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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The difference between success and failure of a business can
often be attributed to whether or not the customer is served in the
manner he or she wants. Therefore, it is very important for farm sup-
ply and marketing firms to know what services, practices and products
their customers want and to do all within reason to serve those needs.
Sometimes distinctions must be made between customer wants and customer
needs and sometimes it is not reasonable to try to serve every need,
but most of a customer's needs must be met or he or she will shop else-
where.

This is especially important with the technological advance-
ments and the shift in factor inputs from labor to capital. These
changes have caused farmers to become more reliant on farm supply and
marketing firms and more selective to whom they will give their trust
and business. Therefore it is important to those serving the farmers
to know the factors that influence a majority of farmer patrons and
their preference ranking of farm services. Understanding these factors
which affect farmer patronage, the agri-business industry can adjust to
better serve present and future farmers of South Dakota and the nation.

The main focus of the research is on the farm people of South
Dakota. Special attention is given to any differences in factors influ-
encing patronage decisions due to the age of the respondent, location

of the farm within the state, and the size of the operation measured by




average annual sales.

Cooperatives provide an altermative to the independent or com-
pany store in the area of farm supply and grain marketing. Because of
their importance, cooperatives should be given special attention. Of
particular concern to the farmer patron is the handling of deferred
patronage refunds. Alternatives are available and should be examined
in greater detail. The two possibilities included in this research are
repayment (1) to beneficiary or estate and (2) at age 65.

Uncertainty of what farmers are seeking in their supply and mar-
keting firms exists among agri-business firms. Therefore, it is impor-
tant for the agri-business firm to be aware of the farm patrons'

attitudes so they can serve farmers in the way they desire.

_Background and Literature Review

A limited amount of formal research has been conducted concerning
farmers' attitudes towards the supply and marketing firms they are so
dependent on. The results of three studies related to this thesis are

"
available, the topics of these being the purchase of fertilizer, the
purchase and use of pesticides, and the most important operation prin-
ciples found in cooperatives. Each provides only a partial analysis
concerning only one commodity or one type of business operation.

The first of the studies was concerned with the purchase of
fertilizer. Purdue researchers conducted an in depth personal inter-

view with 96 farmers in northern Indiana regarding where they pur-

chased fertilizer and why. The results found in Farm Store lerchan-

dising, June 1970, indicated that service overshadowed price in the




determination of a dealer.1
Pesticides were the topic of a study done with 245 farmers in

southern Georgia reported in Agricultural Chemicals.2 The results of

the study indicated that other practices or characteristics had a greater
influence on the selection of a dealer than price. Ranking above price
were courtesy and friendliness of the management and employees; credit
and terms available; speed and service; having pesticides on hand or
being able to get them; convenience of location; and information on the
use of pesticides. Once again the survey was for one product and much
of the emphasis of the study was on actual use of pesticides (amount
spent on pesticides, number of dealers patronized, loyalty, etc.).
Service and factors other than price may have more importance in the
purchase of one product group such as pesticides or fertilizer than
farm supplies and marketing in general.

Finally, a limited attempt was made to determine what attracts
farmers to cooperatives. Farm couples attending the American Institute
of Cooperation session in the summer of 1976 were asked, '"What three
operation principles do you view as most important in your coopera-
tive?" The three top responses given by the 133 young farm couples were

(1) service, (2) effective product marketing and (3) pricing.3

1Dr. W. D. Downey and Lee Woodward, '"Service Overshadows Price
as Key Factor in Famer's Choice of Fertilizer Dealer,'" Farm Store Mer-
chandising, June 1970, pp. 37-40.

2Joseph D. Brown, "Factors Affecting Farmer Purchases," Agri-
cultural Chemicals, May and June, 1968.

%G.T.A. Manager's Newsletter, 8 (May 30, 1977) p. l.




Objectives

The main goal of the research is to determine what farm patrons
are seeking when choosing a farm supply or grain marketing firm. The
objective will be to determine the attitudes of farmers when using mar-
keting services and purchasing supplies. The major factors and attitudes
to be considered are:

l. Ranking of services, practices and other characteristics
influencing a farmer's choice of who receives their patron-
age in grain marketing and farm supply firms.

2. The effect of various practices, characteristics, and actions
that influence a farmer's choice of a business establishment.
These include management's actions and the personalities of
management and employees, neighbors' actions and rumors,
size of the firm, convenience of the firm and availability
of credits and discount.

3. Evaluation of farmers' attitudes towards cooperatives as
compared to independents and with regard to the handling of
deferred patronage refunds,

4, List the farmers' attitudes as they apply to pricing and
marketing of their grain.

5. Rank the importance of services which farmers may desire

‘from marketing and farm supply firms in the future.

Procedure

Questionnaire Design

To obtain the necessary primary data a questionnaire developed




by an Extension Marketing Specialist was used.

questionnaire were:

1.

3.

A rating of the factors determining where farm people do
their farm supply or grain marketing business. Examples

of this are price, products, and service. Attitudes
towards other factors were also evaluated according to the
effect on the consumer. Examples of this would be manage-
ment's religious, political or sports activities.

Attitudes toward the cooperatives as opposed to independent
firms and toward the cooperative policy regarding refunds.
In this section alternative ways of handling deferred re-
funds are suggested with the farmers indicating which would
be acceptable.

Attitudes toward the marketing and pricing of grain. Items
considered in this section include the reasons for changing
market outlets, the use of the futures markets and the de-
sirability of a market advice system.

Rating of possible future services. This will be of parti-
cular concern since it will give an indication of what the
farm people will want in the future. Possibilities include

keeping tax records and giving market advice.

Distribution of the Questionnaire

The main distribution of the questionnaires was through market-

ing meetings held at various locations in South Dakota. One meeting

was held in Montana with the participants also completing the survey.

The four sections of the




At these meetings an extension specialist explained the purpose of the
research and stressed the importance of a response. The personal appeal
of the extension specialist and the provision of return envelopes was an
attempt to stimulate a high response rate. The remainder of the question-
naires were distributed to farmers by County Extension Agents. The
purpose for this was to increase the total number of questionnaires
returned and to attempt to receive responses from every county in South
Dakota.

This method of distribution was chosen because of the expected
rate of return for a limited amount of cost in both time and money. The
questions were kept brief so a minimal amount of the respondent's time
would be required to complete the survey. The respondents were told
that the survey results would be kept confidential and the question-
naires were returned unsigned. All this was done to encourage a high
response rate for a minimal cost. This method of survey was also
chosen over a personal interview to hopefully prevent respondents from
answering the way they think the interviewer would like them to.

Upon receipt of the completed questionnaires the data were entered
on computer cards to tabulate the frequency of responses and calculate
means, The use of the computer facilitated comparisons between various
groups which would have not been possible if done manually,

The distribution of the questionnaire was conducted between Octo-
ber 1, 1976 and April 1, 1977. Surveys returned prior to April 30, 1977

were used in the analysis. A total of approximately 2,200 question-

naires was distributed while 796 were returned. The response rate to




the survey was about 38 percent.

Analysis of data concerning factors that influence farmers'
decisions regarding selection of business firms is descriptive.
Particular emphasis is on the importance of services offered or char-
acteristics of a firm. Classifications of respondents can be made to
test differences in attitudes and preferences due to age of the
respondent, size of average total annual sales and location of the

respondents' farm.

Characteristics of the Sample

The classification of the sample by the age of the respondents,
size of average annual sales, location of the farm and major enterprises

of the operation are discussed in this section.

Classification of Respondents by Age
The average age of the 796 respondents is 44.3 years. The total
respondents less the farm wives and the Montana farmers leaves the
South Dakota male respondents with a mean age of 45.3., The Montana
farm people completing the survey had a mean age of 35.5. The latest
Agricultural Census from 1974 estimates 50.5 as the average age of all
farmers in South Dakota.4 The Farm Journal estimates the average age for

all farmers in the United States in 1976 at 50.3.5 The respondents' ages

ranged from 18 to 79. The responses were divided into three groups

4
U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census, 1974 Census of
Agriculture, Vol. 1, Part 41, South Dakota.

5
"Today," Farm Journal, October 1976, p. 33.




according to the age of the respondents. The divisions were: (1)
under 35, (2) 35-55, and (3) over 55. The classification of the

respondents by age is shown in Table I-1. I

TABLE I-1. AGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS.

PERCENT
AGE NUMBER OF TOTAL
Under 35 224 28.14 |
35-55 372 46.73
Over 55 174 21.86
No Response 26 3.27
Total 796 100.00

Location of the Farming Operation

The response to the survey was also classified according to the
location of the farming operation. The state of South Dakota was divi-
ded into four sections, each covering approximately one-fourth of the
state, The north-south dividing line was the Missouri River while
Highway 14 cut the state east and west. (Figure 1) The divisions were
not arbitrary but rather done according to the general enterprises of
the four sections of the state. Southwestern South Dakota raises winter
wheat as a major crop and also has grazing as a predominant enterprise.
The northwestern one-fourth of the state also has grazing, spring and
winter wheat as major enterprises. Corn, soybeans and sorghum are
predominant in southeastern South Dakota. The northeastern quarter of

the state has a large diversification in crops but raises more barley,




oats, flax and sunflowers than the other sections of the state.
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Figure I-l. DIVISION OF SOUTH DAKOTA FOR CLASSIFICATION BY LOCATION

OF THE RESPONDENT'S FARMING OPERATION.

The classification of the respondents by location is shown in

Table I-2. A majority of the respondents were from the eastern one-half

of South Dakota not unlike the population distribution of the state.

Only three of the respondents failed to indicate the location of their

farm,

Classification of Respondents by Size of Operation

The respondents were also asked to indicate the average size of

annual farm sales for the last four years. Five predetermined divi-

sions were: under $10,000, $10-25,000, $25-50,000, $50-100,000 and over

$100,000. The sample divided according to the average sales of the
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respondents is shown in Table I-3.

TABLE I-2. DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDING FARMERS BY LOCATION OF THE
FARMING OPERATION

PERCENT

ABREA NUMBER OF TOTAL
S9E. Y of S.D. 256 320
N.E. ! of S.D. 374 47.0
N.W. ¥ of S.D. 57 2
tRN. & 67 S.D. 66 8.3
Montana 40 5.0
Missing 3 b

Total 796 100.0*

*May not equal 1007 due to rounding.

TABLE I-3, AVERAGE SIZE OF TOTAL ANNUAL FARM SALES FOR FARMER

RESPONDENTS
PERCENT
SIZE OF SALES ($) NUMBER OF TOTAL
Up to 10,000 42 5.3
10,000-25,000 141 17,7
25,000-50,000 210 26.4
50,000~-100,000 240 30.2 F
Over 100,000 138 17.3
No Response 2.5 3.1

Total 796 100.0
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Major Enterprises of the Farming Operation
The questionnaire asked for the major enterprises of the farming
operation. A qualification of 25% of gross income was made as to what
constituted a major enterprise. This classification was not used
in the analysis since some respondents marked as few as one and others
indicated as many as six, The distribution of the respondents by the

type of operation according to major enterprises is shown in Table I-4,

TABLE I-4. DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY TYPE OF OPERATION ACCORD-
ING TO MAJOR ENTERPRISES*

PERCENT OF
MAJOR ENTERPRISES NUMBER RESPONDENTS
Corn and Sorghum 446 56.0
Wheat and Small Grain 589 74.0
0il seeds, Flax,

Sunflowers, Soybeans 173 21.7
Cow-calf Operation 467 58.7
Cattle Feeding 255 32.0
Feeder Pigs 75 9.4
Hog Feeding 257 32.3
Dairy 69 8.7
Other 68 8.5

*Survey asked for enterprises contributing at least 257 of
farm income. Sone responses included more than four enter-
prises.

Conclusions and Implications

There has been a lack of research regarding farmers'
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attitudes towards the agri-business firms that serve them. A question-
naire used in this study was designed to gain more insight into why
farmers choose a particular agri-business to patronize.

The respondents consistently ranked items regarding competitive
pricing and quality of service high. In a ranking of services, prac-
tices and other characteristics influencing a choice of business firm,
quality of products rated number one. Second was competitive prices
followed by (3) quality of service and (4) promptness of service.
Consistent with the importance of price is the fairly high rating of
discounts for cash payments, cash and carry purchases and volume pur-
chases. The availability of credit and interest free credit are also
important.

Since the quality of products was ranked number one it would
seem to indicate that agri-business firms need to pay attention to the
products they supply. Because of the importance to farmers' operations
the products can influence a farmer's decision of where to do business.

Receiving a high rating in the area of service are the accomo-
dation of business firms, having the desired products on hand, depend-
able advice, emergency service, technical service and on-the-farm
service. Other services did receive a rating high enough to indicate
at least moderate or slight importance. These include: free delivery
service, opens early, stays open late and is open on weekends.

The importance of quality of products, competitive price, and
service would appear to stand above most other influencing factors in

the selection of an agri-business firm. There are other factors that
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influence a decision, such as, the people that work at the firm.

When asked to rate possible future services those receiving the
greatest response indicating importance were daily broadcast of markets,
specialist in all areas, hot line for instant news to the farmers and a
market advice service. These all would imply a desire for current news
and relevent information and advice.

The participation of management in such things as politics, reli-
gious activities and sponsorship of sports or lack of involement in
religious activities would appear to have little bearing on farmers
when choosing a business firm. Of great importance are the personali-
ties and attitudes of the people farmers deal with.

Three of the factors which do have some effect on a farmer's
choice of a firm are: neighbors' patronage and rumors, size of the
firm and convenience. Neighbors' patronage of a firm can influence a
farmer to do business there also. What neighbors may say about a firm
can be an important factor especially, rumors concerning the firm's
financial position. Farmers may be influenced in their actions re-
garding that firm. For example, farmers can either become more loyal
or look for another place of business. A small business appeals to
many farmers as idealistic whereas the larger firm is evidence that it
receives a substantial amount of business. In regard to this, reality
may be inconsistent with ideals since if the smaller firm received addi-
tional business it would grow. The convenience of a firm's location is
important in the selection process. However, using one firm for both

farm supplies and grain marketing does not appear to be a major factor

3275956
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in the selection of a fimm.

Cooperatives, although important to farmers in the past in both
farm supply and grain marketing, cannot rely on loyalty alone to main-
tain their share of patronage. The results of the survey suggest that
cooperatives may need to become more competitive in prices and service
and offer farmers more incentive to continue dealing with the firm.
The younger farmers would appear less willing to patronize a coopera-
tive just because it was one. The youngest age group had a smaller
percentage than the older groups indicating satisfaction to defer re-
funds to buy equipment. They were also less satisfied with alterna-
tives for the eventual repayment of the balance of deferred refunds.
Since the deferred refund repayment possibilities given in the
questionnaire were 1) at the age of 65 or retirement and 2) to the
beneficiary or estate of the member, the time period may be too long
to make the repayment of the refunds attractive to young farmers.

This is especially true when refunds are consistently deferred.

The selection of an outlet for farm products is very important
to the farming operation. Changes in patronage of a firm may be for
various reasons. The two reasons suggested that received the greatest
response were that the farmer thought that he was being cheated and the
indifferent attitudes of the management and employees. Once again,
trust is very important as well as management and employees' attitudes.
Other factors receiving a positive response by over one-third of the
respondents concerned the pricing of grain; either too much discount

or too little premium. Here price enters into the decision once
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ngain.

An altémative method of pricing, reducing risk and jnsuring
that costs wera covered would be acesmptable to a majority of farmers.
This 18 also true of questions concerning marketing advica aither by
the local companies or advice services. A majority of the respondents
werf also willing to pay a fee for reliable advice.

Throughout the response to all the questions of the surwvay the
Mcpondents appeared to consistently desire competitive prices for
both inputs and outputs. Good service was continually stressed as
important. Along with quality products these two factors would appear
to be the most inflwential in farmers' decisions regarding agri-busi-
ness firms,

The findings of this survey can be used as a guideline or tool
in the development of futire plans and goals for agri-buainess firms,
The results of this survey may be helpful to agri-business firms in
showing them what farmers look for in a business. If farm supply firms
know what farmers are loolking for and furnish what is reasonable, then
the producers will receiwa the service they want. Determining what
farmmys want can benefit both producers and agri-business firms.
Producéirs will receive the typ= of service desired. Meanvhile, The
firmm yhich serve the farmer in the desired manner would attract a
greater volum2 of business as well fns possibly develop a more loyal

group of patrons,

Ouiline of Thesis

The main objective of the study was to galn an und@rstanding of
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what farm people are looking for when choosing a supply or marketing
firm. This knowledge should help agri-business firms when deciding
what changes are necessary to serve the farmer in the way he desires.
The first part of this chapter is concerned with the method used for
gathering data, the specific objectives, the background of the research
and the characteristics of the respondents. The last part of the chap-
ter contains a summary of the results as well as conclusions and impli-
cations concerning the findings.

Chapter II, III, IV and V include a discussion of the results of
the questionnaire. The results include the services, practices, and
other characteristics influencing the decision of where farmers do
business and possible future services that may be offered; attitudes
towards cooperatives and their policies regarding patronage refunds;
and why farmers change marketing outlets, the desirability of marketing
advice and alternatives in pricing grain. Possible reasons for the
results are also included. Chapter VI is a brief review of the results

and includes suggestions for further study.




CHAPTER II

PATRON EVALUATION OF SERVICES, PRACTICES AND CHARACTERISTICS
OF MARKETING AND FARM SUPPLY FIRMS

The thrust of Chapter II is to delineate and examine the influ-
ence of a number of services, practices and characteristics on a farm-
er's choice of marketing and farm supply firms. The questions asked
were designed to measure the importance of the services and practices
when determining where the farmers currently do their business.

The respondents were also asked to indicate and rate services
they felt important to their farming business in the future. A tabula-
tion and summary of the responses are included in the chapter.

Services, Practices and Characteristics Affecting the
Current Selection of Marketing and Farm Supply Firms

The first question of the survey was designed to have producers
rate the importance of selected services, practices or characteristics
affecting their determination of a farm supply or marketing firm.
Thirty-two different services and practices were listed with spaces for
write-in additions of important items not listed. The rating alterna-
tives given to the farmer were 1 = very important, 2 = moderate impor-
tance, 3 = slight importance or O = no importance. In evaluating
responses, each response of 0 was assigned a value of 4 for purposes of
determining the mean value. A mean was calculated for each item, the
lower the mean, the higher the item rated in importance for the group
of respondents.

The ranking of the 796 producer respondents, as to the
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importance o f the present services, practices and characteristics
concerning farm supply and marketing firms is presented in Table II-1.
The items with the lowest means are at the top of the list, thereby
indicating that the greatest importance was placed on those items. For
example, a mean with a value close to one would signify that the
evaluated item was of great importance to the majority of farm respon-
dents. As the value of the mean approached two, the factor would have
moderate to high importance. The items with means between two and
three, would be evaluated as slightly to moderately important. Items
with values greater than three would have little or no importance to

a majority of the respondents,

This ranking provides a guideline for agri-business firms in
determining what is important to farmers. A ranking towards the top
would imply that farmers think the factor is important. Therefore, it
may be desirable for agri-business firms to consider this item as it
may apply to their operation, such as adding, improving, expanding,
or continuing a service or practice. A lower ranking may indicate the
service or practice has little importance to farmers and may not be
necessary for an agri-business firm to consider adding to their opera-
tion,

Quality of products ranked first of all the services, practices
and other characteristics rated in this section. Therefore, in making
a buying decision it is very important that farmers receive quality

products since if a product is poor, farmers lose potential benefits,

If a farmer uses quality inputs, he can minimize extra costs caused by
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a loss of benefits received from the use of lower quality products or
maximize benefits received.

Quality of products, competitive prices, quality of service all
have mean values very close to one and were rated as the most important
to the group as a whole. Ranking second and third behind quality of
products are competitive prices and quality of service., Competitive
prices have a slightly lower mean than quality of service but both
are very close,

A study conducted by Purdue in 1970 concerning the purchase of
fertilizer showed service overshadowing price in the choice of a
dealer.1 However, that survey covered only one item (fertilizer), as
contrasted to the wide range included in the present questionnaire.
Because of the nature of that product, service was probably more im-
portant in the sale of fertilizer than in a composite of all products.
Tnis would perhaps explain the small difference in the results of the
two studies regarding the relative positions of price and service.

Price has a lower mean than the quality of service which would
indicate that price is more important. The difference between the
two means is very small perhaps indicating that the two are approxi-
mately equal in importance. An increased awareness of prices may also
exist because of the drought conditions of the previous year making low
input prices or high output prices even more important. It is evident

that besides the quality of products price and service are two prime

Ly, D. Downey and Lee Woodward, ''Service Overshadows price as

Key Factor in Farmer's Choice of Fertilizer Dealer," Farm Store Mer-
chandising June 1970, pp. 37-40.
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TABLE II-1. RANKING OF PRESENT SERVICES, PRACTICES AND CHARACTERISTICS
BY 796 FARM PEOPLE ACCORDING TO THE IMPORTANCE IN THE
SELECTION OF A FARM SUPPLY OR GRAIN MARKETING FIRM.

Rank Service, practice or characteristic Mean
1 Quality of products 1.079
2 Competitive prices 1.182
3 Quality services 1.187
4 Promptness of service 1.254
5 Trust in management and employees 1.268
6 Business accomodating during farming seasons 1.288
7 Usually have on hand what you want 1.481
8 Discount for cash payments 1.610
9 Staff source of dependable advice 1.625

10 Personality of manager 1.726
11 Personality of employees 1.764
12 Convenience of location 1. 840
13 Cash and carry discounts 1. 865
14 Emergency service available 1.870
15 Availability of specialized or technical 1.875
services
16 On the farm service 1.918
17 Discount on volume purchases 1.921
18 Free delivery service 2.164
19 Business opens early 2.201
20 Interest free credit time period 2.215
251 Availability of credit 2.267
22 Handles nationally advertised products 2.440
23 Business open late 2.569
24 Business open some evenings a week 2.792
25 Because business is a cooperative 2.836
26 Local advertising of business 25938
27 Because business handles coop products 3.186
28 Sales representative calls at your place 3.250
29 Because business is in the county seat 3.370
30 Because business is not a cooperative 3. 448
31 Business is open on Sunday 3.641
32 Community activity of management and 3.870

employees
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factors influencing a producer's choice of a farm supply or grain
marketing firm,

Service is very important to the consumer. Not only the qual-
ity of service but also the promptness of service and the accomodation
of business during farming seasons are ranked high. The promptness
of service has a mean of 1.254 and ranks fourth. The accomodation
of business during farm seasons has a mean of 1.288 with a ranking
of six. These responses would imply that both of these qualities are
desirable and important when dealing with the farm customer. Usually
having the desired products on hand also received a high rating and
could be considered a part of giving the customer good service.

Also at least of moderate importance and still part of the
whole concept of service are the availability of emergency service
and specialized or technical service as well as on-the-farm service,
These three services or practices have means less than two indicating
that a large number of the respondents thought they were important.
The response to these three facets of service along with the other ser-
vice factors indicate the importance of the type and quality of service
that the farmers receive.

Some of the items included in this section received little re-
cognition of any significance to farmer patronage. Those with a
higher mean, indicating a large number of 'no importance' or 'slightly
important' responses, included business being a cooperative and busi-
ness not being a cooperative. Also, at the bottom of the ranking were

local advertising and sales representative calling on the farm. This
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suggests that the advertisements by local firms have little signifi-
cance in influencing a farmer's decision of where to do business.
This relates back to the previous discussion of service. The way the
farmer is treated as well as the accomodation of the farm needs is
more important than the advertising of products or the ownership
structure of the firm. Buyers will do business where they get the
best treatment and where products are sold at competitive prices.
Other factors, such as availability of credit, discounts on purchases
and interest-free credit will be discussed in a later chapter.

Trust in management and employees is ranked fifth according to
the mean value. The personalities of the manager and the employees
also rank 10th and 11th with means of 1.726 and 1.764, respectively,
indicating that management can have a big influence on the farmer's
choice of whom to patronize., The effect that the manager's and em

ployees' personalities, their attitudes and various actions of the

management have on the farmer's purchasing habits will be examined
in the next chapter.

In addition to the thirty-two factors presented in the first
question, space was allowed for additional comments regarding other
factors which affect customers' decisions of which business firm to
patronize. Many of the comments related to the accomodation of the
business during rush seasons. Several of the comments added concerned
the business being open evenings and/or weekends in either 'rush sea-

sons' or specific times of the year such as summer or during corn har-

vest. This reinforces the need for business to adjust to farmers'
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schedules, thereby giving consideration to what may be required of the
agri-business firm during particular seasons. DBesides staying open
longer hours and more days, one farm respondent mentioned that grain
dryers should run 24 hours a day when there is a large, wet crop.

Other comments in this section included: Stand behind products;
follow through on promises; stick closely to price quoted; do job as
promised and previously figured; and correct a poor job. Also added
were dependability and plain honesty. Respondents also indicated that
agri-business firms need to deliver what is promised both in service
and products, and firms must also be able to back the products it sells
and not to make promises that can not or will not be kept.

Some of the other comments concerned pricing. These included:
no more than 20-30 percent markup, cooperatives should be able to sell
for less or at least meet competition, cooperatives should be able to
make markets instead of not meeting the competition much of the
time. From these comments it appears fairly evident that some farmers
are dissatisfied with the pricing of some firms and think that improve-
ments could be made. The last two comments suggested that the farmers
did not think cooperatives were price competitive. If this is true
then the remarks are consistent with the rating of all farmers on com
petitive pricing. It must be kept in mind that these individual comr
ments are just that, the opinion of one person. Other farm people
may agree, but in this format it is not posible to determine whether
or not it is the opinion of more than one respondent. Still the areas
mentioned may be worth examining since at least one person thought

it was important enough to write in each comment,




24

Although pricing and service received most of the emphasis in
the written comments, anotlier arez also receivad som= attention. The
importmiice of managers and employees was stressed in the following
comméints: spend coop mwoney for qualified help so we do not have to
go elsewhere for service; there should be a good working relationship
betwifen managers and employeef; do not have a constant turn ovar of
employeits, I like to get to know the pcople I deml with; the ermployets
should have a technical knowledge and know what they are doing.

The importance of the employees and management is obvious from
Ehe above comments and from the high rating the respondents gave Eo
thé pérsonality of the manager and personalities of the employees.
Manage¥s and mmployees do play an important part in the decision of
who will get the fzrm trade. Also, there is some desirability in ke&p-~
ing a2 low turnover rate among employees so customers can become ac-
quainted with the people serving them.

It appzars that many factors other than price have a signifi-
cant influesnice on whizre fapm=rs take their business. Among the other
important factors are quality of products and service. The meeting of
the needs of farmers will have an affect on the success of agri-busi-

ness firms=,

Ranking of Possible Future Services
According to lmportance

If agri-business firms are going to be ready to serve the farm
people in the future, it is imperative that théy know which sPrvices

will he nesded and/or desired. Tha last section of tlie qu#stionnaire
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attempted to determine what services the farmers will want from their
marketing and farm supply firms in the future. Twenty-nine services
were presented with space provided for additional responses. The proce-
dure for response was the same as that in the previous section concerned
with present services, practices and characteristics influencing farm-

' decision of where to purchase their farm supplies or do their

ers
grain marketing. Each factor was assigned a value of 1,2,3, or 4 ac-
cording to the amount of importance each service would have in the
future. A mean value was calculated for each of the twenty-nine pos-
sible services. A listing of the future services with the calculated
mean can be found in Table II-2,

The future services rating moderate to high in importance were:
(1) a daily broadcast of all markets, (2) a specialist in all areas
and (3) a hot line for instant news to farmers. The major concern
appears to be with the availability of marketing and other relevant
information when it is available. The high rating the specialist re-
ceived seems to suggest a desire to obtain current information for
all related areas such as fertilizer, feeding and insecticides.

A market advice service is of some importance. Selling and ser-
vicing of machinery also received a rating of moderate importance. In-
come tax services and the keeping of farm records have some desirability
to the farmers in the future but do not head the list in importance.
Those services with a mean value approaching two may be worth investi-
gating further since they would indicate moderate interest.

At the bottom of the list and being deemed less important are




TABLE II-2, FARM RESPONDENTS RANKING OF POSSIBLE FUTURE SERVICES
ACCORDING TO IMPORTANCE.

Rank Suggested future service Mean
1 Daily radio broadcast of markets 1.510
2 Specialist in all areas 1. 846
3 Hot line for instant news to farmers 1.992
4 Market advice service 2.154
5 Sell and service machinery 2,211
6 Method of paying farmers for storing 2.238

grain until needed
7 Income tax services 2.306
8 Complete one-stop services for farm supply 2.308

and marketing
9 Crop spraying, ground 2.338
10 Sell and service cars and trucks 2.388
11 Keeping farm records 2.458
12 Weekly newsletter 2.475
13 Veterinary services 2.498
14 Banking and lending services 2.510
15 Offer annual average price for grains 2.557
16 Crop planning for your farm 2,662
17 Complete farm management service 2,765
18 Rendering service 2.781
19 Grain and livestock futures brokerage 2.835

service
20 Management service for rural water systems 2.879
21 Off-farm storage for most grain 2,889
22 Airplane spraying 2.908
23 Irrigation and water systems service 2.953
24 Television auction for marketing animals 2.989
25 Annual company sponsored social event 3.000
26 Sell groceries 3.082
27 Fencing service 3.116
28 Sell clothing 3.163
29 Transmit market news through CB radios 3.320

26
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the transmission of market news through C.B. radios, sale of clothing,

fencing services, sale of groceries and an annual company-sponsored

social event. There appears to be little desire on the part of
farmers for the company to branch out into other areas, such as in the
sale of clothes and groceries or providing a fencing service.

Space was provided for the farmers to write in services they
would like to see offered. There were five comments added by the re-
spondents. Those included were soil testing; weather information;
custom-feedlots; guaranteed supply by the business firm; and getting a
fair price for the farm products.

Soil testing would appear to be consistent with the response

of the total farm group. Soil testing might possibly be included in

the section of the question regarding a specialist in all areas. In
general those responding expressed a desire for relevant news and infor-
mation which could be provided through a specialist, hot line and/or a
daily broadcast. The farm respondents want as much information as pos-
sible that can aid them in making business decisions and carrying on

their business operatiomns.

Summarv
The quality of products was ranked the highest by the respon-
dents. Almost all of those responding to this item indicated that it
was 'very important' to them in the selection of a business firm. Also
rated high in importance to the farm customers were competitive prices.

However, both of these are among the many items that are influential in

the decision of where to do business.,
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Service ranks high among the qualities that farm people look
for in their farm supply and grain marketing firms. The quality and
promptness of service as well as some specific services are held to be
important attributes. Two specific services ranking high among the
farm respondents are the accomodation by business firms during rush
seasons and having the desired products on hand. Dependable advice
from the supply or marketing staff is also considered highly important.
Farm people want advice from the staff but do not necessarily want a

sales representative to call at the farm as indicated by the low rank-

ing of that practice. It can be assumed that farmers want advice
available but are not enthused about being called on by sales person-
nel.,

The manager and employees of a firm are important in encouraging
farmers to do business with that establishment. Trust in management
and employees and the personalities of both the manager and employees
rate high among the desired attributes.

Farm respondents were also asked to rank services that could
be offered in the future by the farm supply or marketing firms. From
the ranking developed, the desire to have relevant, current informa-
tion was evident. The four highest ranking services were a daily
broadcast of markets, a specialist in all areas, hot line for instant
news to the farmer and a market advice service. All four services
would imply a desire for knowledge and information that would directly

affect their operation. Contrasted to this is the limited importance

of branching into diverse and unrelated areas.
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Quality of products, competitive prices, and quality of service
all ranked high in importance to the respondents. The rating of these
items along with the various other services and practices would be con-
sistent with a profit maximizing goal. Farmers will seek quality pro-
ducts since poor products (inputs) can be costly in terms of time and
money. For example, poor seed may not maximize yields, thereby costing
the farmer potential revenue,

The high ranking of competitive prices and services suggests the
profit maximizing goal also. Competitive prices can be interpreted as
competitively low input prices and competitively high prices for the
sale of farm produce, thus maximizing returns while minimizing cost.
Poor service can cost farmers valuable time, especially during rush
seasons.,

Quality products, good service and competitive prices together
can maximize the benefits to farmers from patronizing either a farm sup-
ply or grain marketing firm. The response to these questions would
appear consistent with the expected behavior of an individual firm in
an attempt to maximize profits.

The respondent's desire for information as indicated in the last
part of this chapter follows the profit maximizing behavior of indi-
vidual farmers. With current information farmers may be able to in-
crease productivity by improving the methods of production. Farmers

may also be able to time sales and purchases to receive the greatest

benefit,




CHAPTER III

PRACTICES, CHARACTERISTICS AND ACTIONS IIIFLUENCING TIIE
FARM RESPONDENT'S DECISION OF WHOM TO PATRONIZE

Specific practices, characteristics and actions can influence the
farm respondent's choice of a marketing or farm supply firm. This
chapter discusties items that influence the farm patron's decision of
whera to do business. Specific areas of possible influence considered
in Chapter III include: the effect of management's attitudes and ac-
tions, the effect of neighbors' choice of business firms, the impact of
rundrs, the attitude towards the size of the firms, the convenience of
doing business with a particular fimm, and the influence of the avail-

ability of credit and discount.

The Effrct of Managzment and Emplovees

Very little is known about the degree of influence of the actions
and attitudes of management and employees in attracting or discouraging
customers. Several questions were asked concerning manapement's actions
and the persomnalities of the manager and employees as sgen by thair cus-
tomers. An attempt was made to determine the importance of management's
actions and the personalities of both the employees and mznager as they
would influznece the wvarimus respondents.

Six guestions asked dealing with this are:

1. Does management's political activity influence where you

do business?

2. Does the management's regular participation in religious
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activities affect your desire to do business with the firm?

3. Would the knowledge that the management never participated

in any religious activity affect your desire to do business
with the firm?

4. Does sponsorship of or participation in sports activities

influence who gets your business?

5. How do you rate the importance of the personality of the

manager?

6. How do you rate the importance of the employees' personal-

ities?

Management's activity does have an effect on some of the respon-
dents. The results of the survey for each question were examined
according to the age of the respondent, size of the operation, and loca-
tion of the farm.

The first question concerning management's activities was ''DOES
MANAGEMENT'S POLITICAL ACTIVITY INFLUENCE WHERE YOU DO BUSINESS?" Farm
ers were given a choice of responses concerning the amount of influence.
The possible answers to the question indicating degrees of influence
were considerable, some, none and negatively. Table III-1 indicates
the response to the question. It is evident that the political activity
of the management does not affect a majority of the farm patrons.

Division of the respondents was made by age of respondent, loca-
tion of farms and size of the operation. As shown in Appendix B, 7.5
percent of the respondents over fifty-five indicated that the political

activity had considerable effect. Contrasted to this, 2.2 percent of
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Table III-1., DOES MANAGEMENT'S POLITICAL ACTIVITY INFLUENCE WHERE YOU
DO BUSINESS?

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT
Considerable ' 38 4.8
Some | 227 28.5
None 470 59.0
Negatively 49 6.2
No Response Vet 1o
TOTAL 796 100.0

the under thirty-five respondents said that it would have a considerable
effect. In the over fifty-five age group, 7.5 percent said that poli-
tical activity would affect them negatively, while 4.5 percent of the
under thirty-five group responded in the same manner. The over fifty-
-five group has a consistently lower percentage answering the question
with a "none'" response than the under thirty-five group. Thus, there
does appear to be some difference between the two age groups. The
younger respondents seem less influenced by the management's political
activity than the older group. The thirty-five to fifty-five age
bracket has approximately the same percentage for each response as the
overall group of respondents. The largest variations in the responses
were between the two most extreme age groups, the under thirty-five and
over fifty-five divisionms.

The response to the political activity of the management was

divided into five categories according to the average annual sales of
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the farm respondents. Table B-1lb of Appendix B contains the percen-
tages divided according to the average size of sales. A majority of
the respondents in all groups indicated no influence from political
activity. There were some variations between subdivisions. For exam-
ple, 7.1 percent of the under $10,000 and $10-25,000 groups indicated
considerable influence, while only 2.5 and 2.9 percent of the $50-
100,000 and over $100,000 groups, respectively, had the same response.
Of those answering that political activity of the management has a
negative influence, the 11.9 percent figure for the under $10,000 group
was the largest response.

The respondents were also categorized according to the location
of their farming operation. The five categories were southeastern
South Dakota, northeastern South Dakota, northwestern South Dakota,
southwestem South Dakota and Montana. The results subdivided by loca-
tion can be found in Appendix B. Over 50 percent of all the South Da-
kota groups answered that the political activity had no influence. How-
ever, only 22,5 percent of the Montana section indicated no influence.
In the group from Montana 75.0 percent said there would be some influ-
ence, This would imply that at least to this particular group of Mon-
tana farmers the political activity of the management has more
influence on their decision of where to shop or sell their grain than
to the South Dakota respondents.

The next question asked on the survey was '"DOLS THE MANAGEMENT'S
REGULAR PARTICIPATION IN RELIGIOUS ACTIVITIES INFLULENCE WHERE YOU DO
BUSINESS?" The alternatives given the respondents were considerable,

some, none and negative. Table III-2 contains the results to the
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Table III-2, DOES THE MANAGEMENT'S REGULAR PARTICIPATION IN RELIGIOUS
ACTIVITIES INFLUENCE WHERE YOU DO BUSINESS?

RESPONSE : NUMBER PERCENT?
Considerable 65 8.2
Some | 248 31.2
None 441 55.4
Negatively 36 4.5
No Response 6 0.8
TOTAL 796 100.0

4Total may not equal 100 due to rounding.

question. Over one-half of the respondents indicated that the regular
participation in religious activities had no influence on their deci-
sion of where to do business,

Approximately fifty percent of the respondents in each of the
subdivisions by the age of the respondent, location of the farm and
size of the operation, indicated that there was no influence from the
management's participation in religious activities. However, there
were some variations between age groups. Approximately 42.5 percent
of the over fifty-five age group indicated considerable or some influ-
ence as compared to only 26.8 percent by the under thirty-five age
group. The younger respondents seen influenced less than the older age
groups. A response of considerable and some can be viewed as positive

influence since a choice of negative is given. The overall results can
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be found in Table B-2a of Appendix B, The subdivision by size and
location can be found in Tables B-2b and B-2c in Appendix B, respec-
tively.

'"WOULD THE KNOWLEDGE THAT THE MANAGEMENT NEVER PARTICIPATED IN
ANY RELIGIOUS ACTIVITIES AFFECT YOUR DESIRE TO DO BUSINESS WITH THE
FIRM?" was also asked. The respondents again had the choice of consi-
derable, some, none, and negative as answers. Table III-3 shows the
numbers responding in each manner and the percentage of the total of
796 producers. From the information in the table, 46.5 percent or
370 out of 796 answered that never participating in religious activi-
ties would not affect them, 7.8 percent indicated that the effect
would be considerable, 38.1 percent or 303 of the farm people said
that it would have some effect while 7.0 percent indicated a negative
influence. Less than half indicated no effect and a little over half
answered in a manner implying that the management's lack of participa-
tion in religious activities would in some way affect their desire to
do business with the firm,

The under thirty-five age group appears to be influenced less
than either the thirty-five to fifty-five or over fifty-five age group
(Table B-3a, Appendix B). Approximately 62.1 percent of the under
thirty-five age group answered that they were not influenced as compared
to 39.5 and 41.4 percent for the older groups respectively. The lack of
participation in religious activities appears to have less effect on the

younger respondents in their decision of where to shop than the older

age groups.
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TABLE III-3. WOULD THE KNOWLEDGE THAT THE MANAGEMENT NEVER PARTICIPATED
IN ANY RELIGIOUS ACTIVITIES AFFECT YOUR DESIRE TO DO
BUSINESS WITH THE FIRM?

—

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT
Considerable 62 7.8
Some 303 38.1
None 370 46.5
Negatively 56 7.0
No Response 5 0.6
TOTAL 796 100.0

A summary showing the response to the question divided into
groups according to the size of the operation and location of the firm
can be found in Appendix B,

In comparing responses to this question with the previous ques-
tion it appears that farmers would be influenced more by the lack of
participation in religious activities. More respondents indicated a
negative effect from no participation in religious activities versus
regular involvement by management.

Another area of management's activities includes the sponsor-
ship and/or participation in sports events. The question asked in the
survey concerning this was: 'DOES SPONSORSHIP OR PARTICIPATION IN
SPORTS EVENTS INFLUENCE WHO GETS YOUR BUSINESS?" The response to the
question for the group as a whole are presented in Table III-4. It

is apparent that the sponsorship of or participation in sports acti-

vities does not have a great influence on the farm respondents.
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TABLE III-4, DOES THE SPONSORSHIP OR PARTICIPATION IN SPORTS ACTIVITIES
INFLUENCE WHO GETS YOUR BUSINESS?

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT
Considerable 9 1.1
Some 151 19.0
None 578 72.6
Negatively 51 6.4
No Response i 7 0.9
TOTAL 796 100.0

Approximately 72.6 percent or 578 of 796 respondents said the sponsor-
ship of sports activities had no influence on their decision. There-
fore, the participation in or sponsorship of sports activities would
have little influence on an individual's choice of where to do business.

There seemed to be little difference in responses between groups
when divided by age of respondent, location of the farm and size of the
operation. Over 65 percent of each subgroup said that sponsorship or
participation in sports had no influence on their decision of who gets
their business., The response to this was very definite. The results
by subdivision can be found in Appendix B.

Questions rating the importance of the personalities of the man-
ager and employees were found in Section A, question one of the survey.
The respondents were asked to rate the factors on importance. The
alternatives given the producer respondents were very important, mod-

erately important, slightly important and no importance. The rating

of the PERSONALITY OF THE MANAGER will be examined first.
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A total of 43.3 percent of the farmers said the manager's person-
ality was very important (Table III-5), while 40.8 percent of the
respondents indicated moderate importance, and 11.7 percent thought it
was slightly important. Only 2.4 percent said the manager's person-
ality had no importance to them when choosing a place of business. The

personality of the manager appears important to a large segment of the

responding farmers.

TABLE III-5, FARM PATRONS' RATING ON THE IMPORTANCE OF THE PERSON-
ALITY OF THE MANAGER.

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT
Very important 345 43.3
Moderate importance 325 40,8
Slightly important 93 11.7
No importance 19 2.4
No response 14 1.8
TOTAL 796 100.0

Subdivisions by age, size, and location resulted in approximately
the same results as the total. The results divided by groups are loca-
ted in Appendix B. A strong majority of all groups indicated that the
manager's personality was of moderate to high importance. This is
shown in the determination of means discussed in the previous chapter.
The personality of the manager had a mean of 1.726. A low mean value

indicates high importance. This factor ranked tenth among the thirty-

two factors rated in section A, question one of the survey.
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The personality of the manager can affect a customer's decision
of whether or not to return to do business. Who gets the farmer's
trade can also be influenced by the personalities of the employees.
This was covered by another part of question one.

The PERSONALITIES OF THE EMPLOYEES were rated according to the
importance in influencing a farmer's patronage. The means calculated
for this are found in Table II-1., Employees' personalities had a mean
of 1.764 indicating the importance to the customer is moderate to high.
In the ranking in the previous chapter the personalities of the em-
ployees ranked eleventh., This indicates the influence that the em-
ployees' personalities can have on a customer's decision of where to
shop.

The results of rating the personalities of the employees are pre-
sented in Table III-6. The choices given the respondents included
various degrees of importance which were very, moderately, and slightly
important and the fourth alternative of no importance. Of those
responding 39.9 indicated the employees' personalities were very impor-
tant, 43.6 percent said that it was at least moderately important, and
the slightly important category gained the response of 103 farmers or
12.9 percent. Only 1.9 percent said that it had no importance in mak-
ing their decision.

The response appears to be fairly consistent throughout the sub-
divisions. The response divided according to the age of respondent,

size of annual sales and location can be found in Appendix B.

The personalities of the people the customers work with seems to
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TABLE III-6., THE FARM PATRONS' RATING ON THE IMPORTANCE OF THE
PERSONALITY OF THE EMPLOYEES.

RESPONSE | NUMBER PERCENT
Very important | 318 39.9
Moderate importance 347 43,6
Slightly important 103 12.9
No importance 15 1.9
No response 13 1.6
TOTAL 796 100.02

4Total may not equal 100 due to rounding.

have significant influence on a farmer's decision of where to buy

farm supplies and market grain. This is evidenced by the overwhelming
response rating the personalities of the manager and employees either
moderate or high in importance.

Specific activities, such as participation or lack of partici-
pation in religious activities, sponsorship or participation in sports
and participation in politics do not seem to have a great influence
on the farm respondent's choice of a place of business. Approximately
one-half of the respondents indicated that these actions had no effect
on their decisions of where to shop. The individuals themselves and
their personalities have a greater effect on the farmer's choice of a
business firm than a specific activity.

The people working at the business establishment are very impor-

tant to the customers they serve. Some of the comments added to the
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first question pertained to the employees. Besides spending more money
to get qualified help, the farmers wanted a good working relationship
between the manager and employees. One of the respondents also men-
tioned that the business should not have a constant turnover of employ-
ees because it was good to know the people that they dealt with. From
these comments, although only one individual wrote each one, it is evi-
dent that the quality of the employees is important to the people they
serve,

The management and employees of a firm can be a determining
factor in who will get the farm people's business. Without customers
a business cannot succeed. Therefore, it is important that the influ-
ence of the employees be a major consideration when hiring new em-

ployees,

Neighbors' Actions and Rumors

What neighbors and friends do and/or say can often affect our
own decisions. Two questions in the survey were designed to test the
degree of influence neighbors might have as to where the farmer does
business.

One question asked was, "DOES THE IMPRESSION THAT MANY PEOPLE
IN YOUR AREA DO BUSINESS AT A CERTAIN PLACE INFLUENCE YOU TO DO BUSI-
NESS THERE?" The other question tested the reaction to rumors about a
business establishment's financial position. That question was "IF
YOU HEAR A RUMOR THAT A PLACE WHERE YOU DO BUSINESS IS HAVING GREAT
FINANCIAL DIFFICULTY, WHAT INFLUENCE WOULD THAT HAVE ON YOU?" Each

question and the response to it will be examined separately in this
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section,

The first question concerned the influence of neighbors'
actions. The alternatives given the respondents concerning the amount
of influence were: considerable, some, none, and negative. From
Table III-7 it is apparent that where a neighbor does business has
an effect on the decision to patronize that establishment.

TABLE III-7, DOES THE IMPRESSION THAT MANY PEOPLE IN YOUR AREA DO
BUSINESS AT A CERTAIN PLACE INFLUENCE YOU TO DO BUSI-

NESS THERE?

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT
Considerable 65 8.2
Some 410 51.5
None 294 36.9
Negatively 23 2.9
No response 4 0.5
TOTAL 796 100.0

Over one-half of the respondents are affected in some way by
their neighbors' actions. Of those responding to this specific ques-
tion, about 60 percent indicated considerable or some influence in
their decision to do business at the same firm as their neighbors, while
a very small portion indicated a negative response, Only about 36.9
percent said there was no influence on their decision. Therefore the

actions of the neighbors do appear to affect the decision of many con-

sumers of where to do business.
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From the response to the previous question it appears that neigh-
bors do influence the customer's decision of where to shop. What a
neighbor says, especially rumors, may also affect the farm person's
choice of a place of business. This may be especially true regarding
the financial position of the firm. The respondents completing the
questionnaire were asked: '"IF YOU HEAR A RUMOR THAT A PLACE WHERE YOU
DO BUSINESS IS HAVING GREAT FINANCIAL DIFFICULTY, WHAT INFLUENCE WOULD
THAT HAVE ON YOU?" The choices for answering were: make me more loyal,
make me look to other places of business, and no effect at all., Table
I1I-8 contains the results to this question. A total of 24.0 percent
of the respondents said that it would make them more loyal, 33.8 percent
said that they would look to other places of business, and 36.7 percent
indicated that the rumors would not affect them.

A variety of comments or qualifying remarks were added by the
respondents. Many dealt with finding out why there was difficulty and
being cautious in the dealings with the business firm. The number of
qualifying remarks to this question indicates that many people want
to know "why," before making a judgement in staying with or leaving a
business because of a rumored difficulty. However, it is difficult to
determine from the response whether customers would look for an alter-
native outlet if something happened but remain loyal until something
actually occurred. On the other hand, the customer might look for
another place and change business establishments immediately. The
actions of neighbors and rumors about a firm's financial difficulty

do influence the farmer's decision of where to do their business. Many

of the respondents, upon hearing a rumor, indicated they would try to
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TABLE III-8. 1IF YOU HEAR A RUMOR THAT A PLACE WHERE YOU DO BUSINESS
IS HAVING GREAT FINANCIAL DIFFICULTY, WHAT INFLUENCE
WOULD THAT HAVE ON YOU?

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT
Make me more loyal 191 24,0
Make me look to other

places of business 269 33.8
No effect at all 292 36.7
No response 44 5.5
TOTAL 796 100.0

find out what caused the problem.

There are some variations in the response when divided according
to age, size and location. The youngest age group (under 35) had the
greatest percentage of responses indicating that they would not be
affected. This group also had the lowest percentage responding that
they would be more loyal or that they would look to other places of
business. The oldest group (over fifty-five) had the largest percen-
tage for each of the responses, '"'make me more loyal" and "look to
another place of business." They also had the lowest percentage indi-
cating no effect. These results can be found in Appendix B.

When divided according to location of the farm it is interesting
to note that in the Montana group an equal percentage responded to each
choice (Appendix B). A larger percentage (42.4) of the farmers from
southwestern South Dakota indicated that they were not affected by

rumors than any group. The results to the question when divided
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according to income or average annual sales can also be found in Appen-

dix B.

Size of Business Firm

The size of the firm can be an influencing factor in a farmer's
decision of whom to patronize. A smaller firm may tend to indicate per-
sonalized and possibly better service. Compared with this, some people
believe that a firm must become larger and expand its territory to re-
main competitive. One question in the survey was intended to test for
any preference of a smaller, personal firm. The respondent's view of
the necessity to expand in order to remain competitive was also exam
ined.

Many people prefer a more personal business to a larger one.
This is substantiated in the response to the question '"DO YOU TEND TO
FAVOR A SMALL PERSONAL BUSINESS TO A LARGE BUSINESS PLACE?" The
response possibilities were yes or no. The results of the total re-
sponse to the question are presented in Table III-9.

TABLE III-9. DO YOU TEND TO FAVOR A SMALL PERSONAL BUSINESS TO A
LARGE BUSINESS PLACE?

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT
Yes 528 66.3
No 240 30,2
No response 28 S
TOTAL 796 100.0
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From the table, it can be noted that the smaller, more personal
business was preferred about twice as often as not, as 66.3 percent or
528 of the 796 farm people responded that they favored the small per-
sonal business. Only 30.2 percent said they did not favor the small
business. The small personal business seemed to overshadow the larger
one as the preference of those responding to the survey. The size of
the firm does seem important and appears to be an influence in the deci-
sion to do business with a particular firm when there are more than one
to choose from.

The response to this question may be influenced by an implicit
assumption that a smaller business means better or at least more per-
sonalized service. If this influenced the response then it would again
reinforce the importance of service to the farm people. A substantial

majority of the respondents indicated a preference for smaller personal

firms. The size of a business establishment appears to influence the
decision of where the farm people shop.

Responses divided into groups according to the age of the
respondent, size of the operation and location of the farm can be
found in Appendix B. A substantial majority of each subdivision indi-
cated a preference to the smaller personal firm.

The influence of size can be seen in another question of the sur-
vey. The necessity of a firm to grow and to increase the trade terri-
tory to remain competitive was also questioned. There seems to be a
belief by many that a business must get larger to survive. The respon-
dents to this survey did not seem to agree. The participants were

asked '"'DO YOU BELIEVE IN ORDER TO REMAIN COMPETITIVE FARM SUPPLY AND




MARKETING CONCERNS MUST BECQME LARGER AND WITH AN INCREASED TRADE

TERRITORY?" The response possibilities were either yes or no. The
results to this question of the survey can be found in Table III-10.
Of the 796 respondents, 54.6 percent answered no to the above question
indicating that they do not feel a firm must become larger to remain
competitive,

TABLE III-10. DO YOU BELIEVE IN ORDER TO REMAIN COMPETITIVE FARM

SUPPLY AND MARKETING CONCERNS MUST BECOME LARGER,
AND WITH AN INCREASED TRADE TERRITORY?

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT
Yes 333 41,8
No 435 54.6
No response 28 3.5
TOTAL 796 100.02

4Total may not equal 100 due to rounding.

The tables containing the subdivisions on the basis of age of
the respondent, size of operation and location of the farm are found in
Appendix B. Over fifty percent of each subdivision with the exception
of the Montana respondents, indicated that they did not think a farm
supply or marketing firm needed to grow to remain competitive.

The smaller firm appears to be desirable to the respondents as
indicated by the response to both of the previous questions. However,
the smaller firm may be small because farmers take their business to

the larger firmm. If farmers patronized the smaller firm then it would



grow. Thus the response may be what the respondents believe is ideal-

istic but may not be the actual situation.

Convenience

Previous sections of this chapter have examined the influence of
such factors as the size of the firm and neighbors' patronage of a firm
have on the respondent's decision of where to shop. One factor which
may seem obvious is the convenience of the firm. Convenience may have
several different meanings. Two possibilities were included in the
study. The first approach was the convenience because of the firm's
location which could include distance from the farm. A second approach
would be to evaluate convenience in terms of concentration of several
services . in one firmm. For example, the purchase of farm supplies and
the marketing of farm products at one firm could also be viewed as
convenience.

CONVENIENCE OF THE LOCATION was important to a majority of
the respondents. This question was asked in Section A, part one of the
survey. The alternatives available for rating the importance of the
factor were: very important, moderately important, slightly important
and no importance. The results are included in Table III-11l., A total
of 38.4 percent of the respondents indicated the convenience of the
location was very important to a farmer's decision of where to shop.
The convenience of location was of moderate importance to 39.9 percent
of those responding, while another 16.5 percent said this was of slight
importance.

A majority of the respondents thought that a convenient



TABLE III-11, THE IMPORTANCE OF THE CONVENIENCE OF LOCATION AS
RATED BY THE FARM RESPONDENTS.

-

RESPONSE | NUMBER PERCENT
Very important 306 38.4
Moderate importance | 318 39.9
Slightly important 131 16.5
No importance 225 3.1
No response 16 2.0
TOTAL 796 100,02

a
Total may not equal 100 due to rounding.

location was of at least moderate to high importance. The response by
the various subdivisions were fairly consistent to the total response.
When the total group was divided according to age, size of operation
and location of farm, each division had over fifty percent of the re-
spondents indicating moderate or high importance. Tables containing
the subdivisions can be found in Appendix B.

Convenience can be considered more than just a handy location.
One other possibility was covered in the questionnaire. The question
was "DO YOU GIVE A COMPANY YOUR FARM SUPPLY BUSINESS BECAUSE IT ALSO
DOES YOUR MARKETING AND VICE-VERSA?" Using one firm for both the pur-
chase of farm supplies and the marketing of farm products was found to
be desirable or important to some of the farm respondents but not to a
majority. The results to this question can be found in Table III-12,

The possible responses were yes and no. Only 23.6 percent of the
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respondents said they gave their farm supply business to one firm
because it also did their grain marketing or vice-versa, while 74.7
percent answered the question with a no. The subdivisions by age of
the respondent, size of average annual sales and location of operation
did not reveal any major differences between groups. The tables show-
ing the response according to the various groupings can be found in
Appendix B,

TABLE III-12. DO YOU GIVE A COMPANY YOUR FARM SUPPLY BUSINESS BECAUSE
IT ALSO DOES YOUR MARKETING AND VICE-VERSA?

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT
Yes 188 23.6
No 595 74,7
No response 13 1.6
TOTAL 796 100.02

4Total may not equal 100 due to rounding.

The convenience of using one firm for both services does not
appear to be of the highest importance with only 23.6 percent doing
business at the single firm for that reason. Today's mobility allows
farmers the opportunity to do business at more than one firm rather
than using one for farm supplies because it does their marketing or
vice-versa. This type of convenience does not appear to be of the
greatest importance to today's farm people, and may not be a major
influence.

A business firm's location is important to farm respondents in
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choosing an establishment. However, the convenience of using one busi-
ness for both farm supply and marketing does not appear to be a major

factor in choosing a business establishment.

Credit and Discoumts

At a time when the farming operation is more dependent on off-
the-farm inputs, the availability of credit or the possibility of
discounts can have an impact on the farmer's success. In many cases
the recent drought has made the availability of credit necessary to keep
the operation going., Five factors related to credits and discounts were
included in the first section of the questionnaire. They were the
availability of credit, an interest-free credit time period, cash and
carry discounts, discounts for cash payments and discounts for volume
purchases., All five were rated by the respondents according to their
importance, with the possible choices being: very, moderately, or
slightly important and no importance.

The availability of credit is very important to many of the
farmers as noted by the fact that 58.5 percent of the respondents indi-
cated either moderate or high importance., However, the availability of
credit did not receive the overwhelming response as did some of the
other factors which might affect a farmer's decision of where to shop.
This can be seen in the calculated mean of 2.267. This value would
signify something less than moderate importance to the group as a whole.

When the response was divided by the characteristics of age of
respondent, size of average annual sales, and location of operation

there were some variations in response. The under thirty-five group




TABLE III-13. FARM RESPONDENTS' RATING ON THE IMPORTANCE OF THE
AVAILABILITY OF CREDIT.

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT
Very important 250 31.4
Moderate importance 216 27.1
Slightly important 168 21.1
No importance 145 18.2
No response 17 2.1
TOTAL 796 100.02

3Total may not equal 100 due to rounding

indicated the availability of credit was more important than did the
two older groupings. The respondents with smaller operations appeared
to place more emphasis on credit than the higher income groups. The
respondents from northwestern South Dakota also rated the availability
of credit very high. Montana and southeastern respondents had the
lowest percentages rating credit availability 'very important" with

25 and 27 percent, respectively (Appendix B).

Because of the importance of the availability of credit, an
interest-free credit time period is also of importance to farmer pa-
trons. As in the availability of credit, the choices were the four
degrees of importance. The results are found in Table III-14, Of the
796 respondents 260 said that the interest free time period was very
important. A total of 28.9 percent indicated that this was of mod-
erate importance, 18.7 percent thought it to be slightly important

and 17.5 percent said there was no importance to this.
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TABLE III-14., THE IMPORTANCE OF AN INTEREST FREE CREDIT TIME PERIOD
AS RATED BY RESPONDING FAR! PEOPLE.

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT
Very important : 260 32,7
Moderate importance 230 28.9
Slightly important 149 18.7
No importance 139 17.5
No response I_ 18 2013
TOTAL | 796 100.0?

e

= m—
—

a
Total may not equal 100 due to rounding.

The calculated mean of this practice was 2.215. This again
would suggest a level below moderate importance, although over 60 per-
cent did say that the interest-free credit period was moderately or
very important.

The interest-free credit time period has more importance to the
respondents than the availability of credit. The initial period with-
out interest charged may make this more attractive than just the
extension of credit. Therefore, the interest-free time period would be
expected to have a lower calculated mean than the availability of
credit,

When the respondents were divided by age, average sales, and
location of the farm, the under thirty-five age group and the lower in-
come groups placed the most importance on the interest-free time period
for credit. The results separated into these classifications can be

found in Appendix B.
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The availability of credit and an interest-free period of credit
are important and can influence a consumer when choosing a place of
business. However, cash and carry discounts have a larger proportion
of the respondents indicating that it is very important in choosing a
Place of business.

The response to the rating of the cash and carry discounts are
contained in Table III-15, A total of 40.7 percent of the 796 respon-
dents said this was very important to them when choosing a farm supply
or grain marketing firm. Moderate importance was the response of 36.6
percent of the respondents, 13.7 percent indicated that a cash and
carry discount was of slight importance, and 6.9 percent indicated the
factor was of no importance in the determination of a firm.

TABLE III-15. CASH AND CARRY DISCOUNTS RATED BY IMPORTANCE IN
INFLUENCING THE SELECTION OF A BUSINESS FIRM.

RESPONSE | NUMBER PERCENT
Very important 324 40,7
Moderate importance 291 36.6
Slightly important 109 13.7
No importance 55 6.9
No response 17 2orl
TOTAL 796 100.0

Over three-fourths of the farm respondents thought a cash and
carry discount was very or moderately important influence in their deci-

sion of where to shop. Cash and carry discounts with a lower




!I'.IIlIIlllllllllllllllllllllllllllIIIIIlllIIIIIIIIIIIIIIlllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll.lll

calculated mean (1.865) than the availability of credit appear to be
more important to the entire group. Farm people appear to be influenced
more by a cash and carry discount than the extension of credit. The
saving of money would appear to carry significant weight in the farm—
ers' decision.,

The response was again divided according to the age of the respon-
dent, size of average annual sales and location of the farm. There were
some variations in response with the most predominant between groups
divided by age and sales. The two oldest age groups had a greater per-
centage who rated cash and carry discounts as very important than the
under thirty-five age group. The groups with the smaller annual sales
had a greater percentage indicate that the cash and carry discount was
"very important'" than the respondents with the larger operations.

Tables containing these results can be found in Appendix B.

Like the cash and carry discount, a discount for cash payments
is very important. The difference between the two discounts is in the
amount of service received. Unlike a cash and carry discount, a dis-
count for cash payment does not mean a sacrifice in services. The
discount for cash payments was rated by importance in the first ques-

tion on the survey. Table III-16 contains the results of this rating.

"Very important" and "moderately important" responses accounted for 88.0
percent of the 796 respondents.

The calculated mean for this factor was 1.610. The mean is
low, indicating fairly high importance to those rating this prac-

tice. The discount for cash payment is important to the respondents.
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Like that for the cash and carry transaction, it appears to have

greater importance to the farmer respondents than credit.

TABLE III-16. DISCOUNT FOR CASH PAYMENT

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT
Very important 416 52.3
Moderate importance 276 34,7
Slightly important 64 8.0
No importance 24 3.0
No response. 16 2.0
TOTAL 796 100.0

A discount for volume purchases could be important to many of
the producer respondents and maybe particularly to the larger operators.
This factor was rated in the first question of the survey. The results
are shown in Table III-17. Responses of very or moderately important
account for 74.4 percent of the 796 respondents and would explain the

mean of 1.972 obtained in Chapter II. Such a value would indicate that

discounts for volume purchases are at least of moderate importance to
the group of respondents as a whole. Since only approximately one-
fourth of the producers did respond in a manner other than indicating
moderate or high importance.

i When the respondents were divided into groups according to age

of the respondent, size of annual sales and location of the farm there

were some differences between groups. The over fifty-five age group




TABLE III-17. FARM RESPONDENTS' RATING OF DISCOUNTS FOR VOLUMEC
PURCHASES ACCORDING TO THE IMPORTANCE IN THE SLELEC-
TION OF A BUSINESS FIR!M,

RESPONSE | NUMBER PLRCENT
Very important 308 38.7
Moderate importance 284 35.7
Slightly important 119 14.9
No importance 64 8.0
No response 21 2.6
TOTAL 796 100.0%

aTotal may not equal 100 due to rounding.

had the largest percentage of the three age groups indicating that a
discount for cash payment was 'very important.'" However, the combined
percentages for answers of "very important" and "moderately important"
were approximately equal for all three age groups. The subdivisions by
size resulted in over three-fourths of each group answering either '"very
important" or "moderately important.' The Montana group had a lowest
percentage of all groups divided by location indicating the discount
for cash payment was very important. However, over 80 percent of each
of the groups rated the discount for cash payment moderately or very
important. The table containing the answers to the questions according
to the subdivisions can be found in Appendix B.

Discounts for volume purchases do have an influence on the

respondent's decision of where to buy farm supplies or market their

farm products. It is something that is considered by many of the
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respondents when making the decision of whom to patronize.

The response rating the importance of a discount for volume pur-
chases was divided according to the age of the respondent, size of
average annual sales and location of the farm. A discount for volume
purchases appears to be the most important to the youngest respondents.
Approximately 42.4 percent indicated a discount for volume purchases
was very important. Also, the respondents with over $100,000 in annual
sales had a greater percentage (53.6) answering '"very important' than
did any of the other subdivisions by size of sales. When the respon-
dents were divided by location, the respondents in northwestern South
Dakota had the largest percentage (50.9) indicating a volume discount
is "very important." The tables containing the response according to
the subdivisions can be found in Appendix B.

All of the factors examined in this section were included in the
first question of section A of the survey. The factors lend themselves
to direct comparison because of the choices for rating given to the
respondents. The availability of credit, interest free period of cre-
dit, discounts for cash payments, cash and carry discounts, and dis-
counts for volume purchases all carry a relatively high degree of
importance to the respondents. A majority of the respondents indicated
that these practices were either moderately or very important in the
decision of where to do business.

Aside from the consistently high rating of these factors, a
comparison can be made hetween them. While the availability of

credit and interest-free credit are both important to the customer the
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possibility of discounts for volume or cash purchases do receive a
greater proportion of high ratings. The means are lower for the fac-

tors relating to discounts than for those conceming credit. The pos-

sibility of receiving a discount for cash or volume purchases appears
to be more desirable and more important than being able to receive

credit,

Summary

The influence which various factors and services have on the
choice of a marketing or farm supply firm were examined in this chapter.
Specific actions and activities were examined as they would affect the
decisions of where to shop. The areas covered in this chapter were:
managements' and employees' attitudes and actions, neighbors' actions
and rumors, size of the firm, convenience of the firm, and credit and
discounts,

Management's participation in political, religious, or sports
activities do not influence the farmer's decision of whom to patronize
as much as the personalities of the manager and employees. The mana-
gers and employees themselves do affect the decision more than speci-
fic actioms.

Where the neighbors shop does have an influence on the respond-
ing producers. Rumors about the firm's financial difficulty does
affect the farm people in some way. !Many of the respondents are con-
cermmed about the reason for the difficulty. The respondents did
indicate some influence by the neighbors' choice of a business firm or

the rumors about the firm.




The size of the firm can be a factor in the determination of

the choice of a place of business. The preference of the farmers
appears to be for a smaller, more personal firm. However, this may not
be realistic since the larger firm is large because of the amount of
actual patronage by farmers.

The convenience of the firm's location does have an impact on
where to do business. Using one firm for both farm supplies and mar-
keting of farm products is not a reason for patronizing one firm, as
less than one-fourth of the respondents gave an affirmative response
to this factor.

Credit and discount are very important in the decision of where
to do business. Over one-half of the respondents indicated that credit
and the various types of discounts were either very or moderately
important. The discounts for cash and carry purchases, volume pur-
chases, and cash payments are more important than the availability of
credit or an interest-free credit period.

Many practices, services, and other items do affect farmers'
decisions of where to do business. These include the personalities of
the manager and employees; neighbors' patronage of the firm; rumors
regarding the financial difficulty of a firm; size of the firm; con-
venience of the firm and the availability of credit and various dis-
counts. These all enter into the total decision making process and

are worthy of examination by agri-business firms.




CHAPTER IV
ATTITUDES TOWARD COOPERATIVES AND COOPERATIVE REFUNDS

Farmers in early stages of agricultural development found that
through cooperation it was possible to accomplish things otherwise dif-
ficult. The idea of self-help and mutual benefit can be seen behind
the cooperative movement.

A cooperative can be defined as "a business voluntarily owned
and controlled by its member-patrons and operated for them on a non-
profit or cost basis."1 Cooperatives, because of their organization,
are most successful when formed in response to a mutual interest or an
economic need. This common interest does serve as a motive for success.

The activities of cooperatives are varied ranging from marketing
farm products and supplying inputs for farm operations to the provision
of electrical power and telephone services, the granting of credit and

2 This chapter is concerned specifically

selling products at retail.
with farm supply and marketing cooperatives.

The purpose of a farm cooperative is to serve the farmer in the
best possible way and improve the economic well being of individual mem-

bers. The cooperative can try to increase the return from the sale of

farm produce, decrease the cost of inputs to the members or offer new

1Richard L. Kohls and W. David Downey, larketing of Agricultural
Products, 4th ed. (New York: Macnillan Publishing Co., Inc., 1972),
pPpP. 207-8.

2
Calvin A. Kent and Dale Bails, State Taxation of Cooperative
Enterprises, (Vermillion, S.D.: Business Research Bureau, 1970) p.l.
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or improved services to the members.3 A successful cooperative must
accomplish one or more of these three goals or it will not be offering
members anything different from the independent firms.

The structure of the cooperative is different from that of other
business organizations. The member-patrons are the owners of the com
pany and do have control over the firm through an elected board of
directors. The ownership of a cooperative is voluntary like that of
the corporate investors.

The principle used in cooperatives for control is '"one member-
one vote." The board of directors makes decisions regarding the opera-
tion of the firm. With many of the patrons also members there are some
advantages but also some limlitations. For example, it may be difficult
for the board of directors to make decisions which benefit the firm as

a whole but may hurt some of the members. The emphasis is on member-

ship control as compared to another corporation with many owners having
little or no influence on the decisions made and the corporation is an
autonomous entity unlike the cooperative.

The member-owners have limited liability like the investors of
other corporations. The firm also has the immortality enjoyed by cor-

porations unlike individual proprietorships and partnerships.

Cooperatives are non-profit commercial activities organized to
perform services and not to realize monetary gains as a separate legal

entity. To retain the non-profit status the cooperative must distribute

3Kohls and Downey, p. 219.




all net margins or savings to patrons after deductions for operation
and other lawful expenses.4 Without any profit retained by the firm
the cooperative is not taxed on profits from the operation.

The cooperative, because of the refunds paid, recognizes the
principle of proportionality, members share in the risks, financial
obligations and benefits in proportion to the use they make of their
organization. The returns or savings of the cooperative are distri-
buted to members in the form of patronage refunds in proportion to the
use they make of the association.5

Since a cooperative is non-profit, the margin is not taxed as
corporate income and the tax liability falls on the individual reci-
pients of the refunds. If equipment is needed the cooperative can de-
fer part of the refund. HlHowever, there are legal requirements on the
amount of the refund that the cooperative must pay in cash. The indi-
vidual recipient is liable for the income tax on the entire declared
refund. The member may actually have to pay out more money in tax than
received from the cooperative. For example, if the cooperative member
is in a 30 percent tax bracket and the cooperative only pays the re-
quired 20 percent of the earned refund in cash, then he would pay out

more in tax in that year than received in cash from the cooperative.

Thus the declaration of a refund may actually place a burden on the member.

This tax liability is a realistic problem for some cooperatives and some

4Martin A. Abrahamsen, Cooperative Business Enterprise, (lew
York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1976) pp. 3-5.

5

Abrahamsen, p. 5.
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cooperative members.

The structure and peculiarities of a cooperative lead to unique
and unusual problems. This chapter is devoted to some of these problems
and/or areas of concern regarding cooperatives. One of these problems
is related to the hired manager. Since the patrons are the owners of
the company some considerations must be made to them. Paying the man-
ager a large salary would appear to decrease the amount of potential
refund. The first section of this chapter deals with the above problem.
The results of the questions asked to determine the attitudes towards
patronizing cooperatives as compared to independents will also be
examined. The last part of the chapter is devoted to the farmers' atti-
tudes towards patronage refunds. The deferment of refunds, repayment of
deferred refunds, and the payment of interest on deferred refunds are

all examined in this chapter.

Payment of the Manager's Salary

The net profit or savings of a cooperative belongs to the pa-
trons and is distributed to them in the form of refunds based on pa-
tronage with the cooperative. Therefore, an increase in costs or
decrease in profits directly affects the patrons. One possible in-
crease in cost is the paying of a larger salary to keep a good manager.
In this survey an attempt was made to measure the attitudes of respon-
dents towards paying a good manager what it takes to keep him,

The question dealing with the payment of the manager on the
survey is: '"ARE YOU OF THE OPINION THAT A GOOD MANAGER WO CONSIS-

TENTLY IS ABLE TO SHOW SUBSTANTIAL PROFITS OR SAVINGS IS WORTH THE
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SALARY IT TAKES TO KEEP HIM?" The response shown in Table IV-1 indi-
catEs mn owveTrwhelming positive response. This was exprcted since
farmers are businesamen and, g3 such, a majority would be expected to
respond positively. PRespondents do indicate that it is important Eo
keep a good manager mven if it costs mora in salary.

TABLE IV-1., ARE YOU OF THE OPINION THAT A GOOD MANAGER WHO CONSIS~

TENTLY IS ABLE TO SHOW SUBSTANTIAL PROFIT OR SAVINGS IS
WORTH THE SALARY IT TAKES TO KEEP HIM?

P

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT
Yes 697 87.6
No 75 9.4
lo response e T = 3.0
TOTAL 796 100.0

Cooperatives Versus Independents

An gttempt was made to measure the mttitudes of the responddants
Eowards coopmratives because they are cooparatives. Also of interest
vas tha respondents' reactions to cooperatives because of the potential
refunds and the possible tax liability from deferred r2funds. Coopera-
tiwvas esan attract business with the poti#ntial refimd or discourage cus-
tomere bzcause of the possible tax liability of daferred refunds.

Thie first question asked to measure the attitudes of the farmers
towards cooperatives was: "ASSUMING A COOPERATIVE AND INDEPENDENT
OFFERED APPROXIMATELY THE SAME PRICE AND SERWVICE, WOULD YOU CHOOSE THE
‘ COOPERATIVE BECAUSE IT WAS A COOPERATIVE?" Table IV-2 contains the

| résults to this question, Ownr one-half cf the tespondents would mot
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shop at a given firm just because it was a cooperative.

TABLE IV-2. 1IF A COOPERATIVE AND AN INDEPENDENT OFFERED APPROXIMATELY
THE SAME PRICE AND SERVICE (EXCLUDING REFUNDS) WOULD YOU
CHOOSE THE COOPERATIVE BECAUSE IT WAS A COOPERATIVE?

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT
Yes 331 41.6
No 425 33.4
No response 40 5.0
TOTAL 796 100.0

The answers to the question indicate that cooperatives cannot
depend on loyalty alone to get farmer patronage. The response seems to
indicate that cooperatives must excell in service and/or price to
attract the majority of farm customers,

From the subdivision according to age it appears that the
younger respondents are not as loyal to the cooperatives as the older
groups (Appendix B). Only 35.7 percent of the under thirty-five age
group indicated they would choose the cooperative because it was one,
compared to 42.7 percent for the thirty-five to fifty-five age group
and 47.7 percent of the over fifty-five respondents. If this is true
of all farm people and continues then it would indicate a decreasing
loyalty from the farmers in the future.

On the basis of location, it seems that respondents in eastern
South Dakota would more likely shop at a cooperative because it was
one more than those in the western half of South Dakota or the respon-

dents from Montana.
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"IF A COOPERATIVE AND AN INDEPENDENT OFFERED APPROXIMATELY THE
SAME IN PRICE AND SERVICE WOULD YOU CHOOSE THE COOPERATIVE FOR THE
POTENTIAL REFUND?" The response to this question is shown in Table
IV-3. Slightly more respondents would go to the cooperative because of
the potential refund than would not. Evidently, the possibility of the
refund does have some influence on where farmers shop.
TABLE IV-3, IF A COOPERATIVE AND AN INDEPENDENT OFFERED APPROXIMATELY

THE SAME PRICE AND SERVICE (EXCLUDING REFUNDS) WOULD YOU
CHOOSE THE COOPERATIVE FOR THE POTENTIAL REFUND?

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT
Yes 387 48.6
No 371 46 .6
No response 38 4.8
TOTAL 796 100.0

The response to the question classified by age follows the trend
of the total group fairly closely. When divided by size the potential
refund appears to be less important to the groups with over $100,000 in
annual sales (37.0 percent), The $50-100,000 group had the largest per-
centage (57.9) responding that they would choose the cooperative because
of the potential refund. Division by location of the farm shows that
the potential refund is an attracting factor to the largest percentage
of northeastern South Dakota respondents (52.9). The Montana respon-

dents had the lowest percentage (32.5) answering they would choose the

cooperative for the potential refund. These results can be found in
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Appendix B.

When asked, IF A COOPERATIVE AND AN INDEPENDENT OFFERED APPROXI-
MATELY THE SAME PRICE AND SERVICE WOULD YOU CHOOSE THE INDEPENDENT
BECAUSE OF YOUR INCOME TAX LIABILITY ON THE COOPERATIVE'S DEFERRED
PATRONAGE REFUNDS?, only 20 percent said yes. The results are found
in Table IV-4., While about half of the respondents were influenced
positively by the refunds, only 20 percent indicated a negative effect
from the deferred refunds. The tax liability does not appear to have
a large negative influence towards the patronizing of cooperatives.

The response classified by age of the respondent, size of the
annual sales and location of the farm can be found in Appendix B.

The over 55 age group appears to be the least distracted by the
possible tax liability with 17.2 percent saying they would shop the in-
dependent because of the tax liability of deferred cooperative refunds.
Southeastern South Dakota had the largest percentage (23.8) indicating
they would shop the independent. The other areas all had percentages
under 20. When classified by size of the annual sales the tax liabil-
ity appears to be the most important to the respondents with under
$10,000 and over $100,000 in sales with 23.8 and 26.1, respectively,

indicating they would choose the independent for that reason.

Deferment of Refunds

Because of the organization of the cooperative the member pa-
trons share in the profits of the business. The net benefits and pro-
fits are divided among the members of the cooperative in proportion to

the amount of patronage and distributed in the form of patronage
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TABLE IV-4. IF A COOPERATIVE AND AN INDEPENDENT OFFERED APPROXIMATELY
THE SAME PRICE AND SERVICE (EXCLUDING REFUNDS) WOULD YOU
CHOOSE THE INDEPENDENT BECAUSE OF YOUR INCOME TAX LIABIL-
ITY ON THE COOPERATIVE'S DEFERRED PATRONAGE REFUNDS?

RESPONSE | NUMBER PERCENT®
Yes 159 20.0
No 572 71.9
No response | 65 8.2
TOTAL 796 100.0
| .

| 4The total may not equal 100 due to rounding.

refunds. Federal law states that 20 percent of the refund must be paid
in cash in the year declared. The remainder may be deferred if there
is a need for new equipment or improvements. The deferred refunds then
are distributed when the board of directors sees fit. There is no uni-
formity among cooperatives about when the balance of the refunds is
paid to the farm patrons. Distribution of deferred refunds may be when
| cooperatives have the money, when someone retires or moves away from
[ the community or is paid to the beneficiary or the estate.
The handling of the deferred refunds may be a controversial

topic to many farmers. Through the questionnaire an attempt was made
| to determine the opinion of the farm people regarding the deferment of 1
patronage refunds and altermatives for payment of the balance. The
alternatives presented were (1) repayment to the farmer at retirement
(age sixty-five) or (2) to a beneficiary or the estate. Both of these

alternatives were approached using the assumption that no interest




70

would be paid on the deferred amount and then, assuming that interest
would be paid.

The question concerning the deferment of loans was the first to
be approached. Generally, farmers being businessmen themselves and
wanting good service understand the need for business firms to buy
needed equipment. For cooperatives the money for the equipment must
come out of the money for patronage refunds. Therefore, it is some-
times necessary to defer part of the refunds. Most farmers are will-
ing to defer their refunds if a cooperative needs new equipment. The
results, as presented in Table IV-5, provide evidence that most of the
farmers can understand the need to buy equipment and are satisfied with
the situation,

TABLE IV-5., ARE YOU USUALLY SATISFIED TO DEFER PATRONAGE REFUNDS IF
THE COOPERATIVE BUYS NEEDED EQUIPMENT?

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT
Yes 595 74,7
No 177 2212
No response 24 35,0
TOTAL 796 100.02

aTotal may not equal 100 due to rounding.

The response was divided according to the age of the respondent,
size of operation and location of the farm. These tables can be found
in Appendix B. There was some variation between the groups in response

to this question. One difference in response of particular interest
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would be between the three age groups. The under thirty-five group
appears both less satisfied and more undecided about deferring refunds
to buy needed equipment than the over fifty-five age group. The
respondents between thirty-five and fifty-five are middle of the road
with their yes-no response somewhere between the two extreme groupings.
The Montana respondents were less satisfied with deferring refunds to

buy needed equipment than the South Dakota respondents.

Distribution of Deferred Refunds

Cooperatives can defer refunds to buy needed equipment. One
concern of many farmers is 'when" they will receive the deferred refund.
With prices and services similar to those of independents, the tax
liability for cooperative refunds would suggest that the handling of
deferred refunds is important. The questionnaire presented two dif-
ferent ways of handling the payment of the balance of the refunds. The
alternatives were (1) payment either to the beneficiary or estate or
(2) payment at the age of 65.

The first alternative method of handling deferred patronage re-
funds is to pay 20 percent in cash with the balance to be paid to a
beneficiary or the estate of the member. This same alternative except
with interest paid was also presented to the respondents. Response to
the alternatives without interest can be found in Table IV-6 , while
the response to the alternative with interest is found in Table IV-7.

Interest on the deferred refunds paid to beneficiaries appears
to increase the attractiveness of cooperative membership to the farm

patron or increases the number that are satisfied with this handling of
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the refunds. Even though an interest rate was not given, paying

interest does make the arrangement more acceptable. This can be noted
in the responses, as only 37.4 percent would be satisfied if no interest
was paid and 60.3 percent if interest was paid on the deferred amount,
TABLE IV-6. WOULD YOU BE SATISFIED AS A COOPERATIVE MEMBER IF 207% OF

YOUR REFUNDS WERE PAID IN CASH AND THE BALANCE TO YOUR
BENEFICIARY OR ESTATE?

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT

i Yes 298 37.4
No 448 56l 3

No response 50 6.3

TOTAL 796 100.0

TABLE IV-7. WOULD YOU BE SATISFIED AS A COOPERATIVE MEMBER IF 20% OF
YOUR REFUNDS WERE PAID IN CASH AND THE BALANCE TO YOUR
BENEFICIARY OR ESTATE IF INTEREST WAS PAID ON THE DE-
FERRED AMOUNT OF THE REFUNDS?

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT
Yes 480 60.3
No 241 30.3
No response i 75 9.4

TOTAL | 796 100.0

There are some variations in the response when grouped accord-
ing to characteristics. The response to these two questions classi-

fied by age of respondent, size of annual sales and location of the

. | o
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farm can be found in Appendix B, When the response is divided accord-
ing to the average annual sales of the respondent the group under
$10,000 had the largest positive response to both questions. When
asked if repayment of defexred loans to the beneficiary was satisfac-
tory 42.9 percent of the under $10,000 group answered yes compared to
66.7 percent if interest is paid on the deferred amount. The response
by the various age classifications follows the total response closely
for both questions.

As an alternative to having the payment of deferred refunds
made to a beneficiary or estate, the respondents were asked if they
would be satisfied if, at age 65, their refunds were paid back either
in full in one lump sum or in monthly installments. Again, the
respondents were asked if they would be satisfied with the above ar-
rangement if interest were paid on the deferred amount,

A summary of the response to these two questions can be found in
Tables IV-8 and IV-9., Approximately three-fourths of the respondents
sald they would be satisfied with the refunds paid at age sixty-five.
Slightly less, 72.5 percent, salid they would be satisfied with this
arrangement if interest were paid on the deferred amount. Some of the
respondents answered yes to the first question and then did not respond
to the second. This would possibly explain the variation in response
between the two questions since the number answering no remained fairly
constant.

Most of the respondents thought receiving the payment at retire-

ment age would be acceptable. This would be consistent with the
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TABLE IV-8. WOULD YOU BE SATISFIED AS A COOP MEMBER IF YOUR REFUNDS
WERE PAID BACK MONTHLY OR IN FULL AT AGE 65?

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT
Yes 599 75.3
No 141 17.7
No response 56 7.0
TOTAL 796 100.0

| Table IV-9. WOULD YOU BE SATISFIED AS A COOPERATIVE MEMBER IF YOUR
REFUNDS WERE PAID BACK MONTHLY OR IN FULL AT AGE 65 IF
INTEREST WAS PAID ON THE DEFERRED AMOUNT?

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT
Yes 577 72.5
No 140 17.6
No response 79 9.9
TOTAL _ 796 100.0

earlier comments written in by two of the respondents. In response to
the question asking if it would be satisfactory to pay the deferred
refunds to the beneficiary or estate, two respondents said they earned
the money and would like it themselves. The payment at age sixty-five
would then be more acceptable to those respondents.

The alternatives presented were, in the most part, satisfactory
to those responding to the survey. The alternative receiving the least
positive response was that of paying the deferred amount to the bene-

ficiary or estate. This may indicate the dissatisfaction with the
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present handling of deferred refunds by many cooperatives. Paying
interest on the deferred amount and then distributing the money to the
beneficiary or estate was more acceptable. The distribution of the
deferred refunds with or without interest to the producer at retirement,

age sixty-five, was satisfactory to almost three-fourths of the respon-

dents., |

The response to these questions should be of importance to the |
[ cooperatives and may give them some indication of what their patrons' i
attitudes are concerning deferred refunds. It is not possible to |
operate without deferring at least some of the refunds to buy needed
equipment and make improvements. Most of the respondents appear to
realize and accept this since almost three-fourths were willing to defer
refunds. Because it may be necessary to defer refunds it is important
that they be paid back in a manner which would be acceptable to the
farmer patromns.

If the customers are not happy with the cooperatives handling of
the deferred refunds, the cooperative may lose the farmer's patronage.
This is an area that deserves the attention of the cooperative's mana-

ger and the board of directors.,

Paying Interest on Deferred Refunds

Another question was asked regarding deferred refunds. The
question was: '"WOULD YOU BE SATISFIED AS A COOPERATIVE MEMBER IF
INTEREST WAS PAID ON ALL DEFERRED REFUNDS EVEN IF IT WOULD MEAN SMALLER
REFUNDS?" As seen in Table IV-10, 55.8 percent answered yes, 36.8 per-

cent said they would not be satisfied with this, while 7.4 percent did
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not respond to the question.,

If interest is paid on deferred refunds the current income of
the cooperative will be decreased and the current refunds would also
be smaller by the amount of interest. Interest paid on deferred re-
funds can be viewed as a premium on the refunds previously deferred or

the amount invested in the cooperative by the patrons. The addition of

this "premium" may be the reason for the positive response to the prac-
tice. Smaller refunds would be satisfactory to the respondents if

| interest were paid on the deferred refunds, as indicated by the 55 per-
i cent yes response.

TABLE IV-10., WOULD YOU BE SATISFIED AS A COOPERATIVE MEMBER IF

INTEREST WAS PAID ON ALL DEFERRED REFUNDS EVEN IF IT
WOULD MEAN SMALLER REFUNDS?

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT
Yes 444 55118
No 293 36.8
No response 59 7.4
TOTAL 796 100.0

It is interesting to note that no mention was made in the ques-
tion about the rate of interest that might be paid, nor were there any
qualifications in the answers regarding the rates. It may be impos-
sible for some cooperatives to pay interest on deferred refunds even if
the majority of the their patrons would like it. !Many cooperatives

operate on a very small margin, and also may have restrictions of
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various kinds conceming paying interest on refunds. However, it is
thought to be important to know peoples' attitudes towards interest on

refunds so new policies can be made or existing policies defended.

.Summagz

Cooperatives are appealing to many farm people. Overall, 41.6
percent of the respondents indicated they would choose a cooperative
because it is a cooperative. The potential refund is an appealing fac-
tor to about one-half of those responding while the liability of the
deferred refunds does not seem to detract from the cooperative.

The handling of the deferred refunds is important. Most of the
respondents can understand the need to defer refunds to buy needed
equipment and are satisfied with this. This would imply that they are
willing to forego a refund in order to receive better or more extensive

service. Once cooperatives have deferred the refunds the question of

repayment arises. Most of the respondents seem to be satisfied if the
refund is paid to the beneficiary or estate if interest is also paid.
The repayment of the refund at age sixty-five with or without interest

was acceptable to almost three-fourths of the producer respondents.
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CHAPTER V
ATTITUDES TOWARD TIHIE MARKETING AND PRICING OF GRAIN

This chapter contains an analysis of various aspects of grain
marketing. The three areas that will be covered are: reasons for
changing market outlets in the past, desirability of market advice and

the acceptability of possible pricing alternatives.

Reasons for Changing llarket Outlets

| Many reasons could prompt a farmer to switch market outlets.
Eight possible reasons were presented to the respondents asking them if
these had caused them to change outlets in the past. The eight reasons
presented were: (1) thought they were being cheated, (2) inadequate
testing equipment, (3) inefficient loading and unloading system, (4) not
enough premium for high quality, (5) too much discount for low quality,
(6) thought the company was not up-to-date on current market trends,
(7) indifferent attitude of management and employees and (8) because
the wife delivered grain.

Each of these possible reasons will be examined separately in
this section. The producers were given the possibility of a yes or no

response.

Farmers Thought They Were Being Cheated
The first section of the question was "HAVE YOU EVER CHANGED
MARKET OUTLETS FOR YOUR FARM PRODUCTS BLCAUSE YOU THOUGHT YOU WERE

BEING CHEATED?" About 50 percent of the 796 respondents answered yes
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to the question (Table V-1). Such a high percentage of "yes" responses
indicates that trust in management is very important.

TABLE V-1. HAVE YOU EVER CHANGED MARKET OUTLETS FOR YOUR FARM PRODUCTS
BECAUSE YOU THOUGHT YOU WERE BEING CHEATED?

R —

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT
Yes 398 50.0
No 364 45.7
No response 34 4.3
TOTAL 796 100.0

Inadequate Testing Equipment

Inadequate or inefficient equipment could be a reason for chang-
ing market outlets. Two questions included in the survey attempted to
determine if these were common reasons for changing outlets. The
first question dealing with inadequate testing equipment was '"HAVE YOU
EVER CHANGED MARKET OUTLETS FOR YOUR FARM PRODUCTS BLCAUSLC OF INADE-
QUATE TESTING EQUIPMENT?" Approximately 27.5 percent of the respon-
dents indicated they had changed market outlets for this reason (Table
V-2). Since one-quarter of the farmers had changed outlets because
of inadequate equipment it would appear that the quality of the testing
equipment that a firm has is important to the farmer producer. There-

fore, this should be a consideration for any firm buying farm produce.

Inefficient Loading and Unloading Equipment

The second question dealing with equipment is '"HAVE YOU EVER

CHANGED MARKET OUTLETS FOR YOUR FARM PRODUCTS BECAUSL OF AN INEFFICILHT




B 0 e

80

LOADING AND UNLOADING SYSTEM?" About one-fourth of the respondents

indicated that they had changed outlets because of the loading and un-

loading system (Table V-3).

TABLE V-2. HAVE YOU EVER CHANGED MARKET OUTLETS FOR YOUR FARM PRO-

DUCTS BECAUSE OF INADEQUATE TESTING EQUIPMENT (PROTEIN,
MOISTURE, ETC.)?

RESPONSE NUMBLR PERCLT
Yes 219 27.5
No 544 68.3
No response 33 4,1
TOTAL 796 100.02
—_— =

aTotal may not equal 100 due to rounding.

TABLE V-3, HAVE YOU EVER CHANGED MARKET OUTLETS FOR YOUR FARM PRO-
DUCTS BECAUSE OF INEFFICIENT LOADING AND UNLOADING SYSTE!M?

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCECNT
Yes 197 24,7
No 564 70.9
No response | 35 4,4
TOTAL 796 100.0

Although only about one-fourth of the respondents indicated
that these were reasons for changing outlets it may be important for
the companies to look at their equipment. If the equipment is ineffi-

cient or inadequate farmers may be getting less than desired service
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and spend more time than necessary. Farmers concerned with profit
maximization cannot afford the cost of extra time, especially during
rush seasons. Once again, good service is important to the customer.
Any variations in the response to the above questions when
classified by age, size of operation, and location of the farm can be

found in Appendix B,

Too Much Discount or Too Little Premium

Pricing can be a sensitive area, especially with current market
trends. A farmer may feel that he is not getting enough for his grain
either because there was too much discount for low quality or not
enough premium for high quality., The farmer respondents were asked if
they had changed market outlets because of these reasons. Almost 40
percent (Table V-4) answered that they had changed outlets because of
too much discount and 47.4 percent (Table V-5) indicated they had
changed outlets dvue to a lack of premium for high quality grain. Of
the 377 respondents answering yes to the first question, 239 also
answered yes to the second question. What appears to be an inconsis-
tency may not necessarily be so., A farmer may have changed outlets
because the discount on some grains appeared to be too high while there
was also a lack of premium for grain that was of high quality.

The dissatisfaction with pricing policies of the marketing firms
may also be seen in the response to the question asking if their mar-

keting companies were up on the current market trends.
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TABLE V-4. HAVE YOU EVER CHANGED MARKET OUTLETS FOR YOUR FARM PRO-
i DUCTS BECAUSE OF NOT ENOUGH PREMIUM FOR HIGH QUALITY?

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT
Yes 377 47.4
No 331 47.9
No response 38 4.8
TOTAL 796 100.0?

|

3rotal may not equal 100 due to rounding.

—

_—

TABLE V-5. HAVE YOU EVER CHANGED MARKET OUTLETS FOR YOUR FARM PRO-
| DUCTS BECAUSE OF TOO MUCH DISCOUNT FOR LOW QUALITY?

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT
Yes 318 39.9
No 439 55.2
No response 39 4.9
TOTAL 790 100.0

found in Table V-6,

is not up-to-date on current trends,

said this had been a reason for changing firms when asked:

COMPANY WAS NOT UP-TO-DATE ON CURRENT MARKET TRENDS?"

The

Market Outlet Not Up on Current lMarket Trends

Another reason for changing market outlets is that the outlet

82

Over one-fourth of the respondents
"ILAVE YOU
EVER CHANGED MARKET OUTLETS FOR YOUR FARM PRODUCTS BECAUSLE YOU FELT THE

results are




TABLE V-6, HAVE YOU EVER CHANGED MARKET OUTLETS FOR YOUR FARM PRO-
DUCTS BECAUSE YOU FELT THE COMPANY WAS NOT UP-TO-DATE
ON CURRENT MARKET TRENDS?

RESPONSE | NUMBER PERCENT
Yes : 229 28.8
No 526 66.1
No response = 41 2
TOTAL 796 100.02

a
Total may not equal 100 due to rounding.

Indifferent Attitude of Management and Employees

Once again, the respondents indicated that the management and
employees can affect a farm producer's decision of where to do busi-
ness. Poor or indifferent attitudes of the management and employees
could prompt a farmer to change market outlets. The 796 respondents
were asked: HAVE YOU EVER CHANGED MARKET OUTLETS FOR YOUR FARM PRODUCTS
BECAUSE OF INDIFFERENT ATTITUDE OF MANAGEMENT AND EMPLOYEES?" Approxi-
mately 56.0 percent said they had changed outlets for this reason
(Table V-=7). 1In Chapter III the effect of the management and employ-
ees on farmers in choosing a firm was examined. As noted earlier, the
personalities of the manager and the employees are important in the
decision of who gets a farmer's business. The response to this question
would indicate the effect that the attitudes of the manager and employ-
ees can have not only in the initial selection of a firm, but also in
the decision of whether or not to continue to patronize a firm.

When the response was divided according to age of the




r——

84

TABLE V-7. [IAVE YOU EVER CHANGED MARKET OUTLETS FOR YOUR FARM PRO-
l DUCTS BECAUSE OF INDIFFERENT ATTITUDES OF MANAGEMENT
AND EMPLOYEES?

‘ RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT

| Yes ' 446 56.0

I No 314 39.4
No response 36 4,5
TOTAL 796 100.02

aTotal may not equal 100 dve to rounding.

respondent, size of sales and location of the firm some differences in
response can be found. The most prominent variation is in the division
by size of sales. The over $100,000 group and the $50-100,000 group
had the largest percentages responding affirmatively with 63.9 and

57.9, respectively.

TABLE V-8. HAVE YOU EVER CHANGED MARKET OUTLETS FOR YOUR FARM PRO-
DUCTS BECAUSE YOUR WIFE DELIVERED THE GRAIN?

RESPONSE ' NUMBER PERCENT
Yes 19 2.4
No 71 89.3
No response 66 8.3
TOTAL 796 100.0

i o L e e R

Wife Delivered Grain

The results of the question asking: HAVE YOU EVER CHANGED MARKET

i
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OUTLETS FOR YOUR FARM PRODUCTS BECAUSE YOUR WIFE DELIVERED GRAIN?,

can be found in Table V-8, Only 2.4 percent of the respondents had
changed their market outlets for this reason. A few respondents did
qualify their answer indicating that their wives delivering grain caused

them to change outlets due to the equipment or employees. The 2.4 per-

cent does not appear to be a significant number of persons who changed

market outlets for this reason.

Alternatives in Pricing

| The unpredictability of commodity prices prompted the suggestion
of two pricing alternatives. The first possibility was for an average
annual price for grain each year. The second alternative was for a
guaranteed price above the cost of production. The response to these
is examined to determine if responding farm people would be willing to

accept a pricing alternative,

Average Annual Price for Grain

The results to the question "WOULD YOU BE WILLING TO TAKE THE
AVERAGE ANNUAL PRICE FOR YOUR GRAIN EACH YEAR?" are found in Table V-9,
Only 31.4 percent of the respondents said they would be willing to take
an average annual price. Less than one-third indicated they would be
willing to take this price. From this response it is evident that the
average annual price is not acceptable to most of the respondents. The
risk involved may be almost as great as taking the market price at the
time of the sale. The average annual price would not guarantee that
the farmers would make a profit or even that they would be able to

cover expenses,
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TABLE V-9, WOULD YOU BE WILLING TO TAKE THE AVERAGE ANNUAL PRICE
FOR YOUR GRAIN EACH YEAR?

F_RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT
| Yes 250 31.4
| No 498 62.6
No response N 48 6.0
TOTAL 796 100.0

i

‘ There are some variations in the response when divided by age

of respondent and average size of sales. The respondents over the age

| of fifty-five (Appendix B) appear to be a little more willing to accept
an average price than the other subdivisions by age. Of the five
groupings according to the size of annual sales the lowest income

group (Under $10,000) is more willing to accept the average annual
price than the other groups. Approximately 42.9 percent of the under

$10,000 group answered yes to the above question (Appendix B). This is

the largest percentage of any group. In the $10-25,000 subdivision
36.2 percent indicated that they would be willing to take this price.
The three upper income divisions were fairly consistent in the percen-
tage answering yes to the question. This would imply that the lower
income groups would be more willing to take the average annual price

for grain. This may be an attempt to obtain some security or stability.

Guaranteed Price Above the Cost of Production
Another alternative of guaranteed pricing was presented to elim

inate the risk that is present even with average annual pricing. Table
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V-10 contains the results to the question, "WOULD YOU BE WILLING TO
FOREGO THE CHANGE FOR WINDFALL PROFITS ON GRAIN IF YOU COULD BE GUARAN-
TEED A PRICE ABOVE THE COST OF PRODUCTION?" The possibilities for
answering were most of the time, half of the time and hardly ever.
Approximately, 52.9 percent of the respondents answered that they would

be willing to accept this price most of the time while those answering

. with a response of half of the time included 24.9 percent.

TABLE V-10. WOULD YOU BE WILLING TO FOREGO TIIE CHANCE FOR WINDFALL
PROFITS IF YOU COULD BE GUARANTEED A PRICE ABOVE THE
| COST OF PRODUCTION?

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT
Most of the time 421 52.9
Half of the time 198 24,9
Hardly ever 130 16.3
No response 47 5.9
TOTAL 796 100.0

|

T e e e —— s ——

The guaranteed price above the cost of production would elimi-

nate some uncertainty because the producer would know that the costs

would be covered. Some risk would be eliminated by this guaranteed
price, which is probably the reason why a majority of the respondents

said they would be willing to forego windfall profits in favor of this

alternative most of the time.
Once again, a larger percentage of the over fifty-five age group

had indicated that they would be willing to accept the guaranteed price
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most of the time, than was true for the other two age groups (Appendix
B)e The response to this question is favorable in each of the cate-
gories. Over 50 percent of each of the income groups indicated that
this arrangement would be acceptable to them most of the time. The
results classified according to the size and location of the farm can
be found in Appendix B.

The average annual pricing is acceptable to less than one-third
of the respondents while the guaranteed price above the cost of produc-
tion is attractive to a majority. This may be due to the uncertainty
of covering costs with the average price whereas the guaranteed pricing
would eliminate some of the uncertainty. The guaranteed price would be

a viable alternative from a farmer's viewpoint.

Market Advice

The complexity and uncertainty of the commodity markets in-
creases the need for up-to-date accurate information about the current
markets and trends. Without all the relevent information the best
decision may not be made. Two possible ways to deal with this lack of
market information would be to let someone else make the marketing
decisions or receive advice from local marketing companies. The re-
pondents were asked about their attitudes concerning the two alterna-
tives and were also asked if they presently subscribed to a market
advice service. Assuming that a market advice service was reliable,
the respondents were asked how much they would pay for advice. These
questions are the topic of this section.

Having someone else make the marketing decisions may appear to
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be easy but it is not necessarily desirable. The respondents were
very definite in their answer to the question asking them if they
would like to have someone else make their marketing decisions for

them, as 82.7 percent answered no. The results are found in Table V-11.

An overwhelming majority of the farm people think that having someone
else make their decision is undesirable or unacceptable.

There are some variations in the response when divided accord-
ing to age of respondent, size of average annual sales and location of
the farm.

When classified by age of the respondent, 17.7 percent of the
35-55 age group answered yes compared to 6.7 percent of the under 35
age group. The Montana group had the lowest percentage (10.0) of the
groups classified by location answering yes.

TABLE V-11. WOULD YOU LIKE TO HAVE SOMEONE MAKE YOUR MARKETING DECI-
SIONS FOR YOU?

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT
Yes 108 13.6
No 658 82.7
No response 30 3.8
TOTAL 796 100.02

- =

#rotal may not equal 100 due to rounding

Even though the respondents do not want to have anyone make
their decisions for them, they appear willing to accept advice before

for making the decisions. A majority of the producers said they would
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like local marketing companies to recommend strategies about such
things as when to sell. Approximately 62.7 percent answered affimma-

tively to the question, ''DO YOU WANT YOUR LOCAL MARKETING COMPANIES

TO RECOMMEND STRATEGIES (TIME TO SELL, ETC.) TO YOU?" The results for

this question are in Table ¥-=12,

TABLE V-12. DO YOU WANT YOUR LOCAL MARKETING COMPANIES TO RECOMMEND
STRATEGIES (TIME TO SELL, ETC.) TO YOU?

\ RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT
Yes . 499 62.7
No 262 32.9
No response 35 4.4
TOTAL 796 100.0
|

The respondents divided according to the characteristics of age,
size of operation, and location of the farm can be found in Appendix B.
The youngest respondents (under 35) had the largest affirmative response
to the recommendation of marketing strategies with 65.5 percent.
Respondents from northwestern South Dakota had the largest percentage

(75.4) of the groups classified by location wanting strategies recom—

mended. When divided by average sales the two largest income groups
had the highest percentage with 65.0 percent for the $50-100,000 group

and 63.8 percent for the over $100,000 group.

As a whole, the idea of recommending strategies is generally de-
sirable. The producers make their own decisions, but may have more in-

sight into the total situation if they got someone else's opinion. The
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respondents appear to want to maintain control of the important deci-

sions.

With the complexity ©f the markets and its many facets that may
be involved, a market advice service may be desirable. The market ex-
perts could recommend strategies and maybe give insight on how the mar-
kets behave. Presently there are several market advice services avail-
able to farmers. A total of 29.0 percent of the farm people responding

to the questionnaire said they subscribe to one or more of these. The

results to this question can be found in Table V-13,

TABLE V-13. DO YOU NOW SUBSCRIBE TO A MARKET ADVICE SERVICE?

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT
Yes 231 29.0
No 548 68.8
No response 17 Pyl
TOTAL 796 100.02

e _ye e ——

3Total may not equal 100 due to rounding

Market advice services are available for a price and more could be
made available. The amount that an individual would pay annually for
such a service is the subject of one of the questions. '"'HOW MUCH WOULD
YOU PAY ANNUALLY FOR RELIABLE MARKET ADVICE, INCLUDING MARKET ALERTS FOR
POSSIBLE CHANGES AND CURRENT PRICE INFLUENCING NEVS?'" The results to
this question can be found in Table V-14.

When the respondents were willing to pay for a market advice
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service the greatest percentage (21.4) would pay $100. A total of 62.7
percent of the respondents indicated they would be willing to pay for
| reliable advice. Some of the respondents underlined reliable emphasi-

zing that assumption. This may be an indication of the lack of trust

in the reliability of market advice.

TABLE V-14. 1IOW MUCH WOULD YOU BE WILLING TO PAY ANNUALLY FOR RELIABLE
MARKET ADVICE, INCLUDING MARKET ALERTS FOR POSSIBLE CHANGES

AND CURRENT PRICE INFLUENCING NEWS?

RESPONSE s NUMBER PERCENT

$ O 225 28.3
25 134 17.0

50 109 13.6
100 170 21.4
300 50 613
500 27 3.4
750 0 0.0
1000 8 1.0
No response 73 9.0
TOTAL ! 796 100.0

f

Many of the respondents would like to have local companies re-
commend marketing strategies and most are willing to pay a specified
amount for such advice. This response indicates a desire to receive

advice from outside sources even for a price.
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§umma£x
Producers change market outlets for many reasons. Past experi-

ences and causes for patronizing a new firm give an indication of what

the farm respondents are seeking in a grain marketing firm. A majority

of the respondents that had changed outlets did so because they thought

they were cheated or the management and employees had an indifferent
attitude toward the customer.

Grain marketing has an element of risk., Two altematives in
| pricing were presented to the respondents. The majority of farmers
appeared to favor a guaranteed price abowve cost while only about a
third of the respondents would be willing to take an average annual
price. The guaranteed price would reduce risk more than the average
price.

The farm respondents indicated a desire for more information in
the ranking of future services in Chapter II. This same idea seems to

reappear when a majority of the respondents said they would like their

local marketing firms to recommend strategies and many indicated they

| would be willing to pay for advice.




CIIAPTER VI

SUIMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION FOR FURTHER STUDY

The results of this survey may be used as a guideline and serve

to suggest possible changes that could be made by agri-business firms,
Business firms must consider their own operation individually rather
than adopting a new policy or service because it received a high rating
from the respondents. It is intended that the results of this study
will help firms evaluate their business in light of what farmers indi-
cated was important to them on the questionnaire.

The study reveals that several factors were of significant im-
portance to customers' decisions. The most important was quality of
products which received the highest ranking. Competitive prices for
both inputs and outputs were also very important to the respondents.
They also stressed service, quality and promptness, as well as various

individual services.

| A very limited amount of formal research has been done regard-
ing what farmers are seeking from the agri-business firms. Realizing
the limitations of this project a recommendation must be made for fur-
ther study of the subject. The limited amount known about the attitudes
and needs of farmers is not adequate for agri-business firms to deter-
mine exactly what farmers need or want. Therefore, inadvertantly firms
may not be serving farmers the way they fully intend to do.

One area is cooperatives and their handling of refunds. Coop-

peratives in the past and present hold an important position among farm
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supply and grain marketing firms. However, if cooperatives can no
longer depend on loyalty alone then it is necessary to attract farmers
in other ways. Feasible %jays of becoming more competitive for farmer
patronage would be worth further research.

Grain marketing is an important concern to most farmers, espe-
cially when prices are low. While average annual pricing received limi-
ted support, a guaranteed price above the cost of production received a
favorable response. This would seem to indicate that farmers may be
willing to forego some windfall profits if there was some way to reduce
the risk and cover the cost of production.

Farmers are also interested in information which would assist
them in decisions concerning their business operation. This informa-
tion can take the form of a daily broadcast of markets, a specialist
in the relevent areas, or a market advice service. The feasibility of
a market advice service either by local marketing firms or by an indi-
vidual company could warrent further study.

Little formal research has been done on what farmers want or
need from agri-business firms. The potential for research in this area
is virtually unlimited. Along with trying to determine what farmers
want, research is also possible to determine what cooperatives can do
to increase the attraction for farmers. There are also many possibili-

ties for the marketing of grain and the availability of market advice.
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What Factors Determine Where You Make Your Farm Supply
Purchases and Farm Product Marketing?

ALL INFORMATION GIVEN WILL BE TREATED COXFIDENTIALLY, AND
YOUR ANSWERS WILLL NOT BE USED TH A WAY THAT WILL IDENTIFY
YOU OR YOUR RELATICNSHIP TO ANY BUSIKESS.

Section A

Please rank these factors as to their importance in determining who gets
your farm supply busincess, i.e., fertilizer, ag chemicals, feed, seed,
etc., (excluding machinery) and where you market your farm products.

Mark a (1) for those you consider very important

Mark a (2) for those of moderate jmgggrnncc"16_§ou

Mark a (3) for those you fecel are slightlv important

fark a (0) for those which are of no importance to you

a competitive prices

b quality of procducts

c quality of service

d. promptness of service

e sales representative calls at your place

f on farm service

8 availability of specialized or technical services (fertilizer
spreading, soil testing, wced spraying, etc.)

h. wusually have on hand what you want (large inventory)

i. availability of credit

j interest free credit time period

k. cash and carry discounts

1. discount for volume purchases

m. discount for cash payments

n. f{ree delivery service

o convenience of location

P becausc business is in county seat town

q because the business is a cooperative

r. becausc the business is not a cooperative

s

t

u

v

becausc the business haudles coop products
community activity of management and employees
personality of manager

personality of employces

trust in managcement aud emplovees

x. staff is source of dependable advice

y. handles nationally acvertised products

z. local advertising of business

aa. business opens ecarly time ( )

bb. busincss opens late time ( )

cc. business accomodating during rush farming seasons
dd. Dbusiness is open _ __ ecvenings a weck

ee. business is open on Sunday

ff. emergency service available

€5

hb.

Wt

i3.

kla.

11.

AN AN AN A AN A AN NA AN A A A A AP A NA AN AN AN
R N W A S B A W T L W S S S g
=
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Plcase check one of the following. Space is provided after each answer to
add comments if you wish.

28

4.

10.

13L5

1824

If two businesses offered approximately the same service, price and products
but one had new, modern, pleasant looking facilities while the other had
old, poor appearing facilities, would you tend to do business with the

nicer appearing place of business? ( ) Yes ( ) No

Does the management's political activity influence where you do business?

( ) Considerable ( ) Sowme ( ) None ( ) Negatively

Does the management's regular participation in religious activities influence
where you do business? ( ) Considerable ( ) Some ( ) None
( ) Negatively

Would the knowledge that the management never participated in any religious
activity affect your desire to do business with that firm?
( ) Considerable ( ) Some ( ) None ( ) Negatively

Does sponsorship of or participation in sports activities influence who
gets your business? [ ) Considerable ( ) Some ( ) None
( ) Negatively

Does the impression that a business is very prosperous influence you to do
your business with that company? ( ) Considerable ( ) Some
( ) None ( ) Negatively

If you heard a rumor that a place where you do business 'is having great
financial difficulty, what influence would that have on you?

( ) Makec me more loyal { ) Make me look to other places of business
(%) No-affiect"atiall

Does the impression that many people in your area do business at a certain
place influence you to do business there? ( ) Considerable { ) Some
( ) None ( ) Negatively

Do you give a company your farm supply business because it also does your
marketing or vice-versa? ( ) Yes ( 1 No

Do you buy any of your farm supply or crop production products direct
from a wholesaler? ( ) Yes ( ) ko
If yes, approximately what percent? _ ey

Are you a dealer for any farm supply or crop production products?
) G (@ W NS




13.

14.

15.

4,
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Do you tend to favor a sm

all personal busincss to a large business place?
( ) Yes ( ) No

Do you believe in order to remain competitive farm supply sand marketing

concerns must become larger, and with an increased trade territory?
¢ ) Yes () %o

Do you usually check prices at more than one place before you sell grain?
( ) Yes @ D™ Ro
Before you by farm supplies? ({ ) Yes ( ) No

SECTION B DEALS MOSTLY WITH YOUR ATTITUDE ABOUT COOPERATIVES.
WE ASK YOU 70 ANSWER THE QUESTIONS WHETHER OR NOT YOU ARE A
REGCULAR COOPERATIVE PATRORN.

Are you of the opinion that a good manager who consistently is able to show

substantial profits or savings is worth the salary it takes to keep him?
( ) Yes @& )" No

If a cooperative and an independent offered approximately the same price
and service (excluding refunds)

a. Would you choose the cooperative because it is a cooperative?
( ) Yes ( ) No
b. Would you choose the cooperative for the potential refund?
(.. s ( ) No
c. Would you choose the independent because of your income tax liability

on the cooperatives deferred patronage refund?
( ) Yes ( ) No

Are you usually satisfied to defer patronage refunds if the cooperative
buys needed equipment or facilities? ( ) Yes ( ) No

Would you be satisfied as a coop member if:

a. 20 percent of your refunds were paid in cash and the balance to your
beneficiary or estate? () Yes ( ) Ko

b. Would this arrangement be satisfactory if interest was paid on the
deferred amount of refunds? ( ) Yes ( ) No

Would you be satisfied as a cooperative member:
a. If your refunds were paid back monthly or in full at age 65?
( ) Yes ( ) #Ho

b. Would this arrangement be satisfactory if interest was paid on the
deferred amount of refunds? ( ) Yes ( ) Bo

Would you be satisfied as a cooperative mewber if interest was paid on all
deferred refunds even when it would mean smaller refunds?

( ) Yes ¢ ) Ko
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Section C

SECTION C RELATES TO YOUR ATTITUDLS OF MARKETING AND PRICING
GRAIN

1. Do you fecel you know how your local elevator manager arrives at the price
he quotes you for your grade of grain? ( ) Yes ( ) BHo

2. Have you ever changed market outlets for your farm products because:

( ) Yes ( ) No - You thought you were being cheated?
( ) Yes ( ) No - 0f inadequate testing equipment (protein, moisture, etc.)?
f ) Yes ( ) No - Of incfficient loading and unloading system?
( ) Yes ( ) No - Indifferent attitude of management or employees?
( ) Yes ( ) No - Of not enough premium for high quality?
( ) Yes ( ) No - Too much discount for low quality?
| ( ) Yes ( ) No - You felt the company was not up to date on current

market trends?
( ) Yes ( ) No - Because your wife delivered the grain? If yes, for
what specific reason?

3. Would you be willing to take the annual average price for your grain each
year? ( ) Yes ( ) No

4. How often would you contract to sell your grain ahead of harvest if it
weren't for the fear of being short of crop at delivery?
( ) Most of the time ( ) Half of the time ( ) Hardly ever

5. Do you enjoy speculating on the price of your grain as compared to I
contracting or hedging? ( ) Yes @ ) ®™No ( ) Sometimes

6. Would you like to have scmeone make your marketing decisions for you?
{ ) [es ( ) No

7. Do you want your local marketing companies to recommend strategies
(time to sell, etc.) to you? ( ) Yes GiDl . NG

8. How much would you be willing to pay annuallx for reliable market advice,
including market alerts for possible changes, and current price in-
fluencing news?

Cmip O ( } S$300
(CRIRs25'% ( $500
€ D) #s50% ( $750
(D851 00. @ J& 515000
9. Do you now subscribe to a market advice service? ( ) Yes ( ) No
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WLy

12.

13.

5

103

Do you feel you understand what grain or livestock futures represent in

local prices to you?

@) Yes ( ) No - Grain futures

(1) =X { )L No =Tivestockries

Have you traded in futures? ( Ye's ( ) No
If yes, was it to ( ) Speculate ( ) Hedge

What portion of the time do you specculate as compared to hedging your
Grain: ( ) Most of the time ( ) Half the time ( ) Hardly

ever
Livestock: ( ) Most of the time ( ) Half the time ( ) Hardly ever

Would you be willing to forego the chance for windfall profits on grain if

you could be guaranteed a price above the cost of production?
( ) Most of the time ( ) Half the time ( ) Hardly ever

Section D

SECTION D RELATES TO HOW YOU RAMK IN IMPORTA%CE VARIOUS SERVICES
THAT MIGHT BE OFFERED BY YOUR FARM SUPPLY AND ¥MARKETING FIRM OF
THE FUTURE.

As in Section A
Mark a (1) for those you consider very important
Mark a (2) for these of moderate importance to you
Mark a (3) for those you feel are slightly importaat
Mark a (0) for those which are of no importance to you

keeping your farm records

income tax service

hot linc for instant news to farmers
daily radio broadcast of markets
transmit market news through C.B. radios
weekly company newsletter

annual company sponsored social event
crop planning for your farm

=
VU~ UL™>WN M-

. off-farm storage for most of areas grain

11. complete one stop service for farm supply and marketing
12. sell and service machinery

sell and service cars and trucks

14. sell groceries

15. sell clothing

16. airplane spraying

17. crop spraying (ground vechicle)

18. veterinary scrvice

J9. rendering service

20. banking and lending scrvice

21. complete farm managpement scrvice

22. grain and livestock futures brokerage service
23. mwarket advice service

24, television auction for marketing animals

25. offer annual average price for grains

AN AN A A AAAAAAAA A A A AN\ A~
N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N
—

w

specialist in all areas (i.e., fertilizer, insecticides, feeds, etc.)
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26. fencing service
27. irrigation and water systems scrvice
28. wanagement service for rural water systems

59- a method of paying farmers for storing grain until its nceded
0.

Bk
32,
SISk
34.
35.
36.
378
38.
89k
40.

Major enterprises of the farm you opecrate
(Those that contribute at least 25 percent to the gross income of the farm)
corn and sorghums =
wheat and small grains
0il seeds - flax, sunflowers, soybeans
cow calf operation
cattle feeding
feeder pigs
hog feeding
dairy
other - specify

AN AN AAAAAAAAA

Average size of total annual farm sales (last 4 years)

up to $10,000
$10 - $25,000
$25 - $50,000
$50 - $100, 000
Over $100,000

AN AN

Arca of Residence

( ) SE% of South Dakota

( ) NE% of South Dakota

( ) Nwk of South Dakota

( ) Swk of South Dakota
Your Age
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TABLE B-1la.,
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MANAGEMENT'S POLITICAL ACTIVITY AS Al INFLUENCE 0l \HERE FARMERS DO

BUSTHESS: BY AGL OF THE RESPONDENT.
U'ndec 35 {_.‘;S-.;S— —EAse T hi | Total
Response Ko. Percent | tlo. Percent ~Tlio. Percent llo. Percent
Considerable 5 2 19 Shill 13 7.5 38 4,8
Soma 59 26.5 108 29.0 51 29198 227 28.5
None 149 66.5 | 216 58.1 93 53.4 470 5940
hegatively 1C 4.5 24 6.5 13 7/55) 49 6.2
No Response 1 .4 5 1,9 4 258 12 =)
‘Total 224 100.0 ' 372 100.0 174 100.0 796 100.0

TABLE B-1b,

BY STIZE OF AVERAGE ANNUAL SALES.

'llnrler 10 ,000] 10-25,000 | 25-50,000 T’:‘O‘l(l(z,‘(\“l) Over 100,000 Ill'otal
Response | lio. Percent I!.o. Percent| llo. Percent | .o, Percent | Ho. Percent [iio. Percent

| |
Considerable 3 7.1 10 7 ol 13 6.2 6 245 h 253 38 4,3
Some 8 19.0 42 29.8 53 -« 25ka 70 29.2 43 36.8 |227 28.5
NHone 26 61.9 76 53.9 131  62.4 149 (L8t 76 55.1 470 59.0
Negatively 5 BIR9 12 3.5 9 4.3 N2 5.0 3 518 49 6.2
No Kespouse 0 020 4Ll LW 4 1130) 3 1.3 2 1.4 12 1.5

. il |

Tectal 42 100.0 141 160.0 210 100.0 ||21»0 00.0 138 100.0 796 100.0
TABLLE B-1lc. BY LOCATION OF THIL FARIIUCGC OPERATION,

: SE Y of Si)j NE % eof Si) 'r"”” e of SN TSU sy vontana Total
Respouse | To. Percent 0. Percent| ho. Percent | wo. Percent | Lo. Fercent| o, P2arcent
Considerable 11 4.3 l 18 4.3 4 7.0 4 6.1 0 0.0 33 4.8
Some 69 27.0 16 25.%7, 15 21658 20 30.3 27 67.5 227 23.5
Mone 158 61.7 230 61.5 32 560.1 39 5881 9 2205 470 59.0
Negatively 1) 6.6 Z1 3.6 5 3.8 3 4.5 3 7.5 49 6.2
No Response 1 0.4 | 9 20 1 1.8 0 0.0 1 2.5, 12 1Re5)

1
Total 256 100.0 374 100.0 57 100.0 66 100.0 40 100.0 796 100.0
| |

Note: Totals may not equal 100 due to rounding.
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TARAGEINT' S RELIGIOUS ACTIVITICS AS Al INFLULNCE OX WILERE FARMERS DO
BY ACL OF THE RISPONDENT.

b }}'nd_r_:r 35 = 3b=55 Gveri55=—S1 Total

Response No, Percent No. Perceunt lio. Yercent iho. Fercent

Considerable 11 4.9 32 8.6 19 10.9 65 3.2

Soma 49 21.9 135 36.3 55 31.6 248 31.2 .

None 153 €3.3 184 49.5 91 52.3 441 55.4

|

Negatively 11 4,9 17 4.6 7 4.0 36 4.5

No Response 0 0.0 | 4 gLet 2 131 6 0.8

Total ' 224 100.0 372 100.0 174 100.0 796 100.0
TABLE B-=2b., BY SIZE OF AVLERAGL ANIUAIL SALES,

—— e —— -y a
| Under 10,000(10-25,000__ | 25-50,000 | 50-100,000 | Over 100,000|Total
Response lio. Percent rEB. Percent | No. Percent | Ho. Perceut | No. Percent |llo. Percent
- - T e - = LR
Considerable 3) 7.1 12 3.5 17 8.1 16 6.7 15 10.9 65 8.2
Soma 7 16.7 42 2943 71 33.8 81 33.8 41 29.7 |248 31572
None 29 69.0 79 56.0 114 54.3 132 55.0 7 53.6 441 55.4
|
legatively 3 Fc, 1L 8 5.7 6 208 10 4.2 7 5.1 36 4,5
Ho Rasponsge 0O 0.0 | 0o 0.0 2 Do 1 0.4 1 0.7 6 0.3
Total 42 100.0 141 100.0 |210 100.0 240 100.0 138 100.0 796 100.0
TABLE B-=2c., BY LOCATION OF TIII FAPXIUG OPERATION
. S— — S—— -
SE ¥ of SD | NE !¢ of SN [1W ! of SN | S ' of S$H | lMontana Total
Response | o, Percent| ko. Percent |HNo. Petrcent) lio. Percent| llo., Percent| No. Percent
Considerable | 26  10.2 32 3.6 | 3 5.3 2 3.0 2 5.0 65 8.2
Some 38 34.4 117 31.3 13- 7R3 15 2850/ 14 35.0 | 248 31,2
lone 9. | 50.44FR03y 55.6 36 63.2 44 066.7 2200 5500 441 55,4
Negatively 12 4.7 Lk 12 320 *S 3.3 5 7.6 2 5.0 36 4.5
No Response 1 0.4 5 1.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 6 0.8
Total 256 100.0 | 374 100.0 57 100.0 66 100.0 40 100.0 | 796 100.0
(R a1, 3 ==

liote: Totals may not equal 100 due to rounding.
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TABLE B-3a., MANAGEMENT'S LACH OF PARTICIPATION IN RELICIOUS ACTIVITIES AS AW
INFLULHCE ON WHERE THE RCSPONDENTS DO BUSINESS: BY AGE OF
RESPONDENT,
Under 35 :__ 35:55 | over 55 Total

Response 1 _210, Pe rcen_c 5 lic. Percent | lo. Percent No. Percent

Considerable | 5 2.2 33 8.9 20 11.5 62 7.8

Scme €0 26.8 162 43,5 72 41.4 303 38.1

None I 139 62.1 147 39155 72 41.4 370 46.5

Negatively . 20 8.9 27 7.3 3 4.6 56 7.0

No Respouse I O} 0.0 3 0.8 2% vl 5 0.6

Total 224 100.0 372 100.0 174 100.0 796 100.0
TABLE B-3b. BY SIUL OF AVERAGE ANNUAL SALES.

| under 10,000] 10-25 000 25-50,000 | 50-100,000 {ovar 100',‘000 Total

Response - o. Percent |Lo. Yercent [lo. Percent {lio. Fercent |iio. Percent [No. Peccent
Considerable | 3 7.1 18 12.8 12 5.7 14 5) 5K 12 8.7 62 7.8
Scme ! 11 26.2 4y 34.83 98 46.7 39 37.1 43 34,8 303 38.1
None 24 57.1 65 46,1 89  42.4 120 50.0 61 44,2 370  46.5
Llegatively | 4 9¢a 9 6.4 9, 4.3 16 6] 17 12703 56 7.0
No Response l (V) 0.0 4] =0 42—kl 1 0.4 0 (e Y(C) s 0.6
Total i 42 10C.0 141 100.0 | 219 100,V 240 100.0 133 100.0 796 100.0

TABLE B-3c. BY LOCATIONl OF THE FARM,

SE % of SD_|NE Y% of Sy fww!; of sh_|su % of 57 _lluTt:mn Total
Response Jlo. lercent |lo. Percent |io. Percent [iiw. Percent | Lo. Percent | o, Percent
Considerable | 26 16.2 238 7.5 5 8.8 53 4.5 0 0.0 62 7.8
Some 105 41.0 155 41.4 14 24,6 17  25.8 11 27,5 303  38.1
None 110 43.0 159 42,2 32 S6R 43 65.2 25 62.5 370  46.5
Legatively | 14 SES 29 7.8 6 10.5 3 4.5 b 10.0 56 7.0
No Response l: 1 0.4 4 150 ‘_0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 0.5
Total 256 100.0 |374 100.0 57 100.0 66 100.0 40 100.0 | 796 100.0

liote: Totals may not cqual 10U due to rounding.
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o ) eI L]
TABLE B-4a. biA;lA.CI?F[uT.fI S §1*qusoxzsulr OR PARTICIPATION Il SPORILS ACTIVITIES AS IT
INFLUENCES WHERE PARMERS DO DUSINESS: BY AGE.

ftinanr 25 — - T g5 w5

Response al | | lo. - Percent | Ho, Percent b l_?‘llfLs‘gerccnt _;Eg.hﬂ Percent
Considerable 0 0.0 5 %3 4 2,3 9 ) ()1
Some 39 17.4 70 18.8 36 20,7 151 19,0
None 169 75.4 269 72 8 123 70.7 578 72.6
Negatively 14 6.3 | 25 6.7 9 5ia2 51 6.4
No Response 2 0.9 | 3 0.8 2 L] 7 0.9
Total J 224 100.0 I 372 100.0 174 100.0 796 100.0

TABLE B-4b. BY SIZE OF AVERAGE ANNUAL SALES.

" tnder 10,000 [10-25.000 | 25-50,000 _ | 50-100,000 | over 100,000 Toral
Regponse No. Percent |No. P‘er::f.n.t lio. Percent | No. Percent| lio. Percent | No. Peccent
Considerable 2 4.8 2 1.4 3 1.4 0 0.0 1 0.7 9 1.1
Sorma 6 14.3 33 23.4 39 18.6 45 18.8 25 18.1 | 151 19.0
None 31  73.8 | 92 65,2 154 | 73,3 Ji83 7613 102 73,9 | 578 72.6
Negatively 3 7.1 IJ 14 9.9 11 Sio 10 4,2 10 7.2 51 6.4
No Response 0 0.0 9 G.0 S IS —t2 0.8 0 0.0 7 029
Total 42 100.0 141 100.0 210 100.0 240 100.0 138 100.0 796 100.0

TABLE B-4c, BY LOCATION OF THE FARM.

-Sl-: I o_f“sp [ w3 of SD ! W' of SD | SU Y of SD_| Moutana Total
Response No. Percent | No. Percent | NHo. Percent | Ho. Percent | lo. Percent | No. Percent
Considerable 4 1.6 2 C.5 0 0.0 3 4,5 0 0.0 9 L5
Soma 49 19.1 71  20.6 8 14.0 13 19.7 h 10.0 151 18.0
None 179 69.9 271 %205 45 78.9 46 69.7 36 90.0 578 72.6
Negatively 22 8.6 20 5.3 4 7.0 3 4.5 0 0.0 Shl 6.4
No Respomnse | 2 0.8 4 1.1 0 0.0 1 1.5 0 0.0 7 0.9
Total 256 100.0 374 100.0 57 100.0 66 100.0 40 100.0 796 100.0
i 1

Note: Totals may not equal 100 dua to rowmding.




TABLL: B=5a. THE I!PORTANCE OF TUL IWANAGER'S PLRSOUALITY AS IT AFFUCTS THE DETER-
MINATION OF VHERL TO DO BUSIWESS: BY ACL OF THE RIISPONDENT.
Under 35 [ 3555 5 "] Jgverassew o 1 iTaran

Response tio. Pf!:CO"lt =1 lo. Percent ko, Percent Ko. Perceat

Very

Laoportant 72 32.1 177 47.6 87 50.0 345 43.3

Moderate

Lmportance 110 4941 146 39.2 | 59 33.9 | 325 40.8

Slighely:

Importrnt 32 14,3 41 11.0 16 9.2 93 11.7

No Importance 7 SN 6 1.6 6 3.4 19 2.4

No Response 3 1.3 | 2 0.5 6 Bu. 53| el 1.8

Total 224 100.0 I 372 100.0 I 174 100.0 796 100.0

1 —
TABLE B-5b,. BY SIZE OF FAR,
LE“"‘" 10,000 [10-25,G00 i25=-50,000 | 50-100,000 Over 100,000 |Total
Rasponse No. Perceant |No. Percentc [ ii0. Percent |No. Percent |To. Percent |~0. Percent.
Very
Important 24 57.1 66 6.3 94 44,8 94 39.2 55 39.9 345 43.3
Modecrate
Importance 15 35.7 53 37.0 86 41.0 102 h2.5 59 42,3 325 40.8
Slightly
Liportant 1 2.4 14 9.9 29, IOES 36 15.0 18 13.0 93 11.7
No r ,
Ioportancs Q 3.0 7 5.0 € 2.9 2 9.8 4 1.9 19 2,%
Yo Response 3 4,8 1 (11522 2 Ao 6 2,5 1 2 1.4 14 1.3
42 100.0 141 100.0 210 160.0 |240 100.0 | 138 100.0C 796 109.0
‘fIABLE B-5c. BY LOCATION OF TI!E FAR,
= . ; = =T |
SE X of SD '_m: !, of SD_ (¥4 % of sn,__[su ) of SD_ |tontana | Total

Pesponse No. Parcent llo. Percent |lo. Percent jlo. Percent |lo. Perceat | llo. Percaut
Very
Important 110 43.0 169 45,2 3% 63.2 23 3.8 6 15.0 345 43.3
Moderate
lmportance 105 41.0 148 .4 £2,5 21701 25 53.0 29 57.5 325 40.8
Slightly
Important 33 12,9 39 10.4 6 10.5 7 10.6 8 20.0 93 11.7
No
liportanca 7 2.7 9 2.4 1 1.8 1 1.5 1 2195 19 2.4
No Rasponse 1 0.4 9 _7.4 2= IS II0 0.0 __ 2 5.0 14 1.8
Total 256 100.0 374 100.0 | 57 100.0 : 66 100.0 40 100.0 796 100.0
Note: Total may not equal 100 due to rounding.
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TABLE B~6a.

DECIS10:4S OF WHERE TO SHOP:

—.r_l:'}} der 35

BY AGE OF RLSPONDENT.

THE IMPORTANCL OF THE EMPLOYECDS® PERSONALITIES AS MIEY INFLUENCE FARMERS'

B 35=55" o N | drer 55 | Total
Rosponse | Wo. Pcrce.n: Ho. Pcrcen:—r 0. Vl‘ercentw_‘l_ No. _I‘—ei'ce_n.t?
Very Important I &S 29.0 161 43.3 82 47.1 318 39.9
loderate
Iuportance | 116 51.8 158 42.5 64 36.8 347 43.6
Slightly
Liportant 33 14.7 | 47 12.6 19 10.9 103 12.9
No Importance 7 s 1.3 5 1.7 15 1.9
No Respouse 3 1.3 | 1 0.3 6 3.4 13 1.6
Total 224 100.0 372 100.0 174 100.0 756 100.0
TABLE B-6b. BY SIZE OF AVERACE ANNUAL SALES.
I — I S - .
| under 10,000 10-25,000 25-50,000 50-100,000 Ow:r 100,000|fotal
| 2 — r 2 - —— —
Response I N_o_. Pefccnz [No. Percent | lNo. I’ercen_t Wo. Percent | iio. Perccni No. Percent
Very | |
Important 24  57.1 | 64 45,4 87 41.4 82 34.2 47 34.1 318 39.9
Moderate
Inportance | 12 28.6 58 411 92 43.8 |113 47.1 63 45,7 [347 43,6
Slightly |
Iuportant 4 9.5 14 9.9 | 23 11.0 39 16.3 22 15.9 103 12.9
e | I
Importance 0 0.C 4 2.8 ' 6 2.9 1 0.4 4 2.9 15 1.9
Yo Response | 2 4.8 1 0.7 il | 2 1.0 5 2% ML) iy 1.4 13 1.6
Total 42 100.0 [141 100.0 | 210 100.6 |240 100.0 | 133 1C9.0 796 100.0
I b  £5
TABLE B-6c. BY LOCATIOI! OF FARM.
5t % of 50 | L' of 5D | % of SD_| SU ' of SD | ontana Total
Response To. Percent jlio. Percent |Ho. l‘crcr'.m:]t 0. Percent| Ho. Parceunt| iio. Percent
Very
Ipportant 93 38.3 158  42.2 37 64,9 21 31.8 2 5.0 318 39.9
Moderate
Luportance 111 43,4 160 42,8 11 19.3 39 59.1 25 62.5 347 43.6
Slightly |
Iuportant 40 15.6 42 11.2 6 10.3 5 1.6 10 25.0 103 12.9
No
Importance 6 2.3 6 1.6 1 1.8 1 1.5 1 2.5 15 1.9
No Response 1 0.4 3 2] S o2e ) 0 0.0 | 2 5.0 13 1.6
Total 256 100.0 374 100.0 57 100.0 66 100.0 l 70 100.0 796 100.0
| T i
liote: Totals may not cqual 100 due to rounding.




112

TABLE B~7a. THL INFLUENCE OF NEIQIZORS' PATRONAGE AS IT INFLUENCES A FARMER TO DO
BUSINESS THERC ALSO: BY AGE OF RESPONDENT.
L. Under 35 35-55 Ovar 55 Total

Response | Ho. Percent | No. Percent lio. Percent _l:o. _.Fe rcent

Considerable 15 6.7 28 7.5 21 12.1 65 8.2

Soma 122 54.5 195 52.h 78 44.8 410 51.5

Nona 82 36.6 133 35.8 69 391% 294 36.9

Kegatively 4 1.8 14 3.8 5 2.9 23 2.9

No Rasponse 1 O.AI_ | 2 0.5 1 0.6 4 0.5

Total 224 100.0 372 100.0 174 100.0 796 100.0
TABLE B-7b. BY STZE OF AVERAGE ANNUAL SALES.

Under 10,000- 10I-I2‘i,_0-og 25-50,000 -sg_flbio_qo_ i&k}f_{%ooo Total

Response No. Percent |lo, Percent |No. Percent | No, Perceut | No, Percent |No., Percant
Considerable 4 9.5 17 12.1 19 9.0 15 6.3 l' 10 7.2 65 8.2
Some 19 45,2 68 48.2 106  49.5 1281 I 5853 79 57.2 |j410 S1.5
None 18 42.9 50 35.5 85  40.5 8  35.8 46 33.3 [294 36.9
Negatively 1 2.4 6 4.3 2 1.0 9 3.8 2 1.4 23 2.9
No Response 0 0.0 | O 0.6 0 0.0 | 1 0.4 1 0.7 4 0.5
Total 42 100.0 141 100,0 210 100.0 240 100,0 133 100.0 796 100.0
TABLE B-7c. 3BY LOCATION OF THE FARM.
[ | SE ! of SD_|NE Y% of SD i.l\‘lv'_’_a..g__f_SD_L-i‘rT_f_"-;..:’zf SD_ | Montana Total
Responsa No. Percent |Ho. Percent | No. Perceant |lio. Percent | No. Percent | No. Percent
R e 1
comaldevabla | 190 7.4 | 34 9:1 | 7 o123 |2 | ose ] & s RS
Soma 135 52.7 |18 50.5 | 26 45.6 32 48.5 26 65.0 |[410 51.5
None 9 36.7 |139 37.2 22 . 38.6 29, , 148.9 9" . 22501 29499361, 9
Negatively 8 3.1 9 2.4 2 3.5 3 4.5 1 2195 23 2.9
No Response 0 0.0 3 0.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 255 4 0.5
Total 256 100.0 |374 100.0 57 100.0 66 100.0 40 100.0 [796 100.0
Note:

Totals may not equal 100 due to rounding.




TABLE B-8a. :;lil: ]ENFLI{EI{CI‘.V QF A RUMOR CONCERNING TIE FINAICIAL UIFFICULTY OF A PLACE
‘RE THE FARIER CURRLNTLY DOES BUSINESS: LY AGE OF RESPONDENT.
e L
| ‘l,nder 3= = [ 35-55 = eSS T Total
Response 1 o, I’e_rccnt 1:Ho. Eercent™ —==o% Cercent o, Percent
Make me rore |
loyal 42 16.5 86 285101 54 31.0 191 24,0
Mnke me look to
other places of
busineas 72 28.3 129 34.7 | 62 35.6 269 33.8
|
No effect at allj 100 39.4 133 35.8 49 28.2 292 3.7
No response BT 3.9 _| 24 6, I P T 10 44 5.5
Total 254 100.0 | 3722 100.0 | 124 100,0 796 100.0
TABLE B-8b. BY SIZE OF AVERAGE ANNUAL SALES.
1 - o — P
LUnder 10,000 [10-25,000 25-50,000 50-100,009 Over 100,000|Total
Response No, Perceat |io. Percent [ilo. Percent |[!o. Percent |ilo. Percent [lio. Parcent
Make me more
loyal 11 26,2 48 34.0 43 21.4 56 23.3 26 18.8 191 24.0
Make ma lock
to other
places of
business 16 38.1 40 28.¢ il 33.8 83 34.6 50 36,2 269 33.8
No effect. at
all 13 31.0 49 34,8 8s 40.5 84 53.0 58 38.4 292 36.7
Ho response 2 4,8 4 2.8 ) 4.3 17 7.1 9 6.5 44 5.5
Total 42 100.0 141 100.0 21¢ 100.0 240 1G0.0 133 100.0 796 100.0
TABLE B-8c. BY LOCATION OF THE FARM.
St !z of SD [NE ) of SD WV % of SD S l; of SN lfontana Total
Respouse No. Percent |Mo. Percent |lio. Percent [ilo. Percent |No. Percent |No. Perceat
Make ma more
loyal 60 23.4 87 23.3 | i6 28.0 14 21.2 13 32.5 191 24,0
Make mo look
to othar
places of
business 79 30.9 137 36.6 18 31.6 21 31.8 13 32.5 269 33.8
No cffect at
all 96 37.5 132 35.3 22 38.6 28 42.4 13 32.5 292 36.7
No response 21 8.2 18 4.8 1 1.8 3 4.5 I 1 2.5 | _hb6 5.5
Total 256 100.0 374 100.0 57 100.0 66 100.0 40 100.0 796 100.0
Note: Totals may not equal 100 due to rounding.
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TABLE B-9a. THE PREFERENCE OF A SMALL PERSONAL BUSINKESS TO A LARGE BUSINESS PLACE:
BY AGE OF RESPONDENT,
| indaris h } 35=55 .;:r 55 Total

Rasponse +— _N& Percent Ho. Percent Ho. Percent No. Percent

Yes 150 67.0 I 251 67.5 113 64.9 528 66.3

No 58 30.4 I 113 30. 4 50 28.7 240 30.2

No Respomnse B D5 8 2,2 11 6.3 28 3.5

Total 224 100.0 l 372 100.0 174 100.0 796 100.0

= i |

i TABLE B~-9b, BY SIZE OF AVERAGE ANNUAL SALES.
_L‘ndero_,o_o_b_ 10:25,-000 25—5(},200_[_5_0-10C,09()_ | over 100,000 [Total
Response No. Percent |No. Percent |No. Perceat | No. Porcent | No. Perceut [No. Percent
Yas 33 78.6 100 70.9 144 68,6 1483 61.7 846 60.9 (528 66.3
No 9 21.4 38 27.0 | 57" © 27l 83  34.6 48 34.3 1240 30,2
No Response [ 0 0.0 3 el | 9 434 Wi =g 3.8 6 4.3 28 3.5
Total 42 100.C |1l41 100.0 |210 100.0 | 240 100.0 138 100.0 |[796 100.0
TABLE B-9ce. BY LOCATIGH OF TUE FARt,
] SE Y% of SD | NZ )% of SD_:_:-:J ! of SD | 8Y !} of SD ! foatana Total

Response No., Parcent | no. Percent | lo. Percent | No. Percent [No. Fercent| No. Percaat
Yes 168 65.6 [249 66.6 49 70.2 45 68.2 23 © 157.5 [ 528" 663
No 78  30.5 BI2" 219219 17 29.8 19 28.3 14 35,0 | 240 30,2
No Response 10 39 13 3585 0 50—} 12 3.0 3 728! 28 3.5
Total 256 100.0 374 100.C 57 100.0 | 66 100.0 40 100.0 | 796 100.0 I
Nota: Totals may not equal 100 due to rounding,
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TABLE B-10a. THE RESPOMDENTS' REACTION TO THL NICESSITY FOR FARM SUPPLY AND MARKET-
ING FIRMS TO BECOME LARGER TO REMAIN COMPETITIVE: BY AGE OF RESPONDENT.

| Under 35 | -35-55 Over 55 Total
Response Ne. Percent I. No. -f-“e‘rcent F_xio. Percent | No. Percent
Yes 89 39,7 158 42.5 73 42,0 333 41.8
No 130 58.0 203 54,6 91 52.3 435 54,6
Ho Response | 5 2.2 11 e[l e ) O 28 3.5
Total 224 100.0 372 100.0 174 100.0 796 100.0

TABLE B—~-10b. BY SIZE OF AVERAGE ANNUAL SALES,

Under 10,000] 10-25,000 | 25-50,000 | 50-100,000 | Over 100,000 Total
Respouse No. Percent | No, Pe tcemuﬂ.o. Perceat B-ol. Iercent| No. Percent |No. Pavrcent
Yes 20 47.6 51 36.2 | 86 41.0 92 38.3 74 53.6 333 41.8
No 21 50.0 83 58.9 | 119 56.7 126 56.7 64 46,4 435 54,6
No Rasponsae 1 R 33) 7 S .0z 5 254 12 5.0 0 0'=0 28 3.5
Total 42 100.0 141 100.0 | 210 100.0 240 100.0 133 100.0 796 100.0

TABLL B~10ce BY LOCATIUW OF THE FARM,

SE i of SD_|NE k of SN | AW ) of SN [ SN 4 of SD ;—o;\;ana_ | Total
Response No. Percent | No. Percent | Nio. Percent | lo. Percent |jo. Percent | No. Perceat
Yes 112 43.8 148  39.6 23 40.4 26 39.4 289580 SIS 333  41.8
No 132 51.6 |213 57,0 32 56.1 | 40 60.6 16 40.0 | 435 54.6
No Response 12 4.7 13 3,08 2 3459 _Q 0.0 1 2.5 28 3.5
Total 256 100,9 374 100.0 57 100.0 66 100.0 40 100.0 796 100.0

Note: Totals may not equal iC0 dus to rounding.
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TABLE B-1la. THE IMPORTANCE CONVENYSNC. OF LOCATION HAS IN SELECTION OF A
BUSENESS ¥IiM: BY AGE OF 1HE RESPOWDENT.
B _ 35-55 =N Bugr=ss Total

Responge - ' o, Percent Pcrcent lo. Porcent %o. Perceat

Very important 74 33.0 155 41,7 69 39.7 N6 38.4

Yoderata

Impertance | 98 3.8 24 38.7 69 39.7 318 39.9

Slightly

Iuwportant 41 J 59 15.9 25 14.4 131 16.5

No Imrportance 8 3.6 10 2,7 7 4.0 25 )3

No Response L8 i.3 4 18l 4 2::3 15 2.0

Total 224 180 .& 372 100.0 174 1C0.0 1 756 100.0
TABLE B-11b, BY SIZE OF =CE ANNUAL SALES.,

- . 7 - — e ——— 4 e~
| Under 10,003 }2¢-27,000 25-50,0C0 | 50-100,0¢0 | over 103,020 iTotal |

Rasponse B a2r.ent [lim. Per enr ) .o. rercent | No. Perce:nt | No, Perceat [No. Parcent
L == = hkl = (3 = i Lomm— - S ESTEESCE R e —————
Very | |
Izportant 16 38. 69 3.9 83 29.5 87 3.3 40 29.0 306 38.4
‘Moderate |
Irzportance 16 13.1 51 | 83 .3 97 40,4 65 27.1 318 39.9
Slightly I
Important 7 316.7 17 12.1 | 39 18.6 35 15.0 27 13 i3 16.5
No
Isportsnce 1 2.4 | 2 ) 4 1.9 14 3.1 3 1.3 25 3.1 5
No Response | 2 . I RS I = 205 ° 2.5 1 1.3 | Kl 2.9
Total 42 100,0 141 100.0 210 193.0 240 1090.D 133 1f9.9d 796 1GJ.0

TAELE B-1lc. BY LOCATION OF TI'E FARv,

|_ss 3 of SD_ I M Y of ED !k of 5D | S\ Y of SD || Montna _ljg,;al

Response Na. Percent J No. Percent Perce=*t | No. I'ercent | No. Perce~t | “o. Percent

Very |

Irmportant 96 37.5 151 ! 21 49,1 22 L )s)o8) 8 230 X6 38.4

lModerate |

Irportance 107 (I | | iy ¥l 17 29.8 28 42.4 19 47.5 318 39.9
|

S1i ghtly

Important 42 16.4 57 1592 7/ 12 .98 14 21.2 11 27.5 131 16.5

Eo

Irportance 11 A2 | 9 2.4 3 - Ssg8 2 3.0 0 0.0 | 25 81

No Response ! 0 0.0 L1 2.9 2 3.5 0 0.0 2 5.0 15 2.0

Total 256 100.0 374 170.0 57 1M0.0 66 100.0 &0 129,90 754 100.0

fNote: Totals way not wqual 100 dus to rulhding.
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TABLE B-1i2a. T|E USE OF ONE FIRM FOR MARKETING AND THE PURCHASE OF FARM SUPPLIES:
BY AGE OF RELSPONDENT.

| Under 35 | 35-55 | _over s5 | Total
Rasponse & Percent !“3. —Pe_rccmt = lo. Pcercent Ho. Percent
Yes 45 20.1 83 PR3 53 30.5 188 23.6
No 175 78.1 283 76,1 | 118 67.8 595 74,7
No Response | b Y 1.6 =3 1.7 13 1.6
Total 224 100.0 I 372 100.0 174 100.0 796 100.0

TABLE B~12b. BY SIZE OF AVERAGE ANNUAL SALES

— e —— s

ey T | 1
Under 10,000 |10-25,000 |25-50,000 | 50-100.009 ]Over 100,000 | Total

Ragponse No. Percent |No. Percent |lo. Percent iﬂo. Percent | No, Percent |No. Percent
S | NS T
|
Yes 10 288 39 27.7 I 54 25.7 55 22.9 24 17.4 188 23.6
| |
No 29 69.0 102 1213 |154 73.3 181 75.4 113 81.9 595 4.7
No Reasponse 3 ¢/~ l 0 0.0 I 2 1.0 4 L) 1 _1__0‘.7 19 1.6
Total 42 100.0 !141 100.3 210 100.0 240 1¢0.0 138 100.0 796 100.0

TABLE B~12c, BY LOCATION OF THE FARM,

= >

SE 4 of_Sl)— :_I-I‘-‘z of SD T_m:_{; of SD | SV Y% of SD_| Montzona  Total
Response No. Percent | No. Percent | lio. Percent | No. Percent | lo. Parcent | Mo. Percent
Yes 52 20,3 | 101 27.0 15 26.3 11 16.7 7 1.75 1 188 23.6
No 200 78,1 | 265 70.9 42  73.7 55 83.3 32 80.0 |595 74.7
No Response 4 1.6 8 2581 0 0.0 0 0.0 i 2.5 15} 1.6
Total 256 100.0 374 100.0 57 100.0 66 100.0 40 100.0 796 100.0

Note: Totals may not equal 100 due to rounding.




TABLE B-13a,

TIE IMPORTANCE OF THL AVAILABILITY oF cruipIT:

BY AGE OF RESPONDENTS.

i - = — —
i cindec 33 — La-o5 R Over 55 | _Torar
sponse Ho.  Percent tlo, DPercent No. Fercent lo. Percent
Very Lmportant 89 39.7 105 282 &7 27.0 250 31.4
1
Moderate
LIrportance 68 30.4 105 28,2 38 21.8 216 27.1
Slightly
Important 46 20,5 34 22,6 34 19.5 168 21,1
No Importance 18 8.0 75 20,2 47 27.0 145 18.2
|
No Response 2] 1.3 3 0.3 8 4.6 17 2.1
Total 224 100.0 372 100.0 174 100.0 | 796 100.0

TABLE B-13b. BY SIZE OF AVERAGE ANNUAL SALES.

P ——

der 10,000,10-25,000

1 T
| tm 25-50,000 $0-100,000 |Over 100,000|Total
Response lo. Percent |lio., Percent ':;o. Percent |lo. Percent |[Ho. Percent |lNo. Parcent
Very |
Ioportant 15 35.7 50 35.5 73 34.8 69 28.8 | 34 24.6 250 31.4
loderata
Importance -9 21.4 | 45 3159 47 22.4 73 3.4 35 25.4 216 27.1
Slighely | |
Important 8 19.C0 ‘ 22 15.6 54 25.7 49 20.4 33  23.9 168 21.1
No I
Importance 6 14.3 2.3 16.3 33 15.7 44 18.3 33 23.9 lth 18.2
|
No kesponoa 4 95531 Y 0.7 3 1.4 S 221 3 251 17 2.1
| i |
fotal ! 42 luu,0 lel luueu 2lv lw,.v 20u  luu,u 130 luv.v i?vu luu,.u
TABDLE B-13c. BY LCCATION CF TIHE FARM,
I 'se % of s lur of s [ ' of sD 18U % of SD | Montana | Toral
Response No. Percent I io. Percont | lio. Percent | Ko. Percent | llo. Percent | No. Percent
Very
Icportant 69 27.0 120 32,1 26 45.6 23 34.9 10 25.0 250 31.4
Moderate
Iuwportance 66 25.8 108 28.9 10 175 7 25.8 15 37.5 216 27.1
Slightly
Important 70 27.3 70 18.7 7 12,3 13 19.7 7 17.5 168 21.1
tlo
Linpo ctance 48 18.8 66 17.6 12 21.1 13 19.7 6 15.0 145 18.2
No Rasponse 3 ) 10 72 s 2D 0—__0:0 -f.2 12 5.0 17 2,1
Total 256 100,0 | 374 100.0 $7 100.0 66 100.0 40 100.0 796 100.0
e i

lote: Totals may not aqual 100 dua to rounding.
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TABLE B-1l4a.

THE IMPORTANCE OF AN INTEREST-FWEE CREDIT TIIE PERIOD:

RESPONDENTS . T
j Und 35
Rosponse :I_ No'e-%rc‘e“t —:Z:_Ss—lre-rcenr." __3‘;_‘:“ Sf"(:rcent I ;_l;z't_ﬁl Percent
Vary Important 79 35,3 126 33.9 47 27.0 260 32.7
Moderate :
Importance 72 52,1 108 29.3 41 23.6 230 28.9
Slighcly
Important 50 21278 73 19.6 24 13.8 149 18.7
No Importance 13 8.5 59 15.9 56 39 .2 139 17.5
No Response b P S L1 B B L3 | 6 3.4 15 2.3
Total 224 100.0 372 100.0 174 100.0 796 100.0
. —— d =

TABLE B-14b.

BY SIZE OF AVERAGE ANIlIAl. SALES.

| Under 10,000 /10-25,000 25-50,000 50-100,000 Lgv_e_;_lOQ__,_OO_O Total
Response No. Percent |[No. Fercent | Mo. Percent | No. Percent | ko. Percent | No. Perceat
Very
Important 15 35.7 55 39.0 68 32.4 72 30.3 39 23.3 260 32.17
Moderate
Importance 10 23.8 I 37 26.2 60 28.6 79 33.2 36 26.1 230 28.9
Slightly I
Important 8 19.0 25 17.7 42  20.0 4l 17.2 32 23.2 149 18.7
o
Importance 7 16.7 23 16.3 36 17.1 | 40 16.8 28  20.3 139 17.5
i
No Raesponsa 2 6.8 20 0.7 4 1.9 6 2521 3 2.2 13 2,3
Total | 62 100.0 {161 1c0.0 210 100.0 238 100.0 138 100.0 796 100.0
b4 I = l
TABLE B-l4c. BY IOCATION OF FARM.
15E % of sD_ !;r Iz cof s_u_j W ¢ of °D Tsu s ot sq_[ Moneana Total -
Response No. rercent |No. lercent |ilo. Percent j ilo. Percent ! lio. Peccent |No. Percent
a . x
Very | |
Luportant 87 34.0 123 32.9 22 38.6 18 27.3 9 22.5 260 32.7
Moderate
Importance 66 25.8 116 31.0 0 17.5 i3  27.3 19 47.5 230 28.9
S1ightly |
Important 52 20.3 64 17.4 10 17.5 15 22,7 | 8 20.0 149 13.7
No
Importance 49 19.1 61 16.3 13 22.8 13 19.7 2 5.0 139 17.5
o Response 2 0.8 | 10 2.7 2 3.5 2 3.0 2 5.0 18 2.3
[
Total 256 100.0 374 100.0 57 100.0 66 100.0 40 100.0 796 100.0
Note: Totals may Not equal 100 dua to rounding.




TABLE B-15a.

THE I!MPORTANCE OF A CASH AND CARRY DISCOUNT:

BY AGE OF RESPONDENTS.

i _Undar 35 I_'iﬁ_-fé I Ovar 55 { Total
H_aipff‘f: ko. Percent No, Percent lio. Perccent REN Percent
Very Important | 73 2.6 | 159 62.7 81 46,8 324 40,7
Moderate
Importance 99 44,2 132 35.5 55 31.6 291 36.6
Slightly
Igportant 32 17.4 54 14,5 13 )ob) 109 13.7
|
No Importance 8 3.6 | 25 6.7 19 10.9 55 6.9
No Raasponse S i z 0.5 6 | Bk 17 2.1
Total 224 106.0 372 100.0 174 100.0 796 100.0
TABLE B-15b. BY SIZE OF AVERAGE ANNUAL SALES,
i L e e -
[Under 10,0¢0{10-25,000 | 25-50.000 | 50-100,000 ! Over 100,000] Total _
Responsa ho. Percent |[No. Percent | Lio. Perceat | Ro. Pezcent T lo. Marcent |iid. Percent
Very I | |
Importent 23 54.8 | 64 45,4 89 42.4 82 34,7 51 37.0 324 40,7
Moderata | | I
Ioportance 11 26.2 44 1 | 79 37.6 100 42.4 51 37.0 291 36.6
Slightly |
Igportant 5 11.9 22 15.56 21 11.0 35 14.8 20 17.4 | 109 13.7
lio I I
Importance 0 0.0 10 7.1 i6 7.6 16 6.8 10 1.2 55 6.9
No Rmsponse I 3 7.1 L= I0R7 I18 3 1.4 3 1.3 2 1.4 17 2,1
Total 42 100.0 Il’ul 100.0 | 210 100.0 236 1€0.0 133 100.0 796 100.0
|
TABLE B-15c. BY LOCATION OF THE FARM.
r—— : OF €0 | IE 1 of SD | Wi % of 50 |5 2 SO | Moatana | Total
Reoponae Parceat | No. Percent i lo. rercent, io. Cercenc] Ho. Terceit) io. kerceat
e 324
Lportant 124 48,4 144 38.5 21 36.8 25 37.9 9 22.5 40.7
Moderate
Inportance 86 33.6 136 36.4 18 31.6 30 45.4 20 50.0 291 36.6
Slightly
Important 32 L2 54 14.4 8 14.0 3 12831, 7 17.5 109 13.7
|
ie seofll 555 [6HS
Inportance 13 Sit 30 8.0 8 14.0 % 3.0 2 . S
|
No Response ! a.4l] 10 2 oil. 2 3.5 ] 1.5 2 5.0 17 2.3
Total 256 100.0 374 100.0 57 100.0 66 100.0 40 100.0 796 100.0

Nota: Totals may not equal 100 due to rounding.
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TABLE D-16a. TUE I!PORTANCE OF A DISCOUNT FOR CASH PAYIONTS: BY AGE OF RESPONDENTS.

= ~f —
Under 35 35-55 0O.exr 55 i
et L — ” | Total
_Rar.ponae : o, Pe.rscnc o, Percent lo. Percent | No. Percent
. |
Very Important 91 40.6 <05 55.1 103 59.2 416 52.3
Modarata
Importanca 104 46.4 118 31.7 50 28.7 276 34,7
Slightly
Important 22 9.8 3 8.3 9 5.2 64 8.0
No Importance | 3 1.3 ! 14 3.8 l 7 4,0 24 3.0
No Response | 4 1.3 4§ 4 1.1 5. 2.9 16 2.0
Total | 224 100.0 372 100.0 174 100.0 796 100.0
TABLE B-16b. BY SIZE OF AVERAGE ANNUAL SALES.,
T . T e —
| Under 10,000 !_19—_.{5,_099_ _TZS-—ﬁO,UOU rSO-m0.0QO 10ver 107,000 [Total
Respoasa No. Perceat |No, Parcent |Jo. Percent |No., Fecceat ::Jo. Pa2rcent |lo. Percent
Very | | I
Important 213 54,8 78 55.3 113  53.8 109 45,4 75 54.3 416 52.3
Modarata I I
Ioportance 10 23.8 42 29,8 I 73 34.8 97 40,4 49 35.5 276 34,7
|
Slightly |
Important 4 2.4 16 11.3 14 6.7 22 9.2 8 51218 64 8.0
No | 1
Importance 3 7.1 b 35 5 2.9 6 235! 4 2.9 || 24 3.0
|
No Reapouse 2 4.8 0 0.0 4 1119 6 2,5 2 1.4 16 2.0
Totai 42 100.0 141 100.0 IZIO 1¢c0.0 240 100.9 138 100.0 }796 100.0
TABLE B-16c, BY LOCATION OF THE FARif.
!5E 1 of s | wm % of sD | MW % of SD_(SW % of SD_|batana Total
Pespcasse | o, Percent | !». Percent | Ho., ’2rcent |iio. Fercent | iio. l'ercent |o. 2ercant
Very
Important 145 56.6 188 50.3 34 59.6 31 47.0 15 37.5 16 52.3
focarate
Importance 89 34.8 123 34,2 12 21.1 26 39,4 21 52.5 276 34,7
Slightly I
Ioportant 17 6.6 33 8.8 5 8.8 | 7 10.6 2 5.0 64 8.0
No I
Importanca 4 1.6 I 16 4,3 & 7.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 24 3.0
o Rasponoe | i 0.l ot 2. B 2 o st bic el
Total 256 100.0 374 100.0 57 100.0 66 100.0 40 100.0 796 100.0

Note: Totals may not equal 100 dua to rounding.




‘TABLE B-17a.

THE IMPORTANCE OF A DISCOUNT FOR VOLUME PURCHASES:

_Under 35 ! J-S--SS Ovar 55 Total

Response ] _No, ._]'ercent lice Percent lio. Percent Nom Percent
Very Important 95 62,4 l 145 39.0 58 33.3 308 33.7
Moderate

Inportance 91 49.6 123 33.1 65 37.4 284 35.7
Slightly

Important 25 11.6 57 18.0 21 12000 119 14.9
No Importauce 7 3.1 3 8.9 23 13.2 64 8.0
No Rasponsa 5 2.2 !_ 4 1.1 7 4,0 21 2.6
Total 224 100.0 372 100.0 174 100.0 796 100.0

TABLE B-17b,

—

| Uacer 10,000] 10-25,00:

BY SIZE OF AVERAGE ANNUAL SALES.

BY AGE OF REGPONDENT.

...... 05252502080

50-100,000 |over

100,000[Toral _

Response To. Percent |No. Fercent | Ko, Percenc | Wo. Ferceat |lo, Peccent |No. Percent
Vary
Twportant 14 33.3 50 35.5 73 34.8 38 36.7 74 53.6 308 33.7
Modarate
Tiwportance 10 23.8 41 29,1 79 37.6 98 40,8 46 33.3 284 35.7
Slightly
Irportant. 7 16.7 28 19.9 33 15.7 39 16.3 10 7.2 119 14.9
No
Importance ? 16.7 21 14.9 20 9.5 8 3840 I 6 4.3 64 8.0
lio Reaponee A 9-_5 1 0,7 5 2.4 7 246) 2 1.4 21 2,6
Toetal | 42 100,C 141 100.0 210 100.0 2¢9 100.0 133 100.0 1796 10,0
TABLE D-17c. Bt LOCATION OF THE FARM.

[ SF 'c of SD_[NE % of SO |13 of $D_!S I of 5D_|Meneana | Total _
Responss Y. rercent | No. leremnt | No. Percenr | ku. Percent |lo. fecceat jlio, Perceat
Vary
Imgortant 100 3.1 134 35.8 29 50.9 25 37.9 19 47.5 308 38.7
Moderato
Iwportance 94 36.7 138 36.9 12 2151 25 37.9 15 37.5 284 35.7
Slightly
Important 34 13.3 58 15.5 9 15.8 14 21.2 3 7.5 113 14.9
No
Importance 24 9.4 34 9.1 5 8.8 0 0.0 1 2.5 64 8.0
No Responsa [ 1.6 10 2.7 k.2 3.5 2 3.0 2 5.0 21 2.6
Total 256 100.0 374 100.0 57 100.0 66 100.0 40 100.0 796 100.0

Nota: Totals

may not equal 100 dua to rounding.
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TABLE B-18a. A GOOD MANAGER 10 IS CONSISTENTLY ABLE TO S!OW SUBSTANTIAL PROFLTS
OR SAVLHG IS WORTH THE SALARY NECESSARY TO KEEP HIM: BY AGE OF
RESPONDENT .
| tnder 35 | 35-55 | _over 55 | Total
Response No. Percent | No. Percent | No. Parcent Mo. Perceat
Yes | 194 86.6 321 86.3 | 160 92.0 697 87.6
No 26 11.6 39 10.5 10 Siel 75 9.4
No Responrse | &4 1,8 12 3,2 4 Deeid, 24 3.0
Total 224 100.C 372 100.0 174 100.0 796 100.0
TABL? B-18b, BY SIZE OF AVERAGE ANNUAIL SALES.
R SRodrs R Sy = Is o S s
| Under 10,000)10-25,000 |25-50,030 | 50--1€0,000 !Ov=t 100,000{ Total
Ragponsa No. Percemnt (No. Percent |lo. Percenc | No. raercent | lo. Percent | lo. Percent
Yes 36 85.7 128 90.8 |182 86./ | 209 87.1 121 87.7 |697 87.6
No 4 9.5 9 6.4 24 11.4 25 10.4 11 8.0 75 Ih
No Responsa 2 /8 4__ 2.3 6y dea s 65 2.9 1 el i SNIIRE sl R0
- Total 42 100.0 141 100.0 |210 100.0 | 240 100.0 133 100.0 | 796 100.0
TABLE B8~18¢, LY LOCATION OF FARM,
SE 3% of SD | NE 3 of SD ]:.'w L of $D | SuW g of SO | Mencana Toral
Response 5. farcent |no. Tercent | o, PELc€at [ 2w, Percsnt [La. Perchnt jNu, Parceat
- - I-

I Yes 223 871 1332790300 8 48  84.2 l’ 59 89.4 33 82.5 [697 87.6
No 25 9.8 37 9.9 | 7 l12.3 4 6.1 2 5.0 75 9.4
No Rasponse 8 9l 5 1.5 | 2 35 L 3 4.5 5 12.5 24 3.0

I | [ |
Total 256 1G60.0 |374 100.90 | 57 100.0 | 66 100.0 | 40 100.0 | 796 100.0
Note: Totals may not equal 100 due to reunding.
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TABLE B-19a. GIVEN A COOPERATIVE AND AN INDEPEWDENT VITiH{ PRICE AND SERVICE, THE
RESPONDENT'S DESIRE TO DO BUSINESS WI1H THE COOPERATIVE: BY AGE OF
THE RESPONDENT.
_ Under 35 35-55 | _over S5 Total
Response | l\o. l’erc_cnt lo. Percent | No. Percent No. Percent
Yes 8C 35.7 I 155 42.7 ' 83 47.7 I 331 41.6
Yo 131 585 | 197 520 M| veeus.d | a2s sals
No Raspcnse | 13 5.8 16 4.3 I R (A 40 5.0
|
Total 224 100.0 372 100.0 174 100.0 796 100.0
TABLE B-19b. BY SIZE OF AVERAGE ANNUAL SALLS.
Under 10,000]10-25,000 | 25-50,000__| 50--100,000 | Over 160,000 Total
'Rasponse No. Pn_rccn_t:"hd(:.. _P_a._t‘c_enc No. l’ercTt_HNo. I‘or-.entT No, Purceat |[No. Petrcent
Yes 16 38.1 57 40.4 | 87 4l.4 110 45.8 50 36.2 331 51.6
o f 25._ #5995 | 76. 53,9 111 | S2g9 118 49,2 82 59,4 (425 53.4
No Respcnse | 1 2ob——1- 8 s SRSl Sha ) e 5.0 6 4,3 40 5.0
Total 42 100.0 141 100.0 ;210 100.0 | 240 100.0 1383 100.0 |796 100.0
TABLE B-19¢c. BY LOCATION OF THE FARM.
& i of SD | Ni Y of SD_| N % of SD | SV % of SD_|Montana [ Total

i b

Response “ho. Perceat | to. I'2Tceat Yo, Percent | Mo, Petcent Mo, Percent | No, Parcent
Yes | 116 45.3 | 164 43,9 I 17 29.8 22 33.3 12 20.0 331  41.6
No 125  48.8 189  50.5 40 70.2 42 63.6 26 65.0 | 425 53.4
No Respomse | 15 5.9 | 21 5561 —0 0.0 o2 L 8.0 2 5.0 40 5.0
Total 256 10G.0 374 100.8 . 57 100.0 66 100.0 40 100.0 | 796 100.0
Note: Totals may not equil 100 dua to rounding.
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TABLE B-20a. GIVEM A COOPERATIVE AND AN INDEPENDENT WITH APPROXIMATCLY THE SAME PRICE

MjD SlfRVICQ." THE RESPONDENT'S DUSIRE TO CLOOSE THL COOPERATIVE BLCAUSE
OF THE POTERTIAL RLFUND: BY ACE OF THE RESPOMDENT.

o B
Es_ponse %k Ef;:&l’ g;rcent‘} 32:'55 Percent _._?.:)?r 5f”cr«:.eul: : 'll;g.tal Pecrcent
Yes 108 48,2 I 184 49,5 84 48.3 387 48.6
No 105 46.9 170 45,7 83 47.7 371 46.6
No Response 11 _ 4.9 | 18 4.8 U 4.0 38 4,8
Total 224 100.0 % 372 100.0 174 100.0 796 100.0

TABLE B~20b. BY SIZE OF AVERAGE ANNUAL SALES.

| Undar 10,000 10-25,000 “[25-50,000 | 50-100.000_I 0ver 100,000 Toeal
Rasponse No. Percent |No, Percent |No. Percent | Lo. l'ercent |iio. Perceat N>. Percent
Yes 18 42.9 61 43,3 104 49,5 139 57.9 51 37.0 387 48,6
No 28 ST 73 51.8 98 46,7 89 371 77 558 371 46.6
No Response _|__0____0_£_|_ 7 5.0 8 3.8 12 550 10 7224003 4,8
Total 42 100.0 141 100.0 I210 100.0 240 100.0 %138 160.0 796 100.0

= =

TABLE B-20c, BY LOCATION OF THE FARM,

—

| 5 % of sp_| M % of SD_J_K\'_‘w!_l:_(_)f sp_| su b O_f__S__l)"qu_t_n‘n:\ | Total
| Respoasa To-.-_l"elrc'cn-t_}-ICTD:-I’-t;;cr:\t No. Paremt | hn. Percent | To. Percent Mo, Percent
Yes 119 46,5 198 5)7.-%) 27 2 505) 29 43.9 13 32.5 387 48.6
No 122 h7.7 157 42.0 30 82,5 36 54,5 24 60,0 371 46.6
No Rasponse | 16— S.9.b 19 5.1l ae das Rl
Total 256 100.0 374 100,0 76 100.0 66 100.0 40 100.0 796 100.0

Note: Totals may not equal 100 due to rounding.
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GIVEN A COOPERATIVE AND INDEPENDENT WITH THE SAME PRICE AND SERVICE,

THE RESPONDENT

ON THE COOPERATIVE'S DEFERRED PATRONAGE REFUNDS:

'S CHOICE OF THE INDEPLNDENT BECAUSC OF THE TAX LIABILITY

BY AGE OF RESPONDENT.

[ Under 35

2T 35-55 | over 55 | Total
Response | Koe - Percent | Hb._ Percent lio. Percent |  No. Percent
Yes 43 19,2 l 79 21.2 30 17.2 159 20.0
No 165 73.7 262 70.4 131 7/5355) 572 71.9
Ho Response | 16 7.1 31 8.3 13 1.5 65 8.2
Total 224 100.0 372 100.0 ! 174 100.0 796 100.0

TABLE B-21b.

BY SIZE OF AVERAGE ANNUAL SALES.

s —

=1L — .= = B

_Under J0,000}10-25,000

[25-50,000__| 50-160,000 | 0wer 100,000]Total
Raspcnse No. Parcent jlo, Percint | lo. Perceat | o. Percent | Nu. Parcent |No, Perceut
Yes 10 23,8 i26 18.4 46 21.9 34 14.2 1 36 26.1 159 20.0
No s 73.8 | 100 70.9 144 68.6 191 79.6 92 66.7 |572 71.9
|
No Response 1 2.4 15 10.6 20 955 LI IG5 TR6 5 10 727 : 65 8.2
Total 42 1CC.0 141 100.0 210 100.0 | 240 100.0 138 100.0 1-796 100.0
|
TA3LE B-21lc, BY LOCATION OF THE FARM.
e B e Rl
gp \ of s [Wricar Sn [ S kol Sn PAW K ol SR “."‘..'-"”if‘l_-..,h.?!-.“}_.ﬂ._
Respensa Yo. Perceut | No. Percent | ko, Percent | Lo. Perceat |lo. pParcent |No, Percent
Yes | 61 23.8 72 19.3 | 7 13.2 11 16.7 7 17.5 159 20.0
|
No 172 67,2 272 72,7 48  84.2 51 77.3 27  67.5 572 71.9
Ko Response 23 9.0 30 8.0 2 3+5 4 6.1 6 15.0 65 8.2
Total 256 100.0 374 100.0 57 100.0 66 100.6 40  100.0 796 100.0
|
Note: Totals may not equal 100 due to rounding.
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TABLE B-22a. A5 A COOPERATIVE MEMBER, THE RESPONDENT'S WILLIMGNESS TO DEFER PATRONAGE
REFUNDS TO BUY NiEDED EQUIPMENT: BY AGE OF KESPONDUENT.
!_Unger 35 [ 35-55 }i—over 55 | Total
Rasponse | Mo, FeTceat, B illes Percent | Mo. Percent | lio. Percent
|
Yes 152 71.0 | 281 75.5 139 79.9 595 74.7
No. sS 24,6 84 22,6 31 17.8 177 22.2
No Response | 10 4.5 7 150 =) 4 2.3 24 3.0
Total 224 100.0 372 100.0 174 100.0 796 100.0
TABLE B-22b. BY SIZE OF AVERAGE ANNUAL SALES.
i S TR T
| Under 10,000 /10-25,000 | 25-50,7%0 | 50- 160.0"9 Owr IOQ.OOJl'r)tal
Rasponse | Ho. Parcent |Lu. rercent | No. Porcent | ivd. Peveeni | Ko. Percent [Ho. Percent
l—|— T — —— Rl
1
Yes 29 69.0 109 v)7(0 ) 147 /0.0 194 80.3 102 73.9 595 74.7
No 12 28.6 28 19,9 60 23.6 36 15.0 32 28512 177 22,2
No Rasponsa ! 1 2.5 4 2.8 <) 1.4 10 6,2 4 2.9 24 3.0
Total | 42  100.0 141 1C0.0 | 210 1G0.0O 240 100.0 133 100.0 756 100.0
|
TABLE B-22c. DBY LOCATION OF THE FAMH.
‘ﬁgﬁﬁ‘-;ﬁoi £ SD INI: ‘»c of SD 1 N_"'.i‘. of iD~_I§y_§_ of SD Moniana Total
Reaponseo [ No, vercent | Ne. Percenk | No, Perceat | No. Percent | Lo, Percent | o, Percent
- i ] ¥
Yes 193 75,4 232 s.4 | 47 §2.5 49 74,2 23 57.5 595 14,7
No 52 20.3 87 23=3 10 17.5 14 21812 )3 32.5 177 22,2
No Response 11 4,3 5 1.3 0 __0.0 3 () 85) h 10.0 24 3.0
Total 256 100.0 374 100.0 57 100.0 65 100.0 40 100.0 796 100.0
1 .
Note: Totals may not equal 100 due to roundling.
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RESPONDENTS® SATISFACTION WITH COOPERATIVES' PAY!INTS OF 20 PERCENT OF

REFUNDS PAID IN CASH AND THE BALAKCEL TO THE BENEFICIARY QR ESTATE:

BY
AGE OF RESPONDLNTS.,
Undex 35 E 35-55 .! Owver 55 Total

Respouse lo, Paercent llo. Percent | -lo. Percent lo. Percent

Yes 81 36.2 144 38.7 64 36.8 298 37.4

No 128 5)0/55 210 56.7 97 55.7 448 56.3

No Response 15 6.7 &) a6 13 7.5 50 6.3

Total 224 100.0 817/ 100.0 174 100.0 796 100.0
TABLE B-23b, BY SIZE OF AVERAGE ANNUAL SALES.

Under 10,060 '110—25.0!‘:() 25-50,000 50-100,000 | (!_\_;rlr_'_lpglﬂoolTotal
Response ilo, Percent (lio, Pexcent liio._Percent (0. Percent i Lo, Percent |lio, Percent
Yes 18 4z.9 |52 36.9 || 86 41.0 30 33.3 48 34,8 298 37.4
No 23 54.8 79 56.0 I 110 52.4 145 60.4 83 60.1 |448 56.3
No Response | I 2.4 4108 b asT IR N 6.7 5 6.3 7 Sr sl 50 6.3
1 1 T
Total 42 100.0 ll&l 100.0 |210 100.0 240 100.0 133 100.0 {796 109.0
|
TABLE B-23c. DBY LOCATION OF THE FARI,
SE-Yitof onr 1 faof SO Y of SDTS‘J Y of SD I leatana I '1':'(:;11
Rasponsa No. Parcent | iio. Yercent | w0. Percenti iio. ‘mrcunt[ #o. levcent| Lv, Feccent
Yes 108  42.2 127 34.0 25 43.9 20 20.3 18 45,0 [ 298 37.4
|

No 134 1 52031 2245 5080 30 52.06 L1 6200 17 42,5 | 448 56.3
No Response 14 5.5 23 6.1 2 %), S 7.6 5 )15 50 6.3
Total 256 100.,0 | 374 100.0 57 100.0 66 100.0 40 100.0 | 796 100.0
Mote: Totals may not equal 100 dve to rounding.
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TABLE B-24a, mlzrs,\‘nsmcrmn OF RISPOLDLRTS IF 20 PERCLNT OF COOPERATIVE REFUUDS
WLRL PAID I1 CASH AUD THI: BALANCEL PAID VLTI INTLREST 0 THE BENEFICIARY
OR ESTATE: BY AGE OF RI:SPONDENTS.
Und I |
o { e nder 135 35=55 0 = Over 55 Total
sponse | Ho. Percent No. Percent Ho. Perceat No. Peazcent
Yes 133 61.6 227 61.0 103 59.2 480 60.3
No l 67 29.9 114 30.6 53 30.5 241 30.3
No Responsea TR MO i = T TS 3.3 | 18 105 35~ gt 25 9.4
Total 234 100.0 372 100.0 174 100.0 796 100.0
TABLL B-24b., BY SIZE OF AVERAGE ANNUAL SALES.
e — | s
Under 10,000 10-25,000 _|25-50,000 | 50--100,000 |Over 100,000/ Total
Respouse No, Percent |llo. Percent |lio. Percent | 0. Percent [lio. Pa2rcent |No. Perceat
Yes 28 66.7 | 36 62.4 (131 ca2ede L0 SeNT 80 53.0 (480 60.3
No 122°9%.23.,6 41 29,1 65 31.0 76 31.7 44 31,9 241 30.3
No Response | __ 2 4.8 12 8.5 | 14 6.7 | 23 11,72 | 14  10.1 75 9,4
P UL !
|
Total 42 100.0 [l141 100.¢ |210 100.0 | 240 100.0 |133 100.0 {796 100.0
TABLE B-2hc, BY LOCATION OF THE FARM.
T il
SE X of SD {Nr’. L of SD | N % of SD LS:'_& of sp ‘_b_‘._ont.ﬂ’n AILTotal
Response To. Perceac | lio. Percent |[Ne, Parcann |Lo, raercent | io. Percent | No. Perceat
Yes 148 57.8 | 238  63.6 35 61.4 39 59.1 19 47.5 | 480 60.3
Ho 83 32.4 | 106 28.5 18 31.6 21 ane 8 13 32.5 |241 30.3
No Response l725 9.8 | 30 8.0 ho ol ao o il o sc AREL SIS 4
|
Total 256 100.0 | 374 100.0 ! 57 100.0 66 100.0 40 100.0 | 796 100.0
| { teell | |
Note: Totals may not equal 100 dus to rounding.
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SATISFACTION OF prSPONDENTS IF DEFERRED RCFUMDS WLRE PAID BACK EITHER
HMONTIILY OR IN FULL AT AGE 65:

[ Un.der 35 ! ML _35-55 | over 55 Total
EGSponse- | No. Yorcent | lo. Percent | Iic.)‘.-u_ll’c rcent No. Percent
Yes | 151 67.4 | 299 80.4 135 7.6 599 75.3
No 57 25.4 53 14,2 27 15.5 141 17.7
No Response !___lg 7.8 :_ 20 5.4 5D 6.9 56 7.0

|
Total 224 100.0 : a7 100.0 174 100.0 796 100.0
L] |

TABLIL B-25b,

BY SIZE OF AVERAGE ANNUAL SALES,

Under 10,000 /10-25,000

25~50,000

50--100,000

| Over 100,000 |rotal

Responsa No, Percent |lio, Pevcent | lio. Percant lio, Percent | llo. Perceat |No. Percent

— S, M A———- e e e—

Yes 32, 76n2 3 100w 7058, I 154 73.3 l 187 77.9 108 78.3 [599 75.3

Wo 8 19.0 I 328 12219 44  21.0 36 15.0 | 19 13.8 |14l 17.7

No Respomse | 2 4.8 9 6.4 12 5.7 )17/ JriL | (0 3.0 56 7.0

Total 42 100,0 141 100.6 (210 100.0 |21,0 100.0 138 100.0 (796 100.0
[ |

Table B-25c. BY LOCATION OF THE FARN.

SE ' of SD I ME ' of 5D % ' of 80 | &9 % of $D_! Mcntana | focal

Response "o, fartcant | No. Porcent o, rercent ) lo. Percent | ho. Percent | Ho. Perceat

Yes 186 72.7 l|288 77.0 | 4O 70.2 53 80.3 I 31 77.5 | 599 75.3

No 55 .. 21.5 61 16.3 11 1928 10 15.2 I 4 10.0 141 17.7

No Response | 15 5.9 | 25 6.7 5 10,5 ERPeLLTY | e 123 0

Total 256 100.0 374 100.0 ‘ 57 100.0 66 100.0 \ 40 100.0 796 100.0

— =
liota: Totals may not equal 140 due to rounding.
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TADLL B-26a, SATISFACTION OF COOPERATIVE ME/GLRS IF DEFLRRED REFINDS WERE PAID BACK
gé:{; INTCREST, EITMER IN FULL OR HONTULY, AT ACE 65: BY ACE OF RESPON-
P_Mer 35 | 35-55 Over. . J5 Total
Response 1-_0. Percent Ho. Percent | lo. Percent No. Percent
Yes 15 69.6 284 76. 3 | 125 71.8 5717 72,5
No 48 21,4 57 1593 | 29 16.7 140 17.6
No Response 20 8.5 B 8.3 | 20 BHoSha 79 9519
]
Total 224 100.0 | 372 100.0 ‘174 100.0 796 100.0
TADLE B-20b. BY SIZE OF AVERAGE AMNNUAL SALES.
= : iEwee— o Em e R —
Under 10,000 110-25,000 25-50,000 | 50-100,000 Over 109,000{ Total
Respouse No, Perceat |[No. Percent | lio. Perceat | o, Percent | llo. Percent |.lo. Percent
Yes 33 78.6 97 68.3 | 158 15.2 168 70.0 102 73.9 577 129
No 5 1819 30 21.3 36 )7/l 46 19.2 22 15.9 140 17.6
No Respowse | 4 9.5 114 9.9 16 7__.6 | .26 _10.8 14 10.1 79 939
Total 42 100.0 141 100.0 210 100.0 "240 100.0 133 100.0 796 100.0
TABLE B-26Gc. BY LOCATION OF TIHE FARM,
SE X nfr s*5‘| NE % of SD [ NY ! of SD !_:,'..' T of-51 T;“.entana I'l‘oml
Respouce lio, fetcent | Nu, Percent | o. Percent ji0. Percent | o, ercent | No. Peccant
Yes 136 e 275 73.5 37 64.9 52 78.8 26 26,0 577 72,5
No [ 50 195 W el | gLeks 137 2358 38 12, 8 20.0 | 140 17.6
No Respousc _20 7.8 33 10.2 | 12.3 6 9.1 | 6 15.0 79 9.9
!
Total 256 100.C | 374 100.0 57 100.0 66 100.0 | 40 100.0 796 100.0
I i
Note: Totals may not equal 100 due to rounding.




TABLE B-27s.

SATISFACTION OF A COOPERATIVE
REFUNDS EVEN IF IT WOULD MDAN

MEMBER IF INTEREST WAS PAID ON DEFLRRED
SIALLER REFUIDS:

BY ACL OF RESPONDENT,

|_tader 35 | Ovar 55 Total
Response lio.  Percent | %o.  Percent llo. Perceat
Yes i 127 56,7 | 93 53.4 nh4 55.8
Mo 81 3.2 | 65 37.4 293 36.8
No Response | 16 7.1 ' 16 9.2 59 3.4
Total 224 100.0 174 100.0 796 100.0
|
TABLE B-27b. BY SIZE OF AVERAGE AMNNUAL SALES.
I Under 10,000'10—25.00.0 : . 00 50-100,000 | avec 100,000, Total
Response No. Percant |No. lercent | No., Perceant| No. Perceiit | iio. Percen llo. Percent
Wil 24 57,1 77 54,6 136 56.7 8 61.6 |444 55,8
No 15 35.7 55 39.0 81 46 33,3 1293 . 36.8
No Response & 7.3 5 65,4 23 7 s 3 59 7.4
Total 42 100.0 141 100.0 240 100.0 138 109.0 |796 100.0
TABLE B-27c. BY LLOCATION OF THF. FARM.
|13 5 of sp | I su 3 of SD [ Moacana Total

SE % of SD

Total

Reaponna { No, Peccent | lio, Parcent Parvent | hu. Faercent | wo. Percent |nto, Pocceat
Yes 151 59.0 205 54.8 40 60.6 19 47.5 464 55.8
No 87 34.0 147 39.3 20 15 S\/8S) 293 36.8
No Response | 13 7.0 22 529 6 3 -6 15.0 50 7.4
256 100.0 374 1G0.0 66 100.0 40 100,0 796 100.0

i

Note: Totals may not equal 100 due to rounding.
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TABLE B-28a. RESFQHnErfTi W0 CHANGED MARKET OUTLETS BECAUSE THLY THOUGHT TUEY WERE
BLING QULATED: RY AGE OF RESPONDENT.
o l_}‘ﬁ_& 35 | 35-55 | over 55 Total
aponso uo: Percent | ko, Pereent:-- | - Noq Pe rcent No. Percent
Yes | 111 49,6 | 179 63.1 96 55.2 398 50.0
No L 105 L ned 180 48.4 66 37.9 64 45.7
No Response 3 . 2257 13 IS T 6.9 34 6.3
I =
Total | 224 100.0 | 372 100.0 174 100.0 796 100.0
TABLE B-28b. BY SIZE OF AVERAGE ANMUAL SALES,
{ tnder 10 ,_030_[_}9;25_.00_0_1 25-50,000 | 50-100,000 | 0ver 100,000 |Total
Response o, Percant |No. Percent | No. Perceat | No. Perceat | lio. Percent |No. Percent
Yes 21 50.0 71 50.% 97 46,2 120 50.0 77 55.8 398 50.0
No 20 47.5 66 46.3 107 SO 106 44,2 55 39.9 364 45,7
No Response Ll a8 4 __ 2.8 6__ 29 14 5.8 6__ 4.3 | 3 4.3
Total 42 100.0 141 100,0 IZIO 100.0 240 100.0 1583 100.0 796 100.0
TABLE B-28c. BY LOCATION OF THE FARM.
— - — E ] 1
Sk of Su [~k % of 3 Ih'hl 5 0f SV | SV i of S0 | Loutana lT_t_)__t_*{_l”___
Rasranse No. Percant | Ho. Percent | No, Percent | 10, Peccmnt | ho. Percent | No. Percent
Yes 107 41,8 208 55.6 30 52.6 32 48.5 19 47.5 398 50.0
to 136 53.% 156 41.7 25 43.9 30 45.5 17 42.5 364 45,7
No Response 13 S 16 2517 2 355 4 6.1 4 10.0 34 4.3
Total 256 100.9 | 374 100.0 57 100.0 66 100.0 40 100.0 | 796 100.0

Nota: Totals may not equal 100 due to rounding.
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TABLE B-29a, RESPONDENTS 1qij0 QIANGED MARKET OUTLETS BECAUSE OF INADEQUATE TESTING
EQUIPHENT: BY ACE OF RESPONDENT.
-_.L‘r':t_‘.s;._'L% BRI —— Qver 355 I ratal
Respcnse Fa No. Parcent | ' No. I‘eie‘ni_“ No. l’ercent r' No, Percent
Yes 63 28.1 99 26.6 51 29.3 219 27.5
No 155 69.2 \ 262 70.4 109 62.6 544 68.3
No Response f = 6 228 T LR le) 3.0 14 3.0 33 4,1
Total . 224 100.0 ! 372 100.0 174 100.0 : 796 100.0
TABLE B-29b, BY SIZE OF AVERAGE ANKUAL SALES,
| Under 10,000]10-25,000 | 25-50,000 | 50-100,000_] 0var 109,000] Total
R.:spn_nie | Ho., Perzceat |No. Percent_'_ll_ol.l .P.eiif.-nt—'. e, Percuxt_ tio. Percent |No. Percent
Yes 9 2l.4 l 40 28,4 | 62 29.5 65 217.1 38 27.5 |219 27.5
No 32 76,2 96 68.1 | 143 68.1 162 67.5 95 68.8 |544 68.3
No Respense | 1 2.4 | 5 3.5 | 5 2.4 | 13 __ 5.6 5 3.6 33 4.1
l Total 42 100,0 ! 141 10,0 |210 100.0 | 240 100.0 138 100.0 |796 100.0
I
TABLLE B-29¢. BY LOCATION OF THE FARM,
S i ot S| %% of S0 | W% of 5n | 57 % of 55 |icirana | Toral
Rasponso Yo, Paccent | N Paccentl No. Pexrcenc | Nu. Parcuatl !b.o. Percent | ho, 22rcont
Yas 65 25.4 | 103 275 21 3.8 I 16 24,2 12 30.0 219 27.5
l o 178 69.5 | 260 69.5 34  59.6 47  71.2 24 60.0 | 544 68.3
No Response _13_.5_._1‘ 11 2.9 2 315 3 4.5 4 10.0 33 4,1
Tetal 256 100.0 374 100.0 57 100.0 !I 66 100.0 40  100.0 796 100.0
Note: Totals may not 2qual 100 due to rounding,
I
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TABLE B-30a. RISPONDENTS WO CHANGED MARKET OUTLETS BECAUSE OF INEFFICIENT LOADING
AND URLOADING SYSTEM: BY AGE OF RES PONDENT.
| Undar 35 | 35-55 ! over 55 | Tota
}-EHPOHBG lo. Percent Yo, I'arcent No. Percent o, Percent
Yes 68 30.4 I 87 23.4 40 23.0 197 24,7
No 150 67.0 274 73.7 119 68.4 564 70.9
|
No Responsa 6 2.7 M1 i 3.0 15 8.6 35 4.4
Total 224 100.0 ! )7/} 100.0 174 100.0 796 100.0
|
TABLE B-30b. "BY SIZE QOF AVLERAGCE ANNUAL SALES.
IILm,er 10,060110-25,060 25-50,000 | 50-1€0,000 I Over 100,000 |Total 3
Pagpouse [ No. Percent |.-o. Fercent | lio. Percent o, iarcant | No. P“L\.P’\t No. Percent
Yes 9 21.4 ! 27 19.1 l 50 23.3 63 26.3 ’ 43 3122 197 24,7
o 31 73.8 108 76.6 155 73.8 164 63.3 90 65.2 564 20.9
“I No Response | 2 4.8 | 6 4.3 l 5 2-340 o1 P13 5.4 l 5 3.6 35 b4
Total 42 100,0 ].llol 100.0 210 109.0 I240 100.0 ] 138 100.0 796 100.0
||
| ; |
TABLE B~30c., BY LOCATION OF THE FARM.
. it
SE % of SD _|NE ! of SD | NI % % of SD_ S ) of 5D ___Hg:\‘l_dna I ! Total
Response ho. Parcant | No, Percent T Ho. "‘rcf.nc | ho. Percenc | Lo, Pavcent | No, Parceat
Yes 67 26,2 95 25.4 8 14.0 18 27.3 9 22.5 197 24,7
o 176 68.8 263 T ? 46 80.7 45 68,2 27 67.5 564 70.9
No Response 13z 42— S0L8L. 11 _. 2,9 1.3 S8 3 4.5 ‘f 4 10.0 35 4,4
Total 256 100.0 374 100.,0 57 100.0 66 100.0 40 100.0 796 100.0
) af
Note: Totals may not equal 100 due to rounding.
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TABLE B-3la. RESpPONDINTS WHO CHANGED MAKKET OUTLETS BECAUSE OF NOT ENOUGH PREMIUM
PAID FOR HIGH QUALITY: BY AGE OF RESPOMDENT.
L |
Um_ier_B_S_‘_F | 35-55 Ovar 55 Total
Responss No, Percant Ho. Percent lio. Perccut o, Yarcent
Yes 106 47,3 178 47.8 32 47.1 377 47.4
No 112 50.0 180 48.4 17 44,3 381 47.9
No Response 6 Pt 14 3.8 15 8.6 38 4.8
Total 224 100.0 | 372 100.0 174 100.0 796 100.0
TABLE B-31b, BY SIZE OF AVERAGE ANNUAIL SALES.
Under 10,000 10-25,600 | 25-50,000 | 50-100,000 | ovne 100,000 Total
Regponsa Lio. Percent [Ho, Percent | No. Percent | No, Petrceat |lo. Fewcant |[No, Perceat
{ Yes 22 52.4 62 44,7 | 102 48.6 111  46.3 71 S1.4 (377 47.4
| No 13 42,9 71 50.4 | 102 48.6 115 47.9 61 44,2 |381 47.9
|' No Response 2 4.8 1 540 6 200 14 5.8 6 4.3 33 4.3
Total 40 100.0 141 100.0 210 . 1000 250 1€9.0 138 160.0 |l796 100.0
i |
| = i
TABLE B-31lc, BY LOCATION OF THE FARM.
SE % of SD | ng !s__of_su._l it % of Su .r:,':-l ! of SU _IMontana | otal
l Rasponse | No, Pecrcent | lio, Percent ;| to. Parcent i no, Poreeni |lo. Percent ﬁ:o. Paccang
|
Yes 119 46.5 | 130 43.1 291 #5089 33 50.0 16 40.0 377 47.4
| No | 124 48.4 | 181 48,4 25 43,9 29  43.9 20 ™o0.0 |381 47.9
JI No Response | 13 5.1 [ 13 3.5 3 55 4 6.1 4 . 10,0 38 ... L8
Total 256 100.9 374 100.0 57 100.0 66 100.,0 40 100.0 796 100.0
| |
Note: Totals may not equal 100 dua to rounding.
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TABLE B-32a.

T

BY ACE OF RESPOUNDENTS.

RESPOMDENTS WHO CHANGED MARKET QUTLETS BECALSE OF TOO MUCH DISCOUNT
FOR LOW QUALITY PRCDUCTS:

Under 35 35-55 [ over 55 [ “Torat
;B:_:sponae No. Percent No. Percent %' No. Peccent | ‘lNo. - Perceat
Yes 83 7.1 159 42.7 68 39.1 318 39.9
No 135 60.3 200 53.8 20 51.7 439 55.2
No Responsel., [l t67 ° i 2ndelik ToNa s e ais 16 9.2 39 4.9
Total 224 100.0 ' 372 100.0 174 100.0 796 100.0

TABLE B-32b,

S —

BY SIZE OF AVERAGE AIRIUAL SALES.
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| 50--100.000 _] Over 100,000 iTotal

Undar 10,000 [10-25,000 | 25-50,000

Rosponse | No. Percent [lio. Percent |lo. Percant |lo. Perceat [ No., Percent |hu, Percent
i i

Yes l 16 38.1 59 41.8 90 42,9 90 37.5 58, 6250 » 43185, 3959
No l 24 57,1 ! 7GEE 1539 114 54.3 135 56.3 76 53.6 439  55.2
No Response ! 2 4,8 = 6 4,3 6 2.9 15 6.3 | 6 4,3 39 4.9
Total | 42 100.6 141 100.0 [210 100.0 [240 100.0 ‘138 100.0 796 10G.0
TABLE B-32c. BY LOCATION OF THE FARM.

[S¥. % of Sb_| Mx % of Su_| Nd ¥ of Su |84 % of Su | Houtana Total
Rasponsa WoT}’erccn:ﬁifi’erc_ept No. Percent |ido, eercant | No, Perxcear | No, Parcent
Yas 101 39.5 | 153 40.% 25 43.9 24 .. 14 X538 318 39.9
No 140 54,7 | 208 55.6 30 52.6 38 57.6 22 55.0 |[439 55.2
No Response | 15 5.8 | 13 3.5 2 IS Al 6.1 4 10,0 | 39 4.9
Total 256 100.0 3T4 100.0 57 100.0 66 100.0 40 100.0 |[796 100.0
Note: Totals may not equal 100 dua tc rounding.




TABLE B-33a.

RESPONDEN'TS WO CHANGED MARKET OUTLETS BECAUSE THE
UP-TO-DATL ON CURRENT MARKET TREMNDS:

138

COIPANY WAS NOT
BY AGE OF RLSPONDENT,

| Under 35 35-55 Over 55 [ Total
Response No. Percent No. Perceat do. Perccat No. Percent
Yes 59 26.3 114 30.6 46 26.4 229 28.8
No 159 71.0 | 244 65.6 110 63.2 526 66.1
|
No Raesponse | 6 il | 14 3.8 18 10.3 41 S¥2
Total I 224 100.0 | 372 100.0 174 100.0 736 100.0

TABLE B-32b.

BY SIZE OF AVERAGE ANLUAL SALES,

—

Under 10,000 10-25,000 25—50,00_0_N| 50-100,000 | 0var 100 .Oﬂh.o_r.._\l
Rasponse No. Percent |Ko. Poarcent | No. Percent | o, Percent | 9. Firceat |[lo. Parcent
Yes | 10 23.8 34 24,1 58 27.6 67 27.9 54 39,1 [229 28.8
No 30 71.4 100 70.9 145 69.0 159 66.3 73  56.5 526 66.1
No Response | 2 4.8 | 7 5.0 7 353 14 SEN G 4.3 41 51392
Total 42 100.0 141 103.0 |210 109.0 [240 100.C 133 100.0 |736 100.0
TABLE B-33b, BY LOCATION OF THE FARIM.
e | SE 3 cF SD_|NC % of Sn_ | M & of SD [ st % of 5D i."'\ntann | Total

Ragponsa [No. Perceat | No, Percent | ho. Percear | Lo, Percent |hu. Percent No. Percent
Yas 84 32.8 99 26355 12 227 ok 18 27.3 15 37.5 229 28.8
Ne 158 6L.7 269 69.5 40 70.2 46 69.7 21 51730,5) 526 66,1
No Rasponse 14 51D 15 4.0 5 8.8 | 2 330 : 4 10.0 41 5.2
Total 256 100.0 374 100.0 57 100.0 06 100.0 | 40 100.0 796 100.0
Note: Totals may not equal 100 duc to rounding.
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TABLE B-343. RESPONDENTS WHO CHANGED MARKLT OUTLETS BECAUSE OF INDIFFERENT ATTI1UDES
OF MANAGEMEWT AND EMPLOYLES: BY AGE OF RESPONOLNTS,

__Undar 35 35-55 Over 55 Total
‘Response Ho. l’c‘rcenc Nho. Percent | o, 3 e ccent No. Percent
Yes 120 53.6 218 58.6 98 56.3 446 56.0
No 99 44,2 144 38.7 58 33.3 314 39.4
No Responssa | 5 A | 10 &l | 13 10,3 36 4,5
Total 224 100.0 3v12 100.0 174 100.0 796 100.0

TABLE B-34b., BY SIZE OF AVERAGE ANNUAL SALES.

m—

- -

: Undarx 0)000[10-2_')&)0_ __125-%0,000 _ 150-100,000 |Over 100,000 (Total
Response llo, Iercent |No. Percent | No. Percent |lio, Percenc | No. Percent [No, Percaat
Yes 19 45,2 73 51,8 115 54.8 2R 50/ ) 88 63.8 |&fih  56.0
No 21 50.0 62 44,0 I 87 41.4 91 37.9 A5 32.6 314 0.4
Mo Responss 2 4.3 6 4.3 3 3.8 10 B30 5 256 36 4,5
Total 42 100.0 141 100,0 (210 100.0 |240 100.0 138 100.0 {¥6  100.0

TABLE B-34c., BY LOCATICHN OF THE FARM,.

_S-!-T-Ts o;_S- _:-'E :f:)_E- -'a of s W_L_H" _I‘t of ;E:D:I_Hp_n_t;a_n_n__ = l I'1‘_nl_l.'_:l1
Ragponsge _.’BT_%T‘.;;“: -ﬁc—;.—.)y; l'cTﬁC" No, Parcont| ilo.l_l'a teent ) Lo, Pazeant | No. Pexcant
Yeaug 146 57.0 215 57.5 . 29 5049 338 95010 22 55.0 446 56.0
RO 97 37.9 149 39.8 246 42,1 30 45,5 13| 82155 314 .4
N¢ Rogponse | 13 5.1 10 O el iV 7.0 3 4.5 5 12..5 36 4.5
Total 256 100.0 374 100,0 I 57 100.0 66 100.0 40 100.0 796 100.0

llota: Totals may not equal 100 du# to rounding.




TABLE B-35a.
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RUSPONDENTS WHO CHANGED MARKET OUTLETS BECAUSE THE WIFE DELLVERED GRAIN:
BY AGLE OF RESPONDENTS,.

=

Under 35 35-55 over 55 Total
Pespounsc [ ho. Percent lio. Percant | Ho. Percent No, Percent
Yes 5 2.2 | 8 2.2 5 2.9 19 2.4
No 207 92.4 337 90.6 . 145 83.3 711 89.3
No Respornse 12 5.4 27 7.3 | 24 13.8 66 8: 3.
Total 224 100.0 372 100.0 124 100.0 196 100.0

TABLE B-35b.

BY SIZE OF AVERAGE ANNUAI. SALES.

| 25-50,000

—

[ 50-100,000 | Ovar 100,000 [Total

Under 10,009 [10-25,000

Rasponse No. Perceat [lio. DPerreat |lo. Paiceat | No. I2ccent |hu. Percenr |No. Perceut
e L e T - T

| |
Yas 2 4.8 6 4.3 4 ¥l %6 2.5 0 0.0 19 2.4
No | 38 90.5 |[123 87.2 |195 92.9 [ 214 89.2 124 89.9 |711 89.3

|

No Rasponse 2 4.8 12 8.5 11 5,2 20 3.3 14, 101 66 8.3
Total 42 100.0 141 100.0 210 100.0 | 240 1C€0.0 138 160.0 796 100.0
TABLE B~35c. BY LCCATION OF FARM,

5

SE % of SD |NE ! of SD N4 3} of SD |SW % of SD _|tontara Total
Respouse To. Percent T&:‘}Ewccnt No. Perceat |No, Percent | ho. Parcent No, Parcant
Yes 5 2,C 11 2.9 1 1.3 it 1.5 1 2.5 19 2.4
Yo 230 39.8 | 337 90.1 50 87.7 58 87.9 3¢ 85,0 |711 89.3
tlo Respousa 21 8.2 26.=— w50 6i L= 31025 gLt (UL S| MR 66 8.3
Total I 256 100.0 374 100.0 57 100.0 || 66 100.0 40 100.0 796 100.0
|

Mote: Totals may not equal 100 dus Eo romding.




TABLE B-36a.
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RESPONDENTS INDICATION OF WILLINGNESS TO ACCEPT AN AVERAGE ANNUAL PRICE

FOR GRAIN EACH YEAR: BY AGE OF RESPONDENT.
- Undexs 35 : | 35-55 Over 55 Total
gl i |__No. Fe_fCé'lit | 2.‘0.____ I’e_&r.'!_\-c‘_____lfo. Paccent "No, Percent
Yes 6% 30.8 | i07 28.8 67 38.5 250 31.4
No 145 64.7 247 66.4 90 1.7 4938 62.6
lio Responsa 10 Bt 13 4.8 | 17 953 43 6.0
Total 224 100.0 | 43ie 100.0 174 100.0 796 100.0
TABLE B-30b. BY SIZE OF AVERAGE ANNUAL SALES.
- Undar _10_.000I 10-25,000 | 25-50,000 l 50-100.000 | Owr 100,_(.)00__1'_05;_1_1__ ol B
Response No. Percent |No. Percant | No. Percent‘l__:‘lo_.__.l’c'xﬁz_‘.r;ll_io. Percent |No. Percent
Yes 18 42,9 51 36.2 61 29.0 70 29.2 41 29.7 250 31.4
No 20 47.6 84 59.6 | 136 64.8 | 151 62.9 93 67.4 598 62.6
Nc Response b 9.5 = R B 13 6.2 19 P9 bl 2.9 1 48 6.0
Total 42 100.0 141 100.0 (210 100.,0 |240 100.0 133 100.0 796 100.0
I
TABLE B~36c. BY LCCATION OF THE FARHM.
Vsis te B e St b < i Su i s ke sl imen = [
Reaponea N“o-.mi_’va“r—cre‘.n'iujio_.” PeTcent | No. Percenc | 0. ¥2zcent “‘:.o. Poarcsnt | tw. Parcont
Ysa 67 26.2 132 35.3 16 238.1.| 25 37.9 9 22,5 | 250 3l.4
No 175 68.4 |225 60.2 37 64.9 33  50.0 27 67.5 | 498 62.6
Ho Response | 14 5.5 17 heS _N—h 7.0 8 125k 4 10.0 48 6.0
Total l 256 100.0 |374 100.0 l 57 10C.0 66 100.0 40 100.0 | 796 100.0
1
Nota: Totals may not equal 100 due to rounding.
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TABLE .B-37a. RESPONDENT'S WILLINGNESS TO FOREGO THE CHANCE FOR WINDFALL PROFITS ON

GRAIN IF A GUARANTLED PRICE ABOVE Tl: OOST OF PRODUCTLON WERE AVALL~
ABLE: BY AGE OF RESPONDENTS.

I_,_l:“!icf 33 * T oot OMGEESHT L 2 Total -
Responsa | No. Parcent No. Percent Nao, Petceut No. Percent
Most of tha
tima 94 42.0 209 56.2 110 63.2 421 52.9 L
Half of ths
tica 84 37.5 83 22.3 25 14.4 198 24,9
Hardly ever 36 16,1 60 16.1 27 15.5 130 16.3
No Response 10 4,5 20 5.4 12 6.9 47 5.9
Total 224 100.0 { 37z 100.0 174 100.0 796 100.0

TABLE B-37b, BY SIZE OF AVERAGE ANNUAL SALES.

— e
Under 10,000:10-25,()00 25-50,000 50-1G0,000 |t_)_v1:r 100,000 |Total L
Rzsponse lio. Percent jlio. lercent |lio, Percent |lNo. Percent [No. Percent [No. Parcent

Most of tha |

tima 22 52.4 79 ) 58:2 11C 52.4 134 55.8 74 53.6 421 52.9
llalf of thae h
tina 8 19.0 40 23.4 55 26.2 52 21.7 34 24,96 193 24.9

Hardly ever 10 23.8 Z4  17.0 32 15.2 37 15.4 25 18.1 130 16.3

No Xespouse 2 4,3 2 1.4 13 6.2 17 7.1 5 3.6 47 5.9

Total 42 100.0 141 100.9 [210 100.0 |240 100.0 133 100.0 796 100.0

TABLE B-37c. BY LOCATICN OF TIEZ FARM.

¢ e —
SE % of 5D [N % of SN _IWd 't of SD ISV !t of SD_ |Mentona 5 Total

Pesponse To. Percent |o. Ferient |50, Perccut | Wo. lercent |Ho, Percent | No. Perceat

— .

Most of the !

time 11¢ 44,5 218 58.3 35 61.4 33 50.0 19 47.5 421 52.9

Nalf of the

time 76 29,7 a5 22.7 5 8.3 20 30.3 12 30.0 198 24,9

llardly aver 43 19.1 S5 14,7 13 22.8 8 12,1 4 10.0 130 16.3

No Reaponse 17 6.6 -F 15 4.3 & 7.0 5 7.5 S 12,5 47 5.9

Total I 256 100.0 374 100.0 57 100.0 66 100.0 40 100.0 796 100.0

Note: Totals may not equal 100 duve to rounding.
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TABLE B-38a. RESPONDENT'S DESIRE TO HAVE SOMIONWE MAKE MARKETING DECISIONS: BY AGE
OF RESPONDENT .

Under 35 35~55 m.:: 55 Total
iesponse No. Fercant No. Percent :-!o._ Percent No. Percent
Yes h B 6.7 66 17.7 24 13.8 108 13.6
tNo I 204 9i.1 290 78.0 144 32.8 658 82,7
No Response ] gl 16 4,3 6 3.4 30 3.8
Total 224 100,0 322 100.0 174 100.0 76 100.0

TABLE B-38b. RBY SIZE OF AVERAGE ANNUAL SALES,

- -

1
| Under 10,00010-25,060 [ 25-50,000 | 50- 100..000 1_(‘\__1' 100,000 Total
(o]

Rzsponse Ho, Perceut |No. Yercent |YNo. Parcent |ilo. Perceat | Ho. Flcrnc | No. Percent
Yos 4 9.5 20 L1459 35 16.7 28 1.7 19 13.8 (103 13.6
No 37 88.1 |118 83.7 169  80.5 197 82.1 115 83.3 |[658 82.7
No Pasponsa 1 2.4 2 1.4 6 2095 115" a6 Bhallas 4 o 2% 30 3.3
Total 42 100.0 |141 100.0 |210 1C0.0 (240 100,0 128 100,0 795 100.0

TABLE B~38c. BY LOCATION OF THE FARM,

SE 3¢ of S» _r;*s of SV bN ¥ of SV l SH ¥ of Su [Hunt ana Togtal
Response No. Perceat Tl-o. Peccent | No. lu:cent j No. Parcent | No. Purceant| MNo, Petceat
Ya3 31 12.1 56 15.0 8 14,0 8 12,1 4 10.0 108 13,6
No 216 84.4 | 306 31.8 49  86.0 53 80.3 33 82.5 | 658 82.7
Yo Response 9 3.5 12 352 0 ()50 | ) 7.6 3 7.5 30 3.8
Total 256 100.0 | 374 100.0 57 100.0 66 100.0 40 100.0 796 100.0
|

Note: Totals may not equal 100 duve to rounding.
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TABLE B-39a.

RESPONDENT'S DESIRE FOR LOCAL COMPANIES TO RECOMMEND MARKETING STRATEGIES :
BY ACE OF RESPONDENTS.

| Undsr 35 { 35-55 |~ 0wt 53 | Total
Pesponse No., Percent lio. Percent No_.___ Percent No. Pe rcent
Yes 147 65.6 238 64.0 101 58.0 499 62.7
o 68 30.4 120 32.3 64 36.8 262 32.9 I
No Responsa 9 —4:D 14 3.8 9 S 35 4,4
Total 224 100.0 372 100.0 174 100.0 796 100.0
|

TABLE R-39%. BY SIZE OF AVERAGE ANNUAL SALES.

i Under 10,000 [10-25.000 -‘25-—50,000 | 50-160,060 |:vvr lO.’),OOAOJTotal
Fespounss ! No. Parcent |lo, Parcent | No. Perceni ;.Iio;‘l‘ficenc ;. lio. Percent :'::cI).. Pazcent
Yes 26 O0l1.9 83 62.4 126 60.0 156 65.0 88 63.8 r&99 62.7
No 14 33.3 48 34,0 80 38.1 68 28.3 44 31.9 262 32.9
Fo Responsa 2 4,8 3 o> 4 1.9 15 6.7 6 4.3 ! 35 A4
Total 42 190.0 141 100,0 [210 100.0 |240 1C0.0 I 133 1C€0.0 ‘796 100.0

TABLE B-39c. BY LOCATION OF THE FARM.

SE % of SD_| ki % o€ SO |4 % o€ SD _|SW M g_f_g_i)_lr;,;p_t_n_m._ _-TT.)ml
Rwaponia No, Perceat | No. Parceat NB._-l’?r-::'_.:nlt:’iNx\_i‘c; Pex'cirli‘l‘ 1o, Fevcent ]::.,, Parcan?
Yas 156 60.9 | 231 61.8 43  75.4 42 63.6 25  62.5 |439 62,7
No 88 34.4 131 35.0 14 24,6 1I8™ 2073 11 27,5 |262 32.9
No Rasgponse 1 4.3 | 12 3.2 0 0.0 6 ()l 4 10.0 35 ()
Total 256 100,0 | 374 100.0 57 100.0 66 100.0 40 100,0 |796 100.0

Note: Totals may not equal 100 due to rounding.




145

TABLE B-40a. RESPONDENTS PRESENTLY SUBSCRIBING TO A MARKET ADVICE SERVICE: BY AGE

OR RESPONDENT.

:_ynder 35 35-55 Over 55 Total
Response | No. Percent lo. Percent No. Percent No. Percent
Yes 74 33.0 112 30.1 33 21.8 231 29,0
No 145 64,7 253 68.0 133 76.4 543 68.8
No Response 5 2.2 U 1.9 3 1.7 L7 2.1
Total 224 100.0 372 100.0 174 100.0 796 100.0

TABLE B-40b. BY SIZE OF AVERAGE AlINUAL SALES,
_Under 10,000|10-25,000 | 25-50‘,-&1-0“_' 50--160,000 {Over 100_.0-03 Total

Regponse lio. Percent |[Ho. Percent | No. Paccent | lio, Pcrceat | . Percenc |No. Percent
Yes 5 il.9 18 12.8 26.2 69 28.8 78 56.5 (231 29.0
No 37 88.1 122 86.5 152 72.4 |163 67.9 57 41,3 |548 68.8
No 0 0.0 1 oL, 0.5 8 3.3 3 2.2 17 2.1
Total %2 100.0 141 100,0 |210 100.0 |240 100.0 |138 100.0 796 100.0
TADLE B-40c. BY LOCATION OF THE FARM.

TSc % of 5D INF g of 5D |18 % of 5D | SW % of S0_| Montana  toeal
Responsa oo forcent 1 hos Totecenc | ho. Feccent | ko, Percomt | ko, Percent | wo. Pércent
Tea 61 23,3 | 107 28.6 20 35.1 21 16.7 2818 1525 231 29.0
No 186 72.7 | 264 70.6 37 64.9 43 65.2 16 40.0 |543 68.8
No Rasponse 9 FeD 3) 0.8 1| 0.0 2 3.0 3 745 17 2.1

|

Total 256 100.0 | 374 100.0 57 100.0 66 100.0 40 100.9 796 100.0
Nota: Totals may not equal 1C0 due to rounding.




TABLE B-4la. AMOLTTT KESPONDZNLS WOULD Bi: WILLING TO PAY ANNVALLY FOR RiILIARLE MARKET
ADVILLL:  BY AGE UF KESPONDENTS .

Ltader 35 [ 3iss e 5s Total

Eponse | .):o. Yercent | lio. rercenc ]_?I\.x.- “lercent | ‘tio.  rercent
$ 0 153 18.3 ‘ 110 29.6 61 35.1 225 28.3
25 43 19.2 65 17.5 23 1842 134 17.0
50 33 14.7 53 14.2 20 1185 109 13.6
100 50 22.3 79 21.2 38 21.8 170 21.4
360 24 0.2 { -2t 5.6 4 2.3 50 6.3
500 13 5.8 9 2.6 | 3 1.7 27 3.4
750 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
1000 | 4 1.8 I 2 oLS 2 1.1 3 1.0
No Reasponse 15 6.7 ! 13 8,9 23 1352 73 9.0

T

Total | 224 100.0 I 37 100.0 . 174 100.0 196 100.0

TABLE B-41b, BY 3IZE OF AVERAGE ANNUAL SALES.

,000[10-25,000__ 25-50,600 | 5t-169,600 Tovar 109,000 {Toral

Regponsa, NO. -Al;:’t‘:a:\c lHo, Peveent | ho. Percent Lo, Percant | 5o, Percent .r\'om
$ O 21 59.0 57 40.4 66 31.4 . 52 & 21.7 20 14,5 |225 28.3
25 I 6 15,3 31 22.0 39 18.6 41 17.1 13 9.4 134 17.0
50 & 11.9 18 12.8 27 12.9 36 15.0 22 15.9 N9 13.6
100 6 14.3 13 12.8 43 20.5 58 24,2 43 31.2 1170 21.4
300 2 4,38 s 0.7 13 6.2 24 10.0 10 7.2 i 39 6.3
500 0 0.9 0 0.0 3 3.8 2 n.9 6 11.6 | 27 3.4
750 0 0.0 0 c.0 ' 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 o] 0.0
1000 0 0.0 (1] 0.0 1 0.5 2 0.3 I 5 3.6 3 1.0
No Respouse 2 4.8 16 11.3 13 6.2 25 10.4 9 6.5 73 9.0
Total 42 100.0 141 1€0.0 210 100.0 '{2100 1C0.0 138 100.0 I.“?G 100.0

|

TASLE D-41lc, BY LOGCATION OF THE FARNM,

JIsnis o:: SD | of S "'51; L ,¢ sy | lonfana Total

Ra:ponse | . Percent [T, Percnnt |ww. lercsat | lo. Percent | No. Fecrcent

i 2 P IT v
$ O 77 0.1 111 29.7 22 33.6 13 19.7 1 2.5 225 28.3
25 39 15.2 74 19.8 6 10.5 13 19.7 2 5.0 134 17.0
50 28 19.9 35 14.7 a 14.0 13 19.7 4 10.0 9 13.6
100 64 25.0 67 17.9 11 19.3 13 19.7 15 37.5 170 21,4
300 13 S.1 26 7.0 2 3, 2 3.0 7 17.5 50 6.3
500 9 3.5 9 2.4 1 1.8 1 1.5 6 5.0 27 3.4
750 l (1] 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
1000 0 0.0 2 0.5 @ 3.5 2 3.a 2 5.0 8 1.0
Ho Rosnponso L 26 0.2 20 1.0 _I SI il = 13.6 3 7.5 |13 9.0
Total 256 10v.0 374 100.0 | 57 100.0 X(‘o 100.0 ll.o 100.0 796 100.0

i el A e

Jotn: Totala way not aqual 10 parcant Jve to rounding.
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