear that arran: ements most favorable to some farmers may
not be~thb_mbst advantageous: to- others,. ..

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

4=9 head, and 10 head and over (Table L) 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

Steers & Heifers Vealers & Deaconsl/'Cull Dairy Cows Other Cattle and Calves

Outlet 1956 1940 1956 1940 1956 1940 1956 19402/
Auction b1.8%  24.3%  70,7% 26.2%  90.L% 15.2% 69.0%
Terminal 25,7 164 140 17.9 8.3 b6 17.7
Packers 15.8 13,7 2.7 8.2 .0 C 11,7 3.0
Dealers 9.2’ 19.6 LB 203 T 1.3 18,3 2.5
Local Markets 2.8 22,3 7ol 2364 .0 - 1.6 6.9
§§§§Zie§ia§i‘§;/ Le3 <0 o0 0. 0 O W9
O ther i 3.9 ol 140 0 35.6 .0
‘Total . - 100,0% 1‘60 .0% 100.0%  100,0% 100,05  100,0% 100.0%

1/ Doacon calves is the term used to refer to calves under one week of-age- -when sold.
2/ The 1940 study did not separate steers and hecifers into a separate catcgory. Thus
the percent under the classification of steers and heifers represents steers and

heifers plus other cattle and calves,
3/ The 1940 study did not separate this outlet and this is. included in "other,"
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of slaughter cattle which fell into each of the respective lot sizes,

Over 70% of the slaughﬁer steers and hcifers were shipped in lot

sizes of 10 head and over,

Nearly one-third of the other cattle and

" calves were marksted in lot sizes of four to nine head, Vealers, deacons,

and cull dairy'céws were predominately shipped in lot sizes of three head

or less.

This was lzrgely accounted for by the sale of considerable num-

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

" ing is relati#ely‘uhimportant in certain arcas of the state,

Table |

) Pércentége'of'SIaughter Cattle Sold In
Various Sized Lots,

Ohio, 1956
T Steers Vealers Cull Other
Lot Size "and and Dairy Cattle Total
) . Heifers  Deacons Cows And Calves
1 « 3 head 549% 86.9% 93.0% 56.8% 3L 9%
10 head and over 3 .8 0 10.8 47.0
Total 100,0% ~  100,0%  100.0%  100,0% 100,07

OUTLETS THROUGH WHICH FARMERS

SOID SLAUGHTER HOGS

The pattern of marketing for slaughter hogs differed from that for

.mslaughter_catple mainly in that local markcts 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 thc hogs are sold to an individual tuyer without
going through the auction ring. Note that in 1956 local markets handled
nearly 50 pcrcent of the barrows and gilts while the remaining 50 per-
cent was fairly evenly distributed among terminals, suctions, .end packers,
Only a very small perccntage were sold through the other markcting outlets
listed in Teblec 5,

The only significant change in the marlicting pettern for sleughter
hogs betweoq 1940 and 1956 was that local merkcts further incrcased in ime
portance by virtuslly eliminating dealers es a marketing outlet for slaugh=-
ter hogs., In 1956, less than one.percent of the barrows and gilts werc
sold through dealers, whercas, ig 1940 dealers handled ncarly 20 percent.
On the other hand, local merkcts incrcased in volume during this pgriod
by neériy the same percentage as dealers declined, The other outlets had
relatively the same percentage volume in 1956 as they did in 1940,

Relative Impoftance of Various Size Lots of Sloughter Hogs,

Slaughter hogs were sold as single animels or in smzll lots to a con-
siderably lessbextent than slaughter cattle. Over 80 percent of the bar=-
rows and gilts were shipped in lets of 10 head and over (Table 6). Legs
thén tﬁo péréeﬁt ﬁefe marketéd in lots of one to three head,

However, nearly one-fourth of the class termed “other hogs", which in-
cluded sows, boars, stags, roughs, etc., were shipped in lots of one tb
three head, Slaughter hogs shipped in lots of oné 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 over,
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Table S

Percentage of Slaughter Hogs Sold By
Farmers Through Various
Outlets, Ohio, 1956

Barrows & Gilts Other Siaughter Hogs

- -Outlet 1956 1940 1956 1940 1/
" Local Markets L8,4L% 31.5% 66.9%

Terminal 19.0 16,2 9.7
Auctions 18.L 15.6 19.1
Packers = 13.1 15,7 242
Dealers .8 19.8 o5
Local Retailelrs L2 o0 0
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% 2l 5% 3.6%
- 10 head and over 82,5 50.8 79.9

‘- Potal 100.0% 100, 0% 100.0%




-19 =
OUTLETS THROUGH WHICH FARMERS SOLD
SLAUGHTER SHEEP AND LAMBS

Auction and terminal markets handled bver 65 percent of Ohio's slaugh-
ter lambs in 1956 according to this study (Table 7). This represented a
large iﬁcrease in their relative importance since 1940 at which time the
two typéé of market facilities handled about 37 percent of the total sup=
ply. In addition to their importance as a market outlet for slaughter
lambs, auctions recgived the bulk of the total slaughter sheep marketings
in 1956 (72.3 percent). The remaining percentage was mainly distributed
between local and terminal markets. |

On the other hand, dealers and local markets declined greetly in im-
portance &s a market outlet for slaughter lambs during this period. For
instance, in 1940 local markets and déaiefs 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 prééuced in Ohio,

Table 7 also showed that direct salés to packers declined in relative
importance as a2 marketing channel for slaughter lambs from 10,4 percent in
1940 to 1.1 percent in 1956,

.Relative Importance of Various Size Lots of Slaughter Sheep and Lambs

Sheep and lambs were sold in large lots to a greater extent than either
cattle or’hogs. Less than 10 percent of the slaughter lambs were shipped
in lot_siZes of less thanvlo hezd, (Table 8), The percentzge of slaughter

sheep shipped in small lot sizes was considerably'higher than for lambs,
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However, since this class made up only a relatively small amount of the
sdpply, it still ﬁésuﬁége that nearly 90 percent of the total voluﬁe was
shipped in lot sizes of 10 head.and over.

Table 7

Percentage of Slaughtér Sheep and Lambs Sold By Farmers
Through Various Cutlets,

Ohio, 1956

. - Slaughter Lambs Slaughter Sheep

Outlet 1956 1910 1956 19401/
puction 35.9%  19.8% 72,32
Terminals 29.5 17.0 12,0
Local Markets 19 3k 1542
. Dealers = 3 . 2.8 17.7 0
- Packers - 1,1 10.L 0
Local Retailers 0 o0 «0
Other - | 11,62/ a0 .5
Total ., 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%

E/fThe 1940 study did.hbf analyze sheep aend lambs separately, but rather,
made only one classificetion under slaughter sheep.
g/ Lamb pools obtained nearly all of this percentage,




Table 8

Percentage of Slaughter Sheep and Lambs Sold in Various Sized Lots,
' Ohio, 1956

(Rounded to nearest one-tenth of percent)

Lot Size Lambs Sheep Total
1 = 3 head © 1.8% 16.,8% 2.6%

,4 - 9 head 702 3506 807

3 iolhead and over 91.0 L7.6 88.7
Total 100.0% : .10000% 100,0%

- TRANSPORTATION OF SLAUGHTEZR LIVESTOCK
BY VARIQUS METHODS

Transportation of Ohio's slaughter livestock from farms may, for all
practical purposes, be classified into one general type; namely, by truck.

However, the livestock marketed may pass through many different chan=-
nels from farms to slaughtering planﬁs. The method of hauling used to some
extent is influenced bty methods of marketing, Livestock marketed directly
”ffaﬁ férms féAsléughteriné piants may in§olve a single and continuous move=-
ment by the farmers own truck, or the animals.may be transported from the
farm to the livestock market by the farmers own truck, and from there to
the slaughtering plent 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 essembled in this study. The information does
not include the distances the different lots of livestock were moved, nor
the extent to which the transportation of individual lots of znimals in-
volved more than one movement,

As waé staped earlier; practically 2ll slaughter livestock marketed
by farmers was moved from forms by truck., In 1956 the most common methods
of hauling were: (1) In the farmers own truck, (2) by commercial truck,
and (3) by the buyers who take possession at the farms, (Table 9)., The
relative importance of these mcthods of hauling has changed apprecicbly
since.i9h0. ”Ih‘19h0 the method of hauling from farms by commercial truck-
ers was the most common, amounting to L8 percent of the cattle, 3L percent

_ of the calves, 118 percent of the hogs, and L7 percent of the shecep and
lambse In 1956, the farmers own truck was the most common, accounting for
L3.percent of the cattle, 50 percent of the calves, 51 percent of the hogs,
.and L3 percent of the sheep and lambs,

- However, with the exception of hogs, and to some cxtent cattle, com-
mercial trucks were used as prominently in 1956 as they were in 1940. The
major change took place in the use of the buyers truck., The use of the far=-
mers own truck increased primerily at the expense of the buyers truck which
declined in use for 2ll species of slaughtcr 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 sold
livestock to. dealers who have trucks, the buyer generally took possession

at the farm and assumed responsibility for transporting the animels,
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Table 9
Percentage of Slaughter Livestock Handled from farms

by Various Methods, by Class, Ohio
1940 and 1956

WMothod of Tattle CaTvos TogsSheep and Lanbs
Hauling 1956 1910 1956 1940 1956 1940 1956 19,0

- In farmers own truck U43.0% 19.2% 50.1% 38.6% 50,9% 27.2% L3.4Z 36.9%
By Commercial truck 42.5 L7.9 39.9 33.8 28.2 L7.5 L9.5  ULT7.3

By Buyers truck Wb 32,9 9.7 27.6 20,3 25,3 7.1 15,8
Other S | 0 .3 O b 0 0 .0
Total 100,0 100.0 100.0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0  100,0

REASONS FOR CHOICE OF M3 RKETS
WHEN SELLING LIVESTOCK

The reasonS‘giVen by farmers for choice of markets when selling
slaughter cattle, hogs, ond sheep varied widely (Table 10). Some of the
" reasons apparently overlap, and thus, may not, in all cases, precisely re=
flect the farmer!s choice. For purposes of publicztion the less common fac=-
tors given by farmers were groupcd into one category; namely, other,
Convenience was the most common factor given by fermers in selecting
the market outlet for slaughter livestocke. 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 dominent factor, For the other species,
higher price was the second most common reason given., In additioh, good

* buyer compctition, higher net return, lower selling costs, premiun for
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quality, and less shrinkage were given by farmers.

However, it should be noted that roasoné given by some farmers for
selling livestock at one type of market wcre often the same as those given
by others for seclling at a different type of merket. This was because the
location of individual farmers with respect to specific markets of differ-
ent types was taken into consideration by them,

In comparing the rcsults with the 1940 study, it was found that the
ma jor reasons given; namely, higher price, higher net returns, etc,, were
quite siﬁilar, with the exception that convenience was somewhat less im=
portant to the farmers in l9h0 than it was in 1956. Apparently, this was
a strong reason why - termlnal livestock markets have declined in rclative
1mportanqe since 1940. Since this time, numerous other market type outlets
" such as éucﬁions; locel markets, packers, etc., have been set up closer to
the production arezs. Thus, it was not out of line for convenience to show

up as the major factor for mark:t sclection by farmers, N

CRITICISNS OF VARIOUS IMARKET OUTIETS .
In an efforf to determine the attitudcs of farmers concerning the mojor
‘market outlets, namely, termlnals, auctlons, local mhrkets, dealers, and
packers, each farmex 1nterv1ewed was asked to give his criticisms regarding
these outlet;. However, this does not nccessarily mcan that beczuse a far=
mer. cr1t1¢1zed a markct he Gld not market.through it. Rather, he mcrely

gave his own v1cwp01nt in- such a way that the market or merkets in question

would eventu%lly benefit from the results,
Pt

.
b

Ay
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Table 10

Advantages of Principal Types of Market Outlets as Listed by
Farmers Who Used Onc Outlet and by Farmers Who Chose imong
Several Outlets before Sale, by Class of Livestock Sold, and

by Outlcts Used, Ohio, 1956

Farmers Who Used One Outlet

Local
Advantages: Torminal MEFRGY - juctions Dealers  Packers Other Total
Slaughter Steers and Heifers
Convenicnt (or lower) . : : : '

Transportations Costs Se3% -9 27.1% 25,0% 16.7% 12,5% 17.4%
Higher Price 31.6 - 22,9 2540 1647 25,0 2505
Good Buyer Competition 2849 50,0 16547 -— -_— -~ 18,4
Higher Net Return 9a2 — 241 8e3 -_ —-— Lo?
Less Shrinkage —_— _— - - 1l.1 - 1,0
Lower Selling Costs — - - - 1647 - 1.4
Premium for Quality — - - - 11,1 — 1.0
Other 11o8 50¢0 17.7 3oh 22 .2 25 «0 17 gh
No Answer or doesn't know 1342 —-— 13.5 843 Se5 3745 13,2

TOTAL 100,09 100,0% 100.0% 100.0% 100, 0% 100, 0% 100,04
Other Slaughtor Cauil
Convenient (or lower) ' :

Transportation Costs 14,89 38.1% 31,02 33.3% 40e0% L2,9¢ 2906%
Higher Price - 2847 19,0 15,7 5,6 2060 - o3 . 175
Good Buyer Competition 13,0 2. 11,3 2,8 - — 10,1
Higher Net Return 6.5 20l 3.6 2.8 500 _— 308
Less Shrinkage - 2 46 — 15,0 - o9
Lower Selling Costs 1.9 2ol 5 5.6 50 21l 1.7
Premium for Quality - -— -— 2.8 -— - ol
Othor ‘ 1845 1940 15.5 27,7 1060 - Tel 166
No Answer or doesn't kiiow - 1666 - 1he3 21,8 19.L . .5.0. U3 1949

TOTAL 10060% - 100,0% 100, 0% 100.0% 100, 0% 100,07 100, 0%
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Table 10
(Continucd)

Advantages of Principal Types of larket Outlets as Listed by
Farmers Who Used One Outlet and by Farmers Who Chose Among
Several Outlcts Before Sale, by Class of Livestock Sold, and
by Outlets Used, Ohio, 1956

Farmers Who Used One Outlet

Local
Advantages Terminal Market Auctions Dealers Packers Other Total
Slaughter Hogs
Convenicnt (or lower) . ' :
Transportation Cost 11.5% 27.5% 29e5% 25.0% 1633 25.0% 23e9%
Good Buyer Competition 18,8 265 648 - - — 6:6
Higher Net RG‘buI‘n 803 69)4 6.1 25..0 23 07 25.0 8;5
Less Shrinkage - 309 o8 - - == 1.9
LGWGI‘ Selling COStS — ).L.9 2.3 ——— ~ }4.8 R 2530 3.3
Premium for Quality 1.0 5e9 LeS - o — - 3e9
Other 19,8 2769 22,0 2540 ... 2662 — 21e3
No Answer or doesntt know 1041t 669 1ok — Le8 R . 963
TOTAL 100, 0% 100, 0% 100, 0% 100,04  100.0¢7  °100.0% * 100.O0%
Slaughter Sheep (Lambs)
Convenient (or lcswar‘) ’ o . - : _ R R
Transportation Cost 155k 2Le5% - . 3848% - 50204 5060% .39 28e5%
Higher Price 19,2 2165 118 —_— —_— © 358 18,8
Good Buyer Compectition ToT — 13,0 - - - 800
Higher Net Return _— Tol 5e6 — 500 - Le5
Lcss Shrinkage - - A - - - -— —
Lower Sclling Cost 368 7ol - — —-— _— 1,8
Premium for Quallty —— —— - —— — Tel o9
Other L2oly 3547 1300 50,0 - 214 2hel
No Answer or doesn't know 11.5 Tel 1408 - —— 21l.h 13.4
TOTAL 100,0% 100,0¢ 100,09 100,0% 100,0% 100409 100,02
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Table 10

(Continucd)

Advantages of Principal Types of Market Outlets as Listed by
Farmers Who Used One Outlet and by Farmers Who Chose Among
Several Outlets Before Sale, by Class’ of Livestock Sold, and

by Outlets USod, Ohio, 195

Farmers Who Chose Among Scveral Outlets

Local
Advantages Torminal Mariket Luctions Dealers Packers Other Total
| vSlaughter Steers and Heifers
Convenicnt (or lower) . S . . . : R
Transportation Costs 7.1% 18423 2645% 18,7% Le8% 213 17.3%
Higher Price Tol - 18,2 5e9 9ol . 9¢T 28,6 962
Good Buyer Competition 21l 9.1 10,8 - - —-— Te2
Higher Net Return 3.6 - ka9 6e3 . 3ol - 21el - 6ol
Less Shrinkage 366 9.1 . 249 3.1 . 9.7 . _— o8
Lower Selling Costs 306 - —-— 6,3 605 -— 2.8
Premium for Quality _— - — — —-— — —
Other 3262 36,L 1746 3745 4169 21l 2849 -
No answer or doesn't know 2Lsh 9.1 31k 18.7 19.3 742 23l
TOTAL | 100, 0% 100, 0% 100405 100, 0% 100.0% 100,08  100,0%
o o ~ Cthor Slavghtor Cattle
Convenicnt (or lower) - SR - '
Transportation Costs 20,09 28,6% 27+6% 3363% 5060% 1139% 25e5%
Higher Price - 20,0 1.2 . 12000 oo 01300 -— .. ..3 oh 2107 . ...
Good Buyer Competltlon 60T — 1069 - —— - 6e9
Higher NetReturn - - s - - 150 - 363+ —— —— - 89
Iess Shrinkage - - 2,1 3.3 —— - 1.6
Lower Selling Cost -_— - - - 1265 3ebs 9
Premium for Quality 6.7 - -— |- — - o3
Other 20,0 - 28,6 1.6 20,0 2500 Sel 105
No nswer or doesntt know 2646 " 286 31.8 26.7 1265 7642 3847
TOTAL 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% - 100,04 100, 03 100.0¢ 100,08
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Table 10
(Continued)

Advantages of Principal Types of Market Outlets as Listed by
Farmers Who Used Onc Outlet and by Farmers ilho Chosc fmong
Several Outlets Before Sale, by Class of Livestock Sold, and

by Outlcts Used, Ohio, 1956

.Farmers Wno Chose Among Several Outlets

Local
Ldvantages Terminal MarkeT Avction Dealers Packers Other Total
Slaughter Hogs
Convenicent (or lower)

Transportation costs 29439 26,08 29619 50.0% 15.89 -— 26629
Higher Price 10,4 8e3 106k — 105 1269 10,1
Good Buyer Comvetition L7 L2 1265 — — —-— Le3
Higher Net Return 3ok 241 -— 10,0 266 - 243
Less Shrinkage - 2.1 — — 1065 -— 2¢3
Lower Sclling Cost 52 3.1 - — 563 - 3ol
Premium for Quality 1a7 lel 261 -— 13,2 - 361
Other ' : 2943 271 L6 10,0 18.L - k2.9 2367
No inswer or doesn't know 19,0 26,0 3163 30,0 2367 12 - 2L .9

TOTu.L 100;0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,09 100,07 lOO.A 0% 100,0%
Slaughter Sheep (Lambs) o
Convenient (or lower) , ) ; . T

Transportation Costs — 1667% " Lh7e7% -3 -_% TeT% 26.0%
Higher Price 5060 83 9s5 50,0 _ Ta7 12,0
Good Buyer Competition —_— - - - —— - -
Higher Net Return —_— — 9e5 - - — LieO
Less Shrinkage - - —-— —— - - —
Lower Sclling Cost - - ——— -— - — —
Premium for Quelity —_— 863 - -— - ToT LaO
O‘bher 5000 25.0 ’ 1900 50&0 L e —_— 1890
No Answer or doesnit know - h1,7 1he3 -— -— 7649 36,0

TOTAL - 100, 0% 100, 0% 100, 0% 100,05 100,03 100,04  100,0%
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Of the 551 farmers interviewed, over 70,0 percent either stated that
they had no criticismé or thaﬁ they were néﬁifamiliar wiph the market oute
let (Table il). Terminals had the highest percentage (L5.5 percent ) of
farmers who were not familiar with their type of operation. Locél mar-
_kets were close second with 0.7 percent of the farmers not .familiar with
'them; These figures are not too astounding when one observes the charts
on éages 10 and 11 and finds that there were only three terminal markets
operating in the stete; namely, Cleveland, Cincinnati, Dayton, and_tha; the

“bulk of the local markets are concentrated primerily in the northwestérn
-iparp of the state. On the other hand, auctions were by far the most famp
111ar type of market outlet having -9l percent of the- farmers being. femiliar
with this type of outlet. ‘

The major criticism given for terminais wes that "the marketing costs
,.ﬁerevtoojhigh for the sefvices rendered." About 2,5 percent of the férmers
?;gave this criticism.

Collu51on among buyers and/or sellers (9, h percent) and too few buyers

_(8.5 percent) were the major criticisms cited against auctions. Augt}ons
had a high percentage of criticisms in the category "Other" due to th%:fact
that some of the criticisms only pertained to auctions, The most impsrtant
were: (l) Auctloneep not working each 1ot of livestock enough and (2)
operator or auction employees selling in own ring. Another important crit-
icism of auctions wes "rough handling of livestock."

Dealers were criticized primerily on their prices being too low (11,6

percent) and for suspicion of weights (10.2 percent). Local markets were
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criticized on these same points, and for prices being too variable,.

Since thése criticisms no doubt reflzct farmers thinking the differ-
ent markets might wellrgpnsider plans for elimineting the reasons for such
criticisms,

-The majoﬁ criticism giveﬁ‘against packers wes prices were too variable
(7.8 percent)é By thiéhit was méant that these farmers were of the opin~-
ion that some;packers?ﬁéed discrimination in quoting prices to their sup-
pliers. : ' M

Since thére were;fewbcriﬁicisms'stated against a particular outlet,
it can be sai@ in summary that as a whole farmers apparently were satis=-
fied with the funcﬁiqnsfand operations being performed by these various

types of market ouﬁlets.
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CRITICISMS OF SPiCIFIC TYPiLS OF OUTLETS BY FARMERS, BY

Table 11

Familiar with this type of
outlet but no criticism
Not familiar with this type
of outlet, ‘
Collusion among buyers and/
or sellers,

Suspicion of Weight.

Prices are too variable.
Trices too low,

Too fcw buyers.

Marketing costs are too
high for services rendered,
Unsanitary conditions

Other

No answer or doesn't know.

TYPE OF OUTLETS - OHIO, 1956 °
: : Local

‘Packers Auctions Lealers Markets Terminals Total

4 4 i3 j4 z
3842 LO.7 L3.9 b7 41,2 L1.6
376 7.6 21.L L0.7 45.5 30.5
2.7 9 l]- Ooo 0.1 007 3.6
1.6 242 10.2 247 0.9 3.5
7.8 Tab ’-102 30’4 3.3 0.7 2.9
0.0 0.1 11,6 0.7 0.3 2.6
0.3 8.5 0.5 0.0 0.1 1.9
0.0 Lo 0.3 1.1 2,1, 1.6
0.0 3.1 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.7
1148 19.8L/ 8.6 645 8.2 11.0
0.0 0,0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.1
100.0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0

Total

1/ This percentage 1nvolved malnly those criticisms that pertained only to auction markets

ployee selling in own ring," etc,

such as "auctioneer not working each lot of livestock enough," "operator or auction em=-
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